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THE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF DR Nnamdi Azikiwe
A CRITICAL LOOK

DR. J. I. OMOREGBE

Dr. Nnamdi Azikiwe, the first president of the Fedaeral Republic of
Nigeria is not just a politician, he is also a political philosopher. In his most
recent book, ldeology for Nigeria. Capitalism, Socialism or Welfarism?
Zik has given expression to his .political philosophy. Both intellectually
and in practical life Zik has amply demonstrated his preference for the
via media, that is, the .way of compromise. His preference for the via
media has led him to embrace eclecticism in his political philosophy. The
dialectics of eclecticism, he believes, leads to the harmony of opposites.

Having critically examined the major political systems — capitalism,
socialism, welfarism — Zik finds each of them wanting. But none of them,
in his view, is totally bad without some good elements. He therefore works
towards a hatmonization of these systems by combining what he believes to
be the good elements in each of them. The result of this is what he calls
“neo-welfarism”. :

CAPITALISM

Dr. Zik describes capitalism as a system of government characterized by
private ownership of capital goods “whose production, distribution and
prices are determined by him, motivated solely by the profit he envisages to
make in the bargain, in a free market and without unreasonable state intere-
rence.”’ In a capitalist society, capital goods may be owned either by
individuals or by groups of people who form limited liability companies. This
isy one of the essential features of capitalism. Another essential feature is
the fact that prices of manufactured goods are freely fixed by the manu-
facturers without official control. Thus the goods are sold in a "“free market”.
In a capitalist society the means of production — including land, factories,
machinery and natural resources — are owned and controlled by individuals,
and not the State.?

The advocates of capitalism contend that it has the advantage of creating
an atmosphere of free competitition, and this acts as an incentive to effi-
ciency. This leads to hetter products, lower prices, better services and higher
standards of living. They also contend that since the profit motive is in-
herent in human nature, capitalism is more in keeping with human nature.
“Thus it is felt that a free market economy is much more natural and more
preferable than a common market economy. The_one is voluntary and
democratic; the other is mandatory and authoritarian.”

Critics of capitalist, however, argue that it is an unjust system which
encourages the exploitation of man by his fellow man. While some people
wark athare aniov the fruit of their labour. The workers under the capitalist



systom are peing enslaved: they are not paid their due reward for the;,
g.nl-,ou;__ On the contrary, they are paid just enough wages to keep tham aly,
while others enrich thomselves  from the fruit of thair labour. A fow powa,
tul individuals in the capitalist system manipulate and monopolise the mean,
of broduction to exploit the vast majority. Another criticism of capitalism
is that human beings are selfish, inordinately ambitious, vicious and vindictiv,
and by allowing “such an unethical Feing to live in a society which encours.
ges individualism, it accgntuates man’s weakness and gives full play 1o hi
dishonest motivations.”” Finally capitalism renders intelligent planning
in‘possible with the result that extreme wealth and extreme poverty
enomous waste and scarcity exist side by side in capitalist societies,

SOCIALISM

Finding capitalism unsatisfactory Zik turns to Swocialism, which he
describes as ““a system of society in which there is no private property,"5
In a socialist State the means of production are owned and controlled by
the State. Socialism aims at owning, managing and contyolling the means of
production, distibution and exchange. “It seeks to exted-its-activities to
all undertakings with the objective of promoting equality and sociENLelfare.
It is altruitic in its content in that it desires expansion of State activitids not
for ag%randisement but in order to assure freedom and justice to the indivi-
dual.”™ Because socialism regards the State as a fraternal, cooperative com-
monwealth it seeks to remedy injustice and wastefulness created by capita-
lism. It seeks to eliminate injustice by eliminating social inequality which is
the root of pverty. Zik quotes the Soviet Union’s delegation to World Social
Economic Congress held in Amsterdam in August 1931 .

Socialism is a system of society in which all the means of production
belongs to the society as a whole. . . The socialization signifies the
abolition of classes and of all class distinctions. Production is carried
on for the purpose of satisfying the needs of the separate members of
the society: . . Under socialism the whole economy of the country be*
comes one huge single enterprise . . . It can be asserted that social'
economic planning is an essential prerequisite for the existence of socia-
list economy, just as anarchy of production, and csmpetition are the
essential forms of the existence of capitalist economy.

Critics of socialism, however, argue that the collective ownership of
property is contrary to human nature and this explains why the change from
capitalism to socialism is usually carried out with force. "They also content
that the State is generally not efficient in business management, and that any
business managed by the State is usually inefficient. This is due mainly to the
bureaucratic nature of State machinery. “In the Nigerian situation” says Zik,
“this argument can be easily sustained if we consider the inefficient way and
manner some statutory hodies have operated with all the spate of charges of
tribalism, nepotism and corruption polluting the atmosphere and enshrouding
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those instruments of government policy mn a cloak of suspicion and
distrust”,” Another weakness of socialism, according to Zik, is the multipli
city of its schools of thought, resulting in various brands of socialism  “Thare
are utopian socialists, christian socjalist, Marxian socialists,_quild socialists
Fabian socialists, democratic socialists, and what have you” @ There are alsn
revolutionary socialists, evolutionary socialists, scientific socialists, and 50 on
Zik contends that this ““confusion’” in socialism adversely affects its effectiye
ness, so that even when socialists are given the opportunity to prdctica
socialism they are usually unable to maintain stability and win the confidence

of the people. "“The history of socialism in England is a classic example of
ineptitude. Besides, socialism is unsually very critical but hardly ever con-
structive. Finally, Zik contends that because socialism is by its very nature
altruistic, it demands ssich a high standard of discipline that its successful
implementation requives the use of totalitarian methods because “human
beings do not veluntarily serve with a spirit of altruism. The degree of
element of force necessary to maintain law, order and good government
will be the determining factor of the success or otherwise of a socialist
democratic gmaqgh'nent."11 Thus, socialism too is unsatisfactory, and
Zik turng‘to communism.

COMMUNISM

Zik says communism is one of the oldest and universally practiced
philosophies of life. One wonders what Zik means by that, and why he
even considers communism as a political system along side socialism and
capitalism. As a politicdl doctrine, he says, socialism is based on the re-
volutionary ideas of Marx and Engles, expounded in the Communist
Manifesto. All human thoughts and activities are motivated by economic
factors which are manifested through conflict of economic interests. It
is" this conflict that leads to the class struggle between employers and
employees, the exploiters and the exploited. This class warfare will
ebentually end in favour of the working class who will overthrow their
exploiters and establish a classless society in which the means of production,
distribution and exchange will be owned by all. “As a political doctrine
communism is a totalitarian system of government in which the State owns
and controls all sectors of the economy, including agriculture, trade,
commerce, industry, shipping, banking, insurance, mining, transport, etc.
The instrument of power in a communist State is a single authoritarian
party through whom the economic, social and cultural life of the society
is channelled and directed.”'? ~Knowing fully well that those who control
power in the capitalist society will not voluntarily step down, communists
realize that their only alternative is the use of revolutionary and violent
means to overthrow the exploiters and establish an egalitarian society. Zik
says there are at present about thirty States all over the world which practice
communism (!), and these include fifteen African States, one American State,
six Asian States, and nine European State. Zik repudiates the use of force
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and “totalitarian methods” in both socialism and communism (the differenc,
between the two or how they relate to each other does not seem to be ctea;
in Zik's mind). He also rejects the prohibition of private property in thas,
systems. He therefore finds both unsatisfactory and he turns to Walfarism

WELFARISM

A welfarist State is according to Zik, a State which prescribes minimum
standards of living, and provides equal opportunities in education, health,
housing, pensions, rehabilitation, etc. “When any State protects and promo-
tes th social and economic well-being of its inhabitants, through systems of
laws and institutions establishing national insurance against unemployment,
industrial accident, ill-health, old age, and destitution, it may be regarded
.generally as a demonstration of welfarism.”'3  In 4 welfarist State free
education and free health care are made available to all tlge citizens. When
fees are charged for certain expensive medical treatments, such fees are
minimal. Unemployment benefit is paid to the unemploygd who have made
some contnbutuon to a socual insurance fund. Certain serucgs like “para-
medical services” such as nursmg, midwifery, radiography, physuftheraphy,
and laboratory techno|09y are also available for little or no charges.”
Thus the welfarist State aims at bringing the greatest good to the greatest
number by providing essential services to its citizens virtually free of charge.

Zik commends welfarism for its goal but warns that it has its inherent
problems arising from its provision of essential services free of charge. Once
it becomes known that these services are free, he points out, there is bound:
to be a mad rush of people to take advantage of these free services. This
would make planning and budgetting very difficult since the number of
people rushing to avail themselves of these services will always exceeds what
one expects. Zik says this was his experience when, as Premier of Eastern
Nigeria, he introduced free primary education. “As soon as news was dissem-
inated that primary and elementary education would be FREE, and fees
would no longer be paid, a deluge encompassed my government in the form
of widespread surge. . .” It.is part of human nature, Zik contends, to seek
to reap where one has not sown. This is a frailty of human beings. “Any
social service which is free is bound to be innundated with drop-outs, idlers
adventurers, apart from the genuine sector of the population concemed.”“{
The more such free services are provided, the higher the hopes and expecta-
tions of those benefitting from them will be raised. Demands and expenses
will continue to mount both in terms of expansion as well as in terms of
quality. There will be increasing demand, for example, for more expensive
kinds of medical treatment to be made available. While old problems are
being solved, new ones will be springling up, and there will be no end or
limits to these demands. Thus welfarism is a very expensive system, but in
spite of the huge cost of running it it is unable to eliminate social evils.
“Experience in Europe and the U.S.A. has shown that in spite of welfarism
taking out some of the stings of capitalism, poverty, ignorance, ill-health
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and destitution still stalk us Thus we ara back to square one Ghiges |
thus admits that welfarism, does help to 1olve some of the problams created
by capitalism, but it cannot eliminate these problems altogather  The pro-
blems are still there, and so we "are back to square ane ” Hae tharefore finds
welfarism inadequate and unsatisfactory, and he turns to neo-welfarism

NEO-WELFARISM

Each of the political systems examined above contains certain good
elements as well as undesirable elements. It is these latter elements that
render them inadequate and unsatisfactory. Following. the principles
of eclecticism and prdpmatism, Zik proposes a harmonization of the good
elements in capitalisrm', socialism, welfarish and the traditional Nigerian
political system which, according to Zik, is a comhination of elements of
capitalism and gocialism. The outcome of this eclectic “harmonization of
opposites’”” will be known as “neo-welfarism’. Since this idea of combin-
ing elements of capitalism and socialism was practiced by our ancestors and
it Wor/(edh fﬁq;\'tl‘em, then it is practicable. All we need to do is to update it
to suit-the contemporary complex society. The important thing is that it
worked for our ancestors; as long as it works, it is alright. Zik describes
his political philosophy as pragmatic and eclectic. “Fclecticism is a term
used in philosophy to identify a composite system of thought which incor-
porates ideas selected from other systems. It does not modify but blends
opposite views. . . It is not a syncretism because it does not attempt to
reconcile or combine irreconciliables. Its merit lies in the fact that by
applying this method, any person or group of persons can add, subtract,
multiply or divide any idea and adapt it to suit their situation or historical
circumstances.”'®  Human experience as well as common sense shows that
life can, practically speaking, be more meaningful and more satisfying when
we are willing to take the path of compromise, the via media. Thus for
example, instead of sticking uncompromisingly to idealism or realism,
common sense shows that we are ina better position to approximate the truth
if we compromise the one with the other. What we need, says Zik, is not
speculation but practical efficacy. ““\What we need as a cure is a system of
philosophy which works to the advantage of the many, and not that which
specula't%s to the disadvantage of the many when assessed by its practical
results.”

Zik wonders why some people in the recent past have repeatedly called
for a specifically Nigerian ideology, thereby giving the wrong impression
that Nigeria does not already have an ideology. There is no people or culture

without its own ideology, no ethnic group is “‘culturally naked”. If our
fathers had no ideology how did they form political societies? How did
they survive? On the contrary, our fathers had an ideology which they
conceived, propounded, and practiced. And it worked for them. Politically
they were democratic in their institutions economically, they were welfarists
since they owned and shared land in common and regarded themselves as
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their brother’s keepers, thereby avoiding the situation in which som.
members of the community are extramely rich while other members are o«
tremely poor. Thus our traditional ideology is a pragmatic ideology “in
that it is a blending of capitalist with socialist systems. But it was primordial
and was not intended for a complex society in a sophisticated civilization
Yet lt comes closer to the concept, if not the practice, of the ideal welfare
state.’

A neo-welfarist society will be made up of ingredients from capitalism,
socialism, and welfarism, “but it will not be capitalist -it will not be socialist,
and it will not be welfarist. Rather it will be a harmony of opposites atop
of our ‘external family system’ to further the frontiers of State responsibility
for the welfare of all its citizens.”?' While combinidg the good elements of
capitalism, socialism, and welfarism, neo-welfarism | avoid the evils in
these systems. Thus, for example, it will avoid the capﬁahst non-chalant
attitude towards social injustice, and the socialist degredglon of human
beings who are reduced to thoughtless, purposeless nonentiti ‘made to func-
tion as puppets and marionettes of the constituted a'lthOl’lW Neo-welfarism
will allow private onwership of property, and private entegprise;- cqg:orced
by State participation in the private sector. It will recognise and en urage
the profit motive as an incentive to the development of individual initiative
But it will not allow the official attitutde of laissez-faire which leads to the
exploitation of men by their fellow men. The State will-assume the ras
ponsibility of freeing the citizens from hunger, disease, ignorance, fear and'
want, Its aim will bé to bring about an abundant society, organized on the
basis of the economy of abundance “as opposed to an affluent society, orga-
nized on the basis of the economy of scarcity."22

DIALECTICES OF NEO—-WELFARISM

Zik describes neo-welfarism as an ideology which is ““a vernal and dyna-
mic interpretation of welfarism and its synchronisation into a social matrix
of the last elements in the universally reCOgmzed ideologies of capitalism,
socialism, and welfarism. . . Simpliciter, neo-welfarism embraces belief in
private enterprise, reinforced by State participation in the private sector and
State collaboration in management technology for completely and efficently
administering on a profitable basis statutory coorporations and parastatals,
commercial enterprises including Government-controlled and Government:
sponsored companies."“ The neo-welfarist society will, within reasonable
limits, adopt an open door policy for free enterprise and unrestricted but
regulated competition. Based on a fundamental law (the constitution) the
neo-welfarist State shall be a democratic State in which individual liberty and
equality before the law shall be guaranteed. To ensure the stability of the
State there shall be checks and balances in the system. Consequently the neo-
welfarist government shall be made up of four arms, namely, the Electorate,
the Legislative, the Executive, and the Judiciary. It will be the prerogative of
the Electorate to decide who shall be the members of the legislative assembly
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while it will be the prerogative of the Intter to snact laws and o approve o
repudiate the activities of the E xecutive, The Judiciary Tor its part shall have
the prerogative of raviewing the acts of both the Legislative and the © xngulive
to ensure that they are in line with the Fundamental faw of the tand — the
Constitution. But, on the othar hand, the Lagislative and the £ xacutive shall
enjoy the prerogative of endorsing or rejecting the appointmant or disrmissal
of the members of the Judiciary. Tha foreign policy of the State shall be
based on six pivots, namely, pragmatic neutrality, qood neighbourliness,
positive reciprocity, search for world peace, zonal or continental cooparmion,
and international fellowship based on fairplay, legal equality and mutual
respect. Without being a military State the neo-welfarist State shall maintam
very strong armed and security forces consisting of an army, a vavy, an air
force, prison services,Service corps, a militia, an intelligenco agency, o firn
service and a legiew. - The members of these ten categories of forcas shall be
well-disciplinedy highly educated and well-equipped.

In the-neo—welfarist State, the government shall not be above the law,
and the fundamental human rights shall be guaranteed. These shall include
the' right to life, the right to human dignity, the right to personal freedom,
the'right to privacy, the right to education, the right to own private property,
the right to fair trial, freedom of expression, freedom of thought, freedom of
conscience, freedom of the press. The government shall have no right 1o
deprive any citizen of his private property "“unless such property is raquired
by the State for clearly defined public purposes absolutely and on condition
that a fairﬂfnd adequate compensation shall be paid to the owner of the
property.”"” Natural justice shall be the over—riding factor in the legal
system of the neo—welfarist Stétp. Nobody shall be condemped, repriman
ded or punished without being given the opportunity to defend himself. No-
body shall be prosecuted in court for committing an alleged offence ""unlass
a case has _been stated for the person concerned to answer, under due process
of law.” ° Nobody shall be a judge in any case in which he is in any way
involved. Nobody in the neo—welfarist State shall be ostracized as an out-
cast, and nobody shall be denied access to justice in the courts of the land.
If within a month a case is not brought against any suspect who is detained,
such a person shall be discharged. Everybody shall be presumed innocent
until proved guilty. No ex post facto law shall be allowed in the State. In
other words the backdating of laws shall be forbidden. Nobody shall be
punished for an offence committed by another person. There shall be no
trial in camera in the neo—welfarist State; all trials must be in public and they
must be free and fair. Finally, except during an emergency period, nobody
shall be detained involuntarily. In other words, there shall be no preventive
detention in the neo-welfarist State, except during a declared period of emer-

gency.



SOCIAL SERVICES

The neo—welfarist government shall aim at fair and equitable distribu.
tion of the country's goods among the citizens and avoid the situation whars-
by some citizens are extremely rich while others are extremely poor. The
State shall assume the responsibility of providing the citizens with the
essential social services, while the citizens on their part shall be obliged to
contribute “a fairly computed tax” to the State. The right to health care
shall be a "categorical imperative” in the State, and it shall be free. “Under
neo—welfarism, hospital treatment should be free, including the supply of
drugs, physiotheraphy treatment, etc., but excluding the supply of dentures,
optical and other surgical appliances. Physicians and paramedical staff should
be deployed to be available in all hospitals twenty—four hours of day and
night."2 The citizens shall enjoy the right to shelter because “shelter is
coterminous with human life, _ Just as water, food raiment are essential for
healthy living, so is shelter."27 It will be the responsibility of the govern-
ment to provide the citizens with shelter. Education shall be considered as
a birth right and it shall be free. But it shall not be the monopoly of the
State; private ownership of schools by voluntary agencies, charitable organi-
zations, and invididuals shall be allowed. The state shall accord great
importance to religious education because it plays a vital role in inculcating
moral values. Vocational education and continued education shall be encour-
aged because the former enables citizens to acquire skills with which they
adjust themselves and earn a living “in the struggle for the survival of the
fittest”, while the later inoulcateisin them the idea that education is a conti-
nuous process throughout life. However, although private ownership
of schools shall be allowed in the neo—welfarist State, the Government will
set guidelines and standards which anybody or organization wishing to
establish schools will have to meet. The State shall assume the responsibility
of providing employment for every citizen that is capable of working, and
of rehabilitating the handicapped, the impoverished, and the destitutes in the
society. i

Zik claims that the political system of our ancestors was democratic.
For their customary laws and sanctions were by consensus and not by impo-
sition. Besides, they allowed minority views to co—exist with the majority
views. This, Zik argues, is irreconcilable with the ideal of one—party which,
for him, is dictatorship. The system was also a socialist system hecause
“they co—operated with the other members of the community as their
brother’s keeper”. They owned land in common while at the same time they
encouraged private enterprise. “Here”, Zik claims, “we ixgve the genesis of
a socialist society in structure but capitalist in content.”“” Neo-—welfarism
is based on this traditional African society which is a combination of social-
ism and capitalism. And if our ancestors established and operated such a
system, and it worked for them why should we now swallow wholesale any
doctrine which purports to indoctrinate us with ideas which are definitely
contradictory to our own tried and tested native philosophy of life? ... My
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point is that our ancestors, in spite of their heterogeneous languages and cult.
ure, bequeathed to ur a legacy of political, social aconomic, legal, philoso-
phical and religious ideologies, which had sustained and enabled them to
survive. Now that we are confronted with problems of co—existence and
are esconced in a wilderness of alien ideologies, which are making a terrific
impact on our ways of live ... we must 8|g deep from our roots to discover
this secret of successful co—existence.’ We must therefore go back to our
roots for our authentic ideology, and Zik believes he has found this in neo—
welfarism.

A CRITICAL LOOK

Zik should be commended for his effort to find a via media between
capitalism and socialism, an eclectic harmony of opposites, which he believes
he has found.in neo—welfarism. Unfortunately, however, such a via media
does not exist. For there is no via media between capitalism and socialism
any more than there is any via media between injustica and justice, between
egoism and altruism or between vice and virtue. Contracy to what Zik
thinks, welfarism is not a political system different from capitalism and
socialims, nor is it a via media between them. On the contrary, welfarism is
an adulterated socialism, that is, socialism vitiated with capitalist egoism.
The same applies to Zik's new—found neo—welfarism which, in fact, turns
out to.be an old wine in a new bottle. Foritisin no way different from the
welfarism we all know. Perhaps the only new thing about it is Zik’s claim
that it was practiced by our ancestors. But it is inaccurate and even anachro-
nistic to say that our ancestors combined capitalist and socialist elements in

their political system, or that their political system was socialist in structure
but capitalist in content.

There are two main questions that serve as the dividing line between
capitalism and socialism. The first is the question as to how the common
goods of the society should be distributed. Should the goods be distributed
equitably or inequitably? Should the society allow a few powerful and
greedy people to have more than their fair share of the common goods at the
expense of others who are thereby deprived of their fair share? Capitalism
allows this while socialism rejects it as injustice. Capitalism believes in ruth-
less struggle for existence and the survival of the strongest and the fittest.
Thus it allows a few strong and powerful members of the society to grab
most of the common goods (which bel ong to everybody) to themselves alone,
thereby leaving the vast majority of the members of the society with little or
nothing. Capitalism therefore encourages greediness, ruthlessness and calous-
ness. Socialism rejects all these as social injustice and refuses to allow any
member of the society to have more than his fair share of-the common ‘goods.
It therefore tiscourages greedmess and egoism, and encourages altmlsm and
equitable dnstrubutlon of the common gaods, The second cruicial question -
which separates capitalism and socialism is the question as to whether indivi-
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dual members of the sociaty should ba allowad to own and control the muin
sodrces of the society’s ravenue. Capitalism allowa individuals 1o de this
while socialism refuses to allow it since it leads to the exploitation of m,,"'
by their fellow men. Now it cannot be said that traditional African sociatis
answered these questions either in the capitalist way or in the socialist way
for the simple reason that such questions never arose within the contaxt of
these societies. Apart from land which they can arguably be said to hay,
had in common, they had no common revenue. Consequently the question
as to whether individual members should be allowed to own and control the
main sources of the non-existent common revenue just did not arise. Nor was

there any question as to how such non-existent common revenue should
be shared. It is therefore anarchronistic to say that traditional African
societies were capitalist, socialist, or a combination of elements from both.

