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Présentation du N° 14/Avril-Mai-Juin 2015

Nous nous réjouissons de voir sortir ce numéro quatorze pour plusieurs
raisons. D’abord, c’est le quatrieme numéro sur papier. Ensuite, il contient des
textes écrits par des philosophes notoires. Ces auteurs confirmés ont fait
honneur a la revue en lui réservant Pexclusivité de la publication de leurs textes.
De plus, il y a une autre raison qui nous honore : c’est le fait de voir sortir ce
numéro flanqué d’un comité de rédaction international au complet! Je cite :
Mohamed Aballagh de Kenitra, Said Bentajar de Casablanca, Isabelle Soares
Boumalala de Tunis, Haytham El-Sayed du Caire, actuellement en séjour
postdoctoral a I'Université SOAS de Londres, Paula Quinon de Lund en Suede,
Viviane Huys de 'IME Saint-Réal a Grenoble, Gis¢le Secco de l'université
tédérale du Rio Grande do Sul au Brésil, Farhat Mlayeh, un talentueux expert
en langue arabe de Kasserine en Tunisie, Jennifer Lawson de 'université North
Florida, de nouveau la France avec Denis Vernant de l'université de Grenoble,
Virginie Muxart de I'université Paris 13 (Paris Sorbonne cité), et Sabine Plaud
de SIRIS Academic. Ensemble, nous avons édité soigneusement ce numéro
pour le présenter a nos lecteurs sous une meilleure forme et dans les trois
langues de la revue, 'arabe, I'anglais et le francais.

Quatorze articles inédits composent ce numéro. Pascal Engel, actuellement a
PEHESS de Paris apres un long séjour a Geneve, aborde la question complexe
du désir chez Hume. Ismail Nouri Al Rabyi de Bahrein, se donne la tiche
difficile de jeter un éclairage nouveau sur la notion de paradigme a partir du
contexte dans lequel elle a été utilisée par Thomas Kuhn. Il réussit, dans un
arabe tres clair et bien structuré, a approfondir quelques-unes des extensions
épistémologiques de cette notion-clé en histoire et en sociologie des sciences.
Le troisieme article est lillustration d’une belle initiative : cinq éminents
professeurs issus de facultés différentes mais toutes appartenant a une méme
université, ’'Université Ibn Tofail a Kenitra au Maroc, je cite : Moulay Brahim
Sedra, Hassan Elbahi, Mohammed Laghraib, Mohammed Boussetta, Abdellah
Housaini, décident de s’associer pour mettre ensemble les ressources et les
concepts de leurs disciplines respectives au service d’une problématique a
cheval sur Iépistémologie et I'’économie. lls prouvent ainsi que 'ouverture des
compétences et des disciplines les unes aux autres, ce que Denis Vernant
appellerait a juste titre Uzndisciplinarité, est le noyau méme de toute pensée et de
toute intelligence. Le résultat est sans appel.

Pour sa part, Colin McGinn déploie la beauté de son écriture philosophique
simple et claire pour nous exposer quelques-unes de ses idées novatrices dans le
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domaine de la logique. Sur cinq longs paragraphes, il a su secouer notre esprit
sur des questions logiques et arithmétiques décisives. Cet article, fruit de ma
rencontre avec lui, nous invite a repenser I'essence méme de la logique et a
ouvrir davantage nos yeux sutr son pouvoir qui consiste a scruter les possibilités
infinies de notre nature rationnelle en tant qu’humains. Ce n’est pas un hasard
si ces réflexions sont immédiatement suivies par 'article de deux éminentes
chercheuses algériennes de Constantine, Zoubeida Ben Missi et Samia
Merabtine, qui ont déja contribué avec brio au dossier spécial sur Wittgenstein.
En effet, il ne faut pas se confiner a l'intérieur du systeme logique classique
mais au contraire il faut suivre la marche évolutive de la pensée humaine et tirer
toutes les lecons épistémologiques et sémantiques possibles de cette situation.
C’est dans ce cadre précis que toute valorisation du travail exceptionnel
accompli par le logicien francais Jean-Yves Girard peut se justifier. En effet,
Alain Lecomte nous met au cceur de la question cruciale des fondements de la
logique et de ses lois et tente de nous donner quelques réponses efficaces a la
lumiére de la logique linéaire inventée par le logicien de Marseille.

