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THE SYNTHETIC-APRIDRI THESIS OF KANT
— Mrs. S. B. Oluwole

The tussle between the rationalists and the empiricists that eventually
led to the Kantian.Copernican Revolution is too well known in the history of
philosophy to demand any detailed analysis in this type of essay. Put quite
briefly therefore, the rationalists’ thesis is that man has an intellectual intuition
through which he can have knowledge of things not presented to him in
experiences. The empiricists denied this and propounded* the anti-thesis that
there is nothing in human knowledge which is not derived from experience. [t
was the Human exposition of the empiricists” position Kant claimed awoke him
from his dogmatic slumber.! Yet rather than agree with Hume, Kant tried to
show that both parties were partly in the wrong but also partly in the right.
Consequently, he propounded a synthesis of the two positions holding that
both the human mind and experience make their own contributions to what we
call knowledge. The part contributed by the mind he christened a prior and
that by experience the a posteriori. Most important here is the claim that
“necessity and strict universality are..... the criteria of a priori knowledge.?

More recently the logical positivists came and upheld these criteria of the
a priori but vehemently disagreed with Kant as to the origin of the universality
and necessity. For Kant, a priori propositions are so because they are PRES-
CRIBED by the mind and hence inescapable. For the logical positivists, the
universality and necéssity derive from the form and definitions of the concepts
contained in a priori propositions. In other words they are necessary and
universal because they are analytic. Yet Kant left no doubt in anyone’s mind
in denying the analytic origin of the a priori.

The aim of this paper is to clarify the position of each of these warring
parties in the hope that such clarifications will help us determine which of the
two is more logically justifiable and why.

Kant, as earlier on noted, claimed that the a priori is necessarily true
because ,it is a condition prescribed by the mind. It is independent of all
experience.> For him therefore, there are two kinds of knowledge namely the
a posteriori and the a priori. The former has its origin in experience while the
latter originates from the mind. And as Kant stressed, this is not to say that
the a priori is independent of this or that particular experience but of ALL
experience whatever. It is essential here to note that the problem the two
parties are trying to solve is not an epistemological one. Kant is ot disputing
HOW we come to have a prior knowledge but the nature and origin of this
knowledge which we somehow come to possess. But more explicitly perhaps,
the problem is not that of ‘determining how we know, for example, that:

(1) 5+ 7 is 12
but that of determining whether (1) designates:

(i)  a situation that exists in the world,

(ii) a relation between concepts or ideas, or

(i) a relation between the mind and the world.
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Kant denied (i) and (ii) but upheld (iii). Maybe it is essential to warn that Kant
does not hereby claim that the proposition is produced solely by the mind or
by a mere operation of it. For as clearly stated in the first lines of the introduc-
tion to the Critique:

There can be no doubt that all our knowledge begins with

experience....But....it does not follow that it all arises out of

experience.‘1

‘What Kant claimed is that in the process of having knowledge, the human
faculties make their own contributions. He even says that it.is not easy for us,
except, with long practice, to separate what the faculties contribute from what
we receive through lmpressmns Kant's position is that just as it is impossible
for the mind to produce any knowledge ON ITS OWN, so also is it impossible
for our impression alone to give us knowledge. Knowledge, by Kant’s definition,
is a synthesis of materials from both.

We noted above Kant’s denial that ‘5 + 7 is 12" designates a relation of
ideas. This does not amount to his denying the existence of ALL analytic
propositions as such. He agrees there are truly analytic propositions. He even
identified its criterion as that of contradiction.® What Kant wants to maintain
is that there are some statements which are not analytic yet are necessarily and
universally true. This in fact is the main bone of contention between him and
the logical positivists. The latter claim that experience is the only source of all
knowledge, and that only (i) gives us Knowledge, (ii) does not. It only exhibits
the relation of ideas which may bring to the fore a relation we were hitherto
unaware of, providing us with what can be termed a psychologically new know-
ledge. But since such relation is already contained in the concept, (although we
were unaware of it) it cannot be strictly speaking described as new knowledge.
Any process of analysing such ‘propositions can only be for the purpose of
discovering which and which propositions are logical equivalents. We are,
according to Hume, only making substitutions that never lead us into anything
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new.

One of the foundations of modern philosophical discussions of the a priori
as the analytic hang on this too-well-known phraseology of “‘true by definition”.
"It is on this note that it seems quite appropriate to take up a detailed #xposition
of the position of the logical positivists. Let us take two paradigms of the
analytic:

(2) A bachelor is an unmarried man.

(3) 5+ 7is 12. ‘
This, of course, is not the only possible grammatical form analytic propositions
could take, nor does this form even vouchsafe the analyticity of all propositions
of the same form. For instance, it is clear that:

(4) A pen is a writing material. ; '
bas the -same grammatical form as (2) and (3) above, yet it'is equally clear it is
‘ot analytic. The analyticity of (2) and (3) derives from both the logical form
‘and DEFINITIONS of the subject and predicate terms of the propositions. The
iﬁiterion of a denial of such propositions resulting in contraditions follows
Jogically from this fact.
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The most important point of the positivists’ position that needs the most
detailed clarification here is the claim that the necessity and universality of
analytic propositions originate from the definition of their terms. The question
to which we must address ourselves therefore is:

What EXACTLY does it mean to say that

analytic propositions are true by definition?

Let us illustrate by one of the examples already chosen. What the positivists
are saying is that given the definition of ‘bachelor’ on the one hand, and of an
‘unmarried man’’ on the other, the proposition ‘A bachelor is an unmarried man’
is necessarily true, i.e. it cannot be false. In other words, since the term ‘bachelor’
stands for the same concept as an ‘unmarried man’ (at least in this sense), the
logical equivalence of the two terms cannot be debated. Symbolically put, the
proposition becomes: “A is A” or ‘A = A’.

The certainty of this exposition by the logical positivists is stressed by
the claim that such propositions ‘are necessarily true in ALL POSSIBLE
WORLDS." Hence in a world where there is no sex distinction, this proposition
will still be necessarily true.® This is supposed to be the important difference
between logical and theoretical identities. The former has no claim to truth
except W|th|n a given theory, hence it does not lead to a logical contradition
if denied.® One of the most important developments in this direction in modern
times is the claim that logic and mathematics are both derivable from a few
logical primitives or axioms. W.V. Quine claims we need only three of such
primitives.® For a thorough understanding of the analytic, it seems essential
that one should look very closely at the nature and origin of these primitives.
For on them hangs all the laws and deductions of the claim that the analytic
is true by definition.

First of all, by their very nature, the axioms are themselves undefinable,
at least within the deductive system built on them. They form the starting
point, the assumptions, the presuppositions on which all other propositions in
the system are logically derived. This is so because if we are to avoid both circu-
larity and an infinite regress, we have to stop somewhere. Such is the defence of
the “philosophers of definition’”” — a group to-which most, if not all modern
logicians belong. A corollary to the first question we raised about what ‘true by
definition” signifies is what exactly the nature or rather the origin of these
primitives or presuppositions are. For a more direct consideration, let us take
an axiom relevant to the examples hitherto used, namely the notion of identity.
For stress we might repeat that the question is not about how we know that A
is identical with A, but the NATURE of the notion of identity.

David Hume apparently would agree with the positivists that a priori
propositions are true by definition and also with Kant that they are demonstra-
ble ‘by mere operations of thought’ without any dependence on what gives
anywhere in the universe.>® For him, a priori propositions express relations
between ideas, Arithmetic, for instance, is concerned with relations between
numbers.2? He only disagrees with Kant for holding that the origin of the.ideas
of mathematics etc, are not from impressions and ALL impressions from expe-
rience, the only difference between propositions concerning ‘matters of facts’
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and ‘relation of ideas’ therefore lies in the fact that the mind on its own can
operate and exhibit the logical relations existing amongst different ideas whereas
this is impossible with propositions relating to matters of fact. This claim that
the mind can, on its own, progress with the analysis of ideas and thereby arrive
at equivalents or substitutes does not of course imply that it produces new
knowledge on its own.

If the positivists would accept their godfathers’ explanation of the origin of
axioms or presuppositions of logic etc., then one could conclude that these also
are derived from experiences as basic and distinct individual ideas that Hume
called them. The relation amongst them is what is intuitively discoverable by
the mind. Pushing these claims to their logical conclusions, it can be said that
these relations have their origin is- the ideas as well. The only property and
function of the faculties then in the ability to discover and associate these
hitherto imbedded relations. The differemce between relations in ‘matters of fact’
and those of ‘relation of ideas’ then is that while the latter is discoverable by
mere thinking, the former is discoverable only by further experience. In both
cases, the basic ideas are got from experience. '

There are apparently a lot that Kant would agree with here. Hume's analy-
sis of the nature of these two objects of human reasoning seem acoeptablétu
him. Even the fact that our ideas of Geometry and Arithmetic are arrived at
through experience, he would not dispute. The only bone of contention is about
the origin of such ideas. The problem is a metaphysical rather than an eplste-
mological one. The question to which an answer is being sought is whether or

not these objects themselves are products of man’s faculties or of the external
world.

Returning to our former illustration, what is at stake is whether the notion

~ of identity is an inherent quality of numbers for example, or a logical notion

supplied from the nature of the mind. Hume, we said, affirmed the former,
while denying the later. So also apparently the logical positivists. Yet Kant
would definitely maintain the opposite view. Hume and the positivists would
maintain that once we can define the ideas in ‘5 + 7', for instance, the mind
can on its own clearly and intuitively see that it is identical with the idea of 12;
the mind, on its own, can make the substitution. Kant refuted all these by
holding that no matter how much we examine the idea of '5 + 7', the mind can.
never on its own discover the concept 12 from the concepts of 5 and 7. For
Kant, it is only experience that can show us this identity.

One must confess that it is very difficult, if not totally impossible to see
haw Kant could maintain that the concepts of ‘6 + 7' are hot entailed by the
concept of 12. The few basic logical axioms of Peano seems to have put a final
stop to this debate. Yet it is this very controversy that interests us here. It
seems to me too much to concede that Kant could hold so tenaciously to this
seemingly simpleton’s type of reasoning. Hence the curiosity to investigate into
a probably more logical, more rational basis of Kant’s position. Now taking
Hume’s position as the starting point, it is pretty apparent that ‘6 + 7’ is not
one concept but at least three ideas, namely those of 5, addition, and 7, even
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though those of five and seven are derived from similar impressions. Furtnermore,
the number 12 is yet another logical notion or idea. Whatever definition of
these concepts one may give, we are to ask ourselves what it is we are defining,
that is, what is the object of definition. The Humean position is that the
relations already exist among ideas, definitions only reveal and make them
explicit. If all ideas originate from experience and ideas by nature already possess
these logical relations, then logical relations, by implication, exist in external
objects. They are only discovered and codified by the mind.

The conclusion then is not that these relations prescribe anything to
experience, but that experience prescribes them. They are, in other words, the
laws of nature. This is more so since the mind is regarded as passive, making no
contributions whatsoever of its own other than discovering hitherto existing
relations. | am not sure how many logicians will accept this view. But the logical
validity of any other conclusion is greatly challenged given the empiricists’
origin of ideas. The question cannot therefore be whether or not nature must
conform to natural laws but that since they are products of nature, they must,
of necessity conform to nature! Such laws will be empirical not in the sense
that we manufacture them from one or more repeated experiences, but because
they are inherent qualities of the objects of experience. Herein comes in the
Copernican Revolution of Kant. For him, it is not these laws that must conform
to nature, rather it is nature that must conform to them. According to Kant the
mathematical propositions are a priori yet not analytic! By this he meant to
deny empiricists’ claim that a priori propositions are true by definition. He said:

Hence the concept 0V 12 is by no means already thought in merely
thinking of this union of 7 and 5 and | may analyse my concept
of such a possible sum as long as | please, still | shall never find
the 12 in it.

Kant went on from here to give details of HOW we come to possess the
knowledge that 5 + 7 thus confusing the metaphysics of the proposition with its
epistemological origin in us. Not many mathematicians will disagree with Kants
epistemological analysis of this proposition, yet given Kant’s own definition of
the analytic, nothing seems much more apparent than that a denial of the
proposition ‘5 + 7 is 12’ will definitely lead to a contradiction. Kant does not
deny this. What he denies is the analytic relationship between the two.

Kant in his earlier treatment of the metaphysics of the a priori, identified
their origin in the nature of man. They are intuitive laws which the mind brings
to bear on experience. They are not derived from experience as the empiricists
claimed but latent, implicitly imbedded in the human mind. They are awakened
and brought to the fore in the process of their application to experience. They
are formal notations to be filled with empirical data. Hence they by themselves,
produce no knowledge, even though no knowledge is without them. Referring
these to the case of ‘5 + 7 is 12, the right question to ask is: ‘if ‘5 + 7 is 12" is
a synthetic — a priori proposition as Kant himself claims, ‘what is the nature of
the intuition that is brought to bear upon its empirical content?” One might
identify at least one or two here, namely those of addition (+), and that of
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identity (= or ‘is’). If Kant’s argument therefore is to proceed in the right
direction, all he has to establish is either that one or both of these notions is
not derived from experience even though the notions of 5, 7 and 12 are.

This is where | think a reconstruction and clarification of the confusions
of Kant can throw some light on the nature of mathematical axioms as well
as on the claim that their propositions are true by definition. The capula ‘is’
as used in ‘5 + 7 is 12’ designates identity, a purely logical notion. If this notion
leads to a priori propositions and yet originate from mere definition, it should
be possible that given a different definition, the law of identity becomes some-
thing other than what it is now at least within such a system that follows from
its new definition. Yet | do not know how many will concour to this, i.e.
accepting that the logical notion of identity varies with definitions. If so, then
definition, as here discussed, is not as arbitrary as ane would have otherwise
thought! It appears there are at least two venues open to us to get ourselves out
of this web. Either we hold that mathematical propositions are based on arbi-
trary definitions and hence not necessarily true in all possible worlds, (except
we mean by such worlds those that deductively evolve only from one particular
definition) or that they are true in ALL POSSIBLE WORLDS irrespective of
particular definitions in which case THEY WOULD NOT BE TRUE BY
DEFINITION!

Many logicians are at present of the first opinion. Mathematical propo-
sitions are no more regarded as external truths, but as necessary truths within a
particular logical system. Hence what is a priori in the Principia Mathematica of
Whitehead and Russell for instance will not be so in a two-valued logic. It is the
arbitrariness that logically results from this position that led Kant to deny the
analyticity of ‘6 + 7 is 12’ etc. Kant is not satisfied that the necessity of a
priori propositions should be so free from the confines of logical systems. For
him, they hold universally true OF ALL POSSIBLE SYSTEMS and consequently
of all possible worlds. This position appears difficult to defend. It seems so
logically untenable. And it is only on this note that Kant criterion of universality,
as he wants it defined, can be validated.

Kant provides a defence in his metaphysics of the a priori by denying its
analytic origin. Rather he identified them as rules inherent in the mind to which
ALL experience must conform. An apparent interpretation of this is that the
a priori propositions of mathematics and logic are psychological and hence
adequately traditionally defined as the ‘laws of thought’; or better still as the
‘laws of correct thinking’. In short that they are the rules according to how men
think and must think. There is little or no doubt that this interpretation, if
correct, runs foul of human experience. As John Hospers noted, men do not
always think logically. Many atimes we contradict ourselves. Furthermore,
psychology is so far from logic that the laws of the former can hardly be
claimed to be identical with those of the latter.

Despite the apparent consistency of these criticisms of the logical implica-
tions of the claims of Kant, there is an important point where Hospers misses
the ideas that Kant is trying to stress. That they are psychological in nature
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does not mean that they belong to the science of psychology except in the
broad sense that psychology studies human nature. Biology, no doubt, also
studies human nature. But the former bears a relation to these rules only in
determining how far the physical constituents of the body can affect the work-
ings of the mind. The rules of laws whereby the mind faces, sorts and organises
the distinct items of experience go far beyond psychology. Secondly, the claim
that men do not always think logically creates little or no threat to Kant's
position. For to note that men at times do think illogically is to claim they can
err or make mistakes in their thinking. And mistakes are possible by definition
only on the assumption that there is a correct way of doing something. That an
adding machine makes mistakes is no conclusive proof that it has no inbuilt laws
according to which it should normally operate. In cases of error, the conditions
that led to them can usually be identified. Hence the claim that a priori rules
are laws according to which human beings should normally think holds no irrevo-
cable compulsion on the human mind. It only implies that if its propositions are

logically and consistently deduced from some basic assumption, their conclusions
CANNOT be false.

What follows from these clarifications is that Kant could have maintained
his claim of the synthetic a priori nature of mathematics safely without denying
the analyticity of same. It has always been the common assumption of logicians,
including Kant himself, that the analyticity of a proposition rules out the possi-
bility of its being a priori, at least in the Kantian definition of the latter. This
ought not to be so. All the analytic, in the sense of ‘true by definition’, can lay
ctaims to is that given certain assumption or presuppositions, some conclusions
logically i.e. necessarily follow. This is the only necessity the logical positivists
can identify as the necessity of the a priori. But Kant's problem is much more
involving than this. For Kant this necessity is not inherent in the ideas upon
which the mind operates though it can only surface during such an operation,
i.e. during a synthesis of them according to the inherent laws of the mind. The
data 5, 7 and 12 are external to the mind, but the laws of their combination
are supplied by the mind. Taken themselves, there is no suggestion whatsoever
as to how they should or must be combined, hence we could add, subtract
them etc., since they are distinct they are of no particular inherent necessary
relationship to any other idea. This point is what Kant apparently wanted
to stress when he, inadvertently, denied the analyticity of the proposition.

Applying.these claims to the theory of ‘true by definition’ and the possi-
bility of different systems of logic, a new light is shed on the apparent paradox
hitherto noted. This possibility does not logically imply the arbitrariness of
logic. Variety of logic depends on the nature of the data accepted as the ‘bricks’
out of which a system will be built. And although it has been held by most
western scientist-philosophers that these data must be of a particular nature
modern critics have strongly chalange this position. What is therefore important
and hence relevant to all systems of logical systems, be it as bizzare -as the
African postulation of magic etc., or as clear as Aristotelian syllogism, is
that the notions brought to bear on the data of experience must adhere to
some logical criteria. The most important of such logical notions have been
identified as the law of identity, hence Hospers proclaimed:
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They are the most general statements that can be made..... (and
they) are involved every time we talk about anything at all, no
matter what it is we are talking about ..... Not only can you
not speak, YOU CANNOT EVEN THINK WITHOUT PRESU
POSING at least the law of identity.

It is the inescapability of strict necessity and universality of a priori propositions
which he claimed have their origin in the nature of the mind. The present claim
that African Traditional Thought is not illogical, the development of the non-
Eucleadean geometry etc. strengthen rather than threaten Kant’s metaphysics.
Non-eucleadean geometry is possible not because the laws of logic are arbitrary
and hence not binding on the mind nor because they derive from the objects of
experience, but because they can be applied consistently to data quite different
in value from those assumed by Euclead. Our epistemological demand maybe
that the data of experience, to be meaningful, must be in space and time but
not that space must be the three-dimensional one of Euclead!

The conclusions to be drawn from here are multi-various. First the empi-
ricists’ claim of the empirical origin of all ideas (and consequently of their logical
relations) leads to a less acceptable conclusion than that reached by Kant, even
to the empiricists themselves. For not only will the necessity of a priori proposi-
tions derive from experience and hence destroy their claim that knowledge from
experience cannot reach certainty, the arbitrariness that their thesis of ‘true by
definition’ involves is much more disturbing. Secondly the freedom hitherto

attached to the possibility of creating different logical systems is not as free as
supposed. Thirdly the denial by Kant of the analytic nature of mathematical

propositions is uncalled for since analyticity does not rule out the necessity of
his a priori, but only designates a freedom in our choice of data with which to

operate within a particular system. Fourthly Kant’s designation of the PURE
a priori as proposition seems to be so ambiquous as to lend strength to his critics
claim that it runs counter to Kant's initial position. As the forms of experience
which he called them, they can only be’ made meaningful after making them
empirical in content, since the data with which its variables are replaced must
come from experience. The forms remain a priori and hence necessary, yet the
proposition «as such IS NOT TOTALLY A PRIORL. This is the sense in which
Kant’s claim that “thought without content are empty, intuitions without con-
cepts are blind’*® could be meaningful. If Kant remained faithful to this position

he probably wouid have avoided the error of his denying the analyticity of
mathematical propositions. The notion of identity in ‘A bachelor is an unmarried
man’ gives us no knowledge. The claim that this proposition is necessarily true
in a world with no gender distinction and consequently no marriage possibilities
can easily lead us to wrong conclusion. It is the law of identity in the proposition
that holds true in all possible worlds. ‘A bachelor is an unmarried man’ will not
be false in such a world since this logically implies that its contradiction will be
true. It will only be meaningless! The necessity of a priori propositions therefore
only denotes our inescapability from the law of identity. The necessary truth
of such laws in all possible words is valid only on the assumption that such
worlds are inhabited by beings of identical cast of mind as ours.
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The usual criticism that Kant meant meant by this that the ‘laws of thought’
prescribe what the objective world must be arises from a misunderstanding of
Kant's position. As Kant rightly forsaw, there is no objective world parse, as far
as human knowledge is concerned apart, of course, from the world as it appears
to and can be understood by us, hence his distinction betwean the noumena and
phenomena. Any metaphysical world is therefore strictly speaking an epistemo-
logical one.