Zik defines socialism as “a system of society in which there is no
private property”. But neither socialism nor any other political system
prohibits the ownership of private property. Man cannot but own private
property and no low or political system can prohibit it because it is an
essential aspect of human existence. The clothes one wears, the pen with
which one writes, the money one uses for feeding and for daily needs, etc
are all private properties and socialism does not prohibit the ownership of
such things. It is therefore a question of what can be owned by an indivi-
dual as a private property. What can an individual own and control as his
private property, and not a question as to whether or not an individual can
own private property. What can an individual own and control as his private
property? The means of production? The main sources of the society’s
revenue? How much of the society’s common goods can an individual
own without depriving others of their fair share? These are the crucial

- questions the answer to which draw the dividing line between socialism and
capitalism.

Why are political societies formed? In other words, why do men come
together to form political societies? How best are societies to be organised
so that the purpose for which they are formed could be realized? These
are the central questions of political philosophy. In order to see how best
political societies are to be organized, i.c., whether as socialist or as capitalist
societies, we must first of all find out why in the first place human beings
come together to form political societies. The reason why human beings
from political societies is that they are social beings by nature. They cannot
survive or develop their potentialities outside a society. No man is an island,
no man is selfsufficient. The formation of political society is therefore
a demand of human nature and a necessary condition of human existence.
Hence men feel compelled by their very nature, to come together, join hands
with others, work together, coordinate their efforts and produce the goods
they need for their survival and well-being. The goods so produced from
the joint and coordinated efforts of all the members of the society are
common property of the whole society. Common sense and justicc demands
that such goods be equitably distributed to all the members of the society,
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and that no selfish and greedy members be allowed to deprive others of thais
fair share by greedily grabbing too much for himselves alone It is the mipon
sibility of the society to prevent this from happening and to ensum justics
This is what socialism is all about.

If men are compelled by their very nature to live together and work
together for their survival, then their life together and all their activities
must be guided by justice and altruism. These are the fundamental principles
of socialism, and it is with reference to these two principles that the crucial
question as to what an individual member of the society should be allowed
to own as his private property can be answered. Justice and altruism are the
fundamental principles of life-together, the principles on which political
society by its very nature is founded. It can be seen then that by its very
nature and purpose political society is essentially a socielist society. Capi-
talism is a degeneration of political society and a negation of its goals and
objectives. For men do not come together to live and work together only
for the benefit of a few greedy ones among them.

Zik's objection to socialism is that it demands such a high standard
of discipline that nothing short of force and “totalitarian methods” would
be needed to successfully implement it because it is based on the principle
of altruism, and “human beings do. not voluntarily serve with a spirit of
altruism."31 But the implementation of socialism does not necessarily
demand the use of totalitarian method. 1f the members of the society are
educated to see the true nature of life-together in society they will strive
voluntarily to cultivate a sense of justice and altruism. Once they are con-
vinced that that is the way things ought to be they will endeavour voluntarily
to meet the demand. Once they understand that it is in their own interest,
the use of totalitarian methods will be unnecessary. They will come to under-
stand that selfishness, greediness, and injustice (which constitute the foun-
dation of capitalism) are socially destructive and inimical to the objectives
of political society. ‘

Zik does not seem to be quite clear about the relationship between
socialism and communism. Are they synonymous or are they different
political systems which can exist simultaneously, side by side? Zik, on the
one hand treats them as two distinct political systems that can exist simul-
taneously, side by side while on the other hand he calls all the countries
practicing socialism all over the world “‘communist States”, which seems to
imply that socialism and communism are synonymous terms. The fact,
however, is that no country in the world today practices communism.
So, there are in fact no communist States in the world today. Communism.
is the goal of socialism; it is the classless, Stateless, happy society characteri-
zed by abundance of material production which will be distributed to all the
members of the society, “each according to his needs””. This is not yet 3
reality in any part of the world today, if it will ever become a reality.

Finally, Zik uses the terms “ideology” and "philosophy” interchangeably
thereby giving the impression that idoelogy and philosophy are synonymous
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terms. Thus, for example, he refers to capitalism, socialism and welfarism
both as "‘system of philosophy” and as “ldeology”. But philosophy is not
ideology, and ideology is not philosophy. Thase are not synonymous
terms. ldeology has to do with the interest of a group or class of people in
a society. The aim of ideology is to protect the interest of a particular class
or group of people in a society. Any thinking influenced or guided by such
interests is ideological. Philosophy, on the contrary, has to do with the
natural and the universal. In other words, philosophy is concerned only with
what is natural, and since what is natural is necessarily universal, philosophy
is thus concerned only with the universal. Political philosophy is a philoso-
phical investigation of political society as a demand of fiuman nature. Thus
it investigates the nature of political society only as a demand of human
nature. For man is by nature a social being, or, asAristotle puts it, “a politi-
cal animal”’. This means that political society is a demand of human nature
and it is only as such that philosophy investigates it. While idoelogical
thinking is guided by the interest of a particular group or class of people in
society, -philosophical thinking is guided by nothing other than the search for
truth about the real nature of things, seen as natural and universal phenomena
Hence the conclusion of a philosophical thinking is essentially of universal
application. :

Although it is open to criticism on many points, Zik's political philoso-

phy remains a commendable effort.
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THE RATIONAL BASIS OF YORUBA ETHICAL THINKING®

Or. 8. B. Oluwole

There is little or no arguments that religion and philosophy are 1y,
different attempts to provide solutions to some fundamental problem,
about how nature relates to man and his existence. Today, many peopls
draw the basic distinction between these two approaches by stating tha
while religion gives mythopoetic and supernatural solutions to these pro.
blems philosophy aims at providing rational answers to them. The separa
tion of philosophy from religion is generally seen as an emancipation of
thought from its emotive and hence primitive bondage and its movement
into the rational and consequently civilized era. ,

A corollary separation as almost simultaneously effected between
religion and morality. The Greek tradition was basically secular because it
contained several attempts to ground morality either in human reason or on
the facts of experience. The Judaeo - Christian approach was distinctively
religious. Moral ideals were founded on righteousness before God. Today,
neither God nor Reason nor human experience is regarded as a philosophi.
cally adequate basis on which to structure morality. The existence of God
_and of human reason as sources of insights into infallible moral principles
have been discredited. The facts of experience, it is claimed, offer no rational
basis for inferring the existence of objective moral laws, more-so since the
belief in the rationality of nature has been denied. Morality consequently
finds itself resting on a vacuum. A meaningful discussion of what moral
values should guide our global life together so as to give room for social
cohesion cannot take off until a sound foundation is laid for morality.1

In presenting an argument in support of a secular yet religiously coa-
ted system of morality. | rely mainly on the fundamental features of my
cultural heritage as a Yoruba. First, there is an analysis of Yoruba moral
evaluation of the act of reporting in general. A whole gamut of possible
rational justications of the moral view behind the canon of evaluation is
examined. The conclusion is that the Yoruba separate the secular from the
religious in their moral thinking. Yet they uphold a value-system which
| see as of a universal relevance in resolving today'’s global social problems.

There is no gain-saying the fact that the identification of the rational
foundation of the moral system of a society is not an easy task. The
problems take on enormous dimensions when such a society has no codified
system of norms. Even in cases where the norms are recorded, an identified
system may be incapable of rationally encompassing the mutually incompati-

*“A slightly different version of this paper was presented at Assembly of
World Religious” at Mc Afee, New Jersey U.S.A. November 18-21, 198
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ble norms that exast in that society; another may give insufficient allowances

for accepted exceptions. Worse still, the Yoruba people are of such diverse %
sub-ethnic groups that it is very easy to over-generalize the maoral beliefs of a
particular section under the suggestion that they command universal consen-

sus among the Yoruba as a whole. *

Without claiming any special authority on Yoruba ethics in general
therefore, my analysis draws from what most people generally regard as
the tripartite bearers of a philosophical substratum of a people’s thought.
These are the maxims, the proverbs, and the ideals of the educationa system
of a society,

(1)  Yoruba Norms.

Unlike the ancient followers of Hammurabi and Moses, the Yoruba
has no written moral laws. Their norms are expressed as maxims. | shall
therefore list four maxims which express the Yoruba attitude to reporting
They are:—

%, AN N

Ika ko ye omo emyan\ i

K'Ss otlto l’<a kﬂ o‘sa‘r; su ka S eblta ka wa Iaaye
Inu rere k) i pa ni, wahald ni o nko ba ni.

§ otlto se rere

S Btlto se rere;

f;'nls otltg'

N’ |m3Ie e gbe. 3

£ 2000

Approximate translation:

1a  Wickedness is abominable in man
2a It is more honourable to die for the truth than to live on fraud.

3a  Kindness is not fatal, although it does bring problems.
4a Be kind, be honest j

Be kind, be honest

He who is honest

Receives the blessings of the gods.

(I1) Yoruba Proverbs.

Here again | shall list four proverbs which bring out the uniqueness of
the Yoruba attitude to reporting.

(i) B olu ba ri, gnu a dakg
(i) Oléfofo 0 gba egbaa ibi opé lo m¢
(iit) An ’Yeni mS(; wu'g fi apaadi fggre boo tlre molc
(iv) Oloot2 ilu ni SsTkY il .
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Approximate translations.

(ia) Let the eyes see, but keep the mouth shut.

(iia) The tale-bearer earns nothing but thanks.

(ilia) Others’ lapses are always told, but ours are always kept unea,
cover. _

(iva) The honest citizen is the wicked citizen

(111} Yoruba Folklore:

The traditional method of teaching morals in Yorubaland s mainly
through folklore and folktales. The Yoruba story-teller usually concludes
his story by drawing out the moral lesson that it is meant to teach. For the
sake of brevity here, | shall just relate two of such stories that have the
same lesson to teach about the act of reporting. There are of course others
intended to teach the same moral lesson.

A.  The Toothless Queen.

There was a society where it was morally demanded that the existence
of 2 toothless person be reported so that he or she would be killed since it
was taboo for such a person to exist. It happened that one of the king's wives
discovered that one of her mates was toothless. She brought this to the not.
ce of the people and a date was fixed for the revelation. On hearing this
the toothless queen became restless and spent most of her time roaming
about the bush, moaning her impending death. On one of such roamings, she
met the spirit of her dead mother which told her to rub some herb in her
mouth. When she did, she found to her great joy and utter surprise one of
the best sets of teeth in her mouth. She kept this to herself until the date of
the exhibitLon when nobody was found toothless. Her reporter was conse.
quently labelled a liar and executed, for that was the price for telling that
type of falsehood.

B.  The Adulterous Queen.

The penalty for a queen having a secret love affairs is death. Once 3
royal wife confided in one of her mates the fact that she has a concubin:.
Early one morning, she left her small baby in the care of this trusted friend
while she went to see her lover. Before she returned, this care-taker delibera
tely left the baby alone to cry. And it cried so much that it became a con
cern for the whole compound. On interrogation by the King, the woman
revealed that her mate was gone to visit her lover and would soon return
with yam tubers and a lot of different kinds of foodstuffs.

Meanwhile, the adulterous queen was hurrying home from the visi
to her lover. She had collected some yam tubers, maize, cassava and othef
food items. Suddenly she heard a strange bird chanting her name. When she
listened carefully she noted that the bird was telling her to throw away the
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food stuffs she was carrying home; instaad she must pick up camwood
She was also instructed by the bird to tell people at home that she had gone
to collect that same wood for the care of her baby. This queen obeyed
and was surprised on arrival to find the whole village already asssmbled.
The village executioner was ready with his dagger and sword. But the quesn
told her story as she had been taught by the bird, it was her “lying” and
wicked mate that was executed.

What lessons are these stories supposed to teach? “’Let the eyes see, but
keep the mouth shut”, says the first proverb on our list. It would then
appear that the crucial lesson to be learnt from the two stories is that a man
should never be ‘a witness - truthful or untruthful against his fellow creature.
Yet those of us who have listened to this type of story would remember that
what the storyteller usually says is:

“It is not ALL things your eyes see that your mouth should report”.

The question that therefore arises is, when are we and when are we not
permitted to tell what our eyes see? Apparently what the storyteller does is
to look into the motive of the reporter. Does the reporting originate solely
from a sense of responsibility to the societal interest or from malice and
hatred? Is it in obedience to the norms of society or from an attempt to
ger rid of a rival; or is it from the mere act of rejoicing at the downfall of
an enemy as somehody .one does not like?

It is quite easy to see that the second story illustrates the evil end of
a traitor, of an unreliable confidant and possibly a jealous mate who may
have wanted at anytime to see the fall of a rival. None of these attitudes .
would be normally regarded as morally justifiable. What the Yoruba story
teller frowns at then is not the mere act of reporting an event involving a
social deviant, but a report that stems from some calculated movement
towards wickedness, a report that is an act of untrustworthiness which
results from jealousy or greed, It is something which the Yoruba people
call “ilara” or “etanu”’ . :

But then, what of the first story? For if it is morally wrong not to
report a toothless person, it is however ironical and even morally unreasona-
ble to execute someone who apparently reported this in an attempt to
safeguard the interests of human society. This is especially perplexing when
one considers that, although:the Yoruba would say that “the tale-bearer
does not earn anything’’, yet one may hesitate to call the queen here a tale-
bearer. He conduct is quite different from, for example, that of someone
who says: “Do you know Mr. X is a eunuch?” or “Madam Y quarrelled with
her husband yesterday’’ or “‘Chief Z has been eating lunch in our house for
the past one month”’, and so on. :

If the reporter here must be condemned, it must be for a reason other
than mere reporting which makes her action wrong, more so since there
is no evidence that she is an untruthful reporter. One possible reason may
be that toothlessness, for which her mate had to be ‘punished, is not a moral
offence; at least, we do not see this as an act of commission or omission.



Furthermore she is aven powerless in effecting a changs. This means that 1,
queen, strictly speaking, did not commit any moral offance. 50 if we mi
the question, “what has she done?” Parhaps the right answar is “NOTHING"
However, a deep consideration will reveal that toothlassnaess is not a8 morally
neutral as this explanation suggests. This is s0 because the Yoruba ragard th,
contravention of a moral norm as somaething of importance, something thas
receives concern from all good members of a society. A moral ritation i
something that everybody must attempt to understand so as to shun the avj|
that it is generally believed to bring on the whole society. Anyone whe
therefore fails to report the act of a social deviant is to be regarded as an
enemy of the society.

This being the case, it cannot be rationally held that the very act of
reporting toothlessness is to be morally condemned. The motive alone
cannot provide the only basis of a moral condemnation. There is even
another aspect of Yoruba thought which makes this kind of blame philoso-
phically unacceptable. It is well known that the Yoruba, like many other
societies in Africa, hold that the interest of the society has priority over
that of the individual and cannot therefore be subjected to any conditional
treatment. The norm that stipulated the execution of a toothless person in
the society under consideration was therefore unconditional. In fact, it is
akin to what Socrates took to be the nature of social norms. For him,
moral norms must be obeyed under all circumstances even if the norms need
to be reviewed. This was why he refused to agree with his friends when
they tried his escape from jail. It was not that Socrates believed that he
was guilty of the offence for which he was condemned; but for him, escaping
from jail means breaking one of the norms of his society; and this he, as a
good citizen, would not do. In a similar way, if it is morally obligatory for
all the citizens of a socity to report the existence of a toothless person, it
cannot be morally right for that society to execute one who reports the
existence of this taboo. There is an inconsistency in holding that the exis-
tence of a toothless person be reported, and at the same time that it is moral-
ly wrong to report someone for carrying out this moral obligation.

it may be, then, that the justification of the condemnation of this
particular reporter is founded on the general belief of Yoruba people that
a wrong moral deed brings evil only when people know of it. This is a possi-
ble implication of what they mean when they say that-‘Enu omo araye I’ebo’,
which literally means ‘Nothing is sacrilegious but man makes it so’. There
is even a story that tries to substantiate this. A man killed a chicken and ate
it. But he told his neighbours that it is the forbidden vulture that he cooked
and ate. He became so sick in the night that he had to bring out his pot to
convince the people that it was a chicken that he ate not a vulture. Later
when he indeed killed and ate a vulture, nothing happened because this time
he kept this to himself! Here then one can advance a possible justification for
the condemnation of the reporter of the toothless queen. 1t could be claimed
that, had the reporter kept her knowledge to herself, nothing would have
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happened to the entire society. It is har report that makas the taboo public
knowiedge and hence a danger to the people.

This explanation again sounds reasonabla from a sociologist’s point of
view, but it raises a logical problem about Yoruba athical thinking in generai.
Looking back at the point where we started, the Yoruba peopla do not belie-
ve that a divine punishment of a moral deviant depends on human inowledge
of the offence. Professor Bolaji Idowu testifies to this when he writes: -

Olodumare is the "Searcher of Hearts’ who sees and knows everything
and whose judgement is sure and inescapable.>

This shows that the Yoruba hold that even if nobody knows of the existanca

of a moral offence, the goods actually do. There is a proverb that explicitly
states this: —

. ./
Amédiunsole, bt(o;u' oba aye'kc‘: ri © t'oba oke nwo. o°

This again literally means you who steal under cover, if the eyes of the earth-
ly king cannot see you those of the heavenly one do’. It cannot be consistent
to move from this premise and argue that divine punishment depends solely
on the human knowledge of a moral offence.

Why then should the Yoruba morally condemn someone who apparen-
tly has made efforts to ward off evil from society? Now there is another pro-
verb of the Yoruba which states:—

i A 5 ;
Bi a ba b’egi n‘igbo, a fi gra:\roarag.mwo.

What this really means is that one must, whenever one acts, imagine oneself
in the position of the receiver of that action. Put in its popular phrasing, it
states the well-known moral norm generally referred to as the Golden Rule,
unto you’. Applying this maxim to our story, there appears a possible
justification for condemning the reporter of the toothless queen. For, even
if our reporter defends herself on the claim that she was trying to safequard
the public interest of men in society, the question could be justifiably put to
her;

“Suppose you were the toothless one, would you have thought it right
for someone to report you?"

Or, we may put the same question more directly and ask:

“"Suppose you were the toothless one, would you in fact have reported
yourself?”’.

Even if the answers to the questions are in the affirmative, some philosophers
would take such with a pinch of salt. Professor R. M. Hare, for instance,
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holds that no one can SINCERELY prescribe an action which he knows i,
against his interest unless he is a fanatic. Hare's claim may be true of some
cases of moral assent, but it cannot be true of all possibla cases. Nothing,
in the first instance, prevents a moral agent from being such a devoted maem
ber of his society. But more important perhaps is that there is nothing
logically contradictory in someone sincerely assenting to the two conditions
stipulated above. Many would not deny the actual experiénce of coming
across such moral agents who cannot be reasonably regarded as fanatics

The application of the Golden Rule does not therefore solve our pro-
blem. At this juncture we must concede an apparent impasses in the
ethical thinking of the Yoruba. We have seen that neither the claim test.
fied to by many authors, that the Yoruba uphold a kind of utilitarian mora
lity provides a rational justification of the condemnation of this particular
reporter. Now is it true that the Golden Rule which Professor ldowu has
identified as the “central all-governing norm of the society” can fully solve
our problem.

A close look at other aspects of Yoruba traditional thought indeed
shows that the Yoruba are themselves aware of the difficulty of distinguishing
between an honest reporter and someone who reports for morally unjustifia-
ble motives. This awareness is .epitomized in one of their sayings which
goes thus: “Olooto ilu ni osika ilu”, (the utterance on our list of proverbs
above). The problem in the case before us is to find out whether the reporter
of the queen did so purely in the interest of her.society (in which case there
would have been no justification for codemning her), or whether she had
some other ulterior motives which could make her action morally unjustifia-
ble. The proverb just quoted testifies to the Yoruba awareness that as hu-
mans, we have no indubitable test which will always enable us to identify
the real aim of the reporter without mistaking good intentions for bad ones.
But then the gods would make no such mistakes since no facts, are hidden
from them. :

What appears to be at the background of our storyteller then is this
fact that, although the principles of utilitarianism and the Golden Rule are
both reasonable moral laws they cannot be absolute or ultimate. The Yoruba
man is aware that a moral agent can easnly hide his real intentions under the
canopy of general interest; somebody may act only in a bid to get rid of a foe
or a friend because of malice or jealousy. In such cases moral principles
are important in establishing such mischevious motives. But even then the
Yoruba man is equally aware of the futility of leaving moral canctions com-
pletely in abeyance, whenever the facts on which he can justifiably do this
are beyond his reach. The invitation of the gods is meant to fill this inevitable
vacuum in their otherwise secular moral system. There is the need to identify
a means of catching up with the cunning and deceitful moral deviant. As
human beings, we have no direct access to the motives of moral agents even
though motive is an essential ingredient of moral evaluation. All we rely on
are the testimonies of moral agents. But since these can be deceitful the only
way to ensure that justice is done is to bnng jin a theoretical entity to perform
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the role of social sanction. This entity mutt be such that it has all the qualy
tietr which human beings Iack - beings who can see whare human syes fail
beings who are the searchers of human heart. Such are the African gods who,
although may not be omniscient, nevaertheless have the capabilities nocassary
to play the role of a final arbiter in moral matters whare man’s efforts are of
no avail,

The assumption of the existence of gods in Yoruba morality is not a
premises from which a moral system is logically derived or the axio in terms
of which a moral theory is rationally justified. The existence of the gods is
not logically entailed by man's incapability to search the depth of others’
minds. This incapability does not make the assumption of the existence of
gods logically inescapable. The philosophical issue involved here is not that
the Yoruba must create the gods but that a philosophical solution to the pro-
blem at hand cannot consist of scientifically proven judgements. It is precise-
ly at the juncture where all factual knowledge provide no satisfactory answers
to our human problems that man goes philosophizing; it is then that, as phi-
losophers, we have to make up our minds not whimsically or arbitrarily with-
out any rational restrictions, but by putting all our instuition and reasoning
ability into action to suggest the theoretical entity that plays a role which
man by his very nature is incapable of plahing because of a factual impasse.

It is at this juncture that Immaneul Kant appeals to Reason as the final
arbiter of moral actions. Others become anarchists and decree that man is
free to pursue any moral principle he deems fit, since there are no logical
rungs,from the facts of experience to moral demands of society; nor an effe-
ctive method of sanctioning undetected moral faults. Yet some other give
up in despair and declare: “Nothing is sacrilegious, but man keas it so”.
For the Yoruba, man is the penultimate ineasure of all things, absolute justice
rests with the gods. For them it is more rationally consistent to go from the
premise that man is physically limited in probing into man’s motives to the
assumption of the existence of beings which are not so physically limited.
Again, the question is not that the Yoruba must have the gods but that the
philosophical problem that arises is one which a full knowledge of empirical
facts cannot solve. This is what naturally leads us to make “‘rational ocnjec-
tures”. The Yoruba man does not throw morality to the dogs at the blind
end of our empirical knowledge. He does not despise secular ethics as an
irrational endeavour as some Western authors do, neither does he regard
any moral law as abosolute. What he does is to push moral reasoning to the
end of a rational process and exclaim at the dead end of a moral dispute:
"ngfrun 4 da a” or "Ojd Qlérun td 0”, the meaning is that "“God will dispen-

se justice’’, and that ““The eyes of God see it all”.