Le rapport entre logique et pragmatisme devient pour ainsi dire 'une des
questions importantes de la philosophie contemporaine. Et c’est bien dans ce
contexte que les trois conférences d’Hilary Putnam vont entrer en scene, ou le
vieux compagnon de route de Quine nous livre une belle démonstration des
avantages que peut incarner le pragmatisme pour la pensée et pour son avenir
dans un monde philosophique qui ne cesse de se transformer. Ces trois
conférences sur ’histoire du pragmatisme ont cependant une histoire que tisse
brillamment Paula Quinon en guise de préparation a leur lecture. En vérité, ces
trois conférences données par Putnam en 2005 n’ont jamais été publiées
ensemble. Putnam a généreusement accordé a AL Mukhatabat le privilege de
cette publication. Pour sa part, la chercheuse algérienne dans le champ de la
philosophie de Russell, Ouahiba Damouche, a le mérite de nous livrer une
analyse remarquable des fondements métaphysiques de cette philosophie via la
nature de la conception des objets qu’elle véhicule explicitement aussi bien
quimplicitement. Au centre d’une telle métaphysique, la relation d’identité
logique reste sans nul doute cruciale d’ou I'intérét de I'article tres animé de Jean-
Yves Béziau.

De son c6té, David Ellerman se demande avec raison a quel point la théorie
mathématique des catégories peut nous aider a mieux traiter la question des
universaux concrets et par conséquent a comprendre davantage la nature de
Pesprit humain. Méme si larticle de Nidhal Albaghdadi a Iallure d’un long
compte rendu sur le livte de Yahia Mohamed ILa wméthode de la science et la

10
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compréhension religiense, livre publié en 2014, son auteur réussit, comme a chaque
fois, 2 nous initier aux mérites de sa théorie critique et de sa méthodologie,
sans parler de son style arabe tres remarqué. Cornelia Margareta Gasparel de
lasi (Roumanie) et Asma Khoualdia de Kairouan (Tunisie) réussissent tour a
tour a mettre au clair quelques aspects des relations complexes entre éthique et
épistémologie d’'une part et mysticisme et chimie de 'autre.

Le numéro se termine sur une injonction au silence au sujet du principe
logique du tiers exclu d’Aristote, ou Jean-Christophe Cavallo, chercheur
indépendant et auteur d’essais philosophiques, nous invite a construire une
nouvelle maniére rationnelle et intelligente de penser le réel qui ne soit pas la
simple projection d’une cognition basée sur cette loi logique classique.

Pour terminer, nous dédions ce numéro 14 (qui correspond au trimestre
Avril-Mai-Juin 2015) a la mémoire du tres regretté Jaako Hintikka qui nous a
brusquement quittés le 12 aoat 2015 aprés une brillante participation au
Congres international de logique et de méthodologie des sciences qui s’est
déroulé cet été a Helsinki en Finlande, sa terre natale. Que les valeurs
académiques qui l'ont guidé tout au long de sa grande carriere scientifique
soient également les notres !

Hamdi Mlika
Sousse (Tunisie), le 21 Septembre 2015.

11
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DESIRE, BELIEF AND ACTION

Pascal ENGEL
(EHESS, Paris)

Résumé. La théorie humienne de la motivation dit qu’il n’y a pas de
motivation et pas d’explication de I'action sans désir (avec une croyance).
J’examine ici certaines des difficultés de cette position et suggere quune
conception idéalisée des désirs peut répondre a ces difficultés.

Mots-clés : Hume, désir, croyance, action, motivation.
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Abstract. The Humean theory of motivation says that there is no
motivation and no explanation of action without a desire (together with a
belief). I examine here some of its difficulties and suggest that an
idealized conception of desires might answer these difficulties.

Keywords: Hume, desire, belief, action, motivation.

It is a commonplace, and indeed a sort of dogma, of contemporary
philosophy of mind and action that any appropriate explanation of an action
must invoke two sorts of psychological states of agents: beliefs and desires.
According to the so-called "belief-desire" model of the explanation of action, to
give the reasons why an agent has acted is to provide a desire and a belief so
that the action can be understood as the outcome of a practical syllogism of the
following form:

X desires that p
X believes that doing A will be a means of bringing about that p

Therefore X does A

13
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This schema is supposed to be well entrenched in our ordinary way of
speaking, and in folk psychology. But the schema is, as it is well known,
ambiguous and incomplete in many ways (see for instance Papineau 1993,
Engel 1998). Two problems in particular interest us here. First, in so far as the
desire and belief involved are conceived as reasons why the agent did A, are
they reasons which causally explain why the agent acted as he did, by specifying
the psychological states which led him to act (often called " motivating reasons" ?)
Or are they reasons which jus#fy the agent's action, i.e which make it rational or
reasonable by his own lights (often called "normative reasons")? In other terms,
an agent may have had reasons to act, which explain his action, but these might
not be good reasons, even by his own lights. Famously, Davidson has argued
that reasons for actions atre also causes, but there is an obvious sense in which
citing the psychological causes of an action need not be giving the reasons for
1t.