Finally, one may take a last look at Kant's position through the eyes of
some -modern philosophers. There is the belief amongst many philosophers today
that the human mind is a computerlike system that can be duplicated in a man-
made machine. That this identification may be false in details raises no serious
problem. What sounds much more difficult to uphold is that it is false in
principle. From all intents and purposes the mind appears to be a logical
sys’tem.16 This means the working of the mind is lawful, a system of calculus.
Whether or not its laws are physical and hence can be duplicated by man is an
open question. What seems not open to question is whether or not it is lawful at
all, whatever peculiarities the laws might have physical or even non-physical ones

That the human computer system became lawful only after experience is
as ridiculous as the claim that the mind can, on its own, supply us with any
meaningful output without having been fed with any external data. But most
ridiculous perhaps is the notion that the data- ALONE determine the laws
according to which the mind as a computer must work. There is no doubt that
both do influence each other, yet any meaningful output whatever must NECES-
SARILY BE A SYNTHESIS OF EXTERNAL DATA IN ACCORDANCE WITH
SOME IMBEDDED PRINCIPLES.

Kant and his supporters might have misidentified these laws. They might
have held a wrong notion about their true nature. But the claim that the mind
associates the data of experience according to its own inbuilt laws provides
a much more satisfactory solution to a problem Hume, and later the logical
positivists, never adequately solved!
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SPINOZA ON IMMANENCE AND TRANSCENDENCE'

— REV. DR. B. ABANUKA
|

In the First Part of the Ethics, two characteristics are very remarkable on
close attention. First, Spinoza holds that God is the unique substance.? Secondly,
Spinoza says that whatever is, is. in God, and that nothing can exist or be con-
ceived without God.® In maintaining the first of the above two positions,
Spinoza got rid of Descartes’ three substances at a stroke by recognising only
one substance, which is God, and putting in place of extended things and think-
ing things, the conception of these as modes of the two known infinite attributes
of God*. In maintaining the second position, Spinoza assets the immanence of
things in God. If Spinoza’s views are granted a problem becomes clear: how
does one account for the. transcendence of God in view of Spinoza’s stand that
all modes can exist or be conceived only in God, and that without God nothing
can be or be conceived? This is the problem of the transcendence of God vis a vis
the effects 'God produces and which are immanent in God®>.

Before we go into a proper consideration of this problem, | would like to
note that | accept Alan Donagan’s approach in resolving the reiation between
God, the absolutely infinite substance, and the attributes®. According to this
view, God is the unique substance whose essence is expressed by an infinity
of attributes. God is not a simple being or substance. With regard to the attri-
butes, they are not subjective ways in which man’s finite mind conceives God’s
simple reality (i.e. as ens simplicissimum). God is the most perfect being (ens
realissimum), and each of his infinite attributes expresses the same divine
essence.”

Also, because God’s essence is identiﬁeq with his powers, the attributes
through which the divine essence is expressed are also ways through which the
divine power is exercised®. God is necessarily cause of his existence in the
sense that his essence involves his necessary existence'®. As God is the cause of
his existence by the necessity of his essence, so is he the cause of all things from
the necessity of the same essencel!. Hence it follows that God, conceived as
the substance constituted by an infinity of -attributes (Natura Naturans),
produces an infinity of things in an infinity of ways; in other. words, God pro-
duces an infinity of modes in each of the infinity of attributes (Natura
Naturata)®2:

11
We shall approach our problem by first examining the concept of imma-
nence.!® Spinoza’s theory of immanence has a double aspect. In the first place,
it expresses the immanence of all things in God!%. If God is the only substance,
then all modes must exist or be conceived in God. Secondly, Spinoza calls God
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immanent cause of his effects, i.e., modes'®. The demonstration of this proposi-
tion is addressed to two points which form the contention of the proposition.
The first is an affirmation of the immanence of all things in God. The second
point denies any transitive causal action in God.

There is no doubt that immanence in this context refers to God produ-
cing everything in himself (God does not produce things outside himself as
would be the case if God's causal action were transitive). However, it can also
be said that the God of Spinoza is in a certain sense in his modes. If all modes
are in God, then God is’in a certain sense in the modes in so far as he is the
efficient cause of the modes®®.

One can therefore view Spinoza’s theory of immanence in two ways.
Viewed as determinations or modes of God’s attributes, all things depend on
God for their essence and existence®”. God is the basis of things being one
‘kind’ rather than another'®. Considered as a substance constituted by an
infinity of atrributes God’s infinite power completely sustains every mode; parti-
cular things are nothing other than modifications of the attributes of God, i.e.,
modes by which God's attributes are expressed in a certain and determined
manner!®. In this sense, every mode can be said to be substance. Spinoza does
in fact talk about “‘water in so far as it is extended substance”2°.,Consequently,
nothing can be given, however finite, as being of a certain kind (be it extended
or thinking) without depending on an absolute power having the nature to which
that thing belongs. But this does not mean that a mode can be said to be God.
The mode can only be said to be God in so far as he is modified in one or the
other of his attributes.

If we cannot put a mode and God or substance on the same level just
because a mode can only in a certain sense be said to be substance, then God
appears to maintain a certain transcendence considered in respect to the effects
of his productivity.

At this stage, it seems plain that God and mode are not interchangeable.
A mode can be said to be God or substance only in so far as it depends absolutely
on or is completely supported by the infinite power of God. Hence, considered
in relation to what he produces, God maintains a certain transcedence. However,
if a mode can neither be nor be conceived without God, does it mean that God
belongs to the essence of things? Can Spinoza escape charges of extreme pan-
theism?

v

If certain things said by Spinoza are taken together, one seems to find it
difficult to extricate him from charges of extreme pantheism. Consider the
following statements from the Ethics:

By mode, | mean the modifications of substance, or that which exists in,
and is conceived through, something other than itself (E., i, Def. v).
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From the necessity of the divine nature must follow an infinite number of
things in infinite ways — that is, all things which can fall within the sphere
of infinite intellect (E., 1., xvi).

Nothing in the universe is contingent, but all things are conditioned to
exist and operate in a particular manner by the necessity of the divine
nature (E., 1, xxix).

Things could not have been brought into being by God in any manner or
in any order different from that which has in fact obtained (E., I, xxxiii).

Finally, there is Spinoza’s definition of essence,

| consider as belonging to the essence of a thing that, which being given,
the thing is necessarily given, and, which being removed, the thing is
necessarily removed also; in other words, that without which the thing, and
which itself without the thing, can neither be nor be conceived (E., II, Def. ii).

Though the above statements seem to lead inevitably to the conclusion
that Spinoza is an extreme pantheist, it is, however, interesting to point out
that Spinoza does not consider substance or God as belonging to or constituting
the essence of man2?. In Spinoza’s view, the being of substance or God cannot
belong to the essence of man. Were the being of God to belong to the essence of
man, then given the existence of substance or God, the essence of man must be
given (we must recall Spinoza’s definition of essence). Thus, Spinoza concludes
that it is those who consider the essence or being of God as belonging to the
essence of finite things who fall into contradictions or confusion?2.

Spinoza’s conception of the relationship between the essence of God and
the essence of finite things so understood seems to permit him to maintain that
nothing can be or be conceived w ithout God and still to assert that God does r)ot
belong to the essence of his effects. Consequently, that all things necess_ar.lly
follow from the divine essence®2, does not fulfil the first manner of determining
what belongs to the essence of a thing, namely, that which “when given, the
thing is necessarily given also”’. Here we seem to stand face to face with one of
Spinoza’s paradoxical positions: affirming that if God is given, all finite things
are necessarily given also??, and at the same time denying that the giveness a_nd
understanding of God's essence is sufficient for the giveness and understanding
of the essence of any finite thing. Can any further examination of Spinoza’s text
cast light on Spinoza’s position?

The essence of a mode, for example man, cannot be constituted nor be
understood just by reference to God's essence. The essence of a mode cannot b_e
understood just by taking God to be the first cause®?, or the cause most proxi-
mate in its own kind2®. It does not suffice to consider God as the unique
substance constituted by an- infinity or infinite attributes or real genera to
conceive the essence of a particular mode?”. To conceive the essence of a parti-
cular mode the absolutely proximate cause is further needed to account for the
fact that a mode is this particular mode and not another.2®
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If one wishes to account for a particular human mind, it does not suffice
to refer to the infinite nature of the divine attribute of Thought; one must also
take account of the cause explaining that this human mind is a human mind,
i.e. a particular determination of a certain sort of the attribute of Thought. In
order to give a more exhaustive account of the problem, one would have also to
clarify the relation between the ““absolutely proximate cause’’ as accounting for
the sort of mode this or that mode is, and that which accounts for the particular
essence of this or that mode?®. For Spinoza, particular essences, for example,
those of all human beings and their ideas are produced together and “‘at once”
as parts constituting the infinite immediate mode of the atttibute of Thought,
being the infinite Mind of God3°. These parts mutually determine one another
in the sense that the particular essence of any mode could not be produced with-
out the simultaneous production of all the other modes3?".

Our problem seems now resolved. Given that God necessarily produces all
modes, it cannot, howsever, be said that he constitutes the essence of man as this
particular man (and not another thing). Without God, finite things can neither
be nor be conceived, and if God is given, all things are given also. Nevertheless,
later condition may be interpreted in such a way that God belongs to or
constitutes the essence of this or that thing. Spinoza's definition of essence
appears to permit an escape from extreme pantheism in our case.

v

However, if God does not constitute the essence of this or that thing, there
is still another aspect of the problem which seems to involve pantheism. The
relation between God and the infinite modes, i.e., the totality of finite things,
seems to be of such a kind that God's essence belongs to or constitutes the
essence of infinite modes. This problem will be examined in connection with
the relation between God and the infinite Mind, the infinite immediate mode of
Thought.

Spinoza is clear on the point that the infinite Mind is an effect of God.
Here the infinite Mind belongs not to Natura Naturans, but to Natura Naturata®2,
If there is no transcendence between God and his infinite Mind, there would be
no point holding this strong distinction between God and the infinite immediate
mode of his attribute Thought. (One can say the same thing of God and any
other infinite mode of any of the attributes of God).

But, if one considers Spinoza's definition of essence, can it be really said

that God transcends the infinite Mind. In connection with the infinite Mind, God
is both a necessary first cause and also the absolutely proximate cause itself —
the infinite Mind necessarily follows from God's absolute Nature33.

Therefore, the conclusion that the divine essence belongs to the infinite
Mind seems unavoidable.

The above conclusion is, however, unacceptable: it follows from a confused
application of Spinoza’s definition of essence to divine productivity. One cannot
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equate the fact that God produces all things necessarily, and first immediately
in the infinite modes®#, with the first condition expressed in the definition of
essence, namely, “that (belongs to the essence of a thing), which being given, the
thing is given also”, and this is the same with the second condition mentioned
in the definition after “in other words"’, i.e., ““(that belongs to the essence of a
thing) which itself without the thing can neither be nor be conceived 33,

This equation of God's necessary production of all things (and particularly
of the infinite modes) with the definition of what belongs to the essence of a
thing forces one to say that God’s essence belongs to the essence of infinite
modes. If this equation must be rejected, it is primarily because by making God
dependent on his modes (as seems strongly suggested by the second condition
after "in other words”), the most fundamentalSpinozist -distinction between
substance and mode is completely confused. Hence substance is reduced to a
status comparable in character to modes3®.

It is clear that for Spinoza, substance is in itself (substance exists in se or
and, therefore, is causa sui) and is conceivable through itself alone. Substance is
not dependent on anything else “‘outside’ itself. Modes are dependent on sub-
stance. All modes depend ultimately (and for the infinite modes directly) on
substance. If the divine substance necessarily and immediately produces all
infinite modes according to each attribute, it does not mean that God or his
attributes are dependent on the infinite modes. The latter exist and are the kind
of things they are (for example infinite Mind and not Motion and Rest) on
account of substance and its attributes. Though God necessarily produces his
effects, he does not depend on these effects as something else which would
support his essence. The modes or divine effects cannot support God, since by
their nature, they do not support, they are supported. Considered as that which
exists in itself and conceived through itself alone, substance must produce an
infinity of modes; nevertheless, this does not mean that substance is ontologically
supported by some other thing(s), or that the epistemological conception of its
essence or being requires other fundamental concepts besides those expressing its
infinity of attributes.

In brief, one can say that substance must be considered as really transcen-
dent or that it differs from its effects (whether finite of infinite modes) in
essence and existence. Substance has necessary existence by itself alone — the
necessary and eternal existence of infinite modes is only derivative. Each of the
infinite attributes of substance expresses the essence of substance — the essence
of the infinite modes in the unity-totality of all finite modes of a certain attri-
bute. The essence and existence of substance so understood cannot belong to or
constitute the essence of any mode. On the strength of all that has been so far
said, one can see the real reason why God does not belong to the essence of any
finite mode. Furthermore not only can it be maintained that God does not
constitute the essence of any finite mode, also, God's essence is absolutely prior
and 'mdg;)endent with respect to the essence of any mode, whether finite or
infinite.””.
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| 1‘ If one, however accepts, that God is transcendent to his modes in the
1l sense that his essence and existence are totally different from those of his modes,

one still faces another cogent problem in the system of Spinoza®2. The root of
the difficulty is that considered as different in essence and existence from his
effects, it seems to be impossible that God be the cause of these effects. Things
which have nothing in common cannot be the cause of one another®®.

To resolve the present problem, one must seek for ‘‘some”’ coimmunity
between God and his modes which at the same time permits their difference
with regard to essence and existence. In so far as they are finite or infinite modi-
fications of one or other of the divine attributes, modes differ from God. But
they have something “‘in common’’ with God. They are determinations of certain
attributes expressing the divine essence. The modes have something in common
with God in another closely related sense. The infinite divine nature which each
of the infinite attributes expresses supports each of the modes. Considering this
aspect of the essence of modes, God cannot be their cause since the divine
infinite nature (which each of the attributes expresses and which su pports each
of the modes) has always been God’s*®. No mode of any attribute is this attri-
bute itself. Each of the attributes belongs to each of its modes or determinations,
but this is not in the sense that it belongs to or constitutes their essences as
(finite or infinite) modes.
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rt. cit., p. 342.

7. One can express what is being said in other terms by saying that substance
I God is the suurce and origin of all things or modes, whether finite or infinite
onsequently, the modes, in so far as they are dependent on God for their
isence and existence cannot be said to be prior to God.

Company H. De Dijn, art. cit., p. 344; M. Gueroult, op. cit., 1, pp. 286-295.
9. E, L., iii, Elwes, p. 47.

0. Compare H. De Dijn, id. ib. See also M. Gueroult, op. cit., T, p. 290.




THE MORAL PHILOSOPHY OF ST. THOMAS AQUINAS:
A CRITICAL LOOK
DR. J. I. OMOREGBE

St. Thomas Aquinas, the greatest medieval philosopher, was an Aristotelian
and an expert commentator on Aristotle. But he was an Aristotelian with a
difference, for he did not always follow Aristotle nor was Aristotelianism the
only source of his philosophy. Augustinianism and christian theology were two
other important sources that shaped his thought. Augustinianism itself dates back
to Plato through Plotinus, and it was coloured with christian elements by St.
Augustine, the great African philosopher-theologian. St. Augustine was one of
the founders of christian theology, and both he and St. Thomas Aquinas were
primarily theologians who philosophized within the framework of christian
theology.

Towards the end of Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle discusses the question
of the highest good for man. The highest good for man, he maintains, must
consist of man’s employment of his highest faculty (reason) in contemplating
the highest object (God). This is of course an abstract, intellectual activity which
can only be carried out by philosophers. Aquinas agrees with Aristotle that all
human activities are directed towards the good, and that the highest good for
man (the Summum Bonum) consists in the intellectual contemplation of God.
But while Aristotle means the philosophical contemplation of God by philoso-
phical contemplation of God by philosophers here on earth, Aquinas means the
“Beatific. Vision”’, i.e., the contemplation of God by the saints in heaven.

Aquinas’ concept of virtue is basically Aristotelian. He follows Aristotle
in maintaining that virtue is a midway between two extremes, and that it is a
habit formed by repeatedly and consistently performing the same kind of good
action for a long period of time. Once the good habit has been formed, the
performance of that kind of action becomes easier. | must add that Stoicism is
also one of the sources of Aquinas’ moral philosophy. Like the Stoics, he
assigns an important role to. reason in morality and makes “‘right reason” the
moral standard. He sees virtue as basically the rule of reason over the passions
and sees morality as basically the function of reason. ““The good of man is te be
in accordance with reason and evil is to be against reason. Actions are called
human or moral inasmuch as they proceed from reason. Being a rational animal
entails being a moral being and vice-versa.”’!

Agquinas’ notion of goodness and evil is heavily influenced by those of St.
Augustine and the Stoics. He equates goodness with being, and evil with the
privation of being. He owes this negative concept of evil (as the lack of being)
to St. Augustine who in turn owes it to Plotinus. Every being, in so far as it is
being is good, because it was created by God. God is Goodness itself and what-
ever comes out of Goodness itself participates in goodness and must therefore be
good. Hence whatever God has created is good. Every being is good. Evil is not a
being, it is not a positive entity. It is the privation of being, the lack of the
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integrity of quality due to a being. Consequently evil, since it is not a being, was
not created by God. God did not create evil, he only permits it; and he permits
it because it is inseparably connected with good so that to remove evil would
mean to remove good as well. For example, to remove the capacity for pain
(which is evil) would mean to remove the capacity for pleasure (which
is good) as well. Aquinas also distinguishes between physical evil and moral
evil. Moral evil is the result of man’s misuse of his free-will which was given
to him by God for doing good but which man misuses for doing evil. Physical
evil makes its own contribution to the beauty, order and harmony of the universe.

This idea that even monstrosities and catastrophes are part of the order and
harmony of the universe goes back to the Stoics.

Aquinas strongly opposes determinism which he describes as “’heretical’’
and of no relevance to philosophy. To deny the freedom of the will, he says, is
to remove the basis of morality. For if the will were not free how could man be
held morally responsible for his actions? How could we blame, praise, punish or
reward people for their actions? Determinism is therefore to be rejected. Human
actions are free actions. A free action is a voluntary action,and a voluntary action
is an action that has its source within the agent and not from outside him. The
doer of a voluntary action must be conscious of what he is doing, and it must
come from his own free decision. Aquinas distinguishes between the role of the
intellect and that of the will in human actions. The role of the intellect is to
execute an action in line with the illumination, approval or disapproval given by
the intellect. The will should always comply with the recommendations of the
intellect, it should always follow its guide. But unfortunately this is not always
the case, for the will is sometimes blinded by the passions and goes against the
recommendations of the intellect. This is what happens when a person does
what he knows to be wrong. In that case there is a conflict between the
intellect and the will, that is, between the recommendation of the intellect and
the will, that is, between the recommendation of the intellect and what the will
actually executes. Aquinas was indeed a psychologist who had a deep insight into
the psychology of human behaviour. The executive and the legislative functions
of the government in a presidential system of government would be a good
analogy of what Aquinas means. In the presidential system of government the
executive arm should always comply with the recommendation, approval or
disapproval of the legislative arm in regard to any proposed action. But if the
executive insists on going against the recommendations of the legislative, then
things would go wrong for the entire country.

The will, says Aquinas, is meant for good and is directly oriented towards
good. The direct object of the will therefore is good just as the direct object of
the intellect is truth. Because it is basically oriented towards good, the will always
chooses what it see$ as good. The will can never choose evil precisely as evil nor
can it refuse to choose good when it is seen as purely good. When the will
chooses an evil thing, it is because it sees it as good or at least it sees some goud
aspect in it. Just as the intellect is not free not to assent to truth when it is
clearly seen as good. This doctrine which goes back to Aristotle and Plato is some-
times described as “ethical determinism” since, according to the doctrine; the
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will is determined (By its basic orientation) to choose good and it cannot do
otherwise when it sees good purely assgood. From St. Augustine Aquinas derives
the idea (but not the term itself) of synderesis. Quoting St. Augustine, Aquinas
says: “‘Augustine declared that in our natural power of judgement there are
rules and seeds of virtue which are unchangeably true. Now this is what we mean
by synderesis.”2 Synderesis in Aquinas’ moral philosophy is the innate, natural
disposition and capacity to grasp spontaneously and naturally the fundamental
moral principles. Aquinas also describes it as a habit, a natural tendency imparted
to us by nature which enables us to know the fundamental principles of morality.
He seems to be saying, in other words, that we know the fundamental principles
of morality by intuition, and he calls this capacity of intuitive apprehension of
the fundamental moral principles synderesis. This is an element of intuitionism
in Aquinas’ moral philosophy. He also distinguishes between the role of syndere-
sis and that of conscience. While the role of synderesis is to grasp the fundamen-
tal principles of morality, that of conscience is to apply these principles to
particular, concrete cases. By their very nature these principles are abstract, but
actions are concrete and take place in particular situations. Conscience bridges
this gap between the abstraction of the moral principles and the concreteness of
actions, and it does so by applying the former to the latter. By synderesis we
know that certain kinds of actions are wrong. Now it is conscience which applies
this knowledge to the particular action we intend to perform in a given concrete
situation, in order to see whatever the proposed action, given the situation in
which it is going to be performed, falls within the category of right or wrong
actions.