The important distinction to be drewn here is between proving the
existence of the gods and rationally justifying the assumption of an empiri-
cally non-provable existence made to play a theoretical role at a point when
all relevant facts provide no demonstrable direct solution. This is the all-
important cistinction that most authors fail to draw when they describe
African morality as religious. There is world of difference between basing

21



morality on religion and accaepting a religious elamant within a moral sche
To found morality on religion is either to claim that moral norms ars
divine origin as the Hebrews did, or to justify them in due referance to o
gods. While it is quite true that a Yoruba man may tell you that Ogun de,
not allow him to steal, or that Oya forbids him to tell lies, if asked WHY },
thinks stealing is wrong he will advance factual reasons why one ought n;
to steal. The gods sanction moral norms not because they are divine. St
ling is for the Yoruba essentially wrong not because Ogun or Oya says i
Ogun and Oya do not sanction the act of stealing because it is morally un
acceptable to the rational mind. Yoruba gods are rational béings.

The Yoruba endeavour with morality is first and foremost philosophical
His main concern in morality is not with the where from or norms but witt
their ‘why’. His primary ambition is to provide a rational solution to the
problem of moral sanctioning when man’s efforts come to naught. He coes
not hold that all moral sins will be punished at the purgatory or in hell
As a matter of fact, social cohesion will elude the African society if he
identifies the authority of morality with the gods. This is because his is 3
coeity which grants the freedom of religion. The practical implication of
making morality a religious. concern is therefore unthinkable in a society
where there are almost as many gods as there are families. It is very unusual
for there to be any arguments among the Yoruba as to whether or not
adultery, stealing, or lying are social evils. This, contrary to general view,
is not because Africans are uncritical and hence religious but mainly because
their morality is kept distinct from their religion. It seems obvious to them
that reason does not justify the refusal to give due cognisance to human
interest in moral matters. Professor Kwasi Wiredu testifies to this secular
basis of African morality as one that we must jealously cherish and retain
in our modern culture.® ¢ is worthy of note that there is hardly any Afri

can society where one group of religious believers preach their religion a
the only true one whose morally divine laws must be universally accepted.
There is no record of the kind of moral or religious absolutism which acco-
unts for almost all crimes committed in the names of Christianity and Islam
even up till today in traditional Yoruba society. It is the Yorubaman's
awareness of the relativism of moral norms that leads him to say: “Bayi ni
a nse nibi, eewo ibo miran”. The meaning is: “The norm of one people is
taboo in another”. For the Yoruba, the gods are agents of moral sanction
rather than authorities whose moral prescriptions man must obey. Ihe
Yoruba assume the existence of gods as non-empirically verifiable beings
and equip them with the necessary qualities to play the moral role which
man cannot effectively play because he lacks these same qualities. Some
traditions in the West talk of Nemesis others believe in natural justice.

Both are acknowledgements of an apparent failure of man’s ability to dis
pense absolute justice. The invitation of the gods is indisputably religious
and hence unscientific. But it is not for these reasons irrational or unphiloso-
phical. Nihilism, anarchism and moral absolutism provide no better solution



to this moral impasse. To my mind all these alternatives are less rational
than the religious invitation of the gods if our morality is supposed to be
socially relevant.

V. MORAL PRINCIPLES AND THE RULES OF BEHAVIOUR

From the foregoing analysis it is clear that Yoruba moral system
incorporates a religious element. My contention is that the acceptance of
the gods is not enough justification for regarding their thought system as a
religious one, as Professor Sodipo for instance suggests. Morality is a system
involving the evdluations of human actions. In societal terms, such evalua-
tions come to naught if there are not provisions for bringing wrongdoers
to book. The effect of such a liberal moral system is not difficult to imagine.
A social critic recently expressed the view that Nigerians are not necessarily
less virtuous than the Americans or their British counterparts. What accounts
for the profound difference in our moral attitudes especially in public life
is the Nigerian awareness that our malevolent acts seldom come under inquiry
and when they do, there is hardly any appropriate social sanction that follows
According to this critic, it is the social repercussion of being socially repri-
manded that scares the average American or Briton from openly committing
the kind of outrageous moral offences that occur so often in Nigeria today.

Be that as it may, a moral system that fails to account for an effective
method of social sanction cannot expect to be useful in creating social
cohesion. The Yoruba morality is not a philosophical system in the sense
in which moral philosophy is taught in universities all the world over today.
It is not a dehumanised intellectual gymnastics which aims at formulating
‘absolute moral principles whose factual and logical implications are defined
with mathematical precisions such that they become universally valid. The
Yoruba ethical system is a social institution which incorporates formulated
ideals men are meant to live by. Such moral norms, for the Yoruba, cannot
be like Kant’s Categorical Imperative which has no room for exceptions.
Taking food from another man’s farm after having been Icst in the forest for
days is no stealing in the Yoruba society. But when such a hunter packs a
basketful of foodstuffs for home consumption, then the moral laws of the
state do not spare him. A :

" To regard Yoruba moral norms as divine in origin is to lump all their
rules of behaviour into one group and label them taboos. This will be paten-
tly false. As Sophocles illustrates in his ANTIGONE, Aristotle distinguishes
between particular and general laws in society. He defines the former as
those declared by each state for its own members while the latter express
the laws of. nature which are universal rules. Antigone insisted that she was
just in burying her brother Polynices according to the geveral law relating
to the burial of the dead. - She thercfore despises Creon’s particular decree
to the contrary.
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Three types of rules of behaviour usually exist side by side in mos
Yoruba societies: ~

(a) Rules of Etiquette. These consist mainly of rules which exprass forma
lism in human actions; thay bestow dignity and grandeur to people’s
actions in both private and public life. For example, the Yorub,
male prostrates to his elders, the women kneel in greetings. Professor
Wiredu hints that greeting a row of people from the left to the righs
is conclusive evidence of Ghana. Although these rules are rules of
behaviour they are not moral norms in the strict sense.

(b) Taboos. The taboos is a common feature in most African societies.
They are usually of divine genetic origin. The worshippers of Obatala
do not drink palmwine; those of Sango do not eat'a particular species
of beans. Members of my family do not eat the flesh of the tortoise
except at the funeral of a dead member. On the other hand, twins do
not eat the monkey. Taboos are therefore either the prescriptions
of the gods, dead ancestors or those based on the conditions of the
birth of some particular members of a society. They are not moral
laws applicable to all members except in rare cases.

(c) Moral Norms. The Yoruba society accepts both Utilitarianism and the
Golden Rule, as Professor Bolaji ldowu testifies in his book. The
rationality of the Golden Rule precludes it from being a divine law.
Jesus sanctioned it not on religious basis. He did not list it as one of
the two divine laws on which all the prophets and other laws hang.
Utilitarianism is no doubt a secular moral thesis.

Once we draw these clgar dlstlnctlons between the different rules of
behaviour in societies, we will discover that the Yoruba moral system is
basically a secular one. The point is that gods are made to play a theoretical
role in Yoruba Ethics. This does not make their morality a religious system,
it does not throw it out of the coffers of philosophy either. What determines
the philosophical nature of a thesis is not the absence of an assumption of a
non-observable existence. The demand of philosophy is that such an assump-
tion be arrived at through a rational. process; we must.-be able to advance
empirical reasons why its existence is supposed to be implicated /in the
problem to be solved. The latter does not imply that we must emp‘irically
demonstrate the existence of the non-observable entity as it is generally
required in science. Lastly, let me warn that my thesis does not entail the
claim that the Yoruba do not believe in the existence of gods. The relevant
point here is that they do not see their moral norms as their (gods) prescri-
ptions.

CONCLUSION.

My main contention is that the Yoruba moral system is a philosophical
system and not a religious one as it is generally wrongly held. | see it as a
rational system not because of an apriori necessity that morality must have
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a religious element but that a moral theory which makes not adequats provi-
sion for social justice in cases where human knowledge ® inadequats i
philosophically irrelevant as a solution to an important moral problem of
human existence. The Yoruba heritage is that man leaves only what is
beyond his human capabilities in the hands of the gods. He does not because
of this leave God to dispense justice in hdl and heaven — in matters which
he himself can settle here on earth. The Yoruba have no divine moral norms
yet they do not make man the final arbiter of moral justice. Their religion
starts where their philosophy ends — at the dead end of man’s rational abili-
ties to solve an important problem of man’s existence.

FOOTNOTES

1. See, for example, G.E.M. Anscombe, “Modem Maral Philosophy ~ in
W.D. Hudson led) The /s/Ought Problem, London, Mzcmillan, 1968.

2. The Yosuba tribe spreads from South—Western Nigeria Westwards intc
the now Republic of Benin. Although they all speak the seme language,
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PROGRESS IN SCIENCE: ACRITIQUE OF KUHN'S
“"IMCOMPATIBILITY THESIS” OF SCIENTIFIC CHANGE

DR. L. KEITA

The theories of scientific change formulated by Thomas Kuhn have
been most influential in the shaping of novel attitudes about the naturs
of scientific investigation both by the philosopher of science, natural and
social scientists, historians of science and sociologists of science. The
theories of Kuhn have engendered a certain kind of literature which neces
sarily makes constant reference to terms like “paradigm,” “anomaly,
“normal science,” “‘gestalt shift,”” etc. And it is because of the influence
of Kuhn's writings that the ideas of Feyerabend, Popper and Lakatos assume
further importance.

In general, one might discern from Kuhn’s writings the following.
(1) an adequate study of the formulation of scientific theories requires
not only analyses of their logical content but also inquiries into the non-
ligical determinants which help shape the modes in which they are formula-
ted2 and (2) a sufficient analysis of the progress of science cannot eschew
the fact that the path of science in history cannot be regarded as cumulative.”

Progress in science is often punctuated by revolutions in the theoretical
assumptions of the particular sciences themselves. As a result of this, science
as a human activity would tend to demonstrate features similar to the metho-
dologies of research in other academic areas. This point is made with the
recognition that the historical path of science demonstrates less of the sub-
jective and ideological concerns that determine the formulation of theories
in the social sciences and the humanistic disciplines. Thus, scientific research
has traditionally been regarded as an activity in which the dictates of rationa-
lity are given foremost consideration. Kuhn's thesis, on the contrary, raises
questions about the role of rationality in the history of science.

Somé theorists have raised questions about the validity of Kuhn's thesis
on the grounds that the history of science is not characterized by the radical
discontinuities as Kuhn's thesis claims.® The claim has also been made that
the Kuhnian idea of normal science is more myth than reality in the sense
that there is sufficient evidence for lively debates within the scientific
community.5

Perhaps the most controversial aspect of Kuhn’s thesis is that con-
cerning the rationality of the scientific enterprise. If scientific revolutions
really occur in the sense of some new theory B replacing an older theory
A with which it is incommensurable, then the Kuhnian case for epistemologi-
cal relativism would appear to be sustained. But to accept epistemological
relativism would be to prepare the way for the acceptance of the idea that
“truth” or “objectivity’’ ought not to demand epistemological consensus or
unanimity,
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As mentioned above, there has been a substantial number of critiques
of Kuhn's thesis that scientific progress is noncumulative. But most analyses
have been concerned with the implications of a noncumulative theory of
scientific growth than with pointing out genuine epistemological flaws in
the Kuhnian program. There has not yet been a persuasive response to
Kuhn's thesis that, for example, the Copernican and Ptolemaic theories
are incommensurable, or that there is a clear qualitative distinction between
the Aristolelian theory of motion and that of Galileo. In other words, accor-
ding to Kuhn, one cannot argue that the Ptolemaic theory of the universe
is a special case of, say, Newtonian theory; nor can Aristolelian dynamics
be regarded as a special case of Newtonian mechanics. Genuine intellectual
revolutions were required before the theories of Copernicus and Galileo
could be accepted. In fact much of the criticism centers on Kuhn's usage
of the term ”paradagm yet some theorists express concern about the main

issue . whether the scientific enterprise is inherently rational or not.
Laudan, for example, writes:

Having observed, quite correctly, that the Popperian model of rationality
will do scant justice to actual science, they (Kuhn and Feyerabend)
precipitately conclude that science must have large irrational elements,
without stopping to consider whether some richer and more subtle
model of rationality might do the jOb

Laudan’s thesis attempts to establish a compromise between those
theorists who espouse the view that the aftermath of scientific revolu-
tions is characterized by incommensurable theories and those who argue
that a novel theory always includes the older theory as a special case.
Laudan’s focus is on the problem-=olving capacity of theories. In this regard,
it is “possihle, at least in principle and perhaps eventually in practice, to be
able to compare the progressiveness of different research traditions, even if
those research traditions are utterly incommensurable in terms of the sub-
stantive claims they made about the world.8

But the problem concerning the growth of knowledge is of great impor-
tance, as Laudan himself goints out, given the stances of eminent theorists
like Popper and Lakatos.

Laudan argues that estimation of the growth of science is determined
by the importance or number of problems which a given theory hopes to
solves. Thus, although some novel theory B may fail to solve some problem
that its precusor A solves, B is still judged more progressive than A
because of the importance and range of problems that B solves. Yet
granted the spectacular progress of science in the last decades, it
is difficult to see how Laudan’s thesis could be sustained unless one
were to to argue that theorites A and B complemented each other.
It seems to me that Laudan’s thesis, which states that the goal of scientific
research is primarily that of problem solving as distinct from the goals of
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theory confirmation, verisimilitude, etc., cannot be sustained because 1h.
idea of solving a problem implicitly entails that of theory confirmatice
genuine explanation and the like. Laudan’s thesis attempts to supp
Kuhn's argument that progress in science is not necessarily cumulative ;..
claims at the same time that such a thesis is not inherently incompatit.
with the idea of rationality.

| should want to present now the fairly radical thesis that bot
Kuhn and his critics have accepted an erroneous conception of sciencs
which explains (1) why Kuhn is justified in arguing for an evident non
rational element in the enterprise of science throughout its history, and
{2) why Kuhn's critics have not been able to offer satisfactory criticisms
of his thesis.

The erroneous conception of science is that it is proper to regard the
explanatory theories of the universe and its constituent phenomena offered
by Greek and medieval theorists, as being scientific. Thus, the Ptolemaic
conception of the universe and the Aristolelian theory of motion are to be
regarded as equally scientific as, say, Newtonian mechanics. But evidence
garnered from contemporary scientific research demonstrates that the
purportedly scientific theories of the pre—modern era are not acceptable
in their analyses of the empirical world. Clearly, if the Ptolemaic thesis has
been shown to be erroneous then the question arises as to why theories of
this caliber are to be regarded as scientific, and theories of, say, astrgjogy
not. Or, why shouldn’t any metaphysical theory which seeks to explain
the universe be granted scientific status?

But consider Kuhn's comments on this issue:

The more carefully they (historians) study, say, Aristotelian
dynamics, phlogistic chemistry, or caloric dynamics, the more certain
they feel that those once current views of nature were, as a whole,
neither less scientific nor more the product of human idiosyncracy
than those current today. If these out—of—date beliefs are to be
called myths, then myths can be produced by the same sorts of
methods and held for the same sorts of reasons that now lead to
scientific knowledge. If, on the other hand, they are to be called
science, then science has included bodies of belief quite incompati-

ble with the ones we hold today. Given those alternatives, the his-
torian must choose the latter. Qut of date theories are not in

principle unscientific because they have been discarded. That choice,
however, ma]ﬁs it difficult to see scientific development as a process
of accretion.

The above passage is addressed to historians of science but the impli-
cations of Kuhn's observations have been important for the philosophy of
science. It is instructive to note though that given the importance of
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the epistamological issues raised above, It s surprising that Kuhn does not
spend much time discussing the concept of scientific thaory  In this conn.
ection, Kuhn argues that Poppaer’s requirement that falsifiability rather
than verification be a necassary and sufficiont eritarion for the confirmation
of the proposition 'S is a sciontific theory,” is not adequate. Kuhn argues
instead that “it is in the joint vorification - falsification process that the
probabilist’s comparison of thoories plays a contral role. Such a two
stage formulation has, | think, the virtue of great verisimilitude, and it
may also enable us to bagin explicating the role of uqnmmrft (or disagree
ment) batween fact and theory in the verification process.”

Kuhn's reluctance to engage in much discussion on the theory of
science derives, updoubtedly, from his thesis that the philosophy of science
and the hlstoq/ of science arae disciplines with essentially incompatible
methodologies. 3 According to Kuhn, the philosophy of science is con-
cerned primarily with critically evaluating the methodology of science
while the history of science is more concerned with describing the career
of science in history. Yet Kuhn's work is of particular intarest to the
philosophy of science because his writings though referential to the history
of science interprets historical events in such a way as to be of interast to
the epistemologist of science. In this regard, Kuhn’s writings leave some
important questions unanswered since they do not demonstrate a clearly
articulated theory of science.

In order to evaluate Kuhn’s thesis properly, it is now necessary to
discuss criteria appropriate for establishing the proposition S is a scienti-
fic theory.” Though there has been much discussion on appropriate cri-
teria for establishing that 'S is a scientific theory,” there exists a core set
of beliefs both in the scientific and philosophy of socience communities
as to what constitutes a scientific theory.

The practicing scientist would most likely agree that a major purpose
of scientific inquiry is to explain experienced events and phenomena in the
world in terms of unambiguously identifiable antecendent phenomena.
This approach to science is also andorsed by the lay public. The lay public
expects the science of biochemistry to explain, say, “why individual X
developed lung cancer,” or “why individual Y suffered from a sudden
coronary failure.” Physical science is also expected to explain why such
basic events like the transformation of water to ice or vapor takes place.
Furthermore, science derives some of its popularity from the fact that it
can explain better experienced events than alternative modes of explana-
tion.

But the methodological question remains as to what constitutes a
scientific explanation as distinct from one which is non-scientific. It
appears that it is the capacity of experimental science to make repeatable
predictions from within the context of strictly controlled, hence variable
conditions that gives it an advantage over other modes of explanation.
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Furthermore, the capacity of experimaental scienca to manipulate 1,
variables of a theory in order to obtain desired predictad results tana
to convince even the skeptical of the axplanatory power of the idesl scia:
tific theory.

This is not to deny that many scientific theories do not fully axplaiy,
what they purport to explain, yet incomplete or unsuccessful theorias d
not vitiate the scientific ideal which is “explanation,” and its derivatiy,
“prediction.” It is because of a failure to live up to this ideal that the sociy
sciences are not generally regarded as true sciences. Clearly, the discussior
above is implicity concerned with appropriate criteria of demarcation bat
ween science and non-science. Popper, for example, argues that falsifiability
is a necessary and sufficient condition for a theory attaining the status of
“science.”” But it seems that the idea of falsifiability assumes the idea of pre-
dictive failure which, as was suggested above, also assumes the idea of ex-
planation.

A purely descriptive analysis of scientific theories tells us that any
theory in contemporary science may be analyzed as having as major con-
stituent elements the following: terms with assigned meanings proper to
the theory itself, i.e., theoretical terms, and general or probabilistic state-
ments which may be explicitly or implicitly stated, usually referred to as
laws. These laws describe the likelihood of the occurrence of a given event
under controlled conditions. Note too that scientific laws are usually deri-
vable from axiomatic assumptions which obey the laws of deductive logic.
A given theory may also appeal to a specific area of mathematics for the
formulation of its theories. For example, some theories may place great
emphasis on the mathematics of probability, while others may appeal
especially to differential equations, say. The above elements consitute
what may be regarded as the core of a scientific theory.

But what is of crucial importance though is that the formulation
of a theory is not sufficient to determine a theory’s scientific status
Contemporary science demands that any theory that claims scientific
status must formulate an appropriate set of experimental procedures that
could be followed by the relevant members of the scientific community. It
should be stressed too that the community of scientific researchers places
great importance on the criterion of testability for scientific theories.
It is just this criterion that prevents fields of inquiry like astrology and
parapsychology from being considered as genuine sciences. Furthermore,
the presentation of data or results of tests which are shown to be non-
repeatable is sufficient to bring into quick disrepute the research finding
of any researcher.

We might amplify the above discussion on the appropriate criteria
for a scientific theory by stating the following. (1) a scientific theory
should be capable of making predictions, under controlled conditions,
which correspond to anticipated results. (2) The manipulation of control
conditions would permit the confirmability of explanations of given pre
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dicted ovents. Similar manipulation of a theory's control conditions
would make possible the falsifiability of the given theory. In other
words, tha set of variables that would falsify a scientific theory should
be clearly defined. (3) A scientific theory should demonstrate avident
compatibility with other cognate theories. For example, modern theories
of genetics are syntheses of macroscopic Darwinian theories and molacular
Mendelian genetics. (4) A scientific theory should display projectibility
either actual or potential in the sense of being capable of absorbtion by a
more comprehensive theory, or capable of absorbing theories which are
more limited in scope. Obvious cases are Newtonian mechanics and
Einsteinian theory. (5) A well-structured scientific theory should express
its explanatory and predictive statements in language which communicates
by reference to discrete phenomena. In other words, those predictive
statements that could falsify the theory in question should be statable
without ambiguity.

But it should be recognized immediately that the above criteria or
scientific methodology are modern criteria which reflect a stringency and
an investigative protocol which were missing in pre-modern scientific
investigations. It should be noted too that the standards of investigation
demanded of modern scientific analysis were prompted by the increased
effectiveness of modern experimental equipment.14 Clearly, “science” in
pre-modern times does not have the same connotation as “science’ in the
modern era. Incidentally, the history of science testifies to this qualitative
change in scientific methodology in timey investigations of the natural and
social world were regarded rather as philosophical investigations than as
scientific investigations.

v

Given the above discussion, one may legitimately raise questions
about the claims made by Kuhn that the history of science is characterized
by revolutions according to which old theories and their successors are
incommensurable. It is evident that the experimental facilities and mathe-
matical tools available to Ptolemy and Aristotle were vastly inferior to those
of contemporary science. The physical theories of Aristotle and the cons-
mological theory of Ptolemy were not subject to the strict experimental
conditions as are the norm in contemporary research. For example, Pto-
lem’s Almagest contains observations about the position of the different
planets in the solar system, but it is difficult to see how the Ptolemaic
theory could be regarded as a genuine scientific theory any more than a
flat earth theory could be so considered.

Kuhn, for example, argues that the Ptolemaic system was for four
centuries “admirably successful in predicting the changing positions of
both stars and plants."1 5 Yet Kuhn writes later that:

.. .. to be admirably successful is never, for a scientific theory, to be
completely successful. With respect both to planatary position and
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to precession of the equinoxes, pradictions made with Ptolamy
system naver quite conformad with the bast available obsarvations

But the same claims could be made about a flat earth theory. Suraly 4
flat earth theory could be defended on purely obsarvational grounds, and
from a naive realist point, would seam to conform more to common senss
than to a spherical earth theory. The point is that a flat earth theory could
be just as predictively successful as the Ptolemaic theory, but no  historan
of science would want to consider the flat earth theory as a scientific
theory. Apart from the capacity to make predictions, a genuine scientific
theory must offer explanations that could be independently confirmed
under appropriate controlled conditions.

One is thus prompted to raise questions about the appropriateness.of
the Ptolemaic model as a scientific theory. In the first place, questions
may be raised as to whether astronomy is a genuine experimental physics
and chemistry. The Ptolemaic theory, on the other hand, was an essen-
tially descriptive theory embellished with propositions “in elementary
mathematics. Claims in favour of the scientific status of the Ptolemaic
theory could just as easily be applied to contemporary astrology given its
reliance on geometric charts and elementary mathematics.

Furthermore, it is difficult to determine, in the light of the above,
why the prescientific theories of the non-Greek civilizations of Egypt and
Babylonia are not generally accorded a methodological status similar to
the Ptolemaic and other Greek attempts at empirical science. There is the
general belief that Greek science was abstract and theoretical while pre-
Greek science was essentially empirical. But it would seem that this dis-
tinction is somewhat arbitrary 1gi7ven the stated indebtedness of the Greeks
to their non-Greek precursors. In general, | would want to argue that
the examination of nature as was carried out by the Greeks and their
pre-cursors is best described as pre-science. Of course, it is obvious that man
has constantly sought to interpret nature regardless of the technical level of
his society. Magical and religious practices, the cultural patrimony of all
men, testify to this. Thus, one witnesses in Greek attempts to understand
nature elements of empirical analysis, elements of metaphysical speculation,
and elements of superstition. In this regard, the Ptolemaic theory of the
universe is no more scientific than the helio-centric theory of Aristarchus
et al. It is important to point out that the geocentric theory of Ptolemy
probably enjoyed its long popularity because of extrascientific reasons,
the Ptolemaic theory conformed especially with the Christian religious
thesis that man’s abode, the earth, was the center of the universe as ordai-
ned by the Christian deity.

It was stated above that genuine scientific experimentation requires
the testing of theories in terms of explanation and prediction under strictly
controlled’ conditions. The testing of the Ptolemaic theory did not conform
to the above stated conditions. A possible rejoinder to the above is that the
above criteria are perhaps too restrictive since they could not be met by
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sciences like astronomy, evolutionary biology and gaoloqy.”" But nate
that the scientific status of the above disciplines is determined by the fact
that they are founded on findings in research in chemistry, physics and
exper mental genetics.

The same kind of argument could be made against the rejection of
the phlogiston theory and the acceptance of the principles of modem
chemistry following the research efforts of Lavoisier. Kuhn argues that
the phlogiston theory represents a genuine scientific theory. The fact that
experimental work suggested that phlogiston must have 7égative weight
should have been adequate for the rejection of that theory as being genui-
nely scientific. The phlogiston theory like theories in astrology contained
100 many contradictory propositions to be seriously considered as a serious
candidate for scientific status. Furthermore, it should be recognized that
there was a distinct qualitative change in terms of methodology of research
in the transition from pre-modern chemistry to modern chemistry. Lavoi-
sier’s usage of new research equipment to make quantitative measurements
could be regarded as evidence for the end of the pre-modem period of
chemistry. This new development is sufficient to argue that the scientific
revolutions to which Kuhn appeals in support of his thesis of “theory
incommensurability” represent in reality the qualitative transformations
from pre-modern research to modern science. The intent of Ptolemy,
Aristotle or the phlogiston theorists was certainly to obtain genuine know-
ledge about the phenomena under investigation. But the same could be
said about astrologers or those who inquire into the paranormal. But
intent is not adequate. A necessary criterion for genuine scientific research
is that the methodology of research in question conform to the epistemol-
gically adequate research criteria of modemn science.

In his discussion on the phlogiston theory, Kuhn'recognizes this point
somewhat and admits that the phlogiston theory may: be regarded as the
preparadigm period of chemistry.19 But Kuhn would not want to equate
the preparadigm period of a'science with the prescientific period of that
science. To do so would be to deprive the Kuhnian theory of its major
thesis: science progresses by means of a revolution in which an existing
theory fraught with anomaly is overthrown by a novel theory, theoretically

incompatible with the old theory. ;
Kuhn’s third example offered in support of his thesis is that con-

cerning the wave theory of light. According to Kuhn:

If light is wave motion propagated in a mechanical ether governed by
Newton’s laws, then both celestial observation and terrestrial experi-
ment become potentially capable of detecting drift through the ether,
Of the celestial observations, only those of aberration promised
sufficient accuracy to provide relevant information, and the detec-
tion of either drift by observation measurements therefore become
a recognized problem for normal research.
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It seems that Kuhn is in error to ascribe equivalent aputamalogical
status to the Ptolemaic and phiogiston theories & to "the Iata ninetaenth
century crisis in physics that prepared the way for the emarganca of ralatiy
ity thcory.“?" It is true that Newton's corpuscular theory of light latay
adopted by Maxwell in the formulation of his electromagnetic theory pro
ved to be problematic, But Newton's theories of motion and of light have
not been rejected from the standpoint of post-Newtonian science. Closed
conditions experiments have indeed confirmed Newton's classical theories
The assumption of a transporting medium referred to as the ether proved
to be an error. This is quite common-place in scientific research. But the
rejection of the ether theory did not lead to the rejection of Newtonian
theory nor to Maxwell’s theory. The reason for this, it seems, is that the
methodology of scientific research has been made more efficient over time.

Given that scientific research about the nature of phenomena is con-
tinuously being carried on, it is evident that theories at the frontiers of
research would be incomplete. As a theory matures, there may be certain
assumptions or hypotheses that could later prove to be erroneous. But
this does not imply that any theory is as acceptable as any other theory.
Religious theories or theories of magic do offer explanations and predic-
tions yet such theories are not seriously considered for scientific status.
The thesis proposed in this essay attempts to include in the list of non-
acceptable theories not only theories of magical and religious explanation
but also those pre-science theories which afford Kuhn the basis for his thesis
of revolutionary scientific change. Surely, the phlogiston theory. the Ptole-
maic theory, and other similar theories demonstrate a structure and method-
logy closer to theories of religious and magical explanation than to the
genuinely scientific theories of the modern era.

But Kuhn would want to make claims for the following: “Let us,
therefore, now take it for granted ,that the differences between successive
paradigms are both necessary and irreconcilable."22 And Kuhn would
argue that two of the most successful theories concerning the general struc-
ture of the universe are incommensurable, i.e., the Newtonian theory and
the Einsteinian theory. Kuhn argues that the Elnsteiman notions of space,
time and mass are not identical with those of Newton. For example, “Mew-
tonian mass is concerned; Einsteinian is convertible with energy. Only at
low relative velocities may the two be measured in the same way, and even
then they must not be conceived to be the same.”23 Kuhn claims that
fundamental meanings of concepts must be changed before Mewtonian
mechanics may be viewed as a special case of Einsteinian theory® ICuhn
also writes - “Though subtler than the changes from geocentrism to helio-
centrism_from phlogiston to oxygen, or from corpuscles to waves, the
resulting conceptual transformation -is no less decisively destructwe of a
previously established paradigm.”

Fuhn fails to recognize thatin the case of the transition from oklogiston
to oxygen, or from geocentrism to heliocentrism, one ve witnessed transitions
from prescientific theories to scientific theories. In cases of the relation
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hetween Newton's and Einstein’s theories, and the corpuscalar and wave
theories, one witnestes the case of a new theory introducing cuali tative
changes vis-awis an older relevant theory, tharaby widaning 11t seope The
old theory is essentially absorbed by the old theory, thareby vindicating it
self.

In fact, Kuhn seems to be making stronger claims for the transibon
from Newtonian mechanics to Einsteinian theory than can ba sustained

from the data. Consider the well-known relativistic equation for kinetic
energy.
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But at low speeds KE = 1/2'\‘)0V2 the Newtonian equation. Similar kinds
of mathemaiical manipulation produce similar results for Einstein’s theore-
tical posts concerning the length of object and the passage of time.

Even in the case of contemporary quantum mechanics whose theories
are at variance with the theories of classical mechanics, there has been a
harmonious accommodation with the latter theories. Kuhn would be inclined
to argue that the theories of classical mechanics have been shown erroneous
given the claims of quantum mechanics. The Kuhnian thesis would state
that since the advent of quantum mechanics classical mechanics has been
shown to be false, and that both theories are incommensurable. Yet again
it can be shown that Newtonian mechanics is a convenient approximation
of the theory of quantum mechanics. The reason why these two seemingly
incompatible scientific theories may be shown to be compatible is that the
confirmation of a theory is determined principally by whether the theory’s
predictions conform to the expectations of the observer. In this regard,
the predictions of Newtonian mechanics for a certain specified set of variables
conform to our expectations. The variables referred.to in this case consist of
controlled boundary conditions, and an appropriate set of experimental
equipment. In the case of quantum mechanics probability estimates concer-

ning the position and momentum of any observed electron is all that is possible
at this time.

In this regard, consider the argument that it is logically possible that
some theory T be improved on by two theories T, and T in the sense
that T1 may be construed as a special case of T2 and T but that T, and
T3 are neighter equivalent nor commensurable. {\ccordmg to Woltgang
Stegmuller “we have here a juncture at which w/timate, not provisional,
value judgments must declde which route to take, or whether both such
paths should be pursued.” 25 One witnesses here an attempt by Stegmuller
to support Kuhn's thesis of theory incommensurability concomitant with the
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idea of scientific progress. But note that the idea of a logical possibility in n.,
way entails a technical possibility, Clearly, if T1 is absorbed by T, and 7
which are both incompatible, then it follows that there exists some potentiy
comprehensive theory T, that would incorporate both T, and T.,. In othe,
words, the moompanbuhty between T and T is only apparpnt nm genuine
It is not technically possible that T and T lmply T, ., yet not share a simila
structure, potential or otherwise. In fact some proof of this derives from
Stegmuller’s statement that “The réa/ problem here is to explain why such
branching is much mare rare than one would expect. | have only the vague
idea that an adequate answer will involve peculiarities of human nature as
well as internal factors.”

It appears that historical fact does not support Kuhn’s program con.
ceming the history of science. All the available evidence supports the claim
that science does progress in cumulative fashion. Kuhn, of course, is quite
justified in arguing that purportedly scientific theories of the pre-modern era
are incommensurate with modern theories. But thi$ incommensurability
is not derived merely from the fact that similar terms in some pre-modern
theory T. and some modern theory T may have radically different meanings
but more essentially from the fact that the methodology of research of mo-
demn science is essentially different from the methodology of research of pre-

scientific theories.
Kuhn‘s thesis is that two theories T1 and T2 are incommensurable if

different meanings are to be ascribed to the same terms in both theories.
According to Kuhn “when such a redistribution of objects among similarity
sets occurs, two men whose discourse had proceeded for some time with
apparently full understanding may suddenly find themselves responding to
the same stimulus with incompatible descriptions or generalizations.”
But again there is exaggeration here. Kuhn does not take into account the
fact that scientific knowledge does not progress by mere accumulation of
facts in the manner of Bacon's inductive inference model. The history of
science is characterized by researchers in science developing novel ways
of explaining the same phenomena. Of course “working things out™ in the
sense of positing raw hypotheses as new data become available may entail
some temporary incompatibilities with respect to the meanings of terms.
But there has been progress in scientific research in the cumulative sense
within the framework of the scientific methodology of modern times.

The problems to which Kuhn makes reference have been easily resolvable
mainly because modern scientific research demands that scientific theories be
testable from within a framework of publicly confirmable assumptions.
Accordingly, the roles of quantitative measurement and mathematical reason-
ing assume much importance. Thus, mathematical operations make possible
the experimentally operational compatibility of Newtonian and Einsteinian
mechanics. It is true that mathematical operations are not adequate by
themselves to establish compatibility between two cognate theories. The
mathematical justification of the compatibility between the two theories
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s determined by the expenmental results of both theoriet 1t is difficult to
wee how Kuhn's thesis could be sustained, given tha general consensus that
there has been progress in science. Although evidence exists in favour of
Kuhn's thesis that there is much diverse hypothesis position at the frontiers
of research in the varnous areas of experimental science, such debates ars
generally settled as more research is carried out.

This 1s the basis of progress in science.

This is not the case for research in the social sciences and other areas
in which there is no consensus on appropriate methodologies of investigation.
There is no general agreement on what constitutes progress in social science
or progress in literary research. Some researchers in the social sciences have
attempted to solve this problem of progress in scientific research by emula-
ton of the research methodologies of the natural sciences. This entailed

attempts at experimental techniques and the formulation of measure-
ment techniques similar to those of the natural sciences. But given that

the analysis of human behavior requires reference to private and subjective
decision-making states, there is some question as to the applicability of the
measurement techniques employed by the natural sciences. Recall that a
necessary condition for the applicability of measurement techniques to a
given area of research is that measurement techniques and the data they
measure be publicly confirmable. Curiously enough, Kuhn argues that
the social sciences are now in their pre-paradigm stages of development as
an explanation for their incapacitl to demonstrate research features similar
to those of the natural sciences. R It seems rather that social science
research is characterized by a poliferation of research paradigms. For exeam-
ple, one witnesses in the case of economics a number of schools of thought
each with its own research paradigm. nelo-classical, Marxian, Keynesian,
Austrian, Institutionalist, etc.

In the same context, Kuhn argues in favor of the thesis of theory
incommensurability by claiming that the incommensurability of two scien-
tific theories may be compared to the problems involved in transiating
from one language to another. Kuhn's appeal here is to Quine’s thesis2®
on the indeterminacy- of translation.30 But such comparisons are not really
apt since the semantic problems naturally associated with the referents of
natural language terms are generally avoided in the artificial theories of scien-
tific analysis. In fact, the appeal that scientific theories make to their special
language and terms is no doubt, based on an attempt to avoid the ambiguities
and lack of precision of natural language terms. A similar criticism may be
made of those theories which raise questions about Kuhn's incommensur-
ability thesis from the standpoing of Quine’s indeterminacy hypothasis
(which is shown above to be irrelevant to Kuhn's thesis) on the grounds
that an acceptance of the indeterminacy thesis is tantamount to the rejection
of realism, a vital epistemology for any possible philosophy of sciencs. 1

Kuhn’s conception of scientific revolution rests also on the idea of
the gestalt switch. This idea entails the notion that each paradigm has its
own unique way of viewing the same event. According to Kuhn.
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Paradigms are not corrigible by normal science at all. Instead, m e
have already seen, normal science ultimately leacs only to tha recogn;
tion of anomalies and to crises, And these are tarminated, not by del
beration and interpretation, but by a relatively sudden and unstructurs
event like the gestalt switch,”

This idea offers support for Kuhn's thesis that history of science canng
be viewed as representing a model of cumulative growth. But here again one
witnesses Kuhn’s nonrecognition of the fact that the intellectual transition
from that between say, chemists Lavoisier and Priestle, or Proust and
Bertholett. The crucial difference between the comparison of the research
methodologies of Aristotle and Galileo is that the experimental method of
Galileo was fundamentally different from that of Aristotle. In the case of
Galileo, the appeal to “scientific method™ as is understood by contemporary
science is recognized. This is not the case with Aristotle’s theories. And
despite initial differences between the views of Proust and Bertholett, the
research methodologies of both chemists were essentially similar. What is
evident here is the case of competing research efforts both sharing the same
paradigm. Proof of this derives from the fact that Proust’s hypothesis con.
ceming the question of the proportionality of the elements of compoundsé
was eventually shown to be more acceptable than that of Bertholett.

A similar point may be made concerning the current definitions of
acid” and “base” in modern chemlstry Consider the following three defini-

—\

topms: (1) classical: an acid is a compound which in aqueous solution
contains more hydrogen ions (H+) then hydroxide ions. A base, on the
other hand, is a compound which in aqueous solution yields more hydroxide
ions (H” than hydrogen ions. (2) Bronsted Lowrys an acid is a proton (H¥)
donor. A base is a proton acceptor. (3) Lewis_ definition: an.acid accepts
a share in an electron pair. A base donates a share in an electron pair.

According to Kuhn, to understand each of the above three definitions
would require gestalt switches in each case. But the beginning student in
chemistry does not experience much conceptual difficulty in accepting
simultaneously each of the above definitions. The reason that this is possible
is that the cumulative thesis of progress in science is well borne out by the
available evidence. The three above—mentioned definitions of “acid” and
“base” are simultaneously acceptable since a more comprehensive theory
including all three definitions is in no way inconsistent with the results of
empirical analysis.

It is also possible that researchers may posit a novel theory which may
turn out to be erroneous yet not conceptually so. The correction of the
erroneous theory is not sufficient to support the incommensurability thesis as
suggested by Kuhn. Historical cases in point are the Bohr theory of the atom
and Kekule's hypothesis concerning the structure of the benzene molecule.
The Bohr theory of the atom was able to predict the spectral series of
hydrogen but was unable to correctly interpret the spectral of atoms having
more than one electron. The weakness of the Bohr theory derived from the
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fact that its scope was severely limited, that is it could not give a sufficiently
general theory of the atom. Improvement on the idea suggested by Bohr was
later had from the work of Schrodinger and Heisenbarg from the new field of
quantum mechanics. Kekule's initial model of the benzene moleculs was as
follows :

H
C .
H-C C-H
H-C l C-H
N\
.
H

and its mirror image, but a more developed model based on resolving the

discrepancies in the lengths of the carbon bonds dealt with the inadequacies
as the Kekule model and is now represented as

in the modern literature.

The above examples demonstrate that in the case of ongoing research,
suggested theories may appear incompatible and given the impression that
discussions are being made from two distinct sets of assumptions. But
generally, such debates do not proceed indefinitely since the different re-
search theories may be different aspects of one comprehensive theory.
And invalid theories are generally rejected in the final analysis. Consider
as examples of the above the two dominant theories in cosmological physics .
the big bang theory and the steady state theory.

Vv

This paper attempts to show that the Kuhnian theory on the historical
development of science could not be sustained given an adequate empirical
evaluation of the progress of science in history. Kuhn's thesis is that progress
in science has been characterized by revolutionary change in which an
accepted paradigm IS overthrown by another with which it may be theore-
tically incompatible. Kuhn’s views in this regard are not unique, they are
shared to a certain extent by Feyerabend, Lakatos et al. Kuhn's critics
point to the cumulative progress that Kuhn's thesis has not been adequately
questioned since his critics generally accept the same model of science as
Kuhn himself: scientific theories were first formulated by the Greeks.
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According to this thesis, the research efforts of Aristotle, Ptolemy, ang
later Descartes et al. are to be regarded as equally sciantific as thosa
Newton, Einstein and Darwin, But the discussion in this essay shownd thy,
thr research efforts of the pre—modern researchers mantioned cannot b
genuinely regarded as scientific since their methodologies of scientifi,
research differed qualitatively from contemporary methodologies of research
Areas of non—science consist not only of fields of inquiry such as astrology
magic, parapsychology, etc., but also the preliminary attempts at scientifie
research on the part of Aristotle, Ptolemy et al.

It is of interest tonote that the view that scientific inquiry distinguished
itself from other modes of inquiry because its results represented reliable
knowledge which accumulated over time, is not a novel one. The nineteenth
century researcher Auguste Comte argued that scientific knowledge progres-
sed in cumulative fashion, and that scientific research as we know it did not
develop its special characteristics until the nineteenth century. Comte
would have characterized the research effrts of Aristotle, Plato, Ptolemy and
others of the pre-modern era as metaphysical and nonscientific. Other
authors sharing this view are the highly influential George Sarton, E.J. Dijk-
sterhuis, Alexandre Koyre and Gaston Bachelard. But in recent years one
has witnessed much questioning of the belief that science progresses in
cumulative fashion. Consider the following observation on the views of
Gaston Bachelard:>*

According to Bachelard, one can distinguish particular epochs by levels
of abstraction, and particular developments within each of these epochs
by epistemological obstacles which the scientific. spirit must surmount.
Bachelard's concept is informed by the. thesis that there exists no continuity
between pre-scientific knowledge and science. Rather, the transition from
the former to the latter is made, dlfflcult by the obstacles which must be over-
come each time. Hence, B‘achela'rd vue_ws\all prescientific conceptions not
as a foundation of science but more as something contrary to science - as
an error.

The scientific optlmlsm underlying this statement is hardly likely to be
shared by many today. Thus, Bachelard’s disciple, Michel Foucault, pro-
pounds an epochal theory from which any idea of progress has been care-
fully eliminated.3°

Faucault’s general theory of progress in science would no doubt evoke
intellectual sympathy from Kuhn, Feyerabend and others. Yet this decline
in the belief in the cumulative progress of science is somewhat puzzling
given the great progress of science in the latter part of the twentieth century.
For example, the sciences of genetics and molecular biology are practically
burgeoning with new findings, explanations, and vigorous research efforts.
One author who refers to the theories of Kuhn, Popper, Feyerabend and
Lakatos as irrational, believes that the populanty of the non-progressive
view of science derives from the breakdown of the classical Newtonian
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model in the early twentieth century, 36 This is an odd explanation gince

the practitioners of science themselves have not abandoned their enterprise ;
on the contrary, research continues unabatedly, and the message of science
and the fruits of its efforts are continuously sought after.

It seems rather that the influence of Kuhn and others derives from the
fact that the formal models of scientific explanation, given their atempora-
lity cannot really do justice to the actual historical path and practice of
science. Thus furher efforts to develop models of scientific explanation
which would not only capture the historical progress of science but retain
the formal rigor of the atemporal models could lead to some abandonment
of the notion that science progresses only along a linear path of strict logic
and rationality. Kun's incommensurability thesis attempts to present a model
of scientific progress bereft of objective rationality: an externalist model of
progress in science. A motre accurate description of the historical career of
science cannot ignore the fact that although science does not follow the
strict linear path of the formalist, it must be recognized that the final product
of scientific investigation is defensible only by appeal to the dictates of
reason as it attempts to capture the workings of nature.

It is just on this point that Kuhn's thesis of theory incommensurability
is somewhat deficient. Kuhn's thesis of theory incommensurability is perhaps
more applicable to those areas of research where there is still much contro-
versy as to a proper definition of progress: the social sciences and the human-
ities where human interests ‘and bias continue to greatly influence the accept-
ability and success of a theory. In such areas of research, there may be
genuine disagreements as to the ontological content of empirical data.
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See Merton, op. cit., pp. 68—69.
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tions, Inc., 1977), pp. 1561-158, for a post-Kuhnian historical survey of
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RESPONSIBILITY AND PATERMALIBM

Dr. H. -l- PAHKES

INTRODUCTION
Problem:

The problem of paternalism is ‘on what grounds, or by what manner of
justification, may a person act for or decide for vicarlously for anothat?”’
in matters which can be presumed to be significant for tha interdsts are
welfare of the person so acted and decided for. The problem is takan to
obtain beyond the bounds of primary paternal and filial obligations; from
which, indeed, the notion of paternal authority I3 drawn analogously. This
derivation by analogy is the source of the problematic nature of the issus.