Having made this application, conscience comes up with a decision or judge-
ment to whether the proposed action is right or wrong, whether it should be per-
formed or avoided. Conscience can of course make a mistake in the application
of these principles and consequently it can make an erroneous judgement regard-
ing the rightness or wrongness of a proposed action. But Aquinas tells us that the
judgement of conscience should always be obeyed, even when it is wrong. “Every
conscience, whether right or wrong, whether it concerns things evil in themselves
or things morally indifferent, obliges us to act in a such a way that he who acts
against his conscience sins.”” It is of course understood that an erroneous con-
science is unaware of its error and is therefore convinced that it has made the
right decision. In other words, when conscience makes an erroneous judgement
regarding the morality of an action its error is made in "“good faith”, hence its
recommendation is as binding as when its judgement is right.

NATURAL LAW

The doctrine of natural law is an important aspect of Aquinas’ moral and
political philosophy. His doctrine of natural law reflects the influence of the
Stoics though he developed it much more than the Stoics did..He made a signi-
ficant contribution not only to the doctrine of natural law but to the philosophy
of law. Hence Aquinas occupies an important place in the history of the philoso-
phy of law. He defines law as “’an ordinance of reason directed towards the
common good and promulgated by the one who has the care of the community:’
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This means that a law is a command, a directive which must be reasonable (for if
it I8 unreasonable it would not qualify as a law), and must be aimed at the com-
mon good of the community. A law should therefore not be intended to foster
the private interest of:some members of the community, otherwise it would not
quality as law. Finally it is only the appropriate authority in charge of the society
that can make law for that society, and it must be made known to all those
intended to be bound by it. A law that is not properly promulgated has no
binding force. Aquinas distinguishes between four kinds of law, namely,
eternal law, natural law, divine positive law, and human positive law.

Eternal law is the law by which God governs the whole of creation, direct-
Ing each creature to its respective end. It is the law implanted in the very nature
of every creature, impelling it to behave in certain ways, thereby fulfilling the
purpose for which it was created. “Supposing the world to be governed by the
divine providence.... It is clear that the whole community of the universe is go-
verned by divine reason. This rational guidance of created things on the part of
God.... we call the eternal law.”* All creatures derive from the eternal law
“gertain inclinations to those actions and aims which are proper to them.”®
Thus Aquinas sees the eternal law as the rational guidance of the universe by
(God, the divine wisdom or providence by which God makes the universe func-
tlon the way he wants it. Eternal law therefore applies to all creatures in the
unlverse. But it does not apply to all creatures in exactly the same way; it does
not apply to rational creatures in exactly the same way as it applies to irrational
creatures. As it applies to rational creatures, that is, human beings, it is called
the natural law. Natural law therefore is man’s participation in the eternal law:
It Is the law by which God governs rational creatures. For God does not govern
all creatures in exactly the way way, rather he governs each creature according
to Its specific nature. Man being a free and rational being is not governed by
God in the same way as the irrational creatures. While the irrational creatures
are governed by the physical laws of nature, which are necessitating laws, human
beings are governed by the natural law. “‘The natural law is nothing else but a
participation of eternal law in a rational creature.”® By the term “hatural law"’
Aquinas thus means the moral law. This term, which has a long history dating
to the Sophists, has in the course of its history became an ambiguous term., It
could mean the physical laws of nature (which include the biological laws in the
human and animal bodies) or the moral law. Some philosophers used it in one
sonse while othe!'s used it in another sense. The Stoics confused the two senses
of the term, Spinoza used it.in the sense of the physical laws of nature, so that
when Spinoza spoke of the natural law he meant the physical laws of necessity.
Aquinas and Kant used it in the sense of the moral law, a law that appeals to
man’s reason and which man is free to obey or to disobey. Hobbes and Locke
#lso used it in this sense. The natural law, according to Aquinas, is expressed
through several principles the most fundamental of which is that good should be
avoided. All other principles of the natural law derive from this fundamental
principle.
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How are the principles of the natural law discovered? Since the natural law
is a law that appeals to man’s reason, its principles are discoverable by reason.
Aquinas classifies the-principles of the natural law into two categories, namely,
the primary principles and the secondary principles. The former are immutable,
eternal, seif-evident and discoverable by reason. They are known by “synderesis”,
that is, they are known naturally and spontaneously as soon as one reaches the
age of reason, prior to any specific instruction or reflection on them. They are
just known ““naturally’’. Other principles are discovered by reflecting on man’s
natural inclinations; for man, according to Aquinas, has certain natural inclina-
tions towards certain ends intended for him by God. Hence these natural inclina-
tions are indicative of God's intentions for man, and by reflecting on them we
shall discover the principles of the natural law because ‘‘the order of the precepts
of the law of nature follows the order of natural inclinations.” Now, man’s
nature comprises three levels of being, and on each of these levels man has
certain natural inclinations.” These levels are the universal level, the animal level,
and the rational level. On the universal level man shares certain natural inclina-
tions with all the beings in the universe. An example of this is the inclination
towards self-preservation; all beings have the natural tendency to preserve them-
selves in existence. Reflecting on this natural inclination reason discovers that
suicide (which is the very negation of this tendency) is morally wrong because it
is contrary to this tendency and therefore contrary to God’s will for man. From
this it also follows that self-defence is morally justified. On the second level, the
animal level, man shares animal nature with the animals and has certain natural
inclinations in common with the animals. These natural inclinations include the
inclination towards sexual activities and the tendency to take tcnder care of
offsprings. Quoting Ulpian, Aquinas says that ‘‘natural law is what nature
teaches all animals”, and by “all animals’ both Ulpian and Aquinas mean both
the beasts and human beings. In order to know “what nature teaches all animals’
in the sexual domain we should observe how the animals make use of sex. In
other words, Aquinas thinks that in order to know how nature intends sex to be
used we should observe how it is used by the animals since they do not and
cannot frustrate the purpose of nature as:human beings do. Among the animals
sexuality is used exclusively for procreation, for the animals never have sexual
relation except when procreation is possible, that is, when the female is ready
for pregnancy. They never have sex during pregnancy, nor do animals of the
same sex ever indulge in sexual activities together. From all these Aquinas
draws the conclusion that sexuality is intended by nature exclusively for pro-
creation. Consequently all sexual activities which deliberately exclude the
possibility of procreation are contrary to natural law and therefore morally
wrong since they frustrate the very purpose for which sexuality is intended by
nature. Hence the use of contraceptives, sex relation during pregnancy, mastur-
bation, homosexuality are all contrary to the natural law and are consequently
immoral. These are “sins against nature’” (peccata contra natura). If we observe
the animals we shall also notice that they take tender care of their offsprings.
From this the conclusion also follows that the natural law obliges human beings
to take care of their children and educate them. The third level of our being is
the rational level, and on this level we have certain inclinations peculiar to our
rational nature. These include the tendency to seek the truth, the tendency to
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know God, the tendency to live in society with other men. Reflecting on these
tendencies reason discovers the natural law precepts which oblige men to speak
the truth, to know God, to love God and one's neighbours, to keep one’s pro-
mise, not to kill, not to steal, not to commit adultery, etc.

The third kind of law, according to Aquinas, is the divine positive law.
This is the law that God is believed to have given to mankind through certain
individuals to whom he appeared. Since this is in the realm of faith we shall not
flo into it. The fourth kind of law is human positive law, and it refers to all man-
made laws. All such laws, Aquinas says, must be based on the natural law and be
derived from it. Any human law that is in conflict with the natural law is ipso
facto null and void; it is not a law at all, but a perversion of law. "Any law has
the nature of law is so far as it derived from the law of nature. If in any case it
[s Incompatible with the natural law it will not be law, but a perversion of law.”’8
No ruler has the right to make laws that are in conflict with the naturai ‘aw, for
such laws would be unjust and immoral. Quoting St. Augustine, Aquinas says:
“Augustine said, “There is no law except it be just’. So the validity of law
dopends upon its justice. But in human affairs a thing is said to be just when it
atcords aright with the rule of reason to the extent that they derive from natural
law. And if a human law is at variance in any particular point with the natural
law, it is no longer legal but a corruption of law."® Unjust laws do not deserve
to be obeyed since they are really not laws at all but perversions of law. They
therefore have no binding force and should not be obeyed “except perhaps in
cartain special cases when it is a matter of avoiding scandal or some special
danger.”*® Any ruler who persists in making unjust laws should be deposed by
rebellion. Aquinas thus holds that the people have the right to rebel against a
bad ruler and remove him from office. But he adds that if such an act of rebellion
Iy likely to result in a situation that would be worse than that which it is intend-

od to remedy, then it should not be carried out.
2

What does Aquinas mean by justice? He defines justice as “‘the firm and
constant will to give to each one his due.” His concept of justice follows that of
Aristotle closely. For example, he follows Aristotle in condemning usury as
tontrary to natural justice. Aristotle had argued that money is not intended for
Increase at interest, but simply for exchange. It is therefore “un-natural” and
morally wrong to take interest from loan. Aquinas argues that to lend money at
high interest amounts to selling it twice and this, he says, is contrary to natural
justice. But unfortunately neither Aristotle nor Aquinas saw that slavery was
contrary to natural justice. While Aquinas condemned polygamy as contrary to
natural law (1) he saw nothing wrong with slavery. In fact he defends slavery as
natural, for, according to him, slavery “‘arises put of natural law.”"%?

There is a basic inconsistency in the moral philosophy of St. Thomas
Aquinas. His analysis of the phenomenon of moral conscience, the roles of the
the intellect and the will in human actions is remarkable. Indeed, it is a fact of
moral experience that when there is a conflict between the intellect and the will
there is division and disharmony in one’s innermost being. When the will is
blinded by passion or desires and goes against the guidance of reason one
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experiences internal conflict and disturbance of one’s conscience. Aquinas
rightly gives primacy to reason in morality and sees morality as basically the
function of reason. Hence he makes “right reason” the moral standard and
maintains that actions that conform to ‘“‘right reason’’ are morally right while
those that are opposed to it are morally wrong. In fact morality is inseparable from
reason since it is precisely because man is a. rational being that he is a moral
being. To be moral is to be rational and to be rational is to be moral. Credit
must also be given to Aquinas for taking into account particular concrete
situations in his moral theory. He rightly recognises the fact that the circum-
stances of the concrete situation in which an action’ is performed could change
the moral nature of the action. Hence Aquinas maintains that before a moral
judgement can be passed on any action, that is, before one is in a position to
judge the morality of any action, one must consider four things, namely, whether
the action was a free/voluntary action, the nature of the action itself, the
intention of the doer in performing the action, and the circumstances of the
situation in which the action was performed. This insight of Aquinas was lost
sight of by his successors who ignored the vital role of concrete situations in
morality. Traditional christian ethics degenarated into absolutistic ethics that
took no account of concrete situations. It was as a reaction against this that
“Situation Ethics” arose, with its emphasis on the situation as the decisive
factor in the morality of an action.'2

k-

. Inconsistency begins to appear in Aquinas’ moral theory as we go through
his doctrine of natural law. He makes a sharp distinction between national and
hon-rational beings and says that natural law is a “‘rational participation”” in the
eternal law, that is, the eternal law as it applies specifically to rational beings. Up
to this point reason still predominates and man is still differentiated and charac-
terized by his rationality. But as soon as he goes into the deduction of moral
principles from the natural law reason gives way and natural inclinations take
‘over. Here morality is no longer a matter of rationality but a natural inclinations
which are alleged to be indicative of God’s will (or nature’s intention) for man.
Moral laws (the principles of the natural law) are conceived as written in man’s
biological nature and discoverable through reflection on man’s natural inclina-
tions. We are told that ““the order of the precepts of the law of nature follows
the order of natural inclinations.”*® Reason having been deposed from its
privileged positions, a new concept of man appears. In this new concept, man is
not characterized or differentiated by rationality nor is morality for him basically
the function of his reason as we were made to believe earlier on. Rather, in this
new concept of man, man is equated with the other animals without distinction.
Then follows a new concept of natural law, taken from Ulpiam: “Natural law is
what nature teaches all animals”. *“All animals’ here means human beings and the
beasts. The rationality which differentiates man from the beasts has been dropped.
Aquinas then goes on to think that from the behaviour of the beasts we can infer
“what nature teaches-all animals” about the correct use of sexuality. And since
among the beasts sexuality is used only for procreation, the conclusion follows
that both among the beasts and among human beings (since they are all animals)
sexuality is intended exclusively for procreation. Consequently the use of contra-
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ceptives by human beings is morally wrong since it is a deliberate frustration of
the very purpose of sexuality as it is intended by nature. [t means using artificial
means to frustrate nature’s purpose and this is immoral.

In view of the fact that even today the morality of contraception is still a
tontroversial issue, and that the Catholic Church — the strongest opponent of
tontraception — bases her arguments against contraception on the natural law
philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas,*? it is important to point out the error in
this argument of Aquinas. In the first place there is nothing wrong (and Aquinas
fails to show why it is wrong) in using artificial means to intervene in the natural
process of any bodily organism. Modern medicine has made tremendous progress
In successfully using such intervention to restore man’s endangered health.
Secondly (and this is more serious) there is a fundamental error in equating
animal nature in the beasts with animal nature in human beings. Animal nature
In the beasts is by no means the same as animal nature in human beings. Although
It I8 true that human beings have animal nature as part of human nature, yét
animal nature in human beings is not animal nature pure and simple. Hence ‘it
would be wrong to, define man simply as an animal, since man is much more
than an animal. He is a rational animal. Animal nature in man is permeated with
tationality and is therefore very different from animal nature in the beasts
which is devoid of rationality. It is therefore wrong to equate the two as if they
were the same thing. Similarly, sexuality among the beast is by no means the
same thing as human sexuality. They are two very different things, the former is
4 simple, purely biological activity while the latter is a complex phenomenon
Invelving biological, psychological, social, rational, and spirirual dimensions.
Consequently, to argue from animal sexuality to human sexuality is to involve
onoulf in the fallacy of equivocation since the- term “sexuality” in both cases
4008 not mean exactly the same thing. From the fact that animal sexuality is
Intended by nature for procreation it by no means follows that human sexuality
I8 also intended by nature exclusively for procreation. The purpose of human
soxuality or the norm for human sexual behaviour can never be validly infered
from the sexual behaviour of the beasts since the two are not the same thing.
Aquinas is therefore guilty of the fallacy of equivocation by arguing from animal
soxuality to a conclusion in human sexuality (using one word with two different
meanings and arguing from one of its meaning to a conclusion in its other
meaning). Such a conclusion is invalid and erroneous. He has therefore not
demonstrated validly that nature intends human-sexuality exclusively for pro-
greation. Procreative effect is only one of the many effects (others being psy-
ohological effect, social effect, spiritual effect and pleasurable effect) of human
soxuality and there is no reason why the procreative effect cannot be excluded
from the sexual act or why the act cannot be performed for the sake of the

other effects. In other words there is nothing morally wrong with the use of
sontraceptives.
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“ REFERENCE NOTES FOUNDATIONS OF WELFARE:
: h | A CRITIQUE OF PREFERENCE UTILITARIANISM
o 1. Summa Theol. 1a 2ae 94, 2
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5. Loc. cit. thing. The welfare of oneself, as well as that of others, provides a strong
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such issues are not clarified by simply substituting well-being or happiness for

14. In 1968 Pope Paul VI published his controversial Encyclical, Humanae

Vitae in which he condemned all methods of “artificial’”’ contraception
as morally wrong. The arguments he presented for this view were basi-
cally those of St. Thomas Aquinas.

waelfare.

One approach to this question, which has enjoyed some predominance in
soclal and political theory is the desire-satisfaction account, according to which
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walfare consists in the satisfaction of desires. My objective in this paper is to
ralse a few problems with this account. My discussion here is based on the assump-
tlon that an adequate account of welfare should serve as a reasonable basis for
pgrsons to make morally justifiable claims on one another, as well as to make
Individual life-plans that could be justified on both prudential and moral grounds.

To avoid confusion, it is important to draw a distinction between personal
and social issues and the type of reasonings applicable to their settlements.
Parsonal preferences or desires may be used to reach a decision about personal
Issues. An example is choice of career. In this area, the individual is usually consi-
dered to be a sovereign. Whether | should go into show business or take up a |
oareer in philosophy depends on my preference. Of course, as should be obvious, [
the lssue is sometimes much more complex than this, and success in a particular
gareer requires a lot more than one’s desire for it. One of the questions | want to
address, ultimately, is about the strength of the connection between individual
deslres and individual welfare. Preference utilitarians believe that the connection
I8 vary tight. In their view, one does not promote a person’s welfare (whatever
#lse one may be doing) if one denies that person the satisfaction of his desires. 1
This Is an open question. For it seems obvious that not all desires contribute to
the promotion of welfare.

‘ ~ Besides this, however, there are other problems. Even if personal preferences
i o desires or regardec as the main components of welfare, these cannot provide
lld basis for persons to make morally justifiable claims on one another. That
@ desire for A does not, in itself, provide a basis for X to make a morally
_ﬂlblo claim on anyone to help X realize A. For A may be an imprudent or
ral desire. There is reason then to discriminate between desires. This is not
. For even if individual preferences are bases for settling personal issues, it is




more difficult to take them as adequate bases for settling social issues which
arise in context where others have a claim. Their just settlement requires certain
objective considerations beyond the intensity of desires of those involved.
Subjective preference, as | will argue, are quite inadequate as a basis for settling
issues of human welfare in society.

When we conceive welfare of individuals as a function of the satisfaction
of desires, we have to face the fact that desires, as such, are unconstrained. They
can be for anything under the sun. Some, if satisfied, may actually frustrate,
rather than promote the well-being of a person. A person may have an actual
preference for what is bad for his welfare. Evidence about preferences, as
Braybroke rightly observes, ‘“has at most presumptive claim to being evidence
about welfare.””? In some cases, we find it plausible, and sometimes necessary, to
advise the concerned individual, against the satisfaction of his self-regarding
desires. We give such advice on the basis of our belief that the desires in question
is not in the best interest of the person. The problem is this. If it is true, a pre-
ference utilitarians suggest, that there is a conceptual connection between the
satisfaction of desires and the promotion of a person’s welfare, then there cannot
be a case of desire whose satisfaction may actually jeopardize a person’s welfare,
But this is not only possible; it happens everyday. So can utility theory advise
against the satisfaction of such desires? On what grounds?

A true utilitarian, steadfast in the faith, may want to adopt the approach
of William James. According to James, any demand however slight, which any
creature, however weak, may make, ought for its own sole sake, to be satisfied.
As he puts it, “....the essense of good is to satisfy demand. The demand may be
for anything under the sun.... all demands as such are prima facie respectable,
and the best simply imaginary world would be one in which every demand was
gratified as soon as made.”3

James realizes, however, that this actual world is different, and since not
every demand can be satisfied, the guiding principle for ethical philosophy must
be simply to satisfy at all times as many demands as we can. A demand for some-
thing will be made when one has a desire for that thing. According to James,
physical facts as facts cannot be supposed to make demands.““If they do they can
only do so by having desires, and then they have ceased to be purely physical
facts.” So to make a demand for X is to have a desire for X. Replacing “‘demand”’
in James’ account with ““desire’’, we can arrive at the desire-satisfaction account
of utility. And it is therefore interesting to note that James is echoed in some
utilitarian accounts of welfare. Sartorious is an example. " The concept of utility,”
in his view, “‘is tied directly to the actual needs and desires of individuals as they
are experienced by them and revealed in their behaviour’’*. As Sartorious states
it elsewhere, it is the satisfaction of desires chosen by people themselves that
have “the sole intrinsic value for the utilitarian.”®

But the view that every deisre has ah intrinsic value is obviously unsatis-
factory, not only for settling social issues, but also for pursuing one’s own welfare.
This is why welfare, considered as implying the well-being of a person, cannot
be satisfactorily defined in terms of the satisfaction of any and every desire. So
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If the utilitarian position rests on the satisfaction of actual desires (as presently
oxpressed), and there is a case for not equating these with a person’s welfare, it
would seem to follow that there is no conceptual connection between welfare (as
It I8 commonly conceived outside utility theory) and the satisfaction of desires.
In that common conception of welfare, it refers to the well-being, or the good of
4 porson, But the good of a person cannot be conceptually tied to the satisfaction
ol his/her desires and he/she actually sees them. There is usually that possibility
that what a person -actually desires may not be in his/her interest.®

Perhaps, though, the case against the satisfaction of actual desires, cogent
as It 18, may not yet provide a solid case against the utilitarian account of welfare.
Mave we then set up a case against a strawman? Can the desire-satisfaction account
provide a satisfactory criterion for delimiting desires such that only certain

types will be plausible candidates for welfare?