“Now it is certainly true that in the case of the abnormal, though
not in the case of the normal, our adoption of the objective attitude s
a consequence of viewing the agent as /ncapacitated in some or all respects
for ordinary interpersonal relationships ... we cannot, as we are, seriously
envisage ourselves adopting a thoroughgoing objectivity of attitude to others
as a result of the theoretical conviction of the truth of determinism1
when we do in fact adopt such an attitude /n @ particular case (my emphasis),
our doing so i$ not the consequence of a theoretical convinction which might
be expressed as ‘Determinism in this case’, but as a consequence of our
abandoning, for different reasons in different cases, the ordinary inter-
personal attitudes.”” ™ The severity of the disjunction from existing discourse
and encounter is further summed up, ‘the participant attitude and the
personal reactive attitudes in general, tend to give place, and it is judged by
the civilized should give place, to objective attitudes, just in so far as the
agent is seen to be excluded from ordinary adult human relationships by
deeproated psychological abnormality — or simply by being a child. But
it cannot be a consequence of any thesis which is not itself self—contraditory
that abnormality is the universal condition ... The human commitment to
participation in ordinary interpersonal relationships, | think, too thorough-
going and deeply rooted for us to take seriously the thought that a general
theoretical conviction might so change our world that, in it, there were no
longer any such things as interpersonal relationships as we normally under-
stand them’”. | am accepting Strawson’s insistence on the normality of
autonomous individual or personal agency, such that there cannot be a gen-
eral graund upon which it may be denied, or in practice be properly evaded.
The problem of paternalism arises in respect of particular cases (or in rest-
ricted collective cases). The agency of some is proffered in substitution for
the diminished agency of others. 45



Furthermore, in our ordinary conception of men wn 4aa tham as
subjects of growth, change and improvement; bullt Into which notlons are
further notions of increasing or developing autonomy and capacity — for
internally, or personally generated change and improvement, etc. Growth
and improvement and even restoration, from enhanced internat personal re-
sources is fmplied in the concept of person. It Is difficult to see how we
might manage the transformation from infancy to adulthood in a wholly
objective way except that the facts of human relationships as we know
them are transformed too, and of course, the discourse in which they are
articulated, Infant and child training are never wholly objective or wholly
participant, but are a leavening of both: “Rehersals (of adulthood) in-
sensibly modulate towards true performances.” (strawson)

Apart from the transformation from infancy to autonomous adult-
hood we treat particular cases of diminished agency with a view to restoring
participant capacities. Psychoanalysis is PAR EXCELLENCE the treatment
of loss of agency and autonomy. Intersubjective attitudes and encounter are
disturbed and even broken down. Disturbance and breakdown prompt an
objective approach and participant and interpretative attitudes give way to
‘causal’ explanation. But the point of psychoanalysis and the mark of its
success is precisely in its exposing casual (or supposed or illusory causal
conditions); ‘uncovering the unconsious’. The cooperative expose, between
patient and clinician, launches new and restored intersubjective relationships,
And rearely, if ever, is this a case of transformation from a totally determined
state into a new autonomy.

On the level of human community (foregoing fine issues of meaning
here) too notions of change, effort, improvement, etc. appear to be intrinsic
to the fact as we know them. To qualify this with ‘as we know them’ and
with ‘as we know them 10w’ would be both historically correct and it would
reinforce the point that once biologically and historically acquired, self—
awareness and control in the human kind cannot be lost without responsib-
ility5. Historical man is qualitatively different from his anthropoid progeni-
tors, no matter how bio—chemical and whatever accounts may speak of imp-
erceptible change and evolutionary shifts. As with attributes and capacities.
That he has them, not when he acquired them, or that once—upon—a—time
he did not have them, is all that matters to man now so possessed. The
genetic fallacy occurs whenever it is assumed in some way that continuity
between animal kinds and over the development of an animal kind in some
sense ‘reduces’ the latter developed stages to the same terms (of nature or
concept) of the earlier primitive stages.

In the case of men as social creatures, this is all the more apparently
so as the possibilities for sufficiency, welfare, equality, etc., as these are
inevitably self—conceived, incrgase consequently upon greater control of the
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environment and of men themselves. So far as it becomes more and more
tho case that mankind might be a subject of considered and of planned
change in both an objective sense and a participant sense, so long as apparent
option among these is open, so objective change etc. can never be self—
evidently right, or overriding, and must logically be subordinated as a choice
to considerations of participant or interpersonal kinds. An assumption of
the overridingness of objective change is unavoidably associated with assert-
ions of will or power, on the grounds that while a man or some men may be
induced to submit as subjects of ‘objective’ —inspired change, it may be
taken as paradigmatic (not ideal) of the moral agent that he should wish to
preserve (and expand where he might believe it possible) his own rationality
and ethical autonomy, and that he should not invade or destroy that of
others® And it may also be supposed that where, as a matter of fact, a man
willingly surrenders his own intelligence and affectiveness,or might appear
to be a willing candidate for inducement so, it is exploitative in a third
party, or at least neglect of obligation, to neglect the possibility of improv-
ing this man's self—recognition, or stimulating it where it is latent in juven-
iles or in those who are in a state of possible mental restoration,

There are numerous kinds of cases where what Strawson refers to as
‘partial withdrawal’ of interpersonal attitudes may take place and be just-
ified. Justification will often have to take place within the complexities
of justifying the policies and practices of modern welfare and otherwise
considerate communities, We may think here of some compulsive aspects
of social welfare legislation (the use of juvenile services and the training and
care of the young), limitations on choices and inducements (drug traffick-
ing and trade in female pleasures), and the painful and paradoxladen self-
protective laws of erstwhile open societies. A man may be put beyond,
or may put himself beyond, ‘ordinary interpersonal relationships’ other
than by extreme illness of loss of rational capacity, and when 'no other
civilized attitude is available than that of viewing him simply as something
to be understood and controlled in the most desirable fashion.’ (Strawson)

The general grounds for exemption from normal intersubjective atti-
tudes are two; that the present health and capacity of an individual make
these attitudes incomprehensible to the individual and unworkable, and
that an individual has himself invaded or renounced these attitudes such as
to fracture them whatever the intentions of other parties. Both situations
are compatible with, indeed | would say within the total position put for-
ward here, both imply policies and practices of restoration of inter—subj-
ective relationships where reasonably conceivable — by which last must
always be meant significantly more than an evasive ‘anything is possible’.

Wholesale adoption of objectivity in the regard hurnan individuals
show each other may be possible — though | do not find it evidently easy
to formulate, and affectively less easy still to contemplate. But this would
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not be consistent with any life remotely similar to our prasent mannar of
life. It would, indeed, be conceptually so different a3 to be quite alien o
us. Intersubjective relationships provide a minimum framework of stangdards
within which considerable variations of culture may and do occur. In
wholly objective conditions relations between human beings (we could not
speak of human relationships in accordance with present meanings) might
be taken more, or even fully, rational, with the stress and uncertainty taken
out of them. But as Strawson says, “... it would have to be added ... that if
such a choice were possible, it would not necessarily be rational to choose
to be more purely rational than we are".‘IO Wae live by a broad ‘way of
life" which reflects what some moral philosophers have come to speak of
as the ‘human condition’ (Hart, Foot, Warnock — and Hobbes hefore), and
more important expresses the exsisting phase of human conceptual and moral
endowment. We cannot get away from this, or outside of it, by recourse to
standards external to it; at least without some account to morality and
intersubjectivity which we have and apparently cannot but have. An attempt
to get away from ourselves into some more rational or other condition
would be unthinkable in the sort of way that an attempted emancipation
from our inductive belief system would be unthinkable.

PART 1.

Reasonability and paternalism. There are no A PRIOR! means for
deciding in a general way what facts may or may not be relevant to valuative
appraisals, say of a person’s condition or of his claim on intersubjective
relationships. But neither is it the case that such appraisals have or must
have no empirical content, as apparently Kant thought was implied in his
notion of a ‘Kingdom of Ends’ of the equality of moral subjects.‘I Nor
is it obviously the case that deciding between facts, or factual characteristics,
is itself some such appraisal. The abstraction of moral attributes and associ-
ated moral claims among men from empirical characteristics and capacities,
from that is, contigent factors in the make--up and condition of persors, is
accomplished in Kant by rendering moral attributes transcendental. The
moral worth of moral agents is made equal by abstracting it from whatever
might or could distinguish between such agents. The essential point emerges
from Williams" Idea of Equality. "It seems empty to say that all men are
equal as moral agents, when the question, for instance, of man’s regsponsihility
for their actions is one to which empirical considerations are clearly relevant,
and one which moreover receives answers in terms of different degrees of
responsibility and different degrees of rational control over action.To holda

man responsible for his actions is presumably the central case of treating him
as a moral agent, and if men are not treated as equally responsible there is
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not much left of their equality as moral agents 12 The central importancs
given to tho concept of responsibility i¢ correct and extends from critiaisrr
here of the idea of equality of moral agency.

The equality, of regard and treatment due to moral agents is dua not
on account of their equality a5 moral agents, and more particularly as moral
agents, but on account of the respect due to them as persons. As moral
agents men clearly are not equal. As persons men are the proper subjects
of moral appraisals and moral consideration. As persons they are the bearers
of moral attributes and capacities. Men are not on one side moral agents
and on another persons. They are persons and their.personl(ality) is expr-
essed, among other ways, in their moral agency, or let us say, their articula-
tion of their moral capacities. The identifications ~ here of moral agency
and subject with person might well, | think, be revealed by tracing the terms
of common discourse which remark on a man’s person and on his personality.
There is a great deal that might be said here, but we do perhaps extensively
mislead ourselves about the nature of, or at least the range of, morality by a
dominant interest in rule, principle, duty, and in agency and character in
which these are articulated, rather than in what it is about an individual that
makes him morally acceptable and an agreeable personality, in those inter-
subjective relationships in which person, or personality is expressed.

“The ground for equitable treatment and regard for a subject is his
person ... the point has been wrongly put14 that ‘the consideration and
treatment to which any person is entitled should be commensurate with
his potentiality’ as a moral and rational agent. There are no degrees of
person (may this not better express Kant's intention?); there are degrees of
flourishing or suffering of person. Commensurability of treatment and
consideration cannot be with respect to whether and to what degree respect
shall be shown, but only in the manner in which it shall be manifested in the
light of particular human person conditions — a recurrent and commonly
difficult issue in politics and in the administration of Welfare.”15 We com-
ment here on the logical primitiviness of such attributions of our subject;
in this case person, as diminished, potential or actual moral agent perhaps,
but always as claimant on moral considerations. This last is the demand
for intersubjective relationship. To say that all men are persons, logically
primitively so, might be thought to take the matter to the level of triviality,
in the same way that Williams remarks that to speak of the equality of all
men as men is apparently trivial. 6 But then, as Williams also says, the appe-
arance of triviality might be reduced; by reflection on what is claimed when
we say that ‘each man is a person.” “For there seems to be a characteristic
which might be called ‘a desire for self*respect'.”17 This is right; and it is
implicit in this ‘desire for self—respect’ that the claims of other persons may
not supervene over it in any manner that may violate the first person’s actual
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or presumed S¢/f —respoct. Altarnative claims must be prasurnptive, Inveamiy .
(and probably sustained by power) or in nesd of justification.

Responsibility: To establish what it is about human beinga that mabas
them the proper subject of consideration, sympathy, respect, of regard for
them as persons, is not so much a matter, as conventionally concaivad, of
rationality as of responsibility. Thes¢ are associated notions, of course,
but not to be conflated or synonymised. Indeed, | wish to establish that
is important to see the one as ground for the other. The one (rationafity)
is an empirical attribution or judgement (albeit not nicely bounded) white
the other is an appraisal based on this. To be responsible is, perhaps, most
obviously to be reasonable, to be one of reasoning capacity and disposition.
At this point the association appears very close. Both concepts have second-
ary or derived meanings bearing reference to mental and to moral qualities.

That our judgement of person and so of respect is appraising in nature
and not characterising may be seen in reflecting on how the notions of
‘reasonable’ and ‘responsible’ operate in ordinary discourse. The reasonable
man is the man of good reason (A), or sound mind, able to think of himsalf,
etc., and the man who decides, acts and behaves reasonably (B), according to
“canons of sound reason. We are apt to think that the first is exemplified, per-
haps even proved, by reference to the second. (Compare the notion of the
‘reasobable man’ in English Law.) A man who never or rearely behaved
reasobably would be questionable as to the soundness of his mind. However,
this is not so in all particular or restricted possibilities. A sound mind may be
applied perversely, and in particular instances may be overtaken by other
considerations, drives, desires, etc. ‘Reasobable’ (rational) may refer to the
mental quality or to the rational quality of the results of mental activity. A
man may be ‘not reasonable’: not of sound mind, unable to think for him-
self, etc. He may be ‘unreasonable’; unfair, unjust, acting etc. not in accord-
ance with what reason suggests, not sensible, and so on. Persistence in the
second might come to be taken to indicate the first. Where the second
comments on occasional decision, behaviour, etc. it is likely over consi-
derable but not indefinite ranges and courses of behaviour not to take away
from assessments of reasonableness in the first sense (A). A man may be
unreasonable without being without reason. However, what will be prompted
now will be judgements of a moral kind. A magp who in spite of being of
sound mind behaves out of accord with reason will be made subject of
moral appraisals. Being capable of reason and failing to be guided by it
he becomes blame—worthy, he is held to be culpable, held up to disapproba-
tion and even contempt. ‘I did not think’ (although | could have) is an
excuse of limited fertility. ‘He cannot think’ (generally third party — ‘I
cannot think’ probably dubious or ironical) excuses; indeed, more strongly
exculpates.
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The responsible man is he who is of sound mind, aware., conscious

and considered in his decisions and actions. He is also one who acts, etc.
responsibility,” according to what is reasonable, sensible, just, fair, etc.
The second operates substantially as evidence of the first. Responsibility
is closely associated with reasonableness, but it is not just an alternative
or substitute location. ‘Reasonability’ speaks more of psychological states;
awareness, consciousness. Responsibility (A) — he knows what he is doing
(even if he didn't think it out for himself). ‘Responsibility’ also draws the
moral implications of the state of responsibility (B). . A man who is respons-
ible (A) may be held to be ‘responsible for’ what he decides, does, and so on,
and so be accountable, culpable and blame—worthy, and so to be Reasonable
(B). But a man may be non—responsible; that is, of such psychological state
or formation as not to be aware or conscious of what he does. Such a man
or formation as not to be aware or conscious of what he does. Such a man
cannot properly he held responsible (B). A man may be irresponsible. Such
a man is he who decides, acts and behaves in wilful abandon of reason (reason
B), of just and considered judgement, who flouts expectations due of the
reasonable man. Only a man who is with reason can be irresponsbile and so
only he can be irresponsible. Whereas the non—reasonable man may not be -
held responsible (B) this man is culpable, blameworthy and so on. The man
without reason is not responsible and so he cannot be irresponsible. To the
first (non—responsiblée) man we cannot attribute duty, liability, and so on.
To the second (irresponsible) man we can and so he may be held accountable.
If a man is not responsible in that he does not know what he is doing, etc.
then there is nothing for which he may be held accountable, nothing for
which he can properly (reasonably) be penalised, discriminated against, and
so on. To say that X is irresponsible is to say that he is capable of reason
and is aware of what he does, but is guilty of dereliction, defiance, disregard,
contempt, etc., etc. To say that X is non—responsible (not responsible in
ordinary parlance) is to deny or refute that he is able to think for himself;
as a child, or a mad man, or someone in his dotage may not be able to think
for himself; or it is to deny that he is aware of what he is doing, or is consc-
ious of the true import of it.

Were it not that difficulties are apparently found on the way it might
have been thought that this is all straightforward enough. “On the one hand,
our concern for the mentally disturbed is largely less they be treated too
easily as irresponsible when their behaviour may, in fact, be only socially
eccentric abberant.”20 Maybe society should not be too pernickery with
the boistrous, the outlandish, and so on, as well as with the mildly insance.
But this evades the important point. It does so, | believe, because of this
writer's preoccupation with a characterising approach. To say of a man
that he is mentally disturbed is to say of him that he is not responsible, and
if he is not responsible he cannot be irresponsible. Let his behaviour be
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off—beat or uncomfortable, or aven outragaous. Thare I8 an equal dangar
that wo may trost the mentally disturbed a3 responsible, 3 would be impliad
in regarding thoit behaviour as irresponsible. [t I8 evaslve to fall back on
forehearance. This implies that the test of intersubjective ralationship
should be our own resources for this. It also neglects the claim it might ba
presumed the subjoct would make for himself; that he could not help it, w1
not incontrol of himself — was not responsible. To say of a man that he i
irresponsible is to say that though he behaved in such—and—such a way,
irresponsible, he could have behaved otherwise (and can be held accountable
for not doing so). But when we speak of him ag insane we say that he is not
in command of himself, a victim of delusion, and so on, and thus could have
behaved otherwise, except perhaps from some alternative insane whim.,

The claim on our ‘respect’ may be in a subject’s 10t being responsible,
and so in his not being properly the subject of penalizing treatment. 1f our
subject’s claim obtains notwithistanding the absence of, or lapse in, one or
another characteristic normally taken to identify an individual as a proper
party to intersubjective relationships, then this claim must lie in some logi-
cally primitive attribution. Subject X, who is the same as a similar to other
human beings towards whom the extension of respect is not a problem except
in this regard, that he is an imbecile or is insane, is not (being S0 different)
a proper subject for the withdrawal or withholding of respect, or moral
consideration. Non-—responsibility, derived from such imbecility, etc., is
not a proper cause for such withdrawal or withholding.

There might be an appearance in what | say of taking all cases of
rational inadequacy as of a common and perhaps extreme degree. This
would be a mistake. (I am also conscious that in my treatment of ‘respon-
sibility’ there is a neglect of nuances that could he taken very far indeed.)
There clearly are degrees in the diminishment of personality, in the common
acceptance of the term — of the autonomous individual as bearer of peculiar
and distinguishing gqualities of mind, attitude and disposition. Personality
is the stylistic expression of ‘person’; what marks off one person from an-
other. Personality is shown in mental capacities and in sensibilities, A
person florishes in personality. Favourable connations commonly attach
to ‘personality’, but these are not exclusive. But still, failure or incapacity
to flourish in one’s personality is the form of suffering, perhaps becoming
total deprivation, peculiar to the human being. Psychotherapeutically it
may be important (in corrective treatment from respect) to demonstrate to
a ‘patient’, as an afflicted or diminished personality, his responsibility (A)
extremer cases is in this being the most difficult point at which to demon-
strate the ultimacy of the claims of humanity, of person; and so if successful,
the most impressive.

The significance of a man’s rational qualities, or rather assessments
of these, is that they support, qualify, authorize judgements about his res-
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ponsibility (B). 11 18 theso latter judgerments that provide the graunds for
determining the proper and due rolations betwesn men and tha treatment of
person - when these 1ast become in any way problematic. What is importarnt
about the man who is non—reasonable (non- rational) Is that he, by virtue
of this, is non--responsible. 1t is this second, derived, degree of default that
is the critical one. A human being who is-in all or most respects like any
other human being, except that he is.mentally deficient, sub—normal, etc.,
may be said to be a person who cannot be held responsible (B), and in the
overriding weight of cases is not to blame; he is diminished person he is
‘through no fault of his own." 'Through no fault of his own'; from which we
may sometimes, especially in the absence of any contrary record prior to
lapse in personality, be inclined to extend that we have no right to assume
that he would wish (having not suffered diminishment in his personality)
less than considerate, generosity or considerateness in others as for himself.
Such presumptive generosity or considerateness in himself reinforces his own
claim. In these circumstances to deny the status of person then becomes
an equivocation or semantical quibble. Society has no right to treat any of
its members in a penalizing way or unfavourably discriminatory way on
account of conditions in them for which they are not responsible. Such
intersubjective solicitude apparently tends to grow as community resources
for considerateness increase. The clarity of and delinquency in effectively
penalizing treatment will be proportionate with the conceptual and material
‘resources available to a community.

‘Society has no right’ to treat its non—responsible members in a penali-
zing way has logical not just moral force. Non-responsibility is the ground
for not withdrawing or withholding regard for person and considerate treat-
ment. This is not, however, to say that for any condition of men for which
responsibility may be refuted, but which apparently does attract discrimina-
tion, the ground lies in this for asserting regard, etc. For some conditions (if
this is always the right word at all) the question does not arise properly —
because the conditions are irrelevantly alluded to and made issue. This is so,
for example, with colour. We have been saying that ‘not responsible’ excuses.
But in this particular case this would be wholly objectionable.

| have maintained that non--responsibility is the ground for not with-
drawing or not withholding respect for person. English Law sustains at |east
a slightly weakened thesis; that is, that non—responsibility is not a ground
for withholding respect. All manner of states of diminished or wholly absent
responsibility are hedged around and protected by right and duty in English
Law; even to the extent that an infant IN UTERO (EMBRYO ANIMATUS,
EMBRYO INFORMATUS, feotus quickened, etc. in the tangled canons)
is SO protec’teol.22 Not only in the law, however, do we acknowledge that
persons may enjoy rtights against others to whom they themselves by virtue
of diminished personality cannot owe rights and duties. Withdrawal of
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demands or claims on another does not imply, at Strawson puts it, ‘susp
ension” of withdrawal of our own ‘vicarious reactive attitudes’. We do not
that is, have and recognize responsibilities only to those who have and (can)
recognize them towards ourselves. And such failure does not give rise fo
what Strawson so nicely calls ‘resentment’.

I spoke above of persons who in the overriding weight of cases are
nor to blame: they are the diminished persons they are ‘through no fault
of their own.’ There are, of course, cases where the issues may not be so
simple and straightforward, and so clearly represented. For example,
cases of diminished personality through wilful drug addiction. One who
wilfully embarks upon a course of drug indulgence, aware of the addictive
consequences and of the destructive consequences, is to that degree resp-
onsible (B) for his situation. Let us say that we have satisfied ourselves
what constitutes awareness — personal maturity and fulfilment by the comm-
unity of the possiblities of (perhaps social responsibility for) control of traff-
icking, public information and warning, restrictive promotion. It is then, we
may think, for the community, directly by those who are socially adjacent
and vicariously by those set up in established authority, to determine, or
perhaps even opt for, the intersubjective or objective nature of relations
in the situation. Intersubjective relations will be substantially subverted
anyway, at least for the present. Personal reactive attitudes will have been
put under strain. Even then, is it as simple as that? The importance of
judgements of ‘responsibility’ is the protection and considerate treatment of
the blameless, etc. Punitive or some other sort of penalizing treatment, where
this may be judged essential to preserve the values and norms of the comm-
unity, does not have to exclude consideration of the potential for restora-
tion in the individual. Such consideration itself is a mark of respect. In
addition to the issues of responsibility cases may fall under ‘rule utility’
— type arguments. After holding that “‘capacity for moral personality”
is “the sufficient condition for equal justice’”” Rawls maintains that ‘‘even
if the capacity were necessary, it would be unwise in practice to withhold
justice on this ground. The risk to just institutions would bhe too great".z3
The restricted altruism of filial ties is likely also to come into play and may
be counted among, or at least to reinforce, those ‘just institutions’ by which
considerate community is sustained.

PART 2

Paternalism: The whole notion of person and so of respect for person
argues not only for considerateness in individual cases. There would also
seem to be clearly implied considerations for public (community) policy
and practice. The notion of person directs us to certain general principles
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of intersubjective relations, These general principles might be seen to hawe
been latent in the concept of ‘responsibility” as | have discussed it. A person
of diminished rationality — by lapse, suspension, under—development—may
be one who cannot be ‘held responsible’ for what he does do; which, of
course, is not to say that this is a concern about anything and everything
he may do. Such a person may also be one of whom it may be fairly judged
that he is incapable of acting responsibly for himself now and in the future,
The location ‘cannot be responsible for himself’ is common and instructive.24
Hence there emerges a further dimension of intersubjective relationship; that
of justifiable vicarious authority, or ‘paternal’ authority. Respect for persons
supposes the maintenance of intersubjectivity of relations, and this in its
turn indicates that the exercise of third party authority must be justified and
that certain limits must be observed to make its operation acceptable.

Of course not all evercise of third party authority is paternalist. The
exercise of authority over another which is generally informed by consi-
derations of the convenience and interest of the ascendant party we might
call a ‘power’ relationship. An extreme mode of power relationship is exploi-
tation. Outside of power relationships, where the exercise of authority
is generally informed by considerations of the convenience and interest of the
dependent party, we may speak of as ‘paternalism’. But paternalism is not
all of a kind. | shall distinguish what | call ‘invasive’ and ‘non-invasive’ pater-
nalism. We are not taking this distinction to any great refinement here, but
its general intent should be clear. The inter-subjectivitity of relationships
implied in respect for persons admits only non-invasive paternal authority.

Situations in which some human beings (individually or collectively)
act for or on behalf of other human beings {individually or collectively)
are 1 geartly varied in nature. Some such situations are probably also un-
avoidable; as with government, even beyond ’‘minimum’ conceptions of
this, at least among communities of the sort and scale we are accostomed to.
But the general principles governing the maintenance of intersubjective
relationships exclude some and indicate other arrangements in the operation
of public. authority. | have already excluded ‘power’ and exploitative
arrangements. What is involved, however, is more than that authority should
be exercised to the benefit and advantage of those over whom it is exercised.
Authority which is exercised ‘in the name of ‘the dependent, which ‘acts for’
(takes decisions, makes choices, formulates policies, allocates and distributes
resources, and so on) in a manner no matter how careful and solicitous, is
presumptive and inconsistent with intersubjective relationships to the extent
that it acts in disregard of what the dependant party might conceive for itself
to be his or her benefit or advantage. Authority which ‘acts on behalf of’
the dependant party is consistent with inter-subjective relationships. On
behalf of supposes that a dependant party has identifiable interests, and
implies that those interests are being identified as his own, and are interests
which, were he in a rational state, he would identify for himself. And pre-
frerences he may be supposed to have may be drawn from his previous
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history, or in the absence of knowledgo of this, may somatimat be infarred
without prejudice to himself from tho praferonces axprasad and shown by
rational persons similarly socially placed.

The exercise of paternal authority is justifiable and conslstant with
the maintenance of intersubjective relationships when it it ‘authorizad’,
Authorization here comes not so much by way of exprass delegation, for
often it cannot in the nature of the situation of a dependant individual of
diminished rationality. Nor can it come from selfsubsistent institutional
support, for this should be derived from what it is we seek to establish hera,
Authorization comes by way of the rationally incapacitated and dependant
being imagined, without prejudice, to have been in a rational state and to
have approved treatment, including protective and restorative care he is macle
subject to now. He must be imagined to have been asked then to imagine
himself, without prejudice, that he is in the rationally diminished state he
is now in fact in. “each man is owed an effort of understanding’” as
Williams puts it so well.

Nothing is foolproof here; there are no guarantees. These are not coun-
sels of perfection. It is doubtful if we could take this much further by imagin-
ing a rational acceptance of the authority, institutional or personnel, caring
for the convenience, benefit and interests of the dependant party. It is a pro-
per caution, however, that as far as is practicably possible a dependant party
should suffer no limitation on the intersubjectivity of his relationships which
he would not experience were he in a rational and fully participant state.
Participation is in itself a vital ingredient in intersubjective relationships;
benefit and advantage alone incompletely meet the requirements of intersu-
bjectivity. But participation is a rational situation, which EX HYPOTHESI
we do not have. Hence we can only approach it imaginatively by supposing
what the subject would accept authority for and what authority he would
most freely put his confidence in. Some degree of surrogation is inevitable.

It is possible that these largely inferential procedures most often pro-
duce exclusions of treatment rather than positive decisions and policies —
protections rather than promotions. For example, in a policy of maximising
societal interests, or one of maximal distributive justice, it may be, and pro-
bably often is, found that particular interests and benefits have to be sac-
rifieced or foregone, or at best have to be treated as secondary and subordi-
nate to the maximal interest. The concept of person supposes that every
individual so identified matters and, equally with the rest, has claims on
regard and protection. This puts severe limitations on the freedom with
which the notion that the advantage of some may outweigh and overrule
the (incurred) disadvantages of others may be exercised. This proposition also

runs across time, in weighing intersubjective relationships between genera-
tions.
In the situation of a community of equally rational men it may be

supposed that none would freely sacrifice his own benefit for the sake of the
enhancement of others, or the rest, at least not without agreed compensa-

tion or requital. Strictly speaking it should be accepted that some might,
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but certainly with no great probability would all, Two things follow from
this; first, that in a community of equally rational and equally altruistic
men the weighing, exacting and compensating of advantages as losses would
not be conteneded so much as be resolved in foregoing the distribution of
increased aggregate benefits, or possibly in distribution by lot. But the
problem of ‘person’ and the principles of intersubjective relationships
operate within the postulate of an imperfect world. Secondly, such men
that might freely sacrifice their own advantage and benefit to the enhance-
ment of that of others without compensation would not be likely to be men
who would demand the same of others. Altruism, properly understood,
cannot be conditional upon equal requital. This is not to say that the
principle of altruism might not be recommended for universal application
by the altruistic. In no conditions plausibly hypothesised can we, there-
fore, impose a burden of altruism on a dependant party now. In such a
situation we would have an element of exploitation; inferred involuntary
sacrifice.

In situations in which vicarious authority is being exercised over non-
rational (non-responsible) and possibly helpless (as well as over helpless but
rational) members of the community the temptations of prejudicial and even
sacrificial policies and treatment may become very great. As societies have
become conceptually and so morally refined in regard to these matters and
have become increasingly materially adequate for the accommodation of
their weaker members=> so the argument tends to shift to rule-utility-type
arguments. The protection of the weak, or this or that class of weak persons,
sustains the whole ethical system inspired by reciprocal considerateness.
Callousness is apt to be the increasing feel of hard-headed practices and
attitudes and the moral tone of society gets protected from its infection.This
is all to the good, perhaps, but | believe that the more formal arguments set
out here, incomplete as they are, are the crucial ones.

Paternalism is of a kind only to this extent, that ascendantauthority is
informed by considerations of the benefit of those over whom it is exercised.
But within this very general similarity paternalism can be made to be very
destructive of intersubjective relationships. This might even be so much so
as to be wilful and to assert ‘objectivity’ in relations with some members of
the community, as in discriminatory treatment of socially and economically
classified gruops in revolutionary regimes. We are familiar enough with
political authority that is characterised by ideal pursuit and by systematic
conceptions of public goals. Such regimes are apt to be strongly futuristic;
an aspect of them sometimes of no smail consequence. Public goals may be
genuinely conceived as of universal (ultimate) good and more generally
rationalised as such. It is the certainty of general good that supposedly
justifies authority in ‘acting for' (that is, discretionary, not delegatory)
those who do not clearly conceive their good for themselves. A different
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anrd radical conception of non-rationality comas to Justify the exarclse ¢f
vichrtous guthority. Non-rationelity 8 now defined in terms of ‘reatonabie’
{B), the rationtl quality of the results of mental activity, rathar than thq
mental capability Itself (A); in terms, that i3, of conceptual adherence to
goals and idanls. The justification of the exercise of such authority; then, i
in so treating the dependants that were they to be imagined as participants
in the realized future they could equally be imagined to look back with
approval and acceptance on the constraints and limitations they are presen.
tly subjected to. This relates in political theory to conceptions of democracy
as being to do primarily with results as opposed to democracy of procedures
— the first to do with populist satisfactions, the second all too easily deroga-
torily dismissed as bourgeois. No matter how genuinely paternalistic
such arrangements may be they are what | call invasive paternalism; based on
a renunciation of the requirments of intersubjective relationships.

Reflection on such situations points up the very serious limitations in
the idea that respect for persons consists in crucial part in seeing @ man's
situation (his desires, wishes, expectations, aspirations, as well as perceptions)
from his point of view’. Let us imagine that a man articulates ‘his point of
view’ ever so clearly, and with clear conscientiousness and apparent fervour
(which could, of course, be told-tale marks). That a man’s ‘point of view’
should be ‘his point of view’ depends not only on the strength with which
headheresto it, but also on the manner of his acquiring it and the context in
which it is sustained. We need to develope around the notion of ‘point of
view’a concept of rational autonomy, the idea that mentally and institutiona-
lly a man can and is permitted to ‘think for himself’ *“. . . men are beings who
are necessarily to some extent conscious of themselves and of the world
they live in. . . This proposition does not assert that men are equally
conscious of themselves and their situation. It was precisely one element in
the notion of exploitation . ., . that such consciousness can be decreased by
social action and the environment; we may add that it can similarly be in-
creased."27 Torture, the use of drugs, closure of information, and whatever
aids to political determination that destroy and distort independent judge-
ment, particularly the more reflexive sort — or course there are problems
of the margin, but they are most importantly philosophical-ethical problms
nor factual-classificatory such aids are not merely a manipulation of men,
they are an assault on their humanity, what humanity is. Humanity here is
despised beyond a neglect of philosophical sensitivity. It is not that ‘clubs are
trumps’ (Hobbes), but that all pretence at communication, exchange, disc-
cource and encountey, is dissolved. Here we have a restatement of the classi-
cal doctrine that ‘Man /S a2 moral animal’.

Various situations and conditions of men may place some men under
the authority of others. If paternalism is to be non-invasive the vicarious
authority itself must be demonstrably conformable with what the depen-
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dant party would have granted were he possessed of a rational will and were
autonomous. Sometimes such a condition must be constructed if it cannot be
actually realized. (See pege 8 above) In a situation of common humanity
(not equally conscious, not of equal rational capacity and moral discrimina-
tion) paternal authority never comes to a man or group of men by right, but
only by authorization.28 Such authorization is justified by the real or
constructed se/f — idenitification of interests of a dependant party and by
attempted restoration of autonomy where this is reasonably conceivable.

Non-invasive paternalistn may speak highly of the humane and moral
qualities of those who exercise it. But it always, nonetheless, speaks of a
less-than-ideal relationship between human beings. The measure of its merit in
real situations must generally be in significant part its aptitude for dissolving
those conditions which give rise to it29 But this cannot be a necessary
requirement, for even in a world free of malice and foolishness there will
still be misfortune and natural immaturity. And then the humane qualities
of altruism, natural sympathy and creative interest in the young, especially
in the more dedicated forms relatively rare as they may be, are never wholly
free of self-conceit. Characteristically qualities of mental and moral inten-
sity they are apt to demand for themselves their ‘proper subject’. Genuine
respect for persons is never absolutely immune from the possibilities of
perversion. And indulgent compassion which coddles misfortune and frus-
trates the growth of or reemergence of autonomy may not be too distant
from the moral violence which motivates visionary urges and manipulates
willing adherence. It adds to the complexity of the human situation that the
gualities which sustain vicarious authority at its best are themselves a valid
dimension of human expression and experience and so for those endowed
with them a legitimate claim for ‘respect’ of themselves. However, we must
never thank God for the unmarried mother, or for her unwanted offspring,
or for the malformed or the foolhardy.

This has been, admittedly, a highly schematic approach to the issue
of paternalism. Clearly, however, it is a phenomenon common in human’
relations and one of great influence both conceptually and practically. |t's
complexities derive in very considerable part from the implications of the
concept of ‘person’, In a world of limited real options much of what | have
held may appear to speak of ideals. Humanitarianism, humanistic public
welfare, is a real and present phenonomenon. And again, the notion of
change and its real possibility are intrinsic to the human situation. The
remark of Gellner is appropriate; “’Given the manifold possibilities of a world
in which people do not starve or want or die or die prematurely, and in
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which they are not obliged to slaughter and enslave each other, that worlq
must be obtained"31

It is a familiar enough fact of life, public life in particular, that wieldey;
of authority should appeal to the intelligent and affective inadequacy of
those placed in dependence on them. The paternalist role, even when self
assumed as so often it is, may not obviously be destitute of logical founda.
tion. ‘lgnorant masses' and ‘illiterate peasants’ and so on are familiar and
sometimes popularly accepted subjects and real enough. That they are ig-
norant and illiterate may precisely 70t be the point that justifies, as this
is commonly taken to be —the ground for a self-assumed and unargued pater-.
nalism. To the extent that it comes to appear that rationality and opportun.
niy can be advanced, so we might be held to have a positive duty to promote
autonomy as well as an obligation not to assault it. ‘Can’ might imply ‘ought’,
At least the imperative might be clearly recognizable what—ever the limita-
tions of formal entailment. In our modern world, at least in some parts of it,
Aristotle’s leisuredly and cultivated citizen need not be a wholly aristocratic
notion, but cannot be justifiably preemptive or parasitic. The autonomy of
rational agents is no more a transcendental thing than the equality of moral
agents as secured in a Kantian Kingdom of Ends.

Where possibilities of rational autonomy speak of fact in a situation
perhaps contemporary general developmental situations — then we have
grounds  for enlarging our conceptions of humanity in ways that may be
made to inform social action and public policy. Given that each person
matters and counts for one and no more than one to the exclusion,
diminishment or penalty of others, and given (as | take it to be evident)
that there can be no rational ground for failing to fulfil all, or more and
more, instances of rational humanity when this is practicable, then possi-
bilities of fulfilment present a powerful imperative. A Humean assertion
of the formal non-derivability of ‘ought’ from ‘is" might perhaps be upheld,
and it might be expressed in the proposition that a duty to promote per-
sonality and to develop rational autonomy, can only follow from a correct
statement of the practical possibility of doing this conjoined with a minor
premiss to some such effect as that ‘all potentially rational beings should be
developed to full rational autonomy’, or ‘every practical opportunity where-
ever it may occur should be developed for the fulfilment of potential human
rational autonomy . Perhaps this essay may be regarded as being in large part
an elaboration of this minor premisss.



FOOTNOTES

Qr from a determination, backed by appropriate power, to bring the
whole world, mankind, or some segment if it, 'to heel’ Philippa Foot,
'Moral Beliefs’, Proc. Aristotelian Society 1968-59, pp 83-104. And in
ed. P. Foot, Theories of Ethics, Oxford, 0.U.P., 1967, pp 83—100.

P. F. Strawson, ‘Freedom and Resentment’, Henrietta Hertz Lecture,
Proc. British Academy 1962, Vol. XLVIII, pp 187-211. And in ed.
P.F. Strawson, Philosophy of Thought and ACtion, Oxford, 0.U.P.,
1968.

If determinism was established as a general thesis the grounds for
vicarious authority would merely have to be shifted - shown as some-
how deterministically reposited where it is asserted to be. Theses to
this effect in political theory (though commonly of doubtful philoso-
phical provenance) are familiar enough. | do not answer as to their
validity. | suppose it might be admitted in principle that determinism,
if established, might privilege some.

R. J. Parkes, The Concept of Person’, Second Order, Vol. 1X, Nos.
1and 2, 1980, pp 19-34.

See later discussion of ‘responsibility’. Once men are moral, possessed
of a moral capacity, they are endowed eo ipso with a moral responsibi-
lity for preserving this quality among their kind, developing it and
refining it. 'does it matter?” or ‘Why not abandon it?" (become uni-
inhibited sensates) are not questions answerable from outside as it were,
by external standard 5

Notwithstanding this, however, paternalistic attitudes do occur in
matters of morals. To account for this would lead us not only into the
facts, as we do sometimes find them, but also into tracing alternative
ethics.

In an important way one source of rationality and morality is in our
being able to think of ourselves objectively. This ability is witnessed in
many common terms and phrases; those that speak for caution and
reserve about ourselves - ‘self-criticism’, ‘self-control’, ‘restraint’. ‘mode-
ration’, but also those that are more externally directed and speak for
recognition and acceptance of the community nature of our personal
existence - ‘compassion’, ‘duty’, ‘forebearance’, and so on.

See also J. D. Mabbott, An Introduction to Ethics, London, Hutchinson
1966, Chapter 5.
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23.

| have avoided ‘principles’ here. ‘Parametres’ may be more correc
P.F. Strawson, Thought and Action op. cit. p. 84.

See Bernard Williams, ‘The Idea of Equality” in ed. Laslett and Run-
ciman, Philosophy, Politics and Society (Second Series), Blackwells,
Oxford, 1962. And in B Williams, Problems of the Self: Philosophical
Papers, Cambridge, C.U.P., 1973, pp 230-249.

Ibid. p. 118.

"[dentification’ slides over issues which have to be neglected for present
pUrposes.

Errol Harris, ‘Respect for Persons’ in ed. de George, Ethics and Society,
New York, Anchor Books, 1966, p. 128.

This abbreviates what | have written in ‘The Concept of Person’;
Parkes op. cit.

B. Williams op. cit p. 111112

B. Williams op. cit p 114. This seems to me, though couched in terms
that do not fit happily with what | say in ‘Concept of Person’, nonethe-
less to fit more with our speaking of men as persons than of men as
humans, or of men as men.

There are, of course, long traditions in which rationality and morality
are conflated, stretching from Plato to Kant and continuing with
refinements of the linkage to our own time.

That characterising procedures are unsatisfactory | have discussed at
length in The Concept of Person.

Harris op. cit. pp 129-130.

It might also be said that, were it not for the imbecility, etc. of X he
would be a fitting and probably accepted subject of respect. However,
| have ifThe Concept of Person®drawn attention to the unacceptability
of this particular tactic.

Glanville Williams, (The Sanity of Life and the Criminal Law) |ondon,
Faber and Faber, 1958, Chapter 6 passim.

John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1972, p.
506.
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32.

“Cannot be responsible for himsell’, for what he may do and in ordi
nary conditions may be held to account for, and for his own well-beirg

The historic coincidence of affluent and welfare societies @ not acci
dental, though not, of course, necessary.

C.B. MacPherson, The Real of Demoncracy, Oxford, Clarendon Press
1966

B. Williams, op. cit. pp 118-119.

It may sometimes have to come, come morally best and most safely,
institutionally or by legal process. See here the Helsinki Declaration
governing the subjection of patients to experirmental prcedures. 7he
British Medical Journal, No. 5402, July 1964,

This recalls John Stuart Mill's comment on colonial authority; that
il cannot be justified beyond the capacity of hitherto subject people
for self-rule. This itself is a primary responsibility for such colonial
authority to reslore or to create.

There is a story told by the sociologist Peter Berger of anxious com-
plaints expressed that should a welfare institution for delinquent girls
become redundant the welfare attendants would be deprived of their
own needed psychological and moral outlet.

Ernest Gellner, Thought and Change, London, Weidenfeld and Nichol-
son, London, 1964, p 102.

In a world of increasing command of the environmment and even of man

himself, a prevalent fear is that manipulation and control will preempt
possibility before emancipation and realisation are secure,
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ELECTORAL PROCESS AND POLITICAL OBLIGATION
IN A LIBERAL DEMOCRACY

MOSES OKE

INTRODUCTION,

Liberal Democracy has a logic. From this Logic necessrily arise
certain consequences. Whatever its demerits might be {and they would
not be few), so long as a society prefers to be organised according to the
Logic of Liberal Democracy, that society must be prepared to abide by the
logical consequences of its choice.

This paper focuses on one of such logical consequences and concludes
that a liberal democratic society faced with the situation described is com-
pelled by Reason to follow this consequence whereever it may lead them.

Although Liberal Democracy is a system based on compromise, its
fundamental principles are not compromisable without self-contracliction.
In this paper an attempt is made to trace out the logical implication of an
assault on the lectoral process which is fundamental to the structure of
liberal democracy.

II.  DEMOCRACY: DEFINITION AND PRINCIPLES,

The popularity of democracy as a system of political organization
dates back to the 5th Century B.C.. In fact its origin is in the Hth Century
Greek city state Athenian democracy.’ In his discussion of “Imperfect
Societies’’ Plato, anti-democratic as he was, cynically regarded the primary
benefits of democracy to be its characteristics of “liberty and freedom’'2,
These characteristics have continued to be regarded by democrats as the most
fundamental and justifying features of democracy. Human beings, democrats
claim, have the rights to their individual liberty and freedom to do as they
like in virtue of their being human beings. It is therefore against natural
justice, it is argued, to violate any of these rights in the name of politics.
To enhance their liberty and freedom, individuals have accepted the state as
a necessity. Democracy as a political system is supposed by its proponents
to enable everyone to “arrange his life as pleases him best'"™, Hence, anti-
democratic Plato observed that people would generally want to hold that
““a democracy is the most attrative of all societies’® and that “perhaps most
people would for this reason judge it to be the best form of society......"’0,
Although he thought it to be licentious, Plato observed that because “in
democracy, there’s no compulsion either to exercise authority if you are
capable of it, or to submit to authority if you don't want to......"" democrats
believe that “it's a wonderfully pleasant way of carrying on in the short
run....”’6.  Although Plato had the idea of nascent Athenian democracy, of
which he did not approve, in mind, it is the case even today that most poeple
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regard democracy as the best form of society. Benn and Peters’ report that
it is now almost unanimously accepted that democracy is the ideal of political
and social organization. The price of this unanimity, however, is that “demo-
cracy’’ has been indiscriminately applied to mutually incompatible and fund-
amentally opposed political and social systems. In this paper wherever
‘democracy’ occurs | have followed Benn and Peters to mean by it what it is
generally taken to be “in golitical discussion in Britain among people who do
not favour Communism”.® In this context, democracy is further qualified as
‘liberal democracy’ to distinguish it from “totalitarian democracies” — so —
called ““democracies’’ in which individuals have no enforceable rights against
the state and those in which a no-opposition one-party system operates. By
a liberal democracy | mean any political state which operates a form of
government along the lines which constitutionally operate in Britain, the
U.S.A., West Germany, France, Japan,. On this classifcation, the U.S.S.R.,
Czechoslovakia, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, and Libya are not liberal democracies.

The central pillar of liberal Democracy is the principle of election.’
This principle is based on two assumptions: —

(1) that the rulers must rule according to the interest and wishes of the
people, and (ii) that human being are rational and are capable of
consciously choosing as rulers those whose leadership will benefit them
most.