There are at Ieast‘two ways for sorting out desires, based on certain criteria
of rationality. Rational desires are to be satisfied, irrational desires are to be
frustrated. On one criterion, a desire is rational if it is consistent with the full
tealization of a person’s stable preference pattern. Notice though, that there is
No suggestion here that a stable preference might itself be irrational. If | am right,
this is the version adopted by Sartorious. As he puts it, ““although the utilitarjan
I8 committed to equating value with utility as revealed in an individual’¢ choice
behaviour, the preference patterns revealed are not identical with any particular
st of choice, so that an individual’s choice in any given instance may consistently
be said to fail to represent what he really prefers.””” This will be the case, for
Instance, if a person’s desires are intransitive. He might claim that he prefers
oranges to apples, apples to bananas, but bananas to orange; thus manifesting
Irrationality of preference.® But this is not enough. Taking the stable preference
pattern as @ given precludes the possibility of asking questions about its con-
formity with a person’s welfare. But sometimes we find it necessary to make
decisions to revise even our stable preference patterns in the light of new informa-
tlon and adequate knowledge. This suggests that the relationship between desires
which are ational in this case, and welfare, is at best, contingent.

" On another criterion, a desire is rational only if it is compatable with the
welfare of a person. An individual’s stable preference pattern must itself be
Judlged for rationality of this account. Adequate knowledge and full information
#re not sufficient to guarantee that a desire of rational.® For a desire could be
tational on the first criterion without contributing to the overall good of the
parson desiring. To put is simply it makes sense to say, “A desires X, but X is
against A’s welfare, therefore X is an irrational desire.” But if this makes sense,
very little is left of the plausibility of the desire-satisfaction account of welfare.
For to say this isio start courting a concept of welfare which does not take
desires as basic (since the rationality of desires is now to be judged by their
gompatibility with the welfare of a person). It is to start recognizing the defects
of a preference account of welfare. It is to separate the concept of welfare or
the good of a person from the concept of desire-satisfaction

he!
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In certain cases it is not hard to-see the need for such separation. Consider
the case of an alcoholic who claims to be fully informed about the consequences
of satisfying his urge for the next bottle of brandy. He forsees the threat to his
health if his desire is satisfied. Yet he want that next bottle, come what may.
Shall we say his good health.is not an essential component of his welfare? If so,
it will be a curious notion of welfare. We find it puzzling that a man in his senses
should value the satisfaction of his present desire (for brandy) more than his
health. But suppose he does not value his health. Suppose he is satisfied even if
he does not survive the last drop of his favourite drink? Still we will not charac-
terize his reasoning as paying attention to his welfare. We might say he is not the
type that cares for such things. But since we consider such things important for
an adequate notion of welfare, we might want to characterize that desires as
irrational, and say that it is not in his best interest to satisfy it.

Now the motion of interest, welfare and the good of a person are intimately
connected. It is essential to distinguish between real interests, apparent interests
and subjective interests. | shall say that an action or policy X is in a person A's
real interests if and only if X promotes A’s good. Second, X is in A’s apparent
interests if and only if X promotes the satisfaction of A’s actually desired ends.
Xisin A’s subjective interests if and only if A believes that X promotes A’s desired
ends.’® A person can be mistaken about his real interests so that he might favour
an action, or desire an end, which is actually contrary to his goo'd. That is the
case of the alcoholic. It is true, of course, that in such cases, where the only indi-
viduzl concerned is the person desiring, and where his decision one way or the
other affects no one else, it is not the business of anyone to interfere. Defining
his interests in terms of his desires already precludes the need to reason with him
about his welfare and interest. The only thing, however, is that he cannot then
have any moral claim on others to help him realize his imprudent and immoral
desires. Neither can others be morally justified in helping him realize the object
of his irrational desires. Yet this point is often overlooked.

But if it is true that it would not be proper to ‘interfere’ against a person
on his own account, and that he is justified in having any concerns he happens to
have for himself; it is of course equally true that he cannot use that as a basis for
making a moral demand on others.

Take the alcoholic’s case again. Does he have any moral claim on us to help
him? Suppose someone gives him’ the bottle of brandy, shall we describe that
person’s action as ‘“‘morally good” despite the fact that he is enhancing the
alcoholic’s ‘pleasant’ experience? Of course, not. If his conception of his own
good is his business, moral predicates grounded in the objective considerations of
states of affairs are inapplicable to that area. But we normally want to characterize
a person‘s action as morally good if it is directed towards the promotion of other
people’s welfare. Benevolent actions are of this nature. They cannot be characte-
rized as such if they are usually directed towards the promotion of people’s con-
ception of their good, including the imprudent ones. It would then appear that,
to accommodate such tendencies, we would need an objective account to welfare
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that is not conceptually tied with a person’s subjective desires. This is even more
obvious when we consider situation in which the welfare of others are involved.

In judging the adequacy of social institutions, one has to take into account
the distinction so far drawn between a subjective and objective criterion of wel-
fare. We have discussed the problem that might be faced when the welfare of a
person is conceived in such a way that it is restricted to his conception of what
he wants. Part of the problem, we have seen is that desires and wants are uncon-
strained. They could be for anything and, if we conceptually link desires to wel-
fare, there will be no room for the claim that a desire might frustrate a person’s
walfare. What | want to consider now is whether, and to what extent, the
rlghtness of institutions or states of affairs could be justified by their conformity
to the intensity of people’s desires for them. Just as there are problems with a
desire-satisfaction account of individual welfare, so | think an adequate justifica-
tlon of social institutions in terms of welfare considerations, cannot be based
simply on the intensity of people’s desires for them.

Welfare economists, like utilitarians, especially believe that the aggregation
of a personal preferences ought to be the basis of social policies. Thus Professor
Arrow makes it “thoroughly clear that the preference systems of individuals that
(he regard(s) as basic raw material for the formulation of social choice refer to
what Professor Brandt calls “Personal Welfare””, not moral principle”.!2 The
prablem that bothers them is how to make interpersonal comparisons of the
Intensity of preferences when many people are involved and their preferences are
to be ordered. This problem arises from the fact that to arrive at a justifiable social
cholce, there is need to determine the strength of several individuals’ desires for
different states of affairs.

The reasonaing is clear. Personal welfare is a function of a person’s desires.
8o social welfare should be a function of the intensity of the desires of the several
members of the society. But for this to be possible, we must have a satisfactory
method for comparing the intensity of desires of different people: and to do this,
we need to be able to measure the intensity of desires of different persons for the
different states of affairs. Some believe that it is possible to measure intensity of
tesires by considering what a person will be willing to sacrifice in order to geta
partioular object of his desire By comparing the value of what A will be willing to
et X with the value of what B will be willing to give up to get Y, it is believed that
Wae oan arrive at a satisfactory basis for comparing the values of X and Y to the
walfare of A and B, respectively.

It seems to me that there is a problem here. If we are to calculate the value
of what A and B are willing to give up to get X and Y respectively, we must
taloulate the value of such thing for each of them. Suppose A is a wealthy busi-
fiessman. He might be willing to give up millions of dollars just to get the govern-
ment approval for a gambling house. B is a “poor church rat”, but he is prepared
10 give up his life-savings to block such a deal. Me might even be prepared to die
for his cause. In each case,. there is no objective criterion for measuring the
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intensity of the desires of A against B’s. We can’t use monetary calculations
without favouring A over B. What we can say is that the value of what B is
willing to give up (his whole savings) is for him greater than the value of what A
is willing to give up, also relative to A. But to say this is just to say that on B's
scale of preference, Y is highest. But so is X on A’s scale of preference. We
have no ground yet for the judgement that the intensity of B’s desires is greater
than that of A. But even if we do have a ground for making such judgement, it
would be morally inadequate to create or justify social institutions simply by
appeal to the intensity of desires, for not all desires are morally legitimate.

v

It seems obvious that some intensely felt desires may be regarded as moral-
ly inadequate because they are detrimental to the good of other members of
society. As such they deserve no considerations, however intense they may be.
To be sure, in practice, utility theorists may be sensitive to the possibility that
some desires may be immoral. However, they are committed to allowing every
desire into their calculation to be rejected only if it does not contribute to the
maximization of social well-being. There is no other basis for utilitarians to sort
our desires. But if social well-being is already defined as the maximization of
desire-satisfaction, it becomes clear that, certain institutions like slavery could be
legitimized on the ground that the well-being of society would be maximized.
For if the desire of potential slave-owners (for slaves) is quite stronger than the
desire of potential slaves for freedom; or if the potential slaves could be SO con-
ditioned as to derive satisfaction from slaves, then on the desire-satisfaction
account of welfare the welfare of both slaves and slave owners would be promo-
ted in a society where slavery is practised. Again, the theory seerps to fail such
a test of adequacy as this.13

On the other hand, if we turn to legitimate desires which do not violate
the welfare of others we can also distinguish between them in terms of their
relative urgency.'* It is considered morally praiseworthy to help others satisfy
their needs and promote their interests. But that depends very much on what
those interests are. As has been remarked earlier, we are not under any moral
obligations to help an alcoholic satisfy his interest in brandy, even if that is his
conception of his good. On the other hand, we would not hesitate to take a
decision to give what we can to a person dying of hunger. Such a decision is
often auided by the belief that the latter is truly in need.Our conception of need
Is not as closely tied with having a bottle of brandy.

An adequate justification for institutions devoted to human welfare cannot
be based simply on the intensity of desires for them. It also has to consider the
nature and urgency of people’s needs. The intensity of preference is an indication
of how strongly and individual wants something. It is also important to take
account of what role that “something’” will play in his life. This is not an easy
question to determine. There are hard cases where it is not clear how intensity
is closely related to urgency. But there are at least cases where we can see clearly
that having an intense desire for something does not really mean that its satis-
faction is an urgent need. What can be said is that if a theory of welfare is to have
any moral significance, it cannot be based simply on the strength of desires of
individuals.
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FOOTNOTES

This concept is central to the recent accounts of utility as a theo_ry _of
social choice, and a number of modern utilitarians have urged in its
support. Included among these are Rolf E. Sartorious, Individual Conduct

- and Social Norms. (Dickson, California, 1975); Jan Narveson, Morality and

Utility (Johns Hopkins, Maryland, 1967); John C. Harsanyi, ’Card_ipal
Welfare, Individualistic Ethics, and Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility,
“in Journal of Political Economy, 63, (1955), 309-321; and more recently
in his ““Rule Utilitarianism and Decision Theory,” Erkennthis 1l (]977)
26-63. Harsanyi refers to the version of utility theory he is defending as
“Preference Utilitarinism".

David Braybroke, Three Tests for Democracy (Random House, N.Y., 1968),
p. 129.

“The Moral Philosopher and the Moral Life” in his Will to Believe and
Other Essays (Longmans, N.Y. 1927), pp. 201-202.

Op. Cit., p. 28
Op. Cit., p. 152.

See Brian Barry, Political Argument, pp. 174-186; D.A.J. Richards; A
Theory of Reason for Action (New York, O.U.P., 1971), pp.32-37; Mary
Gibson, “Rationality” in Philosophy and Public Affairs, Vol. 6, No. 3
(Spring, 1977, pp. 193-225.

Op. Cit., pp. 28.

As Andrew Levine recently observed this requirement that a persqn’s
preference be consistent (Transitive) is central to the tradition's'conceptlon
of rational agency. See his Foundations of Unfreedom’’ Ethics, Vol. 88
No. 2 January 1978, pp. 162-173 esp. pp. 165-169.

e.f. Levine, ibid, p. 167. In the tradition, “There are no rational standards
against which the content of our ends can be assessed.” Suc.:h a standard
oxists, as has been seen, only for the relation of nds (desires) to each
other. A person’s ‘‘true ends” (then) are just those ends he wot'lld enter-
tain given full knowledge and adequate reflection.” | am sure th|.s way of
putting it captures what Harsanyi would also want to say constltt{tes his
“true preferences”. But as Levine also adds ‘knowledge apd reflectlsn are
often inadequate” and the elimination of ““factual and logical errors” does
not necessarily guarantee the compatibility of one’s system of ends with
one's good.

cf. Mary Gibson, “‘Rationality”, Op. Cit., p. 222

K. J. Arrow, “The Place of Moral Obligation in Preference Systems” in
Sydney Hook (ed), Human Values and Economic Policy (New York Univ.
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12.

13.

14.

Press, 1967), p. 117. Professor Arrow interpretes “‘moral obligations as the
carrying out of agreements which may, however, be implicit,” (p. 118).

For the view that Interpersonal Utility, Comparison is impossible, see
Lionel Robbins, Essay on the Nature and Significance of Economic
Science (London: Macmillian, & Co., 1932), p. 140. For the opposite
view, see Harsanyi; “‘Can the Maxim Principle serve as a Basic for Morality:
A Critique of John Rawl’s Theory’ in American Political Science Review,
(Vol. LXIX, No. 2, June 1975), pp. 594-606 esp. pp. 600-601, and
Sartorious, Individual Conduct and Social Norms, pp. 28-31.

For an account of the possibility of this difficulty for Utilitarianism, see
M.G. Singer, Generalization in Ethics (Atheneum, N.Y., 1961) p. 195; John
Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford; 1972), p. 167.

My discussion here has been influenced by T. M. Scanlon’s Preference and
Urgency” in Journal of Philosophy, Vol. LXXXII, No. 19, No. 1975,
pp. 655-689.
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_ FREGE ON SENSE AND REFERENCE
A
4 DR. H. G. CALLAWAY

¥ distinction between the sense and the reference of linguistic expres-
rted a powerful and continuing influence of philosophy of language
Ity. The distinction, introduced in Frege's “On Sense and Reference,”
nee in connection with the attempt to solve several important
swrning identity. Largely on the basis of this paper, Frege is credited
hg the modern conception of linguistic meaning.® My pbjective
,',_ luate Frege's concept of meaning through an examination of the
ants and conclusion of ““On Sense and Reference.” | will show that
1 do not force the acceptance of his concept of linguistic sense,
ing why many philosophers have sought to avoid the sense/
ction.

b |

% phper opens with two puzzles concerning identity. First he asks, is.

A telation between objects or a relation between signs of objects? In his
Froge held that a sentence such as ‘a=b’ expresses a relation between
lngs ‘a° and ‘b’. Now he rejects this view. If ‘a=b’ expresses a relation
;:'“ gns; then it could only mean that ‘a” and ‘b’ name the same object.

0 ' the correct analysis, Frege argues, because the fact that ‘a’ and

b sme object is the result of purely arbitrary conventions --a result
tlon. This point demonstrates the error of the analysis, because
W mparm ‘a=b" may convey “‘actual knowledge.”” For example that

Wiy star = the evening star was an important empirical discovery. This
e r" us something about the heavens and not merely about the words.
=
conclusion here is correct, it is important to see that his

doubtful. The conclusion is correct simply because a sentence

) morning star = the evening star’’is not a claim about linguistic

| 'Pl'lli emphasizes; this is a claim about a certain observable astro-

i “the planet Venus. Still there is a flaw in Frege’s argument which

J 'M . The astronomical claim “the morning star = the evening star’ is

) corresponding claim about the names is true. Generally, if a=b

] r" ne of b and ‘b’ is a hame of a. Likewise, if ‘a’ is a name of’b" and

' of u, then a=b. The point is that a sentence which is about the
monstrably no more trivial then the corresponding sentence of the

h . In his argument, Frege assumed that if ‘a=b’ is about the names,

‘b’ name the same object, it would have to be arbitrary, not

“antusl knowledge.” The mistake comes of thinking that semantic

llng the_relationship between names and objects named must be

thay depend upon linguistic conventions. This assumption is simply

ks the empirical element in semantic claims. To know that two
‘glven to the same object, we must know that it was the same

' But, recognizing that we have the same object again some-

‘sonsiderable empirical work.? Frege's oversight in this argument

be of considerable importance.
1
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Frege's second puzzle concerning identity is the more important of the two
and the extensive influence of ““On Sense and Reference’” is closely connecte
with the solution Frege offers. This second puzzle depends on the fact tha
there are two sorts of identity sentences. Those of the form ‘a=b’ are informative
and may represent significant empirical discoveries, those of the form ‘a=a’, o

" the other hand, are not so informative. Frege remarks that on the Kantia
theory sentences of the form ‘a=a’ are analytic. The puzzle is how to explail
this important difference between the two forms of identity sentence.

Frege argues that we cannot explain the difference between these two
forms of sentences unless his distinction between sense (or meaning) and reference
is brought into the account. Thus, suppose contrary to Frege's conclusion, that
the meaning of a name is just its reference, that is, the object named. Given this
assumption, if ‘a=b’ is true then ‘a’ and ‘b’ have the same meaning, since they do
do have the same reference. But, if ‘a” and ‘b’ have the same meaning, then ‘a=b’
must be as trivial as ‘a=a’. This consequence is obviously false, and in order to
avoid it, Frege argues that we must distinguish between the reference of a name
and its sense or meaning.

According to Frege, the sense of an expression is ““grasped by everybody
who is sufficiently familiar with the language.”” The sense contains the ““‘mode of
presentation’’ — the say in which the sign gives us the object.3 Though having the
same object as referent, two signs may still differ in sense, and it is only because
of this that a sentence such as ‘the morning star = the evening star’ conveys
“actual knowledge.”

Frege is surely correct to insist that sentences of the form ‘a=b’ are more
informative than are sentences of the form ‘a=a’. Moreover, he is also correct to
reject the identification of meaning and referent. In spite of these points, however,
Frege’s argument from identity is not sufficient to establish the need for his
notion of sense or meaning. Many philosophers reject the identification of
meaning and reference because they also reject the notion of linquistic meaning
— given any traditional understanding of ‘meaning’. This is Quine’s view for
example. He argues that the traditional conception of linguistic meaning —
such as Frege’s notion of sense — has no place in scientific theory.*

I will return to Frege's argument from identity, in order to provide a more
definitive evaluation. It is sufficient for the present, however, to see that Frege's
argument, though extremely plausible, is not an unquestionable deductive
demonstration. Rather, Frege offers an explanation of the difference between
the two sorts of identity sentences. He does not show that no alternative
explanation is possible, and he does not show that no alternative is preferable.
Before returning to consider the argument from identity more closely, it will be
worth the effort to see how Frege developed the sense/reference distinction. In
order to evaluate Frege's distinction one needs to know a bit more about it.

It is a serious mistake, says Frege in The Foundations of Arithmetic, to
after the meaning of a word in isolation. Rather, "it is only in the contex; of
Bhtence that a word has a meaning.””® This dictum was applied both to sense

10 reference. Under certain circumstances — in certain sorts of sentences —

'd or other expression does not have its customary reference. Frege distin-
08 the customary reference of an expression from its “indirect reference.”

: p_(.lmple, the customary reference of ‘the morning star’ is the planet Venus

W dre to think of the customary sense as the usual meaning of the expres:
\ A l:nse or meaning, for Frege, is a special sort of abstract entity, which is
pud” when the cor_responding expression is understood. In certain linguistic
A X1, then, Frege's view is that ‘“the morning star’ takes its indirect reference:
“_ﬂl not rPfer to the planet Venus, but instead refers to its own customary
0, In addition, Frege's view is that when the reference of an expression is dif-
, under such special circumstances, the expression also take as distinct

]

These distinctions are employed in Frege's attempt to explain apparent
fallures of Leibniz’ law. Leibniz’ law is a logical principle which states that ex-
lans having the same reference may be substituted for each other salve

8, that is, preserving truth, Clearly, if x=y, then whatever is true of x is

also true of y and vice versa, since x and vy are the very same object. The way in
#n object is referred to makes no difference to the truth or falsity of a
Mitenoe — this is the rational of Leibniz’

Hustratos its use.

1) Venus has a surface temperature in excess of 900°F

law. The following argument

- {2) Venus = the morning star.

' (8 The morning star has a surface temperature in excess of 900°F.

ment is surely valid. If (1) and (2) are true, then so is (3). Frege's aim
W that apparent counter-examples to this mode of inference can be
, Without amending the logical principle.

¥

!l-" " o a1 .
Problems arise in so-called Intensiona. contexts,” for instance, linguistic
drpated by modal verbs ‘must’, ‘can’, and verbs of “propositional

" . /e "o . ’
;" Wuch as ‘believes’, ‘knows’, ‘desires’, and other psychological verbs.
the following argument:

»:-p..p“l Smith believes that Venus is a planet.

Venus = the morning star.

*’h&
2 Tl Smith believes that the morning star is a planet.

{ {"M dppear to fail here, for assuming that (1) and (2) are true, (3)
be false. For example, Smith may not believe premise (2), and may

that tl:ie morning star is not a pianet but actually a star. But, even
not believe premise (2), the premise is true, and this is the point,

]

3

he equates the indirect reference of an expression with its customary sense.




Leibniz’ law appears to fail because the premises (1) and (2) are true while (3)
the conclusion is false. How can this be?

The seriousness of this sort of problem is evident in the radical solutions
which have been proposed. For example, it might be held that such counter-
examples are genuine, but this is just to say that Leibniz’ law must be rejected.
This is not a proper solution to the problem, for philosophers are justifiably
conservative when it comes to altering the accepted principles of logic. But the
alternative approaches to the problem may also seem quite radical. Quine takes
the view, for instance, that it is "‘intensional”” idioms which cause the problem,
and the offending expressions, on his view, need to be banned from serious
scientific discourse. If certain expressions are so unclear as to create problems
in the application of sound logical principles, then, so much the worse for the
cogency of such expressions. Talk of beliefs, desires and other mental states
may have some utility in everyday life, on this view, but any serious psychology
will have to do without any expressions. Quine argues that if the offending
expressions are banned then the problematic counter-examples cannot be
formulated.®

In contrast to such radical solutions, Frege's approach may have consi-
derable appeal. But, as we shall see shortly, Frege's approach requires an accep-
tance of the sense/reference distinction. In particular, Frege makes use of his
distinction between the customary and the indirect reference of expressions,
and the indirect reference of an expression, recall, is its customary sense.

For Frege, there is no genuine failure of Leibniz’ law. He maintains that
coreferential expressions may be safely submitted for each other, and he further

maintains that in the problematic cases, such as the argument cited above the sub-

stituted expressions are not genuinely coreferential. We cannot, on Frege’s view,
substitute ‘the morning star’ for ‘Venus' in the sentence ‘Smith believes that

Venus is a planet’. The reason is that in the context created by ‘believes’, 'Venus’
does not have its customary reference, and thus is not coreferential with ‘the
morning star’. Rather, in this context, ‘Venus' has its indirect reference, that is,
the word refers to its own customary sense. Because ‘Venus' does not refer to
Venue in this context, it is a misapplication of Leibniz’ law to substitute ‘the
morning star’ — an expression which does refer to Venue.

There is a special ambiguity which affects the word ‘Venus' in the case con-
sidered, and on Frege's view, this is the source of the problem. |f someone argues
from the premises ‘Smith put his money in a bank’ and ‘A bank is the side of a
river’ to the conclusion ‘Smith put his money in the side of a river’, we will not
wonder long at the failure of the argument. Assuming the premises are both true
the conclusion still does not follow, because ‘bank’ does not have the same
reference, in this sentence, that it has in the identity sentence ‘Venus = the
morning star’. In the context created by ‘believes’, ‘Venus' refers to the customary
sense of the word. This account of the problem adds to the appeal of the sense/
reference distinction, bécause Frege provides further philosophical work for his

4

ol sense or meaning. In spite of this, however, it has often been held that
illon of meaning is not sufficiently clear. One wants to know more about
i “sonses.”’ In particular, one wants to know what the identity conditions
I dnse — how can we tell whether two words or other expressions have the

el This crucial question Frege did not answer, and it has proved to be
most important problem facing the theory of meaning.

6 also applies the sense/reference distinction to entire sentences. He
,‘llnu of a sentence a "'thought”’. The Germanwork is ‘Gedanke’, which
Wmetimes translated as ‘proposition’. Frege's usage might be more literally
By & phase such as ‘that which is thought’, for he is quite emphatic in
that these thoughts or propositions are not psychological entities. For
“thoughts' are abstract, objective entities existing independent of mind
Junge.

-‘P!m ussumes, initially, that a thought or proposition exists and is some-
lated with each sentence — either as the sense of the sentence or as its
. Mo then argues that the thought cannot be the reference of a sentence,
uently must be considered the sense of a sentence. Consider the
sontence:

“Ihe morning star is a body illuminated by the sun. In accordance with
lw, we may substitute coreferential expressions, preserving truth. Substi-
the evening star’ for ‘the morning star’ in (1), the result is (2).

L

avening star is a body illuminated by the sun. Now, (2) differs from (1)
the substitution of coreferential expressions. Therefore, Frege argues, the
gould have no effect upon the reference of the sentences. If we
W, s Froge does, that a sentence has a reference, then because of the rela-
hetween (1) and (2) they can only have the same reference. Yet (1) and
# quite different thought — a person might believe (1) without believing
i follows, then, that a thought cannot be considered the reference of a
e, and Frege concludes that a thought must be considered the sense of a

'
™

B

holds that the reference of a sentence as its truth-value, and he also
of the truth-values as abstract entities: a sentence will either refer to the
10 the false. Although this view seems quite artificial, nonetheless, it is
I part by the above argument. Since the reference of a sentence must
nt under the substitution of coreferential expressions, and. by
Jaw, truth-value does as well, Frege identifies the reference of a sentence
U truthovalue. Further support for Frege's notion of the truth-values as the
of sentences is derived from his analysis of sentences into functional
e and object expressions or names.

A mathematical formula such as ‘x+3=y’ the value of y is said to be
," X, Substituting ‘2’ for ‘x’, 2 is said to be an argument of the func-

argument 2, 3, 4 and so on, determines a value of y. For example,
y*(243)=5. In a similar way, Frege views sentences as being com-
iy [
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posed of function names and argument names. For example we can think of y of sense. Even if we restrict ourselves to consideration of the senses
‘Tom runs’ as composed of the predicate ...runs’ (the name of a function), and | ‘numes, the ontological expense is quite large. First we have, on Frege’s
the object name ‘Tom’. Other names could equally well fill the blank in “...runs’ i 8ense of a word such as ‘Venus'. In addition, as we have seen, in certain
and each of such names Frege regards as providing an argument of the function. To | gontexts ‘Venus' has a distinct sense: when it is used to refer to its
follow through the mathematical analogy, each argument must determine a value ! ‘ , It takes an “indirect sense.” Further, the same word can also be
of the function. Obviously, such values are not numbers. Still, like the values of 10 its indirect sense, in which case Frege holds that the word takes
mathematical functions, Frege regards the values of sentential functions as | , This will be so in iterated intensional contexts such as we see in
objects — the truth-values. For each argument, the function will determine a | sentence.

value, of which there are two possibilities: the true and the false. Although hesi- A

tant over Frege's view of the truth-values as referents of sentences, subsequent belleves that Smith believes that Venus is a planet. The sense of
philosophy has generally placed a very high value on Frege's analysis of sentences, , this sentences is distinct from the sense it has in ‘Snith believes that
into function names and argument names. L8 & planet’, which is distinct again from the sense it has in ‘Venus is a
‘there is no end, in principle, to the complexity of such iterated
vantexts, it follows that on Frege's view there is no end to the
i # of distinct senses a single name will have.®

Now, if senses are entities of some sort, as emphasized above, we want to Ih ] ..m, then, is to solve Frege's puzzle in a more economical fashion.
know what is to count as one, and what is to count as more than one. Putina ‘ M can be done without the need to introduce the sense/reference
slightly different fashion, the crucial question for Frege's theory of senses is N at all, in terms of the concept of logical implication.
what is it for two expressions to have the same or different senses? Neither Frege ol . .
nor the philosophical traiditon which has followed him has provided any ade- & =it It should be noticed that there are sentences which logically follow
quate answer to this sort of question, and this is the major reason why philoso- =~ . A q"“ which do not follow from =k ThUS,’If a=h’ is true then so is
phers such a Quine have sought to avoid employment of Frege's notion of =x) -thlng isidentical - with a— (x){x=b)" — sonething is identical
linquistic sense. Lacking a clear account of sameness of meaning, we are quite My { x)(a=x & x=b)’ — something is |’dent|cal with both a and b. But
likely to get into conceptual problems either on the assumption that two expres- ‘ sentences do not follow from ‘a=a’. Thus, we can understand how
sions have the same sense or on the assumption that they do not Before return- I8 Mo Informative than ‘a=a’ in terms of the wider logical implications of
ing to consider this general problem, however, it will be important to look a bit " \er tort of sentence.
more closely at Frege's argument from identity. The sense/reference distinction .
was introduced by means of this argument, and the plausibility of the distinction
has often been rested on Frege's solution to the puzzle concerning the two forms
of identity sentences.

, similar points arise if we consider the logical implications of the
‘sentences taken in conjunction with other sentences. A sentence of
“a*b & Fa’ logically implies ‘Fb’, while ‘a=a & Fa’ does not logically
iy P, Glven Leibniz’ law and ‘a=b’, whatever we know about a, for
The argument from identity, as we saw above, offers Frege's sense/refer- RULLT o and Rac, we get a further interesting implication concerning b, for
ence distinction in explanation of the difference between the two forms of ! Fb and Rbe. But given ‘a=a’ in place of ‘a=b’ these logical implications
identity, sentences: ‘a=a’ and ‘a=b’. The latter form is more informative, providing : heoming.
"“very valuable extensions of our knowledge and cannot always be established a R u'
priori.”” Sentences of the form ‘a=a’ are, obviously, not so informative. Frege is Froge Identifies the sense, of a ndme with its “mode of presentation,”
correct to this point, there is an important difference here that an adequate he In which a name represents an object. In the argument from identity,
sematic theory should be able to explain. The problem, then, is how best to ‘ , .Mﬁnﬂon is that we cannot identify the mode of presentation of
account for the difference. Interestingly, Frege cannot say — at the outset — ‘k ‘mode of presentation of ‘b’. For if we do so then, ‘the cognitive
il

that sentences like ‘a=a’ and ‘a=b’ differ in meaning or sense. This is his final becomes essentially equal to that of ‘a=b’ provided that ‘a=b’ is

view, but he cannot characterize the difference in this way initially without

begging the question in favour of the sense/reference distinction. Thus, Frege can 7 ; ,

only say, initially, that thc two forms of sentences differ in their informative It Is needed, then, is an alternative conception of “mode of presenta-

value. This much is beyond dispute. One we can make use of in explaining why it is that sentences such as

Informative than are sentences such as ‘a=a’. The central require-
Now to accept Frege's theory of senses involves a very considered able [ lays down is that the mode of presentation of ‘a’ and of ‘b’ not be

ontological prics. To claim that ‘a=b’ is more informative than ‘a=a’ '‘because of a Al ply because ‘a=b’ is true. Thus, let the mode of presentation of ‘4’

difference in sense between the names ‘a’ and ‘b’ involves accepting Frege's of all the sentences we accept including ‘a’ and the mode of pre-
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sentation of ‘b’ be a function of all the sentences we accept including ‘h’. Now, .
since the two names may be given to the same object without anyone knowing ) John believes that the customary sense of the word ‘Venus’ is planet.
that this is so, (i.e., contrary to Frege ‘H x)(‘a” names x & ‘b" names x)’ may be’ ly, sameness (or difference) of essence remains problematic. Given (13
true without being trivial or obvious), in view of this, it follows that the modes\ ‘ mption, (3) is a consequence of Frege’s semantics of sense and refer-
of presentation of ‘a’ and ‘b’ are not the same merely because a=b. ‘ "l problem is that (3) appears to be false or nonsense. More generally,
s associated with identity or meaning continue to haunt Frege’s theory.
 this fact, and the possibility of avoiding the sense/reference distinction,
above, in providing a solution to Frege's puzzles, | conclude that
notion of sense is best dispensed with entirely. The problem has always
W difficulty of imagining how we can do without the sense/reference
(1) (Fa & a=b) only if Fb. Hon. Once this begins to becone clear, then there is every reason to turn
(2) (Fa & a=a) only if Fb Ifom the traditional notion of meaning and look for substitutes.

Something quite similar to this alternative notion of mode of presentation‘
is implicit in the standard semantics of logical theory. (This, by the way, derives
in large part from Frege himself). For instance (1) is a logical truth, while (2)
is not.

The manner in which ‘b’ must be interpreted in (1) in order that the antecedent

‘Fa & a=b’ turns out true, rules out the negation "-Fb’. Thus ‘Fb’ is true on any

interpretation which renders ‘Fa & a=b’ true — (1) is a logical truth. However, :

there are interpretations of ‘b’ which will render. the antecedent of (2) ‘Fa & a=a’ N OTE S

true but ‘Fb’ false — that is (2) is not a logical truth. The difference between (1)

and (2) has little to do with whether ‘a=b’ is actually true. Rather the difference G, W.V. Quine, From a Logical Point of View, Cambridge: Harvard
is a function of the different tentative assumptions we make, in trying to decide - University Press, 1953, pp. 9, 21, and 130.

if the sentences (1) and (2) are logical truths. Given ‘a=b’ as a premise (or W .G, Callaway, ““Sense, Reference and Purported Reference, “Logigue et
tentativelassumption)the interpretation of ‘a” and ‘b’ mu:t be thg sabme. Hleeve(;. ~ Analyse, No. 97, Mars, 1982, pp. 93—103.

given only ‘a=a’ as an assumption, the interpretations of ‘a” and ‘b’ are allowe ol I " . )

to differ. As | have put the point elsewhere, it is not sameness and difference of . Frcge,' On szrlxse and Reference,” translated in P. Geach and M. Black,
reference which is crucial to validity but, rather, sameness and difference of bsophical Writings, Oxford: Blackwell, 1952, p. 57.

purported reference; and this is something which is capable of strict definition.*° . .“ Instance, in Word and Object, Cambridge: MIT Press, 1960, Quine

s "“The very question of conditions of identity of propositions presents

The conclusion, then, is that Frege's puzzle concerning the two sorts of ~ 0t 40 much an unsolved problem as a mistaken ideal”’. See p. 206 and
identity sentences is capable of a solution which does not invoke Frege's ontolo- lg B0, 42. More recently Quine has been somewhat less emphatic, though
gy of senses. The sense/reference distinction can be avoided, in favour of an iy skepticism concerning the theory of meaning remains. “Mean’ing, fikes
account which proceeds in terms of the well-behaved terms of standard referen- é bught and belief,” he says, “is a worthy object of philosophical and
tial semantics. This point serves to return consideration to the general problem ‘

- ; Aulentific clarification and analysis, and like them it is ill suited for use as
represented by Frege’s semantics of sense and reference — the problem of the ui Instrument of philosophical and scientific clarification and analysis!” See

identity conditions of senses. “Mesponses’” in W.V. Quine, Theories and Things, Cambridge: Harvard

i

The point is that senses or meanings, like attributes, and unlike sets, lack Varsity Press, 1981, p. 185.
clear conditions of identity. Frege gives us little help with this problem since he I, Frege, The Foundations of Arithmetic, translated by J. L. Austin,
provides few examples of difference expressions having the same meaning, and slord: Blackwell and Mott, 1950, p. x, and Sec. 60.
no examples at all are provided in ““On Sense and Reference.” The general cha-
racter of this problem can be illustrated within the confines of Frege’s theory, by
considering again arguments based on Leidbniz’ law. Frege claims to provide a
solution to this general sort of problem, as we SE.IW above. Hovyever,the problem anly the physical constitution and behaviour of organis
persists even within Frege's theory. Thus, premise (2) below is the consequence p p .
of Frege's use of the sense/reference distinction to explain the apparent failure - Froge, “On Sense and Reference,” p. 56.
of Leibniz’ law. | point is due to L. Lincky, see Referring, New York: Humanities
| '1 1967, p. 46.

Froge, “On Sense and Reference,” p. 57.

hus, 'ard and Object, p. 221: “If we are limning the true and ultimate
Uoture of reality, the canonical scheme for us is the austere scheme that
IWA no quotation but direct quotation and no propositionalattitudes

(1) John believes that Venus is a planet.

(2) The reference of ‘Venus’ in (1) = the customary sense of the word
"“enus'. Ny related argument in “Sense, Reference and Purported Reference,”

6-100.




ARE UNIVERSAL STATEMENTS FALSIFIABLE?
A CRITIQUE OF POPPER’S FASIFIABILITY CRITERION |

— L. KEITA

Discussions on the problem of induction constitute vintage philosoph
Philosophers have written extensively on the problem of establishing universal g ‘
general statements from a finite number of singular statements. The proble
derives in part from the fact that many philosophers have attempted to solv
the problem of truth by holding up as a paradign the formal truths of deducti
logic. Consequently, statements formulated on the basis of inductive inferen:"
were seen as possessing less than an adequate amount of cognitive content. So
scientifically-minded philosophers (Hans Reichenbach, for example) have taken
a more pragmatic approach to the issue, in arguing that altho:igh inductive infers
ence cannot be justified on logical grounds, it is nonetheles. the best available.
methodology for research in the empirical sciences.! The just.fication of induc:
tive inference derives from the thesis that predictive statements about the future
can be supported on the grounds of probability estimates.?

One radical approach to the problem has been suggested by Karl Popper,
Popper argues that the problem of induction is in principle insur-mountable and
that its solution is to be found in a new conceptual approach: it is logical impos:
sible to verify scientific hypotheses by means on inductive inference; but the
formulating of hypothesis on the basis of their falsifiability is an epistemically
defensible alternative. According to Popper, the falsifiability criterion offered a
way out of the impasse to which the theory of scientific explanation had come,
Popper’s methodology of scientific research, with its emphasis on (a) the falsifi-
ability potential of theories in place of verification, and (b) the corroboration
of sternly tested theories instead of their validation based on inductive inference,
is held up notonly as a normative guide for scientific research but also as descrip-’

tive of the actual processes of research and discovery in empirical science as its
best moments.

Popper’s central ideas have been expressed in his classic text, The Logic 01
Scientific Discovery®, and later embellished in Conjectures and Refutations* and
and Objeetive Knowledge.> There has been much comment on Popper’s philo-
sophy of scientific methodology. Those critical of this approach include Kuhn,

Harre, Stegmuller and O’Hear. Kuhn, for example, argues, implicitly in support |

of inductive inference, that verification procedures do play a role in scientific
progress. More importantly, there is the assertion that “if only severe failure to
fit justifies theory rejection, then the Popperians will require some criterion of
"“improbability” or of “degree of falsification.””® This is a position against which
Popper has strongly argued. Further differences with Kuhn are exemplified by
Popper’s claims that scientific research pursued from the standpoint of a
psychology of testing theories according to their falsifiability potential sets up
the conditions of creativity and progress in science, Kuhn, more a student of

y of science than methodologist of scientific procedure, would contend
raordinary or revolutionary science is rare in the history of science and
ifadigm conservation and normal science puzzle-solving constitute the
spects of the scientific enterprise.’

;f’ DM an actual study of the way in which scientific research is conducted,
irs that Kuhn's thesis is more plausible. Within the scientific community,
ination of research findings is carried out by way of journals, etc. The
e of new thesis is determined by whether it could be successfully con-
i ‘ the replication of the experimental data given for the particular thesis.
thodology suggested here is rather one of confirmation than of falsifica-
it even the researcher who has managed to formulate an explanation for
blem is not so much concerned to falsify existing hypotheses, as is
1 In confirming the new hypothesis. This is the case even when the new
I a "bold conjecture.”

A similar unwillingness to accept the thesis that the foremost aim of re-

-

,

§

4 In science is to falsify theories is demonstrated by Wolfgang Stegmuller.
illor writes: “Thus given the choice between the alternatives presented by
and Kuhn, we will opt for Kuhn’s® and

reason that Popper’s conception fits poorly with historical fact

porhaps be most succintly described as follows: no physicist

INE over to have let himself in for the risk of falsification which

uld result from explicitly defining a property necessary and suffi-

it for membership in 1. To hold this against the physicist is, seen

‘;“ "K\‘thn'sgangle, to espouse an exaggerated rather than a sensible
sm.

oo the questions raised by O’Hear as to whether Popper’s epistemo-
Not lead to an unacceptable skepticism.!© It is difficult for O'Hear to
the thesis that there can be no basis for proposition that are descriptively
tl on the idea of “a measure of continued stability in the world...."”
| 11,123) On this basis, Popper’s epistemology of science, with its empha-
ftaboration, growth and increasing approximation of the truth (verisi-
annot avoid making some commitment to inductive procedures.!? A
\ ment is proposed by Salmon who argues that Popper’s idea of theory
10N entails reference to inductive procedures. Popper’s problematic
Ml theory corroboration claims no compatibility with inductive proce-
n t‘\e basis for selecting the best theory from a set of competing
loads Salmon to state that ““we can still legitimately wonder whe-
Oplllt’omology is as far from traditional inductivism as he would

ua

#h also Harre's critique of Popper’s discounting of general existential
1 P rticular probability statements as genuine scientific proposi-
'.‘ Iy to Harre’, existential statements are important in the general
ntific theories, hence no genuine scientific theory could stand up

# 1o them. In fact, Harre offers support for his thesis by pointing
ppper’s methodology relies on particular evidential statements
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as confirming support for theories, it does not accept the logical consequanig

this, that is, general existential statements.!?

While the above-mentioned authors have been somewhat critical of Paj

methodology of scientific analysis, Lakatos’ appraisal of Popper, though #h

critical, is more concerned with developing the existing Popperian schom
thought. Lakatos is concerned to develop Popper’s theory of “‘methodal

falsificationism’’ with its emphasis on the testability of particular theorion

the theory of “'sophisticated falsificationism’ which entails the idea of a "re%
program’’ consisting of a set of interrelated theories. This revision of Popj
thesis of theory falsifiability, no doubt, helps to render it more conpatiblé
actual scientific practice. Popper’s normative model of “Boldness in conjatl
on the one hand and austerity in refutations on the other....."”" is seen to conk
with Lakatos's view that ‘‘Popper’s criterion ignores the remarkable tong

of scientific theories. Scientists have thick skins. They do not abandag

theory merely because facts contradict it./"1o

In this paper it will be argued that one of the key foundations of Paj
methodology of scientific research, that is the falsifiability criterion, is op#
serious questioning on logical grounds mainly. It will be argued that the Id
inductive inference, the critique of which serves as the basis for Popper's #§
temology, is a necessary assumption even for operations in deductive reaton

This point is not without interest since deductive inference is at the core of
arguments to which Popper appeals in order to support the falsifiability crite [

It will be shown too that Popper's world 3, ‘‘the world of objective conta
thought, especially of scientific and poetic thoughts and of works of art.” (Pap
Objective Knowledge, p. 106) would function only if assumptions about |
tive inference were made.