In Liberal Democracy it is acknowledged, at least in principle, that
citizens are moral agents who (1) are authonomous (2) are rational, and (3)
possess certain inalienable rights. That citizens are autonomous means that
each individual is capable of acting freely, without compulsion and without
being necessarily influenced by extraneous considerations in his moral deci-
sions. Each citizen is his own moral legislator; each citizen, it is presumed,
makes for himself, the ultimate decisions on issues of good and bad. He
defers to the moral point of view because he acknowledges that his citizen-
ship of the liberal democratic state is in itself a moral fact.'0 The state thus
becomes for the citizen a moral apparatus moderating the otherwise mutually
‘destructive commands of individuals self-interests. In effect the actions of
the citizen relative to the state and to other citizens become actions that are
prescribed by moral laws. In the liberal democratic state this acknowledge-
ment of citizen’s individual autonomy provides that citizens shall not be
forced or coerced to act contrary to their repective moral choices. Citizens
in a liberal democracy are thus presumed to subscribe to only those laws of
the state which find approval in their individual moral conscience. The postu-
late of rationality implies that each citizen is capable of designing for himself
a logically consistent plan of life which clearly defines his duties and rights.
He is also deemed capable of successfully implementing the plan without
contradictiong himself.

In Liberal Democracy it is claimed that a union of citizens’ individual
autonomy and state authority is achieved. It is presupposed that although
laws are made by the government, such laws are infact those that each indivi-
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dual in the state makes for himself. Liberal Democracy is thus put forwar
as the ideal form of socio-political association which free men can come tq
join without losing their freedom while at the same time enjoying all the
benefits that accrue from membership of a political state. Although he was
opposed to the democractic system, immortal Plato said: "Liberty........ i3
the greatest merit of a democractic society, and (that) for that reason it’s
the only society fit for a man of free spirit to live in"11,

1. POLITICAL OBLIGATION.

Liberal Democracy claims to be the only form of government which
guarantees the rule BY the poeple. This it claims in virtue of being a govern-
ment by the consent of the governed. Such a government supposedly
resolves the conflict between the demand of morality and the necessity of
state authority. Morality deimands that to be moral, each person should free-
ly and autonomously choose his own actions and fully accept the consequen-
ces of such actions. On the other hand, the authority claimed by the state
appears. to overide and oppose the principle of moral autonomy. In Liberal
Democracy it is argued that although the state exercises authority over the
citizens, the laws of the state which bind the citizens are in fact laws made by
the citizens themselves. And in as much as they submit to only those laws
they have themselves made they have not lost their individual autonomy.,
This claim is rested on the principle of elections. Elections, in turn, are
regarded as the only rational means of applying the theory of consent which
seeks to provide moral justification for political authority in a liberal demo-
cracy.

The principle of elections recognises that it i1s not possible for everyone
in alarge state to be in government. Thc business of rulling, like the business
of teaching or the business of soldering, must be assigned to only some mem-
bers of the state at any particular time. The principle of elections is also a
recognition of the logic that “if the rule BY the people” is to flourish in a
state all the citizens must see themselves as participants in the political proc-
cess. In view of the practical impossibility of having everybody in govern-
ment at the same time and in view of the moral demand that we should all
be our own rulers, the principle of elections strives to ensure that the citizens
of a state choose for themselves representatives to see the daily affairs of
government. The elected representatives are said to have the people’s man-
date and to exercise legitimate authority. The variations in the form of elec-
tions not with-standing, the principle of elections applies uniformly in all
liberal democratic states.

One nagging problem that Liberal Democracy has to content with is
‘the voter's paradox’. This ‘paradox’ arises when majority consent is substi-
tuted for unanimous consent. |f the electoral process produces unanimous
consent in the case of every elected representative, every voter would have
had his wish duly represented in the government. However, in anticipation
of the possible impossibility of always having unanimous consent in elections,
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Liberal Democracy provides that those who have the conwent of a numsrical
majority of the valid votes cast in an election shall be taken to have been duly
elected. In most cases, a person in deemed to have been duly elected if ha
polls a simple majority of the valid votes cast in an election. For example
100 votes are to he cast in an election for a legislative seat and the winner
of 3 candidates is to be decided by simple majority. The result of the elec-
tion turns out to be 34, 33 and 32 votes for candidates A, B. and C respec-
tively with one abstention, By the provision of majority consent, candidate A
will be declared elected to represent the 100 voters in the area concemed.
The 65 voters who voted for the other candidates and the one who did not
vote become ‘the minority’.

The elected representative does not have the consent of the minority
which paradoxically, is numerically larger than the ‘majority’. Yet members
of the minority are required to obey the laws which the elected representa-
tive would make. While the aim of Liberal Democracy is that the individual
autonomy of citizens should be preserved in legitimate state authority, it
turns out that the authonomy of the so-called minority is denied. In the view
of some critics of majoritarian democracy, e.g. Paul Wolf, such arrangement
does not equate to rule by the people. The question then arises: “Why
should those in the minority be morally obligad to obey the laws which appa-
rently do not emanate from their will?"". The problem is however not
unsolvable even though it appears to be paradoxical. A member of the
minority who asks the question will be satisfied only by a moral argument.
Prudential and utilitarian arguments will not answer his question. To answer
him we have to remind him that Liberal Democracy is, like a game, rule-
following. It has to be impressed on the questioner that Liberal Democracy
is a delicate balancing act; a fragile apparatus that thrives only on the willing-
ness of all its members to play the game according to the rules. Such a person
must be made to see democracy as the best of all possibie forms of represen-
tative government. Perhaps the best of several alternative evils, 12. Next
we have to bring to his attention our tacit agreement to accept majority
consent in lieu of unanimous consent whenever the latter is not attained. We
then have to appeal to his moral sense that as moral agents we ought to abide
by our freely chosen agreements. If he still subscribes to Liberal Democracy
he will not question the electoral process any further.

Considered as a game then, if the rules have been impartially followed,
if elections are free and fair, the presence of minorities does not present an
intractable problem for liberal Democracy. The real problem arises where an
articulate and enlightened ‘minority’ conscientiously believes that the electo-
ral process had not been free and fair. Thereby claiming to have been
fraudulently declared losers in the election. One consequence of this belief
is that the disgruntled minority does not see the government as its own
government: it sees the government as an imposition on the autonomy of the
individuals who make the ‘minority’. Such individuals sce themselves as
having been prevented from being their own rulers. This they see as tyranny:
an immoral act.
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Tha quaestion then is: Should the minority that to bellevas itself chaa
wd, disenfranchised as it were, continue to obey the laws made by thg
fraudulently imposed leaders? Thete are two options: Either the cheated
majority (declared minority) submit to the fraudulent minority (declarec
majority), thereby siding and abetting immorality by supporting an illegiti
mate regime against which they voted; or else, the disenfranchised majority
reserve to themselves the right to ignore the unelected government by with-
drawing their obligations to it. More often than not we find that poeple so
cheated acquiesce in the electoral perversion. Such acquiescense is often
based on non-moral reasons of prudence, consequence, utility, God's judge-
ment, and due process of Law — reasons which are not adequate as grounds
of Liberal Democracy. |

Sometimes the cheated majority is advised to go along with the fraudu-
lent rulers because it is the only wise thing to do. It is argued that since the
rulers are in control of all the state’s coercive forces, they could deny the
majority of more liberties if they tried to press their case. If such a ‘minority’
is not to suffer any further injustices, it is argued prudence enjoins them to
obey the laws of the state. In effect, the likely unpleasant consequences of
disobedience are pleaded as sufficient to make the cheated majority tolerate
the electoral vices rather than to openly challenge the impostors in poweyr, |

Prudential and consequential reasons are however unsatisfactory as
grounds of political obligations. Reasons of prudence arise from calculated
self-interests. But since self-interest is antithetical to the moral point of
view it cannot be the basis of an adequate answer to a moral question such as
that of political obligation. Reasons of consequence on their part imply that
might is right. But ‘might is right’ is not a moral principle. At best it is a law
of the jungle such as might be expected in the Hobbesian ’state of nature’.
However, if we want to base political obligation on the principle of ‘might is
right” there would be no need for liberal democracy at all; we could simply
arrange for tests of physical strength, e.g. between the aspirants or between
their private armies or hordes of thugs and muscle-men to select those who
would be our rulers. In the alternative we could opt for a military dictator-
ship in which political obligation is founded not on moral principles but on
force and threats of being “summarily dealt with”.

It might also be argued that a lot of benefits will accrue to many of
the citizens if we all support the government as given. It .nay in fact tugn
out to be true that the fraudulently imposed leaders are capable and ready
to work for the greatest benefits for the greatest number of citizens. This
is besides the point; performance, actual or potential, cannot legitimise the
illegitimate. 1f all that we wanted were utilitarian efficiency without the
operations of liberal democractic principles, we would not have needed the
electoral process at all. We could instead have done a random selection of
experts and public-spirited elites to rule us without our laying claims to any
liberties at all. Such utilitarian arguments claim that liberties may be restric-
ted to achieve greater liberties. Such a utilitarian approach to the problem
unacceptably attempts to identify liberty with the value of liberty.
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To mambers of a liboral democracy, it is not the value of liherties as such
that matters but the liberties themsolves. It is therefore unacceptable to forgo
certain liberties in the hope of deriving greater benefits. To do 3o will be like
exchanging one’s birthright for a mouldy bag of rica. This will be tantarmount
to abandoning the principles of democracy and what we shall have shall be a
benovelent tyranny which is a negation of individual moral autonomy.

Sometimes the problem may be hushed by mollifying the robbed
majority with the promise of God's judgement. Indeed God may eventually,
in the end of days, judge the world but that has nothing to do with our
present problem. Liberal Democracy is not based on the justice of God but
on the moral sovereignty and consent of individuals, When there is a flaw
in the operation of the system, individuals within the system have to effect
necessary corrections by their own conscious actions. It is a way of evading
the problem to bring God into the picture.

It may also be argued that provisions have been made for seeking
redress if one feels wronged. One, it is said, could go to the law courts to
challenge the election results, This is true; but experience has shown over and
again that the legal process does not always produce just solutions. The
administration of law is not shielded from the undemocratic manipulations
of rulers and aspiring rulers—-to—be to the detriment of the govened. Hence,
we cannot rest contented in the law as a moral basis for political obligation.
There shouid be a higher tribunal beyond the Supreme court. This | believe
exists in the individual’s moral conscience.

All the arguments considered thus far cannot rationally compel political
obligation in a liberal democracy. Reason being that whereas morality
moderating inherent self—interests, is the basis of liberal Democracy, moral
consideration is lacking in those arguments. If citizens in a liberal democratic
state are to obey the laws of the state, that is submit to the state’s authority,
they must be given moral reasons why they should do so. | believe however
that no moral reasons exist to persuade the cheated and disenfranchised
individuals to be obliged to a government constituted by fraudulently
imposed anti—democrats. In my view, if the duped voters are to act consist-
ently as rational and independent moral agents, they should in the circum-
stances refuse to submit to the authority of immoral political impostors.
One primary moral duty in a liberal democracy is to establish the rule of
morality in the state by ensuring that rulers, whoever they may turn out to
be, have the legitimate mandate of the people. Therefore, in a state where
rulers have unjustly imposed themselves on the people, the people have
a right to discountenance the laws passed by such bandits—in—power. Such
laws must he considered unjust because those who made them or who are
seeking to enforce those already made are not morally fit to demand
obedience to such laws. If the raped majority fails to disobey the authority
of the impostors they will be acting immorally by acquiescing in immorality
and tacitly supporting the legtitimisation of injustice.
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Before exarcising the right to disobey the allegedly illegitimate auth
ority however, the prospective civilly disobedients must resolve certain issues.
In the first place, they must tackle the epistemological problem of justifying
their claim to know that the electoral process has been unfairly manipulated
to their disadvantage. It is not uncommon for losers in an election to find
excuses for their defeat, the most common being that their opponents used
unfair tactics. Losers often claim to have been cheated when in fact they had
been given a fair deal. Such false belief may arise from ignorance of either
the facts or the rules of the game or both. Such belief may be based on
false information. It is therefore imperative for would—be objectors to be
sure beyond all reasonable doubts that electoral malpractices have actually
been committed; mere suspicions are not enough.

Secondly, those contemplating the withdrawal of their political oblig-
ation must be fully aware of the principles of civil disobedience and be:
prepared g'% abide by them. They must realise that their action of civil dis-
obedience '~ (1) is the delibrate violation of laws or some policies or deci-
sions of the government which is (2) committed as a form of protest,
(3) publicly, (4) non—violently, (5) conscientiously and (6) politically
motivated. Analytically and traditionally, civil disobedience involves dis-
obedience of a law or government decision having the force of law. It is
an act of law violation as well as a rejection of government authority. This
distinguishes it from direct action which is a form of protest in which the
dissenter uses his own body as a lever to loosen the authority of the govern-
ment or a particular decision of the government. Examples of direct action
are hunger strike and self incineration. The distinction between civil dis-
obedience and directt  action as forms of protest should be well taken:
whereas civil disobedience involves law violation, direct action does not.
Moreover, the act of civil disobedience must be an illegal disobedience and
not a decision made by some one legitimately in authority. In addition,
the civilly disobedient must know the objective of his protest. In this case
what he is protesting is the undemocratic usurpation of political power
in a liberal democracy. Since the civilly disobedient cannot, without resort-
ing to direct military action, remove the imposters from office, his disobe-
dience has to be of incidental laws. In disregarding the authority of the
government, the dissenters cannot take up arms against the state; they can
only aim at incapacitating the government civilly. The protesters must
realise that their ultimate objective is the fall of the undemocratic govern-
ment which is no better than a band of rogues holding a community hostage;
they do not deserve the obedience of their victims. The essential aSpecf of
civil disobedience here is that it should involve acting illegally, but not
militarily, viz—a—vis the government.

The illegal civil action must be seen as a form of protest and publicity,
as an appeal or redress carried out on the grounds that the government
lacks the genuine mandate of a majority of the eligible voters and so lacks
the right to be obeyed by the citizens. The over—riding aim of the civilly
disobedients must be to make an effective protests, to open fundamental
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issues of political obligation to public debate, to evoke deep concem and
vehement objection at home and abroad. This feature of civil disobedience
distinguishes it from some other kinds of public law—hreaking such as taunt
ing the police to cause a riot. Also, given this feature of protest and publi-
city, civil disobedience must be rightly seen as an issue within the guestion
of political obligation. Civil disobedience on a total scale will then be able to
feature as a legitimate weapon to fight and liquidate those who have fraud-
ulently imposed themselves on the state and are thus not entitled to the

political obligation of the citizens within the frame work of Liberal Demo-
cracy.

The requirement of publicity helps to demonstrate that the civil dis-
obedients are not covert plotters contemplating a ‘coup d’etat’. Publicity
will also distinguish genuine democratic civil disobedience from crimes
which are characteristically concealed, and will also help to inform the
public including the government of the protesters’ aim. Most importantly,
publicity will demonstrate the communal and civil characters of the protest.
In order to remain within the legitimate framework of democracy then,
the prospective civil disobedient should make known in advance their pro-
posed withdrawal or withholding of political obligation to the government.

Moreover, the intending civil disobedients must themselves be morally
upright in the matter. If they had themselves engaged in electoral perver-
sions but were only out—played by their opponents, they will not have a
moral ‘locus standi’ to challenge the authority of the rulers who emerge
from the vicious game.

Great classical theorists and practioners of civil disobedience,14 either
as a protest against specific laws of policies considered unjust or as a rejection
of the legitimacy of the government, are all agreed on the feature of non—
violence in civil disobedience. The word ‘civil’ also provides a rationale
for non—violence and portrays the dissenters as people who are still com-
mitted to respect the rule of law and people who are still committed to
Liberal Democracy. The requirement of non—violence has four implications:
(1) 1t implies that the civil disobedients shall not initiate violence. Their
action is against the rulers and not against the peace and well—being of the
state. Hence, they should not initiate public disorder or riots. If they did,
the situation could get out of control and misrepresent the protesters as
public enemies or rebels aiming at a militaristic change of government,
whereas their intention was to bring about a peaceful and constitutional
change of government. (ii) The civil disobedients shall not resist or attempt
to evade arrest. In embarking on their action the protesters are already
aware that the allegedly unmandated rulers will not fail to attempt to
suppress their protest by arresting and incarcerating them. Any attempt
to resist or evade arrest will tend to reduce the civil protests to the status
of common criminals who must of necessity strive to dodge the consequences
of their crimes. The protesters must recognise that the agonies, the incon-
veniences and the privations they suffer en route the restoration of
democracy are the prices they pay for their eventual freedom and liberty.
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(i) They have to observe moderation even in the face of unprovoked attack.
And (iv) they must submit to punishment when arrested, duly charged and
convicted. That civil disobedience may involve punishment and suffering
is no argument against it when the situation calls for it. In fact, those who
are not willing to suffer and possibly pay the ultimate price for their liberties
are not fit to complain of the violation of such liberties. Such pain—fearing
persons are moral cowards who would thrive best under totalitarian regimes.
(4) Lastly, a civilly disobedient social action must be conscientious and
politically motivated. The seriousness of the business of civil disobedience is
heightened by the magnitude of the disobedience herein advocated. At
that magnitude, disobedience does not limit its anticipated effects to this
ot that law; it becomes a social action which seeks to impugn the vary auth-
ority of the incubent rulers to make or enforce any laws at all. The socio—
active effects of such a momentous action are bound to be aweinspiring.
There are threats of imminent serious dangers of unpleasant immediate
consequences, not only for the protesters but also for the others in the state.
Hence, would—be disobedients must give due reflection to the issue. It is a
grave matter which should not be handled with the least element of irrespon-
sibility. The action should therefore be based on the moral principles which
define the general concepts of the liberal state and the public good. The
action should also proceed from the principled and deeply—held convictions
of the protesters; they should not act on impulse or on mere sentiments.
Moreover, all other less radicai constitutional means of uprooting the im-
posters must have been explored and given due consideration before recourse
is eventually made to the withholding of political obligation.

The requirement of political motivation is to ensure that the dissidents
are appealing to the shared sense of justice which also prescribes the consti-
tutional procedures of the state. Such an appeal is to serve as a warning to
the counterfeit government to quit office because it lacks the people’s
mandate to be there. It is also to call the attention of the inpostors and
their supporters to the fact that in the considered opinion of the dissenters
the jointly shared principles of liberal democractic social cooperation are
not being honoured. The suspension of political obligation is therefore to be
seen as a continuation of government outside normal politics. In this regard
the action should not degenerate into hooliganism with attendant arson,
murder and looting. The same consideration rules out the choice of any of
the other alternative lines of action, viz evasion, rebellion, and acquiescense.

When the electoral process in a liberal democracy has been desecrated
to the unjustifiable dienfranchisement of the majority of the state’s elect-
orate, the only moral choice left open to the majority is the uncompromised
withdrawal of their political obligation. The withdrawal of their political
obligation is to effect a correction of what they perceive as an anomaly
within the democratic framework; their goal is not the dismantling of the
state itself. Since the dissenters’ dissatisfaction is not with the socio—political
system of their state itself, a rebellion or a revolution will not be appropriate
for them.
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The only logic conclusion to be drawn from the time—honoursd
principles of Liberal Democracy then is that in the event of the electoral
process been unjustly manipulated, the victims of the manipulation must
withdrawal or withhold forthwith their submission to the authority of the
state until appropriate remedies have been effected. The Modalities of the
prescribed political therapy must however be left to the appropriate stra-
tegists and tacticians. Moreover, if indeed the protesting victims of the
alleged electoral robbery are in the majority, their action, if conscientiously
pursued, should ultimately vindicate itself.

In fine, the withholding of political obligation as prescribed is a crucial
touchstone for liberal Democracy. If Liberal Democracy falls on this cri-
terion, if it fails to respond positively to this deductively inferred consequ-
ence of its operation, then a fresh critical look has to be taken for its validity
as a morally justified political theory.
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9.

10

13.

14

This substitute-less charactenistic of democracy had long Gas

The ultimate

Plato, Op. Cit.

recognized  Plato cited it in 2 above, and Aristotly
mentioned it in his Politics, 1317 b 21 1t 15 ha s
ever a variable charactenstic. [t varies fromaga to aqe
and from society to society according to what
perceived as the due measure of maturity and ratians
lity in each age and in each society. [n the time
of Plato and Aristotle the right to vote or be voted fo
was now extended to every adult member of the state
But, in modern liheral democracies, elections are based
on the doctrine of universal adult suffrage.

objective of the moral point of view is the impartial
resolution of conflicting self—interests. Whoso-
ever then adopts the moral point of view submits his
individual self—interests to the arbitration of morality.
The moral authority given to the rulers in a liberal
democracy enables it to function as an instrument for
adjudicating conflicting interests among citizens and
between citizens and state. It is in the performance
of this arbitral function that the liberal democratic
state becomes a moral fact.

,p. 332.

The short-comings of liberal Democracy are many. e.g. (i) The

Traditionally,

numerical majonty is not necessarily a virtuous or an
intelligent majority; (i) The system can very easily
degenerate into mob—rule; etc. But when compared
with other systems, Liberal Democracy still appears to
be the most philosophically favoured, most psychologi-
cally satisfying and most dignifying of the human
person.

‘civil disobedience’ is prescribed to protest particular
laws, decisions, politicies, etc. of bonafide legitimate
governments. In this case, | am giving the prescription
a wider and more foundational application.

These include Thoreau, Matin Luther King, and Ralph Abernathy.
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A CASE FOR POSITIVE EUTHANASIA

DR. G"'B. TANGWA
Introduction ;

The word euthanasia in.its etymological purity is said to signify a good
and honourable death, death without suffering. Richard O'Neil' has care-
fully attempted to isolate the necessary and sufficient criteria for a good
death.

Firstly, a good death is one that is timely being neither premature nor over-
due. Secondly a good death is one in which the dying process allows the
dying person to maintain some control.

Thirdly a good death is also one in
which those involved in the dying situation observe basic moral principles

such as those relating to self-determination, well-being and equity. Fourthly,
a good death requires that the death-style of the person involved should con-
form to certain standards of rationality. :

Richard O’Neil considers these conditions as “necessary and jointly
sufficient” for a good death. But we can easily imagine a situation where all
the stipulated conditions. are present and the death nevertheless, is an
extremely painful one. It appears.to me, therefore, that we must add a fifth
condition to O'Neil’s criteria, namely, that the death be a relatively painless
one. (“‘Relatively’” because there are those, like some martyres, for example,
who may only rejoice and praise God while they are being committed to the
flames. To an unlooker, there may be nothing imaginable that is more pain-
ful than being burnt at the stake, but, for the martyre, the apparent pain
may be completely sublimated in the expected joy of an impending “beatific
vision’’.) To fail to state this condition explicitly is to leave out the main
idea involved in the notion of “a good death’ in its etymological connota-
tion.