Given that the basis of Popper’s falsifiability criterion is founded of
thesis that universal laws are epistemologically dubious on account of the g
of inductive inference, a short giscussion of scientific law will attempt @
that the idea of scientific law as understood by the researcher is at varll
with that formulated by Popper. The problem of induction derives fro I
assumption that universal laws are unrestricted in temporal and physical
But in actual scientific practice, laws are propositions descriptive of the I
viour and characteristics of particular phenomena subject to the constraliie
experimental boundary conditions specified by the theories in which
appear. In other words, scientific laws are theory bound statements rathef
unrestricted universals.

Popper’s point of departure in his classical text The Logic of Sol
Discovery is that there is no logical justification for making the inferents
any number of singular statements (describing events) to universal stat
According to Popper any attempt to justify inductive inference (which I
discussions about probable inference, etc.) leads to an infinite regress or ap
Consequently, universal statements are not genuine statements at all sin
are unverifiable.!®

12

;f § iy be viewed as being maximally dependent on universal
Howa that ““theories are, therefore, never empirically verifiable.”
pper then makes the important suggestion that proper scientific
hat the falsification rather than the verification of theories
woarch goal of the scientist. According to.Popper, this distinc-
utrigal one: it is argued that while universal statements are not
Ihgular statements, they may be refuted by singular statements.
4 0ffected by means of deductive inference, specifically the
af propositional logic. Popper goes on to make the assertion
of science have the structure of universal statements, which
uble, are, on the other hand, falsifiable.l”

-
uiding to Popper, "“there is no such thing as induction,” and
0 theories, from singular statements which are “verified by
ver that may mean), is logically inadmissible;’"*” then it is
Mtlop a methodology whose effectiveness depends on the
statements. To assert that some scientific law L, derived by
from a finite set of singular statements, is logically inadmis-

Nl to stating that L is false. Thus the truth status of any theory

8 L s one of its constituent propositions is thereby rendered

" P pper’s falsifiability criterion founded then on the falsification

belng made is strengthened further by an analysis of Popper’s

tule of modus tollens of propositional logic to universal

ting to Popper the conclusion p from some theory and its
1 may be represented as t- p. If p is assumed false, i.e., -p,
lon of (t — p) and~p yields~t, i.e., the falsification of t. Thus
4 mode of inference we falsify the whole system (the theory
Itlal conditions) which was required for the deduction of the
of the falsifying- statement.’'18

Brmulation of the rule of modus tollens raises questions, given
)Nt of departure is a critique of universal statements. Popper
4, that universal statements are not genuine statements, hence
plly Justified. Yet they may be falsified. One might assume,
(t-v p).~p] — ~t represents the falsification of a universal
mulation is somewhat probelmatic since universal statements
mulated asx(x) (Fx — Gx), equivalent to (Fa — Ga). (Fb — Gb).
APn ~Gn). The assumption of -Ga would yield -Fa, thereby
«»Gx) falsified. But (x) Fx —Gx) could not have been

he first place if ~(Fa. -Ga) -(Fb. -Gb), etc. were not the
‘argues that the falsifying rule of modus tollens requires the
_universal proposition and the falsification of one of its
other words: /(x) (Fx — Gx). -Ga /—>+Fa. But as was
his proposition is a contradiction. Assume with Popper that
not genuine statements, i.e. (x)(Fx->Gx] is not logically

Ga). (GbaGb) ...[Fn—-Gn). On this account, Fz.  -Gz).
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does not falsify (x) Fx  Gx) since the latter could not have been genul
formulated in the first place.

It seems, therefore, there are no good grounds for the formulatian

universal statements except by convention. Thus despite Popper’s thesis th
formulation of universal statements involves some kind of a patrotism

infinite regress, the justification offered for this usage is defensible malniy

those grounds. Consider the following:

In any case, the question whether the laws of science are strictly of

numerically universal cannot be settled by argument. It is one of

those questions which can be settled only by an agreement or &
convention. And, in view of the methodological situation just
referred to, | consider it both useful and fruitful to regard natural
laws as synthetic and strictly universal statements (‘all statements.’\*

Popper’s conventionalist approach to the problem of the formulati
universal statements can be questioned on the same grounds that he invei
criticize previous attempts to justify inductive inference. Witness for oxa
Popper’s critique of Kant's attempt to justify inductive inference.

Kant tried to force his way out of this difficulty by taking the
principle of induction (which he formulated as the ‘principle of
universal causation’) to be a priori valid.” But | do not think that
his ingenious attempt to provide an a priori justification for synthetic
statements was successful.2®

It seems that there is not much methodological difference between I

justification of universal laws by appeal to the metaphysical principle of uni¥

sal causation. How else could the convention to regard universal laws as g#
statements be justified except by appeal to some metaphysical principle
as the “uniformity of nature” or “‘universal causation?”’

But the decision to regard natural laws as genuine statements on Cof
tionalist grounds is extremely important for Popper’s thesis since the prl
of falsifiability is operative only with the assumption that universal state
be justifiably formulated. Otherwise universal laws would have to yield pl
a finite conjunctions of a singular statements evaluated according to prob
estimates.

It is instructive at this point though to determine what impact the
discussion could have on the actual research procedures of the scientist,
the scientific researcher is about to test an hypothesis that has already I
subjected to experiment, some predictive judgment is made as to whal
likely outcome of the experiment might be. No probability judgments are
in those cases where there have not been previous exceptions to a paril
occurrence. In the researcher’s scheme of thought, it would appear that |
regarded as statements descriptive of properties of phenomena under 66
ration. | will elaborate on this point later. However, if one regards laws
of repeatable singular events, then their formulation as universal state
logically inadmissible. This is Popper’s argument. But as was argued abo
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farmulate universal statements on the basis of empirical obser-

y gannot in reality be falsified. Popper’s defense of the falsifia-
statements springs, however, from the questionable decision
I8l statements on the basis of ‘an agreement or a convention.””

i ubove, researchers in science do not refer to science laws

nents, nor are they formulated as such. Apparently, therefore,

Nee in emphasis between Popper’s methodology of scientific

Attual procedures of practising scientists. The one derives from

about inductive inference, the other is based mainly on drawing
statements (laws) descriptive of the properties of phenomena
ulled experimental conditions.

however, some areas of scientific research in which laws esta-

#numeration of particular events play central roles in predictive

4 to the application of statistical inference to areas of social

#uch as econometrics, economic history, etc. Similar statistical

#applied- to other scientific areas such as genetics and statistical

# Inductive statistical method of scientific explanation, popularized

il others, captures the essence of statistical inference in these
flo research.

be argued that theories structured on laws which are established
Umeration are incomplete. For statistical laws differ fundamentally
sblentific laws in that it is not possible to derive a genuine scien-
Mtatistical law by revising probability estimates. It is a mistake to

| solentific laws as statistical laws-which predict events with the
one, Statistical laws would appear to state correlations between

¢ than to describe the properties of phenonena as in the case of

For example, the probability of some individual contracting lung

Gertain background data about his smoking habits, is founded on

hen sets of phenomena rather than on an explanation of why

8l Will or will not contract lung cancer.

, therefore, come to terms with the scientist’s appeal to except-

,mument§ for prediction and explanation purposes. Consider the

pdynamics (AU = g + w) which states that the total energy of a

nstant. Researchers in thermodynamics do not admit of any
general law. But according to critics of inductive inference

i not really be justified. It can be argued though that in most’

BN natural science general statements are justifiably employed

1o oxperlmgnts performed under controlled conditions and to
Thus, empirical observations may be generilized if repeatable
_vonditions. If, for example, a general relationship is observed.

N two sets of phenomena S and P over a set of experimental con-
Hollows logically that whenever those conditions are re-established
Wl relationship between S and P should hold. One makes the
onlcula?ions and measurements were accurately carried out ;
experimental conditions and that they will be accuratetyf\

‘Mubsequent testings.
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An immediate reply to the above thesis is that it rests on the problemutis
assumption of the uniformity of nature. In fact, the critique of inductive
inference is founded to a large extent, on arguments raised against the assumptigih
of the uniformity of nature as a basis for making scientific inferences. Bul "
was pointed out that the experimental conditions necessary for the establishing
of general statements be identical in all cases. In this regard, the problem of thi
uniformity of nature does not arise. New results from identical experimcntl‘
conditions occur, for the most part, when researchers have made more accuriis
observations because of improved research techniques, etc.

On the other hand, Popper’s falsifiability criterion applies mainly to those
areas in which theories confirmed within given boundary conditions are extri:
polated outside these conditions with the result that the theories in question are
not confirmed. But the fact that a given theory is not confirmed for new, though
already confirmed for old boundary conditions, is not sufficient to falsify thie “Injects the possibility of formulating universal stat f
theory completely. In fact, Popper concedes this point. Witness, for exampli | smpirical data) then it is not logically possible that Smszzalr;?c "
the f°||°W‘h9: lgiflable. On the other hand confirmable universal statements inay tfe

Thus | pointed out that Newton's theory contradicts both Kepler's gontext-bound scientific theories. If one accepts the thesis of

and Galileo’s theories — although it explains them, owing to the il scientific theories, then Popper’s claim that verification and

fact that it contains them as approximations, and similarly Eintein’s " Wre asymmetrical procedures would seem questionable. Theories
theory contradicts Newton’s which it likewise explains, and con- Iflable within the context of well-defined experimental parameters
tains as an approximation. 3 potentially falsifiable for experimental parameters that go beyond'

It is instructive to note that Popper is not willing to argue that Newton's tablished boundaries.
theory is definitely falsified; it is rather a lesser approximation of the facts than
Einsteinian theory.?? But this methodological approach to the evaluation @
scientific theories would seem to be at variance with the view that since !
.successful formulation of Einstein’s theory, Newtonian theory is properly
viewed as “ ‘mere’ hypothesis”. Yet Newtonian theory continues to be graat

il selentific theories entails consideration of the idea of context
sl propositions or theories. o
'S falsifiability criterion depends a great deal on the purported

L ol the problem of induction. However, this problem lessens in
1 one 'assumes that genuine scientific theories are context-bound.

B portions of the world that they purported to describe are circum-
] ven tempor.al and physical constraints. The problems of verification
itlon assume importance only when the researcher attempts to extend
: already confirmed theories beyond already recognized experimen-
parameters.

point _of the discussion, the following observations should be
‘rejocts inductive inference as a proper tool of seientific methodolo-

| eneral custom in classical and contemporary epistemology that
rence differs fundamentally from inductive inference in that correct
awn from deductive inference are acceptable with absolute certi-
. wonclusions drawn from inductlve inference are probable at best
it the heart of Popper’'s critique of inductive inference. In fac:c

ly successful in its application to modern engineering technology. Although o
could argue that Newtonian theory has been validated (with respect to Einstolnii
theory) for a set of well-defined and boundary conditions, it cannot be clali
that it has- been definitively falsified because of its inductive limitations

A quick glance at the history of science demonstrates that as a |

I8 to the rule of modus tollens from deductive logic in order to

b the workability of the falsifiability criterion for empirical science.?*

ohe makgs the assumption that the theories and rules of deductive
liluman inventions and that memory and other neurological pro-
ul for the correct implementation of these theories and rules, then

I there must be grounds for the belief that these theories and

eventually unsuccessful theories are rendered inadequate when confronl
with new and anomalous data. But as was suggested above, not all unsuce
theories have been definitely falsified. Some theories have been totally dl

itly applied when claims are made in this regard. These grounds
Haductively derived since the activities of the human mind are
dited while others are considered viable within particular experimental conte Inductive inference.

Consider, for example, the definitive falsification of the phlogiston theory | g

chemistry and the Ptolemaic theory in astronomy. On the other hand Hd
atomic ‘theory, though now rendered inadequate by later developments
quantum theory, is still considered useful in predicting the energy lovel !
hydrogen-like atoms. The same could be said for Newtonian mechanics I\
light of Einstein’s formulations. One curious phenomenon though: thars |
been a notable recent “attempt; to reconsider Lamarchian theory in biol
with respect to a more successful Darwinian revolutional theory.”~ It [
from the above discussion that the ascription of varying degrees of falsifié

fontext, memory plays a very important role. Clearly, to apply the
i tollens, it is necessary that the rule be first recalled from memory.
it the researcher’s memory has served him well at time t; offers
that it will serve him (or anyone else for that matter) at tiJne t,. To
itly the rule of modus tollens in the falsification of an univ2ersal
1o make the kind of inductive inference that Popper considers
Paradoxically, this is the basis for Popper’s formulation of the
ity flon as a methodologically sound alternative to inductive
8 I8 more than the hint of contradiction here. Let 1" stand for
o and “'F'’ stand for the falsifiability criterion. Popper rejects
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“1" and offers “F’’ as a sound alternative. But there is an appeal to "I

order to establish “F".

An imaginary critic wouid raise immediate questions about the appesl
psychological processes to answer questions about logical inference. 1tis In
a fact that the validity of logical inferences is independent of the questioni
one may ask concerning the psychological processes that prompt such inferd
But psychological assumption about the reliability of the human memotry
be made whenever the scientific researcher makes logical inferences basutl
rules, the appeal to which are grounded in memory. In other words, If
assumes that modus tollens is a valid rule of logical inference there m
criteria by whigh one could determine whether the rule is being corr
applied or not. This question, though independent of the validity of tha
itself, is pertinent in determining when the rule is validly applied. To answ
this gquestion, one must necessarily appeal, to Popper’s ontological schema
consists of three worlds. According to Popper, World 1 consist of the phy:
universe; World 2 encompasses “‘mental states, including states of conscio
and psychological dispositions and unconscious state.”” Obviously, Worlds |
2 represent the familiar dualistic universe. But Popper introduces the ide
World 3 as “the world of the products of the human mind, such as stail
explanatory myths, tools, scientific theories (whether true or false), sclan
problems, social institutions, and work of art. World 3 objects are of ouf
making, although they are not always the result of planned production
individual men.”2°

But it is World 3 that imposes structure, coherence and understandii
Worlds 1 and 2. Hence, theories of logic, founded on ideas that must be res
from memory belong to Popper’s World 3. Given the highly artificial nat
World 3, in the sense of the sheer complexity and magnitude of neutral
that must take place for the creation of its contents, it is quite probable
lapses in thought, whether in the form of faulty memory recall, or erro
conceptualizations, would often take place. The decision apply the rulg
modus tollens as a methodological tool in the process of testing scientific t
demands assumptions about the reliability of memory recall, and CON
already learned.

In short, any appeal to the falsifiability criterion as a method of |
scientific theories requires at the same time appeal to inductive inferenci, #
even if memory recall necessary for some deductive inference is not |
there is no proof that a given system based on rules of deductive inferenos®
not be subject to later revision. Recall the revised status of plane geometry
the advent of non-Euclidean geometry. Thus any intellectual process
logical inference) that requires appeal to the complex processes of P
World 3entails the usage of inductive inference. But this is exactly what P
methodology of research tries to avoid.

Thus it can be shown that VPopper's attempt to reject inductive infel
as the methodology whereby universal laws are established incurs a
serious flaw. !t was suggested above that a logical error is evident in the oM
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statements are not genuine statements yet they would be falsifi-
it argued that the falsifiability criterion, in an apparent contradic-
wly on inductive procedures for its implementation.

above discussions, it is clear that the core of Popper's scientific
‘0N the status of scientific law. The reason for this is that the pro-
ve inference and Popper’s attempt to resolve it by way of the
Iterion derive from questions concerning how scientific laws are

sh importance is assigned to the problem of the status of scienti-
philesophy of science because the formulation and success of scien-
depends maximally on the role played by their laws. The literatute
{ of sclentific law is copious, some authors regard laws as universal
unrestricted scope, others regard them as inference rules, and so on.
p86 to say much about the nature of science law in this paper

t that if it can be shown that the essential feature of scientific

Ir unrestricted universality then the problem of induction would
Ulte Irrelevant to the pursuit of science. From a practical point of
deed the case. Researchers in science seem to be very minimally

h the problem of induction and may be somewhat puzzled by the

maoribed to it in discussions in the philosophy of science.

v

of the actual formulation of science law in- the literature  of
Barch reveals that laws are not expressed as universals statements

0! the form all S is P) but rather in the symbolic language of equa-
portionalities. 1t is fairly standard practice though in the philosophy
formulate scientific laws as universal statements of unrestricted
W0 express complex mathematical relations between phenomena and
universal statements may seem somewhat simplistic.26 It would
1t s this simplistic formulation of scientific laws emphasizing their
that offers the basis for the critique of inductive inference.

Menry’s law, an important law in the theory of Phase Equilibria:
mperature the amount of gas dissolved in a given quantity of sol-
itloned to the partial pressure of the gas above the solution”. This

I8 88 P, = X, Ko, where Ko is Henry's law constant. According to
il formulation is t%'le philosophy of science we would construct some
jposition reducible to some variant as ALL S is P. The point empha-
fuls is the essential universality of laws. Laws, therefore, are
~In temporal and physical scope, and support counterfactual

one of the aims of_empirical science is to construct theories
redictive laws it is.understandable that statements descriptive of
los and process of phenomena play an important role in theory
Thus laws describe processes characteristics of regular hence
viour of the members of a class of phenomena: gases.
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But it must be recognized that the class of gases to which Honty
applies is finite class containing only those gases which have been subjuth
experimental analysis: Thus if Henry's law may be expressed by the formul
S is P, it is clear that the universality suggested here is restricted in scap
finite universe of discourse. This restricted universe is further limited to #
defined set of experimental conditions such as temperature and pressurg
the restricted scope of Henry’s law may be summed up by pointing o\

it is confined to the theory of Phase Equilibria: it is not unconnected to &}

cular body of knowledge as is suggested by the formulation ALL 8§

Similar restrictions apply to the temporal scope of scientific lawh
assumed that the temporal sequence of events described by Henry’s law, faf
ple, is repeatable only because the experimental conditions relevant to the
of Phase Equilibria are themselves repeatable. The supposed unrestrictod
in time characteristic of laws gives way, therefore, to the restrictednoss @
experimental conditions. There appears to be a logical deducible justificati
the point made. If in times T, to Tn - 1 experimental conditions. A rl#
to law B yield results C, then it is correctly inferred that for time T
and B would yield C. "

It could be argued, however, that a principle of a uniformity of naturg
be assumed if predictions of laws and theories are to be confidently matl
on this point that discussions on the problem of induction derive some
cation. Before discussion of this issue, it is instructive to reformulate the [

in the light of the above discussion. It has been argued that the supposed i

tive leap from a proposition describing information concerning a finite

processes of phenomena to a proposition of universal scope is not an #u

portrayal of the way in which researchers use past experimental data t@
predictions about the future. It has been pointed out that laws are unl

restricted to a particular universe of discourse determined by exporl

conditions relevant to a particular theory. A repetition of experimentil
tions for the purpose of prediction explains the temporal regularity asgpl
laws. Thus we see that the so-called inductive leap from a finite sot &
to an unrestricted class — the basis of the critique of inductive inferency =
really relevant to scientific practice.

But how does the above reformulation deal with the question of |
flouting a well established law? Such a situation is possible in the
change in nature. Some law L successfully operative for some spetiad
region RO is now shown to be unsuccessful since R has been qualitativel
formed to Ry. It is also possible that a well-established law L comes U
new phenomena relevant to some of the elements of the class descrllutl
but not all. Again, assume that L, successful for Ry now appears comj

for Ro + Ro.

Borning the first case are not unknown to researchers in
88, biologists have often been confronted with flora and
lre, but their ready response to the new experimental data
| II§h new laws and theirs to accornmodate the novel pheno-
ologists would be somewhat surprised that the proposition
8" once considered true, but later regarded as false consti-
§ point for philosophers'’.
’ a fact that researchers are also able to deliberately vary
gitlons for well tried experimental laws. Consider Raoult’s law,
B0f Phase Equilibria: “The mole fraction of a component ina
| of two gases) is equal to its pressure fraction in the vapour’’
Y be written as P; = PP X;, where P? is the vapour pressure of
"B X; is the mole fraction of the component in the solution.
BUlt’s law does not accurately describe ideal liguid mixtures
Bberved in deviations are not uncommon.2® Yet the extent of
A MBoult’s law could be determined by the extent of dissimilarity
in the solution under analysis. Thus, the researcher is
j experiments in which deviations from a known law are

o

b 0f the above discussion is to show that the spirit of modern
i that the researcher be willing to confront nature with well-
y time and to make revisions concerning the scope of well-

L new experimental data be sufficiently confirming.

possibility mentioned concerning the way in which science
ledge is that of some well established law at loss to.explain
flinent to it, but beyond its accustomed scope. It is useful to
nguage of science describes phenomena in terms of intrinsic and
Brtles. For example, the behaviour of all known gases approxi-
| goas law: PV = nRT. This and other properties of known gases
iMmined experimentally. Consider a newly djscovered gas-ike
hat does not obey PV = nRT but PV = DR1. The important

At hand would be to determine whether G differed sufficiently
nale properties from other gases to warrant a novel classification.
v I8 G a member of a heretofore undiscovered new class of

members differ intrinsically from those of the class of the
87 Or can G be adequately explained in terms of the well-
theory of gases? It is instructive at this point to reiterate the
' ore general statements operative only within the context of
Y theory. It is the explanation of G within some theory T that
Whether the intrinsic properties of G warrant inclusion in- the
B8 discussed within the kinetic Theorv of Gases.
bilities discussed above are not unknown to research in science.
In contemporary paleo-anthropology as to whether a particular
| be classified as hominid or otherwise. Consider too the classi-
_f in zoology as to whether Protozod should be placed in the
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kingdom Protista or in the Kingdom Animalia. The issue would be settled
with more empirical research.

Philosophers of science sometimes point to universal statements #
“A|l swans are white” as an example of the kind of statement about
philosophers of science raise questions concerning inductive inferenc,
argued that despite the fact that all previously observed swans are white
are no sufficient grounds to justify the inductive leap to the proposition,
swans are white”. Proof of this claim is hard from the fact that black
were subsequently discovered.

But note that in actual scientific practice, laws are posited within thi
text of theories. The researcher approaches his subject not with a psychel

falsification but a recognition of the limitations of predictive explanatory #

willingness to subject every new hypothesis to test. In fact, the impressive I
of scientific research in recent times signifies that research at its best adh
this methodology.

This summary discussion on the nature of scientific law leads to the
ing conclusions. In answer to questions raised about inductive inferenos
instructive to note that no scientific rule states the number of times some
mena be observed before it is accepted-as a scientific law or theory. A sol
law derives its validity not from the cardinal denumeration of the occur
sets of phenomena, but from its explanatory power within the context af
theory. In this regard, researchers appeal to experiments to confirm rathef
to falsify hypotheses.

\

Popper’s falsifiability criterion is central to his theory of scientifie
dology. It is greatly dependent on the assumption that the problem of Ing
inference is a genuine problem for scientific research. In this paper, |
attempted to make a case for three arguments: (1) Popper’s falsifiabillty
rion founded on a purported speciousness of universal statements comin
logical error in its formulation. (2) The rules of deductive inference 1@ §
Popper appeals in order to validate the criterion of falsifiability are the
dependent on inductive inference (i.e., memory recall) for their img
action. (3) It can be shown that the idea that scientific laws are
statements of unrestricted scope in space and time is not borne out by
tion of actual scientific laws. A recognition of this fact tends to i
from the context of scientific research, the importance of the proble
induction.

Thus, it is not that | reject inductive inference as a useful tool
appraisal of empirical data, but that | believe that modern scientific f
with its reliance and thepries formulated within set experimental
daries, has successfully circumvented the problems associated with |
inference. How else can one explain the burgeoning and seemingly In#
growth of scientific knowledge in recent years?
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Bt ‘s methodology of falsification was initially conceived to
d scientific shortcomings of areas like astrology

I8, It may be that this methodology is more suited’

the social science rather than the natural science.3°
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HUME'S PROBLEM OF INDUCTION
BY K.C. ANYANWU

'RODUCTION-

* History seems to have made Hume a ““famous’’ or an "infamous” philoso-

I, not only because of the metaphysical problem he posed for modern philo-

iy and his scepticism about its solution, but because many philosophers

‘ to’ disprove him. Since scepticism seems to be an uncomfortable position

beept, we may consider the attempt to disprove Hume as reasonable ones;

Itunately, all such attempts do not seem to have succeeded. One cannot

[0 him by calling him an absolute sceptic, allowed that such an individual

; or try to minimize the seriousness of his questions to epistemology.

1@ was undoubtedly confronted By a metaphysical problem of induction;.

‘ Jt seems that anyone who accepts the manner in which he formulated that
wtion will necessarily accept his conclusion — scepticism.

o

| wish to examine in this paper Hume's problem of induction and the

mm made by some philosophers to refute him. And | would defend the position
it Hume's problem, as he formulated, it, cannot be satisfactorily - solved.

|
INFERENTIAL KNOWLEDGE

Though philosophers have raised questions on the validity or justification
Inferential knowledge, (inductive reasoning), we know that people are always
Ing use of this mode of knowing. For example, when house-wives try to

a4 way of lowering their household budgets, when lawyers try to establish
guilt or innocence of suspects, when doctors want to diagnose an illness,
when scientists endeavour to formulate scientific theories, they more or
make use of the inductive method in a spontaneous manner. In spite of what
0sophers may think about inferential knowledge, it is obvious that people
made use of it (and continue to do so) before logicians began to reflect

oh Its validity.
]

" In everyday life, there are certain instances in which people are said to
B “a direct insight into the meaning of a judgementor a sentence will reveal

§' diately what is implied in it”.} If A says that the weather is very cloudy,

B Ay infer that it would rain. Here, a cloudy weather may imply rainfall, and

! i of insight or understanding may be called immediate inference. But in
4 buse of mediate inference, one has to rélate many statements together or with
i Other so that what is stated in one clarifies or illuminates the other. For
mple, if A had ten apples and ate two of them, we can infer how many
168 remain. Even though people are always using the inferential procedure in
f daily activities, philosophers discover that the language in which they for-
llate their views is not always logically satisfactory. For example people use
 terms “inference and "“implication” interchangeably as if both have the
e meaning. In the strict sense of the term, “inference’” is a mental activity
thich ‘the mind draws certain conclusions from certain premises. In other
§, only the mind makes an inference. But “implication”’, on the other
d, refers to the relationship existing between some propositions; and by
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comparing such relationships the mind can then draw some conclusions, If

states, for example, that he is operating his business at a loss, that he is In il
which he is unable to pay, B can ask him: ““Are you inferring that you
going bankrupt? But he would be incorrect to ask from A’s statements;: ™
you implying that you are going bankrupt’.

The points being made here are that the problems of induction are rog
in our everyday knowledge, that most people do not border to reflect an
validity of their knowledge (at least, as long as they successfully use it),
that thle works of the logicians or philosophers are relevant because they of)

people to become aware of the nature and limitation of their inferential kn

ledge. In our everyday discussions, we argue from the general to particular ¢

or from the particular to general cases, without paying attention to the probl f

inherent in these modes of argument. In the first case, known as dedug

(implication), there are premises which, according to Ruch, are in need &
conclusion. But in the second case, known as induction, there is a conclug
whose premises need to be determined. In the first example, the knowledgs
the antecedent enables us to infer what is implied in it. If we place a pot of w
on the fire, we would infer that the water will boil. In the second exampla,

knowledge of the consequence enables us to infer what must be the causa, i

is, the necessary and sufficient conditions of the event. If we see a pot
boiling water, we would infer that somebody placed it there.

How do we justify this processes of reasoning? What validity has
inferential knowledge? These are important questions for philosophers,
they necd clarifications, bec.use they are intimately related to what we clali
know about reality. Whenever we argue and make certain judgements wa
trying to establish an objective truth about something which is contained [
citly in the premises. Since the aim is to arrive at an objective knowledge, af
knowledge of objective reality, philosophers ask certain important questl
““Are there real, yet knowable and provable implications? Can the mind raj
sent by its laws of implications, some real implications in an objective world

Kant’s view on these questions is that the mind, by following it own |
establishes relationships between the things we perceive or phenomena; bt
concludes that those relationships and their implications have subjective,
objective values. And this is so because, Kant explains, the real implications
non-mental and therefore cannot be known. Plato’s view seems quite cont
to that of Kant. According to him, the mind can arrive at, or draw logical cof
sions, from those relationships observed between ideas. But he holds that {
logical conclusions or deductions have application only to the world of I¢
or opposed to the phenomenal world. Both of them agree that we have knowl
but they disagree about the level of that knowledge as well as the kingd
knowledge that is accessible to the mind. Plato accepts the objective val
inferential knowledge, but he restricts its objectivity to the ideal world,
empiricts argue however that experience offers solely individual facts, that
facts are related solely in terms of spatial and temporal relationships (sp#
distances and temporal sequences). If this is the case, logical inferencu‘
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I games” which have no significance for reality. The empiricists
, bneh state of affairs is independent of another, and this means
lotlge of state A would not enable us to infer anything about
A Bxamine the position of Hume.

f HYSICAL PROBLEM

I§ said sc far, it does not seem very difficult to deduce from a
; Mtatement the truth of a set of particular statements. For exam-
‘ @, therefore, A = C. This process of deduction is demonstrative
L It leads to a conclusion that is certainly true. Inductive inference,
, Presents a difficult problem, namely, how one can infer the

bral statement from particular statements that are in themselves
io, If A sees that some particular chickens are white, is he jus-

“ 'Mt all chickens are white? In everyday statements, most people

e to infer that all citizens of a particular nation are bad solely

Ve met some citizens of that nation whose conduct they judged

Btive process one seems to be insured against error or the loss of

# One remains within the given facts and does not go beyond

I8 not the case with the inductive process where one goes beyond
h facts hence liable to error.

i 1o be, at present, three main problems inherent in the induc-
Irst, there is a psychological problem as to what induces one to
Present facts; and to do so in the manner that one does it. Second,
il problem requiring that one described ‘‘the logical relationship
i I sentences and the generalizations and hypotheses to which they
also a third problem, namely, a metaphysical problem requiring
l8% one’s confidence in inductive inference. This was the problem
il Hume, and it is the one that | wish to examine.

Pt to offer a rational explanation of our confidence in inductive
dl fact, at least, two difficulties. The first has to do with the
laws of nature in time, and the second touches on the uniform
such laws in space. In other words, can we possibly know whether
ddl Is designed in such a way as to justify inductive inference?
ughly sceptical about the possibility of offering a national justi-

I eonfidence in inductive inference. And as Keynes states, “Hume’s

uction has never been improved upon’.?

inalysis of the inductive principle began with the classification of
iBjects of knowledge into two groups; matters of fact and relations
0% of logic). The relations of ideas refer to abstract reasoning
tity and number. Since these are equivalent to logical and ana-
e accepts that these can be known with certainty. In scientific
mo'l relations of ideas (!ogical and analytic truths) are “mathe-
ietlons, or in the language of English philosophy..., the universal
il demonstrations of the exact sciences”.® Though Hume does
_Gertainty and evidence of such truths, he maintains that they are
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independent of temporal processes, they cannot be proved or ﬁ!spr(.)vet(:“l‘)\?‘::
that are dependent on temporal processes. Furthermore, not ing ‘Infac'[‘g h A
would upset their certainty since they were not based on empirica ane,;mm
beginning. But they are known with certainty only becausef wipta\t/he i
their rules and definitions, and thus come to.the awareness tha ! 1)‘.\ o
consequences of any set of premises that is true will necessarily be

In the case of matters of fact, there is a difficulty (if not an im[jOS!ilh.m
of arriving at knowledge that claims to be certain. And the reason(.jf(;n \u:
because, “‘all reasoning concerning matter of fact seem to be founded on i

"6
relation of Cause and Effect’.

For example, when we judge that the appearance of.a chair is ;n}d:l():v.::‘:\:r
the actual presence of that chair, Hume woluld say that our Judgeme?oflsth;‘ .m.‘ ‘\
the ground that the presence of ‘Lhat chair rgu:esbz:r;zuizpsfrii?zzrlier (.’.m.wl ‘

r e, the chair is there, Hume exp ains, f .l‘ 5
;::t':::égc’ircauses (all in space and time) which mcludfe the grow’:h %1;;?:,\,\3/:'
sunlight and rain, the action of the garpgnter who bunl't |t,fe;c(c. nin u."‘ v
the knowledge of any matter of fact implies the necessity o hnO\]/cv ré; b (:’
relation linking it to one’s perception. Does'anyone.knov'v it ertl_a (:‘ = “,‘!
relation linkipng one event to another? Hume's anfxly5|s' of inductio ! )(I,,(M
question, and Hume looked for such casual relations in the events : etr e
this event, then another event, and so on. He does not deny tbe ?10’1 1:
definitely perceive certain regularities ir_1 events; rather he denies tha 'w“
detect a relation (surely not causal relation) between them. If we ca:lnnq i
such causal relations we can only say that we ob§er\{e one event fo 'OhW'm" [l
ther, that there are series of intermediary events linking one event with anat
and that an event does not seem to take place except before or af’(farl u'n‘o
event. According to Hume, and | think that everyone would agree with hif,
these series of events are still events.

Three elements characterize causal relation in Hume's analysis of cau
namely, continguity, succession and constant conjunction. In order to esidl
the truth about a matter 6f fact, we must have a matter of fact as well
perceptions of the above elements before we can conclude that A causes B,
however there is no way of getting directly at majct_ers of fact excep.t thi
their perceptions, Hume concludes that all emplrlcgl knowledge is f#
because it is based on completely unprovable assum;_mon.s about the cau
perceptions. If, for example, a persen says that it will rs.am tomorrow, w |
here a conclusion but no premises or implications. And if he says tha’n Itrm
yesterday, we have here a premise but no conclusion. Froml Hume's anal
the problem involved in these examples is that we cannot perceive those alg M
which are characteristic of causal relation.

MBY IN HUME'S ANALYSIS OF CAUSALITY

8is of causality into contiguity, succession and constant con-
eontroversial, and some philosophers discard it on the ground
an internal necessity compelling one event to follow or “cause’”

Al al necessity, they claim, is open to rational scrutiny even if
Wil Itself to empirical examination.

t Hume's critics misunderstand Hume’s problem and intention,

their alternative proposals do not seem to resolve, the difficulty

JHlime accepts that the idea of causality, as we have it, is derived

Ities we experience in the world, and that there exists a strong

such regularity in our future experience of events. This

not seem to be possible unless we assume that the laws of

fm and stable. Hume insists however that we do not possess the

Ich our expectation can be based except for the experience of

I, But some philosophers argue that the logical connections exist-

win of language and thought must imply real connections in the

i a8 well as in the world of perception. Hume may not deny the

il this argument hence he considers causality as “‘the tendency of the

' the idea of what we call the effect when the idea of what we

B I8 presented to it”.” But the main problem seems to be the disco-

nd on which anyone may presume that the tendencies and con-

mind are accurate reflections of the tendencies and connections

I Itself. This is the metaphysical problem of induction which no
]‘ Ity‘ seems to justify, at least, conclusively.

Iy
uctive method, for example, is an attempt to resalve Hume’s
‘What this method does is to enable one to determine “which ele-

Antecedent situation is to be matched with which element of
Nt situation as cause to effect’’®. )

lorlying this method is an assumption that there exists a parallel
w ideal relations, and it s precisely this assumption that Hume
‘lﬂd asking for its rational justification. Hegel claims to have identi-
Gtions between the mind and those in the world, but his theory
with a difficult question. Does our understanding of the combina-
1§ dctual and what is thought give us an accurate representation of
Ml In his method, tries to identify the constant conjunction which
10 be one of the elements characteristic of causal relation, and he
e method of agreement; 2) the method of differences; 3) the

Tﬂues; and 4) the method of concomitant variation. How do
work?

sume that A is looking for the cause of some effect B, and that
- Number of sets of antecedents after each of which A perceives B.
I dgreement then demands that A looks for the cause of B among
5 that are the members of all the sets. If, on the other hand, the

i er only one of the sets (of antecedents), the method of differ-
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ences would require A to look for the cause among ““those members of that set
which it does not share with any of the other sets which failed to produce it.

which it does not share.with any of the other sets which failed to produce it. w108
The method of residues requires that A eliminates from the set of antecedents
any elements that differ from B; and having eliminated them, to look for the
cause of B among the remaining sets. The method of concomitant variation
insturcts A to look for “the cause of any phenomenon whose intensity varies
in some simple ways with respect to the intensity of the first”11. Mill’s method
seems quite obvious from the rule of constant conjunction, but it still overlooks
the main problem of Hume.

Hume has been attacked by some of his critics on grounds that have no
merit-at all. They argre, for example, that Hume's scepticism undermines the
possibility of knowledge (the knowledge about future events or the distant
course of events, and even the knowledge of daily affairs), and that, in spite of
this, he still behaved like ordinary men who possess naive confidence in induction
as well as in the uniformity of nature. The critics are saying that since Hume
undermined the possibility of acquiring empirical knowledge that is certain, he
should not have behaved like any common man who has faith in the inductive
method. Since Hume acted like any common man, his critics think that his
theory is scandalous. They seem to be saying that anyone who questions or
doubts the eternal validity of a principle should not be entitled to share from
thé benefits of its practical application. Hume anticipated such a criticism and
provided his own answer against it. “My practice, you say, refutes my doubts”’,
he wrote. “‘But you mistake the purport of my question. As an agent, | am quite
satisfied in the point; but as a philosopher, who has some share of curiosity, |
will not say skepticism, | am anxious to learn the foundation of this inference’’*?
The issues is not whether we believe or should believe in induction or not, but a
rational justification of the basis of this belief.

It is possible that there exists an internal necessity linking events in the
world, and it is equally possible that it does not exist. And since the truth of
either of these possibililities is inconclusive, we can behave as if that internal
necessity exists. This is what Hume is saying, and | think that his conclusion is
plausible. As a matter of observation, we can see that one event succeeds another.

There is also a discoverable relation between an event at a latter moment and its
state at an eariier moment; and it is due to our knowledge of both states that

we are able to call the relationships causal, and then to assume that the relation-
ship existing between the past and the present states of events will continue to
exist between the present and the past events. But what is the mechanism or the
principle1 3 responsible for driving the world from one state to another and there-

by guarantee the uniformity of nature? It is this principle that, according to

Hume, we cannot know or expect to know.

Again, Hume's conclusion seems plausible. Our consciousness is not com-
pletely independent of our physiological mechanisms, and it is this factor that
measures the pace in which the events in the world seem to be moving. We assume
for example, that the movement or procession of events is continuous whereas
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pme to a halt, and then proceed again, without our awareness of it. Con-
charactérs of the screen. They have no awareness of a projector stop-
'then moving again. If there were human beings existing like the characters
§ereen, and having the awareness of the succession of events from one
0 another, nothing may prevent them from formulating the causal laws of
In the way we do in our own world. And since they are restricted to
, there is no way they can know or find out the mechanism (of the
) whlch causes the states of events to follow one another. If we happen-
such characters on the screen, we may argue that there is a Cosmic Pro-
responsible for our existence. But as Hume shows, cause and effect
mbers of the same class of events. Since we are not however members of
e class of event, that is, Cosmic Projector, our argument lacks a rational
tion.
o
is possible, however, to think of events (unknown to us), that cause
‘We perceive; but those events have to possess the same general characteris-
those we are more familiar with. They would have to be objects and have
es. They would also have to be arranged in configurations that endure
time or change in time. And finally, they would have to exhibit
nees.

i
1

{

a;

~If Hume's analysis is correct, we are then living in a phenomenal world and
ot step out of it to know the mechanism that causes the perceived states of
to succeed one another. Often times, however, we seem to have reasons
'pping out of the apparent, phenomenal world; especially due to the
Jurience we have when we make decisions to perform certain acts that lead to
thange in the world. For example, if we decide to build a house, cut down a
 build a car; the cause of these activitiés can be attributed to our decision to
garry them out. In this case, the cause is a mental event, though our muscular
ts are also involved in the activities. What is essential here is the fact that a
sphenomenal event (the mind) has contributed to the causal determination of
inomenal events (house, car, etc.).

Schopenhauer establishes the non-phenomenal aspect of experience as an
fnative view of the phenomenal world. According to him, “we know the
fld as Idea or Representation, but we know it also as Will"’1%, From this view,
vunknown” and the "‘mysterious” mechanism which derives the world from
| state to another is not as unknown as it appears. It may be samething that
are aware of within our subjective experience of volition. Again, Schopen-

Uer's theory does not seem to resolve Hume’s problem because Hume would
|l want to know whether the subjective experience of volition corresponds to
‘objective conditions of the world, and, if so, the rational justification for it.

From a scientific view-point, the nature of that objective mechanism (the

[ ise” of events) is said to be a matter of absolute indifference. As long as a
of science observes the succession of events and possesses a standard for
suring movements, masses and lengths, his work will proceed without any
rruptlon. He may even forget the idea of causes. But what he does not know
ith certainty is whether his work will continue to proceed® without an inter-
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ruption, and if he is consciously aware of his activities it would be unreasonal pﬂi NOTES AND REFEREN
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It seems however that the argument for the possibility of an occasiongl
a periodic fallibility of causal principle does not hold; and this is why Hu
scepticism becomes inescapable. To solve Hume's problem, all we may do s
refrain from attempting to establish the truth of causal principle and just aff
it. But this should not imply that the principle must be accepted on faith, 1
affirmation of the causal principle does not seem to rest on belief but on A
and this is why a scientist, for example, may not have confidence in the tr
the principle but still resolves not to abandon it in practice. A genuine sal
who is aware of what he is doing has no faith in the order of nature (Whit
has a contrary view), and his ambition is to discover whatever order that r
in nature; an ambition that is surely quite a different matter from having
or confidence in the truth of causal principle.

; ,ﬂf'\gdor”Arrllstotle’s four causes (material, formal, efficient and
B a"s :he terms appear self-explanatory. Mill’s inductive
" Hege eory do not provide solutions to Hume’s problem.

), Op. cit. p. 251
i ef. J. 8. Mill, System of Logic, Book |11, Chapter VIII.

., 2. David Hume, Enquiry; p. 38

o! ‘philosophers called if Fate, and the Medieval philosophers

d, The idea of time as an inde i
. pendent va
1 equivalent of Fate and God. rlable seems to be the

| dgmor.vstration of God’s existence was based largely on
. But it seems that t@ bring in one terminus of causal

ide the realm in which that ion i
rela I
it a fallacy. tion is seen to be functioning

In any case, the causal principle cannot be applied in a simple-ml
manner. In any specific tests, the cause and the effect seem to be absiy
from a complex situation called the background. If this is so, the causal prl
can then be better formulated to mean: similar causes would produce #
effects if the backgrounds are also similar. In this case, the causal pri
becomes a conditional statement which can be summed up in the |
“QOther things being equal”. Other things being equal, we resolve to prof
the assumption that the causal principle holds; but we have to proceed caul
and sceptically by not claiming that the principle has been definitaly

and finally established.