In the medical context, the term euthanasia, faithful to its etymological
roots, expresses the assistance which the physician gives to the dying patient
to alleviate his suffering, to lesson pain and anguish and help achieve a good
death, However, the term euthanasia has today grown to include “‘mercy
killing”’, that is, the administration of a drug directly deliberately and spe
cifically to accelerate death in order to terminate suffering in a patient who
no longer has any prospect of recovery. From the patient’s viewpoint such
“mercy killing’” can be either voluntary or involuntary. It is voluntary if
requested by the patient. This is often described as “assisted cuicide”. It
is involuntary if the patient does not and is incapable of signifying volition
and the doctor, relatives or society decides for and on behalf of the patient.
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A distinction has usually been made betweon negative and pet-
eithanssia.  The formar refets to the intentional omlission of treatn - .
(therepies) that would prolong life; the latter refers to the intantional cr-
stration of treatments (therapies) designed to promote dasth toonar ..
would otherwise be the case. It is positive euthangsia that fs also tarme,
"marcy killing".

There are people who oppose all types of éuthanasia as immorat. Most o
those who argue for euthanasia usually support negative rather than potitiy
euthanasial.

In this paper | argue that, in so far as euthanasia is admissible at all
certain case of positive euthanasia is reasonable and desirable.

Intuitive Background;

In the last five years or so, | have witnessed no less than three caset of
certified terminal illness where the patient continued to endure excruciating
pain and the stench of his own decomposing body for a considerable length
of time before death (mercifully) occured. In one of these cases, the patien;
repeatedly expressed the desire for death and the relations, once safely out of
the patient’s bedside, each repeatedly prayed to God to please hasten his cil
of the loved one. But general (moral?) sensitivity and the established ethoy
of medical practice made it impossible for a painless death to be administered
in any of these cases. Reflection on the issue led me to the intuitive convic-
tion that these cases, far from exhibiting our moral courage, exhibit our
moral cowardice — an ostrich-ike refusal to courageously look death in the
face and accpt its inevitability.

| must therefore confess from the onset that this paper is an attempt to
justify this intuitive conviction. For it seems to me almost self-evident
that while we certainly have a moral duty to sustain life wherever life is
sustainable, we have no duty, moral or otherwise, to prolong the distress of
a dying person but rather the duty to shorten such distress.

Life as an End —in — Itself:

Perhaps the most basic underlaying reason for what | have termed our
moral cowardice is the idea that life is an end-in-itself, a supreme value.
Nothing can be an end-in-itself. An end (t6/0s) can only be an end from
the point of view of a purposive being. Take happiness, for example. It is an
end for human beings. And it is quite true that when we seek happiness we
don‘t do so for any other end than that of being happy. Happiness is thus
one thing that would qualify to be termed an u/timate end for us. Life does
not seem to be such an ultimate end. We do not seek life just for its own
sake. Rather we have life as a given and we seek happiness within this given .
and, at least in some cases, people reject this given (vis suicide) if they fail to
find happiness and have no hope of finding it. But even here it would be
misleading to say that happiness is an énd-in-itself or a value-in itself s
has usually been the case. It is we who perceive value and it is our perception
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which confers ultimacy to any value as Jean — Paul Sartre has 10 strongly
argued in his Being and Nothlngness.(?" Those with 2 raligious world vigw
would argue that “‘Only the One who gave life can take It away" R P
strictly, this is, of course, quite false since many peoplae succedsfully commit
suicide. If interpreted to mean that “Only the One gave life should be allowed
to take it away’ it would be convincing only to someone who already sharas
an unquestioning religious ontology. For it is highly puzzling why the
“should” in the above injunction should be binding. If you give me some:
thing in which | not only find no value but disvalue there doesn’t seam to
be any compelling reason why | should not throw it away but must patiently
wait for you to take it away as and when you please. The religous view
point is, of course, more formidable than | have represented it grounded as it
usually is, on a belief in life after death and an over—all divine plan to salva-
tion for man. But this view point, comforting though it is, is severely blurred
by lack of any generally convincing argument for the very existence of such
a being as God and by the problem of evil even if God's existence is gratui-
tously entertained.

A similar argument that may be advanced also from a non—religious
view—point is to appeal to the slogan, “Let nature runs its course”’. But the
very idea of therapeutic medicine runs counter to this maxim. Curative
medicine is a clear violation of the injunction to let nature run its course.
Strict adherence to such an injunction would surely lead to the extinction of
human specie. Man has survived in the world by constantly interfering with
the course of nature.

It cannot therefore be argued that a life in the pain and distress of
terminal illness should be sustained simply because life is a supreme value or
an end—in—itself. |f life were a value—in—itself, then plants and animals,
no less than human persons, would be equally valuable. There are, of course,
those who argue that animals are as valuable as human beings and, for this
reason, they preach and practice vegetarianism, But vegetarianism cannot be
based on the view that life is a value—in—itself. If it is, it would be self—
defeating since vegetables also have a life of their own. There are indeed
people who treat even mice and lice like equals and this is usually taken to
signify some extraordinary moral sensibility, if not moral heroism. But
in my humble view, this signifies rather extraordinary foolishness. And if
someone were to treat plants as equals this would, no doubt, be a clear
indication of the early stages of insanity. | am not, however, unaware that
within some cultures and given a particular world—view, some plants may
even be considered superior to any human being. Such is the case within
some African cultures where certain specific trees may be revered and vener-
ated above any human. But in such cases the threes in question are invariably
seen as the abode or personification of the gods or ancestors.

CRITERIA FOR POSITIVE EUTHANASIA

My argument, therefore, is that positive euthanasia is not only reason-
able but advisable in certain cases. But there must te some criteria to dis-
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criminate such cases from other cases where termination of life might ho
morally reprehensible. | suggest the following. Positive euthanasia is reason
able and advisable in any case in which the following three conditions obtain

(1) Ifitis a case of certified terminal illness.

(2)  If the patient no longer perceives any value in life itself and conse-
quently no other values.

(3) If the patient requests for termination of a life which is now
only a painful and distressful means to the same end.

There are, no doubt, problems connected with certifying an illness as ter-
minal. A once terminal illness could lose its status of terminality with the
discovery of a new drug or a new technique of treatment. So the agreed
terminality of an illness must depend, partly at |east, on the knowledge and
expertise of the scientific community at any given time. Such knowledge
and expertise grows, but it scarcely ever grows in miraculous fashion in leaps
and bounds over night. Absolute certainty cannot, therefore, be demanded
regarding the certification of an illness as terminal. In all practical matters
absolute certainty is absolutely unattainable. An illness is terminal relative
to the knowledge and expertise of the medical community at any given time.
So it is enough to consider an illness terminal if the appropriate and qualified
medical personnel, to the best of their knowledge and ability, pronounce it as
such,

These criteria apply to what we have categorized above as voluntary
enthariasia, that is, what has sometimes been termed “assisted suicide”
-- an inappropriate term since “suicide’” always seems to conjure moral
unworthiness. But | am by no means limiting my argument to voluntary
enthanisia. In some cases of terminal illness the patient is quite incapable
of expressing any volition. In such cases énthanasia could be considered
reasonable and advisable if the following three conditions obtain.

(1)  If itis a case of certified terminal illness.

(2) If the patient is no longer capable of rational existence or exists
merely in a vegetative state.

(3) If the closest relatives request for termination of a life that is now
pointless and only a means of prolonging their anguish and distress
before the same end. Or, in the case of persons without any
relations or loved ones, responsible medical personnel perform
this duty on behalf of the patient and humanity as a whole.
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‘Closest relatives’ in the third condition above is not to be underitood maraly
in a genealogical sense but in the sense of those who have demonstratad
unquestionable interest and concern for the overall wellfare and wall—being
of the patient. It is not impossible that a ‘close relative” in the merely gene-
alogical sense might have a vested personal interest in the patient’s death.

CONCLUSION

Morality should inform both legislation and the ethics of particular
professions. An immoral law is no law at all; it has no justification. Simil-
arly, a practice that has been accepted as part of the professional ethics of
a particular profession, if it is immoral, is without justification. Professional
ethics is simply the crystallization of morality within a particular sphere.
Morality itself is grounded on reason and man’s social nature. This is one
reason that animals, other than man, are not moral agents. We don’t hold
them morally responsible for their actions, unlike human persons. An un-
reasonable action or course of action cannot therefore be moral.

So if my argument for a certain case of positive euthanasia is admissible,
then an unqualified reading of Article 2, Section |, of the European Conven
tion of Human Rights (1953) is questionable. It lays down; “Everyone’s
right to live shall be protected by law. No one shall be deprived of life
intentionaliy save in the execution of a sentence of a court fol!owinc); his
conviction of a crime for which this penality is provided by law’"! It
is interesting to note that while this injunction would disallow ‘mercy killing’
it allows killing provided it is prescribed by a court of law. The law, they
say, is sometimes an ass!

It also shows that article 9 of the Geneva (1948 & 1968) World Medical
Association Declaration 6) s questionable if “utmost respect for human
life” is interpreted to mean that human life should not be terminated under
any circumstances. The article reads as follows: “I will maintain the utmost
respect for human life from the time of conception; even under threat, | will
not use my medical knowledge contrary to the laws of humanity"”). That
this article has in fact usually been interpreted in tlwayy suggested is
witnessed by 1950 Declaration of the World Medical Association, a Declara-
tion which has been adopted by all national medical Associations the world
over, to the effect that voluntary © euthanasiais contrary to the spirit of the
Geneva Declaration and, hence, immoral.'®!

Voluntary euthanasia is contrary to such an interpretation of Article 9
of the Geneva Declaration. But what | have tried to show in this paper is that
the said Article of the said Declaration, thus interpreted, is not grounded
on morality. Euthanasia would seem to be both reasonable and advisable in
the cases clearly specified in this paper. | must, however, emphasize that my
argument is strictly limited to these specific cases and is not to be extended
to cover or foreshadow other cases such as abortion or the killing of lunatics,
the feeble —minded, or the aged.
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GOD AND HUMAN FREEDOM

Dr.J. D. Okoh
INTRODUCTION.

The Christian philosophy which is being espoused in this paper is
concerned not with denominational emphases but with basic assumptions
underlying the christian world-view. Hence, to begin with, it has to be
stated that christian philosophy is theocentric. It maintains that God is the
only true basis of human life and thought, hence there can be no ultimate
purpose in life without God. Concerning the nature of man, which is funda-
mental for any philosophy, christian philosophy teaches that man is an
intellectual being, capable of understanding, of forming judgments and of
drawing conclusions. Also, man has a free will, which means, he has the abi-
lity to make a free choice, to do an action or not to do it.

Unfortunately, until it had to face up to the challenge of humanism,
as Peter L. Berger points out in 7he Noise of Solemn Assemblies," christian
philosophy was very dubious of the natural capabilities of man and was
ambivalent concerning the issue of human freedom. Paul Verghese, a noted
Asian christian philosopher has bluntly asserted that: “St. Augustine led the
Western World astray, towards denial of the freedom and dignity of all men....
He makes man so utterly dependent and slavish in relation to God that God
is distorted into an abritrary dictator, like the Ceasars — a petty God, whose
glory has to be vindicated at the expense of the glory and freedom of man""?

The major issue | wish to examine in this paper centre on the assertains
that (a) the idea of God as “’First Cause” and (b) the notion of God’s fore-
knowledge are not only threats to human freedom but, infact, constitute a
negation of human freedom.

WHENCE IS FREEDOM?

One of the major problems the christian philosopher has to come to
grips with is whether freedom is something, constituted by man himself or
whether it is something given to man by God. | am suggesting that if one
were to argue on the basis of the Genesis° account of the first man - Adam
— it could hardly be said that God gave man freedom. The very set-up of the
so-called ““garden of Eden” precluded freedom of choice. God exercised a
form of coercion, which could be called extreme paternalism. Adam had no
genuine freedom, since he was constrained to follow the path that had been
mapped out for him. He “fell” the very first time he tried to exercise his
freedom of choice. There is no dispute among eminent theologians that
Adam had knowledge of good and evil only after his fall. In other words, he
was free both morally and intellectually only after he had been dismissed
from the “garden of Eden’. While Adam — who is being used here as a
substitute for man — was still an obedient servant of God he was not free to
will any thing he did not wish to do. For the question of free will boils down
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to whether a man is free to will to do those things that he does will to de
and also whether he is free not to will any of those things that he does will
to do and again, whether he is free to will any of those things that he doe-
not will to do.

The fact that Adam (man) became free, that is, could exercise freedom
of choice only after his fall, could very well be interpreted to mean that
freedom is constituted by man himself. In other words, man does not have to |
be dependent on an infinite and remote reality in order for him to under-
stand the meaning and conditions of freedom. Karl Marx, Nietzeshe, Freud,
Sartre among many others, teach that no form of the idea of God is necessary
for the enlightened exercise of human freedom. The Genesis account of. the
first man — Adam — | have reviewed in the preceeding paragraph, does seem
to lend great weight to the above assertion. As a matter of fact, many philo-
sophers who like to be known as atheists, thingk that belief in God is ““a time-
honoured historical illusion which has prevented man from fully realising his
essence and discovering his freedom’™

However, one need not be an atheist to realise that the way christian
philosophy has for many centuries explicated the notions of divine causality
and foreknowledge have a ring of philosophical absolutism.

THE PRINCIPLE OF CAUSALITY:

The concept of causality lies at the rock bottom of the problem of free-
dom of the will. There is a philosophical axiom which states: “‘If our actions
are effects, then they must have causes’’. Philosophers since the time of
Thales to the present day, have been preoccupied with making distinctions
between different kinds of causes. In the text few pages, | intend to dwell
on the concept of God as the “’First Cause”.

The question that for many centuries puzzled philosophers, was that
of "infinite regress”’. This question has to do with the impossibility to regress
to infinity in a series of causes which are actually and essentially subordinate.
In order to solve this riddle, christian philosophy posited God as the First
Cause or the Unmoved Prime Mover. Thus God becomes the first link in the
chain of causation, which could have otherwise reached back into infinity.
However, scholastic philosophers are not unanimous on the issues . whether
there must be a First Unmoved Mover because we cannot regress to infinity,
or whether we cannot proceed to infinity because there must be a First
Mover.

According to William of Ockham, one cannot go back infinitely in the
series of maintaining causes without coming upon a First Cause. Thusin this
case, one cannot ignore the question whether there is a First Cause at all, In
Ockham's view, if there is no First Cause, all movement and everything would
fall hack into nothingness. On the other hand, St. Thomas Aquinas would
not argue from the impossibility of infinite regress to the need for a First
Cause. Rather, the process is reversed; Thomas argued from the need for a
First Cause to the impossibility of an infinite regress.5

The fundamental issue left unanswered by christian philosophy is why
there has to be divine intervention in the course of natural events? In an ever
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advancing sclentific age, everything including man is being brought under tha
sway of the causal model. Everything follows the immutable laws of naturs.
This has been proven beyond any reasonable doubt in the world of the physi-
cal sciences.® And today, the Behaviorists are breaking new grounds in be-
havior modification through the use of the causal model. |If everything fol-
lows the immutable laws of nature, the hypothesis of God as First Cause
ceases to be of any relevance. Beside, as Wolfhart Panneberg has aptly
explained, the principle of inertia has made the acceptance of First maintai-
ning cause superflous. Panneberg has explained the principle of inertia as
follows:

Everybody has in itself a tendency to persist in the state in
which it is — be it a state of rest or a state of movement - and
this state is altered only under the influence of other forces,
as a result the persistence or continuance of a state that has once
come into being no longer needs any particular cause and neither
does a persistence in movement at the same speed and the same
direction.’

The principle of inertia makes it clear that the contingency of natural events
and their continuance in being and in movement, has become something
that could be taken for granted. Therefore, there is no longer any place for
God in an account of natural events.

Although many christian philosophers accept the principle of inertia
which makes God as First Cause superflous in the realm of the physical
sciences, yet they still reserve a place for God as First Cause with regard
to human purposive actions and behavior.

IMPLICATIONS CF GOD AS FIRST CAUSE.

According to christian philosophy, the nature of divine causality makes
it impossible for ““any creature that it should be able to cause existence
without God's aid..... Creatures may function as intermediate causes of
being... But creatures are not the cause of the act of being... Existence can
only be adequately explained by God, who is First Cause””.” S§t. Thomas in
his Summa (1st. Part of 2nd. Part: question VI) goes so far as to state that
“every act of man and every movement both of the will and of nature pro-
ceeds from God, as the Prime Mover'’. Perhaps it may help to clarify the
concept of an act before returning to St. Thomas.

H.L.A. Hart © has indicated that there can be an imputative element
as well as a descriptive element in the concept of an act. Hart maintains that
when we declare a man did something, we are imputing that the man is
responsible for making a certain thing happen. That is to say, we are either
pronouncing a verdict or notifying our hearers that this man be held respon-
sible for the said act. On the other hand, when we make a descriptive state-
ment, we are saying that the man was a causal factor in making something
happen, or in keeping something from happening. In this case, the man is not

held responsible, morally or legally, for the said act.
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If one were to apply Hart's undaerstanding of an act to St. Thomas's as-
sertion that “every act of man... proceeds from God, as the Prive Mover”, it
would be right to conclude that every act of man could be imputed to God.
Since it is God who makes whatsoever a man does to happen, God, not man,
is to be held responsible for all of man’s actions, for his virtues as well as for
his vices. The role of man in this frame of reference could not be any othar
thing than that of a causal factor. "‘Tell me please whether God is not the
cause of evil?”" This was the question Evodius asked St. Augustine during
their dialogue on the free choice of the will. If every act of man can be
imputed to God, | do not possibly see how St. Augustine couid have
given a negative answer to Evodius's question.

As far back as 410 A.D., Pelaguis who was promptly condemned as a
heretic, did point out how the christian concept of God as First Cause and
the doctrine of the necessity of God for man’s moral perfection, were implicit
denial of man's moral freedom and sufficiency. Pelagius maintained that if
man as man cannot fulfill the law perfectly with his unaided will, then he is
not free and must therefore be exonerated from any moral responsibility for
his conduct.'® However, in this as in many other philosophical puzzles,
faith prevailed over reason, as the dictum was: ‘‘Believe in order to under-
stand”. And to Evoduis question, St. Augustine responded: ‘“While God is
the sole and supreme cause of all that exists, He is not the Author of evil,
which has its adequate cause in the created will”. 11

CHISHOLM'S SOLUTION:

In his article, “Freedom and Action”, Roderick Chisholm'2 has sugges-
ted a far-reaching solution to the problem of the First Cause (God) and the
freedom of human action. Chisholm refers to two types of causations. He
calls one "transeunt Causation”: that is, when one event or state of affair (or
set of events or state of affairs) cause some other event or state of affair. The
other type of causation which he calls “immanent”, is when an agent, as
distingusihed from an event causes an event or a state of affair to happen.
For short, immanent causation is causation by an agent; while transeunt
causation is causation by an event or a state of affair. Chisholm further
illustrates the nature of what is meant'by immanent causation by the follo-
wing sentence from Aristotle’s physics: "]’\us a staff moves a stone, and
moved by a hand, which is moved by a man".\ (Arist/qﬂe/l‘hysics: V11, 5,
256a, 608). If the man was responsible;-Chisholm argues, then we have in
this illustration a number of instances of causation — most of them transeunt,
but at least one of them immanent. In support of this theory of immanent
causation, Chisholm makes man (the agent) the first cause or the prime mover
unmoved. He explains:

If we are‘responsible, and if what | have been trying to say is true,

then we have a prerogative which some would attribute only to

God: each of us, when we act, is a prime mover unmoved. In

doing what we do, we cause certain events to happen, and no-

thing — or no one — causes us to cause those events to happen.
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As Roderick Chisholm has himself remarked, the christian philotopher is not
about to concede the prerogative of prime mover unmoved to man. And o
the conflict remains unresolved.

MAN'S FREEDOM AND GOD'S FOREKNOWLEDGE:

Apart from the unresolved issue of the First Cause, the Christian p'h"lt)-
sopher cannot simply dismiss the conflict between l}uman fr?edom andddnm:’ef
foreknowledge. Boethius stated the contradiction involved in the fre;' ?hm
choice and the omniscence of God as follows . “If God b’ehold.eth _ de':(:
and cannot be deceived, that must inevitably follow which His Provi t
foreseeth to be to come; wherefore, if from Etemity God doth foreknow no
only tit:f deeds of men, but also their counsels and will, there can be no free
will.”

~ Scholastic philosophy has not been able to adequately rationalize ho‘.”
God can have foreknowledge of all things present and future, and yet man is
not compelled by necessity to perform any act. 1f God in his omnipotence
and omniscience has from all eternity established the course of everything
that takes place in the universe in all its details, there cannot possibly be any
room for freedom on the part of man. The dilemma which the christian
philosopher is faced with boils down ultimately to this: 1f God has fore-
knowledge of my future will, then | am necessitated to will what he has
foreknown, since nothing can happen differently than God has foreknown it.
But if | am necessitated, we must admit that |1 no longer will freely, but of
necessity.15

Yet were a devout christian to assert that something can take place
otherwise than God foreknew it, this would be a blasphamous denial of God's
foreknowledge.

One way scholastic philosophy has sought to overcome the dilemma
referred to above, is to point out that because God foreknows, it does not
necessarily follow that man must perform the foreknown act, especially if
it is an evil act. As St. Augustine has put it: “God does not force anyone
to sin, yet He foresees those who are going to sin by their own will”16
If | may use an ordinary example to illustrate the scholastic point of view,
one might argue that lke Adaka does not lack free choice merely because
Tim Jack knows in advance what he (Adaka) was going to do. Much as this
argument is valitf as far as human foreknowledge is concerned, yet as Bernard
Berofsky observes, many philosophers do make the distinction between divi-
ne and human knowledge. For example, whereas my knowledge of some-
thing is always acquired at a certain time, God is said to be outside of time.
Hence no one can specify the time at which God knows something. Another
example of the difference between divine and human knowledge has been
given by Bernard Berofsky who writes: “Human beings know that proposi-
tions are true almost invariably on the basis of evidence for the propositions;
but God never knows on this basis”.'’

Perhaps, it is above all else, because the knowledge of God exists prior
to the event known that it is such a threat to human freedom. As Etienne
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Gilson has asserted, unless God foreknows what is certain, he would not hay,
foreknowledge. Hence whatever God forknows must come about ' 2. 1n u;
example of lke Adaka and Tim Jack given above, there is a total absence ,J;
necessity. But God’s foreknowledge implies the necessity of coming to pas.
what he has foreknown; it implies complete and correct knowledge in r."l-"r,.
minute detail. The problem of reconciling divine foreknowledge and fre..

choice will ever remain a touchy and real issue for christian philosophy

CONCLUSION:

The foregoing discussion leads me to conclude that certain attribute;
of God as exemplified by Christian philosophy negate the notion of human
freedom. If God is understood as the First Cause of every human action;
if he is the omniscient being who foreknows every human action, then the
existence of such a God does necessarily exclude the exercise of human free-
dom. | agree to a large extent with the observation of Bernard Berofsky to
the effect that: “‘the more powerful and important God's role in the world is
conceived, the more serious are the problems which are created for those who

wish to retain a belief in human freedom™."~.
If the christian philosopher is to resolve the conflict between the po-

wers of God and the freedom of man, | dare suggest that there has to be a re-
examination and re-interpretation of some of the attributes of God.
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