» Op. cit. p. 2563. cf. Arthur Scho
= penhauer, The Wi i
. 1 (Trans. Haldane and Kemp), London, 1907, pp.o ;':13:‘1‘““"

view that nature can b i

" e predicted with absolute certai

| ah rtai

of strict dfetermlplsm) has been abandoned in the con'cemporra‘:-y

] ibat.tha:r:\';c particles. Nature, it is said is not continuous. Wey
e present state of science is unlike the past state. And

' we may have no rational
R e ground to suppose that the future

CONCLUSION
Hume's metaphysical problem of induction, at least in the way it (¥
lated, seems insoluble; and the theories of Mill, Hegel and Schopenhauref i
resolve the epistemological questions involved in this problem. In.spite
criticism of Hume:s theory, no rational ground has been found to (1)
confidence in inductive inferences. We are aware of our confidence in this
ple, but we do not seem to have a rational justification for it.
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'PHILOSOPHY AS IDEOLOGY: AN ESSAY IN RETRIE
— BY NKEONYE OTAKPOR

INTRODUCTION

This essay "has been borne out of the need to reassess the relatia
between philosophy and ideology. Many Nigerian. scholars especially the
within the Marxist fold simply reduce Philosophy, all Philosophies to Id
This reductionism not only does it involve a serious dilemna, it raises b
epistemological and a social problem. Is knowledge per se, essentially ideals
and second, is there no socially related problem in such straight forward
tionism? The paper will attempt to answer these and other related quest
But first, there is need for a proper definition of the relevant terms,

Ideology: manner of thinking, ideas characteristic of a person or group esp
as forming the basis of an economic or political system.1

Philosophy: the search for knowledge, especially the nature and meanl
existence.?

Philosophy is a Human Activity

It has been often supposed that philosophy is specific to nations,
groups or geographical enclaves. Thus arises the current obsessive pre-occupsl
with the topics of African philosophy, Indian philosophy, etc. The philosapl
enterprise, like any other human activity, is undertaken by individuals, &
such, in indifferent and non-specific to national, geographical and cultural ¢
cations and limitation. Admittedly, it is often the case that for heuristic pur
we do single out for analysis the thought systems and reflections of pari
philosophers and their schools, and in the process, classify these accordl
their nationality and the epochal setting of the proponents of founders.
most cases, the consequent hotch-potch national or geographical labelling
fails to portray the wide differences and disagreements or divergencies bal
the philosophical systems of those so lumped together.

Thus, as examples of such wide-ranging categorization we have! £
philosophy with reference to the many individual philosophers such as ths!
socratics, socrates, plato, Aristotle, etc., because they were either Grook
| Greek culture, and this, despite the fact that their philosophical systems wai#
i different and quite often in opposition to each other.

Other examples are: continental Rationalism (Descartes, Spinoza, L.ul
etc.); British Empiricism (Locke, Hume, Berkeley, etc.); German Idealism (FIl
Hegel, Schelling, etc.); American Pragmatism (James, Peirce and Deway),

These subsumptions are based on the initial premises or point of ¢
of a wide variety of philesophical systems, as well as, on the nationall
geographical enclaves ot the most prominent exponents irrespective of
gencies among the systems so grouped together. Furthermore, for lack af
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AE the present time, as specialization con

Osophy are Metaphysics, Epistemology and Normative Ethics. |

? fome specific philosophical systems, recourse had often

'
L blanket or all-inclusive appelations as African Fhilog

I _ phby,
.‘h’y, Eastern Philosophy, Chinese Philosophy, Arabic Philtc;sc){-

I lflcation_s are instances of merely seeing the wood for the
tance of disperate philosophical systems induces unreflective
lonal, cultural and geographical basis. Indeed, it is very clear
Bphical system bears sone similarity or affinity, in one way or

other one, and very often in terms of the points of departure
_gssential aspects.

P n, indeed, in every respect a human activity, undertaken by
: beings wherever they may be found and to whichever culture
iy b:llong. Thus though particular in its origin, every philosophy

¥

osophy originated from ancient Greece. Etymologically we
W6 components viz: philo-love, strive for, or pursuit of; and
] w[edge. Originally then, the term philosophy meant for the
Tor wisdom’’ or “strive for knowledge". The modern meaning —
nowledge has not essentially deviated from this ancient one.

ol

ly, all scientists were called philosophers. Thus originally, the term
INEthe same as the term science, classified as moral, socio-political

socrates were primarily cosmotologists who tried to k
i e now
i made of by researching into the nature and structure of matter.

tle to discover the laws of nature. Thales of Miletus (600 BC)
‘predicted the eclipse in 585 B.C. Socrates was preoccupied
lca! problems. Plato was a mathematician, social reformer and’
. Aristotle, the father of logic, was also a political scientist
lorian and an eminent biologist. The list is endless. The several'
rch efforts of these philosophers and many others were later
I developed and proliferated into the various natural sciences

Isc plines, the attendant benefits of which we are all inheritors
' today.

Uhce common core, the universal science called Philosophy has
‘ruult of the cumulative growth of human knowledge, various
i leular specializations detached themselves and develo;’)ed into
Nees as we know them today. At the present time, as specializa-
mselves and developed into the different sciences as we know
tinues more discipli
Wmselves. Contemporary Psychology, feeling closer to bizlc;]ge;
hces than to other philosophical disciplines has virtually broken
in some of its parts, considers itself more closely related to
| to its _philosophlcal origins is also breaking 'away. Even
88 the science of moral life, is showing considerable centri-
The only disciplines which remain faithful to the original
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In view of all these whittling down, it might be asked.what further U WA that metaphysics — true rational
tensions has philosophy to its name? Regardless of the defection of its daug BSds of knoivledae | rational knowledge of the thing-in-itself,
disciplines, the central preoccupation of philosophy and philosophers has chi B of exist patogge 1s adequate for solving the deep and com-
little over the ages: the search for knowledge especially the nature and meanl| ! G:dt,ance and of man’s life. It is true that Kant does face up
s exist i 1 :
Istence, of immortality and freedom — for him they

existence through the rational and critical examination of the most basic elem iti ¢ :
of our every day experiences and beliefs. Ultimate philosophical problems, but he resolves them in a non-
Wner through postulates of practical reason and the will.

Philosophical Antecedents of the concept of ldeology.

In a sense, one would say that Ideology in the Marxian conception
boundaries set in the two extremes of 19th century philosophy: a) the mo
of absolute idealism (think of Fichte and Hegel), and b) the monism of
rialism as defined by philosophers adhering to the mechanism of the | WAl subject is a formative principle shaping the intelliai
century physical science. . ‘0f experience, if not the world as sucﬁ, v?/hicli Icr:::‘lcgﬁltb'; content

The crux of Marx’s analysis is that “Consciousness’’ is determined by 40l 1o simple relationships between the phenomena. Corluseotrxz\tlfr'
existence. Mannheim and others have said the same thing ofthought and k Into two worlds: The empirical and phenomenal which is ih\?ariab[y’
ledge taken generally. This way of speaking about thought or knowledgs 0 laws Qf mechanics; and the other, a world of things-in-thémselve:
consciousness has its origin in German Philosophy. “It derives from Ger 16 which reason cannot attain. '

Philosophy, from a marriage of philosophy with history, consummated } I i

Germany. That is to say, the concept of Ideology in the broadest sense wak | ;.f'n:ng\‘,:inF;?s;s:'il:;[:ttegﬁtth:fire;,:cgI metaPhYSlCS, Kan_nt 2}”'0Wed only
of that marriage."“ The concept of Ideology in the sense used by Marx, there 40 philosophy wo'uld, beythegs b tﬁ e?‘p'a'"ed by scientific method,
derives from the attemipts by German Philosophers, especially Kant and He bnd, one might study the ro\c/: esnz o the e of the Epeeldt
to explain what knowledge is and how it arises. Therefore, to understand i which case philosophy wcfuld ebsSes y Which reslity is formidit by
relationship we have to call to mind, very briefly, the main lines of the Philosdl BBviously includes idoalogy e an analysis of the generation of

of Immanuel Kant, and that of George Hegel.
In lines (_)f ergel’s.philosophy and the influence it had on the
" mhare easily d|scernﬂ_ale. Marx wsas typical of his own time in being

b the extent of adopting the Dialectic, plus the tppic of his thesis

Kant was very strongly impressed by the progress and success of the
sical sciences, especially by Newton (1664 - 1727). At the same time, h#
deeply disappointed by them, and he was concerned with what he calletl
dead-end of the rationalistic metaphysics of his time. A great admirer of

tonian physics, he saw in it the final break-through of a truly rational knowl lid not speak, as Marx was to do, of ““Soci .
; : ! . cial e 4 “oon-
of the world of nature. So, for instance, the transcendental logic developad , but he did speak of ‘“Objective’” and “Subjectivzléteinii?’ ,?8(:). e
him in his Critique of Pure Reason is not the traditional formal logic of Arl Mts of social rules, institutions and conventional mo%r f b h]ec.twe
and Scholasticism, but is rather the logic of discovery of Newtonian physl N are required or expected to conform; subjective s(;sir(i)t c: E]thoflr
' nsists in

logic consisting in a prior truths about the universe of ‘nature. hinking and feeling, in atti T
) il can subsist al 4 S -tjﬂtudes of mind.”> Both affect one another
» one. Spirit at the level of consciousness and reason
tive and reflective. To that extent, its progréss is dialectical. This

Kant unquestioningly adopted the whole of mechanism, which hg d wo i i
nised as valid fo'r the entire empirical world, not excluding the world of st} oulvtvt:’r:“;ln;::er:g?ss tlaj)r?'net?lr:i];n\?vcc')rll)c}/ V¥hat| 4 = B i T one soeial
wr?iz?\h:ﬁel:ot:a':;:é::l::\i we ca.II the empirical world is the result of a sy distinctively human ways, not only ¢ %s'c: tufre, et ol
. al subject constructed out of the formiless stuff of f product. For example o only consists of human activities but
rience. It fo”O\'NS that the laws of logic, mathematics and the natural #& ! have behaved as the pdi,d ue|anmehnt- Grecks, Bomans ang Sdyprans,
are .vahd for this w9r!d because it is thought which puts them there and pf tld, especially their sgciaﬂ anr:jess 't o1t wohosptionis OF TSEeYeS 4
their very foundation. But the “‘pure’ transcendental subject does not they believed and behaved a tc:]u tur?I world, had been what they are.
under these laws be'cause he. does not spring from the phenomenal world, 0 ital world. For Hegel there:‘oreey - 'because i’ s e
?ontrar.y, he established tl_us world and determines its laws. In this way, | of this determination’1 is man hi' malr; Ifr: S b'emg' ey
impossible. to know the thing in itself — the self-subsisting reality behind | far as it appears to man, and i;n ssc(:m;a hoiv?:gp;tr:ﬂte(:lgn :_ecessary
, - ituted by him.

mena. Knowledge is confined within the scope of sensible perception, and,
from experience ‘‘the cAtegories are empty’’.
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1 its inspiration from the mes
1 i Gorrespondence between a given point of view and a given social

" Now how does Marxist ideology fit into or ge
d others? The development

chanistic — subjective philosophy of Kant, Hegel an
of science and especially its counterpart in techniqu
phenomena of industrialization and machine production. The offer of a new way :
of earning one's living by working in the factories enticed whole masses of '
people to move from the poor country sides to the richer towns and cities, tha ¥ . le

MO8l conditions or social existence. By false consciousness Marx

result being the process of pauperization and formation of a so-called proletariat, A
In the domain of social philosophy, this particular situation in the 19th century d 1ean a set of mistaken beliefs about matters important and shared
are

gave rise to the enunciation and elaboration of socialist ideology, which was I i MUP of persons or even a community. It consists of closel

turn, the source of inspiration and the manifesto of the socialist movement, cr.I“to ahII or nearly all persons whose situations or fuiZt;'zLast?:
y the same. Thus i ; . ol

Marx as a philosopher of human labour, threw new light on esent when there is a diffledr:g:::gge‘:;vzebEha\'/'lour of |Ilu3|on.. The

he self-realization of the subject, but first a§ WPONd to it and this difference makes I'fn reality and 'Fhe sentiments

a social and economic reality within the technical conditions of work in the 19th & inent condition. And it could be that |-Ife easier. ”lu.slon may, thus,

Century, in terms of the deep division of society into social classes. Second, h# & il political philosophy with it, in the saa Ife is located in this zone of

contributed to the increase and salience of the tensions and divisions by his sharp CMlmply lying to themselyes. ' me way that individuals manage

analysis of the social situation of his time. Marx, thus, showed how the proles A

tariat has been excluded from all the spiritual values of the actual world, but at

the same time he necessitated in it the idea of progress through its own revolutiof o

against the established order. The practical materialism of the proletariat results I
ing from its being excluded from spiritual values as such, was transformed by 0 8 socially determined, it is therefore ideological. Now the problem t
: 0

Marx into a theoretical materialism, according to which the forces and model two fold. First, how are we to characterise men’s intellectual attai
: ain-

of production constitute the true driving force of history, i.e., the driving forod vy ,llanguage,writing,art,etc.,which form the heritage of civilization?
; ) on?
Simply the products of social orders, the ideological forms in which

towards progress. thei ,
- elr material behaviour? Or is it the case that men came about

5

fl‘,lrded ideology as a false consciousness and spoke of it as deter-

In Germany,
the latter, nowonly as a means of t

'?:;:. ;r?gg;?angoi: t?e cqn;text of this paper is the contention that
ot social consciousness, that is, of ideati i

itior ' 2 , eation. T
les for the Nigerian Marxists and, perhaps others, that since knor\::/s-

Ideology in the Marxian conception, therefore, is a form of materialism & by chance? Second, to what ext ; .

3 . : 4 s ‘ ent a :
defined, elaborated, and defended by philosophers adhering to the mechanism of J #ocial milieu and to what extent do*i':e::ea's in genera‘l the pro.duCt
the 19th century physical science — an outmoded 19th century philosophy. It nowledge. play an active part in all

il

has its origin in the philosophy of Kant, Hegel and others. More to the point, If
the political activities of man, his laws, religion and morality, etc, are phenomenal
and empirical realities, then they are invariably subject to the laws of mechanl
They are what they are because of the nature of technology and economy,.
Hence, for example, Marx transposed the religious desire of salvation to a desl
of intra-terrestrial welfare realised by man himself through his own labour ang e-political forms of the class struggle and it .
technical activity. ' 'i:‘hEd by the victorious class‘after the successsfSIOEZ:?l:ersSI Cg;Stl-
nd then . , etc. — forms
Marx, therefore, wanted to realise a philosophy which changes the world Ideas, angvf;:e??i:fg]eexezof..l___,, pol|t|c?|, legal, philosophical theories,
and he placed against it a philosophy which only interprets and contemplates { B8lr influence””. ? I developments into systems of dogma — also

world. The question is, however, whether or not Marxist ideology is a kind L
philosophy, i.e. a philosophy which does not interpret what is, but whie clearly makes knowledge a superstructural ohenomenon in th
in the sense

ordains what ought to be? The answer to this question is obvious. Ings from economic institutions. In so doing, knoiledge is th
P : omi ons. , knoiwledge is thus
g e, ﬂh::i:gelfcggr}:sw ;n the self-justification of the ruling class ulidangy
[ Ivity of society as a whole. The effect is ior
In spite of its many uses and aberrations, ideology in its more imporid bmplex body of phenomenon —art, science, language thheilrem‘:;mm o
sense is used to refer to a:set of closely related beliefs or ideas or attitudes Gii I mechanical and inexorable law and this has i"g"’ i 10 8 serious
racteristic of a group of community. The thesis proceeds from the assumpill T e
that “the mode of production in material life determines the general charact v ;
of the social, political and spiritual processes of life.””® From this it foll J:bvl:m'js'y e oy o eateyetes. kgl M thelueriaue
fa “ 7c )nlques .as the purely transitory efflux of a particular historical
alse) consciousness — for the simple reason that they outlast any
41

||:1;|:tfgl;o:}? of q_uestions, it'is clear that Marx’'s own phraseology is
b e various misinterpretations and mj i
- : and misrepresentations b
- Engels did not help matters in hi 4
i els ¢ ot b when in his letter to Bloch h
Mti “the economic situation is the basis, but the various elements of th:

S
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¢ led to the socio-economi@ M In general a correspondence between social environment did
nt and idea-



the law ot the stronger, but for convenience men have established institutions
and moral precepts to restrain the stron.” 2 These doctrines have won more
wider assent in our times than they did in antiquity — thanks to the Marxists.
They popularised them by their ancestry dates back to another epoch.

I"l'he deceitfulness of\tr.w: sense, of course, led Plamenatz to the assertion i If the ideological culty i
th'at, no dout_)t the peculiarities of our thougkt, reflective and theoretical about i as is usually the case- itis si re does in fact interfer with the attain
things, make it more difficult for such human thought to be objec'cive.”13 abo,ut ;:m;;ly because of the closure of 'deO'OQIZ;Tr: - 5
N, his world and nature : isposition
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This difficulty cannot easily be overcome but this does not render the ideal of
objectivity impossible and therefore untenable. It would be grossly and intellec-
tually dishonesi to deny the impact of social and historical circumstances on
ideation. Popper even admits that “scientific results are relative in so far as they
are the results of a certain stage of scientific development..... 14 1t follows that
if these results are superceded in the course of scientific progress, they do not
cease to be relative. But from this it cannot be said that such results cease to be

knowledge, cease to be true.
~and of truth,

The value of such results will ultimately depend only on what objective
support they have in facts not any more on their epochal or ideological content.
Newton’s theory of gravitation, Quantum Mechanics, Freudism, the XX or XY I3
gene code are all definite forms of knowledge, relative in terms of their develop- J
ment in a given historical environment, but have all continued to be attractive
and valid because of the objective support they have in facts.

T
1 .o.some extent, therefore, ideology i
Class. It is the most “natural” ’

Contrary to Marx and his follows (in Nigeria especially), what can be i‘-‘ll%OIOQy thus, bec
- . . g ! ! om
admitted with some degree of plausibility are that:— 8 an escape from a re

(a) ideology cannot necessitate the scaling down of the ideas of knowledge;

() mnorms for validation are obviously relative to social environnent;

(c) the categories and concepts that are developed and used are usually an attempt to rebut this awkward thes; I h
esis

linked to the social process;
roving science, the i
g . everyt :
specialized fields vthing and nothing, but broken .into Wi

pecific and
of human endeavour.

(d)  ““truth is a property of beliefs, and

To sum up then, p

(e)  truth is wholly dependent upon the relation of the beliefs (senses) to ] hil -
+ Ptlosophy is not, strict|

. : 15 o 1 :

| outside things". | | | ! ;zl;t;lsk;:a:a(t:; what. holds and is the case. For al‘l :ﬁfgﬁ;’;gt;r; lhd.eology. The_ con-

It is doubtful whether Marxists would admit to (d) and (e) without contradic- back to fife, ° Notion of ideology, in a million “avatars” is 'story of philoso-
tipn. The reason for this is not entirely far-fetched: ideologies have necessarily arising fmn; 2:1 a result of .the incapacity of philosophy' . Cozstantly brought
distorted reality for Marxists, and they are impelled by considerations of pros- ~ history. Be thateastr_aumatlzmg. and erratid wandering of t‘; absorb the blows
pective advantage by being avowedly dishonest. Ideology is a lie of interest. Now, bf culture and rand” May, philosophy cannot be reduced toot:ﬁ.ht th.roug_hout
in order to lie we must know the truth. Thus truth is the primary fact. The of the rising boure gﬂ_m_ess of thought. “It was not to rationali s arb;jtrarmess
light is natural and the blinkers only come later. “Men sense that truth is their universal time. [t isg e tat Newton did not bring forward ﬂ:e the interests
worst enemy, but at the same time they cannot do without it. Thus tf‘le_y.do that Descartes or Leigsittszr so_c:ological christianity, for edifyfn: F;gStfulate_of
everything to disarm it in ideologies. At the least, they demand that all criticism the Greeks barely consider:;?,sl";e::dN';}xt;:e::physical problem of Gondo;vrr;]lit(:\;],

as not R !

Thales, i
S 1t was not because ussell and Marx avas not

of class objectives.

If we, therefore,

; e :
44 équivalent to policy or o xclude the obvious

i misnormers i :
ther similar histies In which Philosophy ig

we are left with the classical concept
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as applied to the systems of Aristotle, Descartes, Sartre, Wittgenstein and others
or as understood in University departments of Philosophy".1 Even then, philo-
sophy still retains a great deal of flexibility as opposed to ideology which does
not make for reflection but action and adaption and thus enables us to life i
a certain fashion. But reflection does not demolish anything without proposing
something else in exchange. ““Philosophers, thus, unconsciously recoil from the
possibility of removing all foundation from what seems to be socially vital; it

is not just in case their criticism would be dangerous, but because irresponsibility
seems to them scandalous.”1®
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