Suppose, however, that we grant that reasons may also be causes. Suppose
also that the above schema gives us conditions which are sufficient for an
action. A second question is whether it gives us necessary conditions. The
commonplace about the explanation of action tells us that it does. Could there
be action if there were no beliefs? No, for a creature only endowed with desires
would not be able to see how it can satisfy her desires in a particular situation.
Could there be any action if there were no desires? Apparently no, since a
creature only endowed with beliefs could not be able to move: desires are, it
seems, the only locus of motivation. To paraphrase Kant, desire without belief
would be blind, and belief without desire would be empty. This is why the
belief-desire schema seems so obvious: only beliefs Zogether with desires, and
desires fogether with beliefs can produce actions. The doctrine that motivation
has its source in the presence of a relevant desire and of a means-end belief is
deeply entrenched in our common sense notion of a reason, and it has perhaps
its origin in Aristotle (in particular in the doctrine of the practical syllogism).
But it is more propetly called, in the contemporary literature, "Humean". Hume
held it in a particulatly strong form, as the view that "reason" (belief) is "the
slave" of the passions(desires). According to Hume, beliefs as well as desites
are necessary for action, but desires are the driving force. Without desires, no
motivation, hence no action. The Humean doctrine, however, does not pertain
only to actions, but also to values. The ultimate source of our values lies in our
desires; it is because we desire certain things that we value them. But this
doctrine seems to be very objectionable. Is it correct to say that whenever I act
there must always be a desire of mine which leads me to do what I believe will
satisfy this desire? Opponents to the Humean doctrine claim that it is not, for I

14
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may act, instead of act out of desires, out of principles, moral obligations,
categorical imperatives, and the like. And there need not be any desire present
in my motivations nor in my deliberations. This is the classical issue opposing
Kantian and Humeans in the theory of reasons for actions and in the theory of
value'. But there is another issue too, which opposes Humeans to another sort
of theorist, who claims that in order to value something, and for this valuing to
constitute a motivation, there need not be any non cognitive state, such as desire.
According to that kind of theorist, the “cognitivist”, only a certain sort of
cognitive state is necessary for acting, namely the state of believing that something is
good. Hence desire is not necessary for action. But now the previous question
posed about belief arises again: how can a belief, which is a mere cognitive
state, have motivational force?

This is the problem that I want to address here. We can formulate it under
the form of a dilemma (Smith 1992). On the one hand, if to value something is
to believe that it is good, then is difficult to see how a mere belief can produce
an action, for there are many things that we value, without, so to say, putting
those values into practice, and without acting according to them. On the other
hand, if to value something is a matter of desiring it, then it seems that our
values can never be zndependent from our desires, while they obviously are: we
often fail to desire what we value, and fail to value what we desire.

As one sees, these questions do not pertain only to the nature of reasons and
motivation, but also to issues about moral epistemology and ethics. But here 1
shall try to concentrate only upon the former.

I. The Humean view of motivation

Let us call (following Smith 1987) the view according to which any action
must be caused at least by a desire the Humean theory of motivation or simply the
Humean view. In its purest form, the Humean theory is simply Hume's2. Hume's
famous thesis is that the cognitive psychological state — the belief— which
figures, together with the non-cognitive state— desite— among the minimal
causes of an action — is necessarily subjected to this non cognitive state.
Reason, famously, is the "slave" of the passions, belief is the slave of desire.

! See e.g Nagel 1970.

? The Humean thesis may not be Hume’s. See e.g. Snare 1991, Le Jallé 2013. Historians of
philosophy show that Hume had a much more subtle view than the one attributed to it.
Nevertheless, the characterization of the Humean view is sufficient for the purposes of
contemporary meta-ethics.

15
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By this Hume does not mean that we always engage into wishful thinking, that
the contents of our beliefs are determined by the contents of our desires. On
the contrary, he wants to say that beliefs and desires necessarily play a different
role. Beliefs are states which represent the world, whereas desires are states
which produce certain things in the world. But they cannot exchange their
roles: a belief can never produce anything in the world, and a desire can never
represent anything in the world. According to Hume's terminology, beliefs
belong with the side of reason, which is only concerned with relations of ideas,
whereas desires belong with the side of passion. A desire, or a passion, cannot
represent anything about the way the world is, since it is a mere feeling, as
Hume says "an original existence". (A belief too, for Hume, is a sort of feeling,
but it has in addition the power of representing to us the ways things are). That
belief, or reason, is the slave of the passions, or desire, means that reason has
not role to play in action. It can only represent to us the means-end relations
which we need to understand in order to satisfy our desires. There cannot be
any practical reason as such. Hence the moving force of an action can never be a
belief. It is always a desire. As Hume notorioulsly writes:

It appears evident that the ultimate ends of human action can never, in any
case, be accounted for by reason, but recommed themselves entirely to the
sentiments and affections of mankind, without any dependance on the
intellectual faculties. Ask a man why be uses exercise; he will answer, becanse he
desires to keep bis health. If you then enquire, why he desires to keep his health, he
will readily reply, because sickness is painful. If you push your enquiries farther,
and desire a reason why be bates pain, it is impossible that he can never give
any. This is an ultimate end, and is never referred to any other object.
Perhaps to your second question, why he desires health, he may also reply, that
it is necessary for the exercise of bis calling. 1f you ask, why be is anxions on that head,
he will answer, because he desires to get money. 1f you demand Why 2 It is the
instrument of pleasure, says he. And beyond this it is an absurdity to ask for a
reason. It is impossible there can be a progress i infinitum; and that one
thing can always be a reason why another is desired. Something must be
desirable on its own account, and because of its immediate accord or
agreement with human sentiment or affection.

(Inguiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, Selby-Brigge,
Third Edition, Nidditch, Oxford 1975, p. 293)

This is the basis of what is sometimes called Hume's “sentimentalism”: any
human action has always to be referred to an ultimate "end" (which we may
also here call a cause), which is a feeling, a sentiment, or a desire. As it stands,
the Humean view is open to at least two prima facie objections. The first one is
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that it misrepresents our actual reasons for acting, by reducing reasons to mere
psychological states which have a causal role, whereas reasons are not simply
causes of actions, but also justifications of them. The second one is that it
mistepresents the actual phenomenology of acting for a reason. Let us consider
them in turn.

I1. Two objections against the Humean View

1) First objection. The Humean View according to which desires must
necessarily figure among our reasons for acting is incorrect, because it captures
only one possible meaning of the term "reason". When we say that an agent has
acted for a given reason, we may mean two things: we may mean either that the
reason explains the action, or that the reason justifies it. In the first sense, we
simply cite a relevant psychological state which, in Davidson's term, rationalizes
the action. In the second sense, we do not simply cite a relevant psychological
state. We also want to say that the reason was rational for the agent, that it was
for him a good reason, or that, in the light of this reason, it was for him the
rational thing to do. We may call it a normative reason (Smith 1987, 1992). But,
the objection goes, the Humean view simply reduces normative reasons to
explaining ones. To take an example given by Bernard Williams (1979), suppose
that I now desire to drink a gin and tonic and that I believe that I can do so by
mixing the stuff before me with tonic and drinking it. Suppose now that,
unbeknownst to me, my belief is false: this stuff before me is not gin, but
petrol. I certainly have a reason to drink it, because 1 desire to drink a gin and
tonic, and believe that this is a gin and tonic. But this reason only explains my
drinking, it does not justify it. For if I were to know that what I am about to
drink is petrol, I would certainly not drink it. In this sense, I have o reason to do
so, either from my own perspective or from the perspective of an external
observer. But the Humean view is silent upon whether my reason is a good or a
bad one. It simply says that I have reasons to drink the stuff in question, and
that my reasons are constituted by the relevant desire and belief. This, however,
is not completely right as it stands, for the Humean view allows us to say
nevertheless that my reasons for drinking this stuff can be criticized. But it can
be criticized, according to Hume, only on the basis of the belief that I have,
because my belief is false. According to Hume the only norms of reason that
we can invoke here pertain to beliefs, not to desires (Smith 1988, 244). There
are no norms of reason which prevent me from desiring to drink gin and tonic,
and there are no such norms which prevent me from drinking petrol, if I want
to drink petrol. The only norms of reasons are theoretical ones: I should not
believe what is false. Provided that I have a given desire, the only reason that
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can be given from my action is this desire, which is a motivating reason. It can
further be asked whether I am justified to act, but only in so far as I have the
correct beliefs. As Hume says "it is not contrary to reason to prefer the
destruction of the world to the scratching of my finger."

The first objection to the Humean view is not simply that it is silent on the
normative meaning of "reason", when we talk about the reasons for an action,
as if normative reasons were an optional extra added to the mention of our
motivating reasons. It is that appeal to motivating reasons alone is not sufficient
to account for our actual reasons for action, which at least ¢z be normative.
The point is this. An agent may have reasons to act which do not only pertain
to his present desires and beliefs, but also to his fufure desires and beliefs. In
acting we do not only consider what we actually desire and believe, but also
what we should desire and believe, or what a rational agent has to desire and
believe. We put ourselves in the place of what an ideal agent would do in such
and such circumstances. But the ideal beliefs and desires that motivate us in this
case are not desires and beliefs in Hume's sense. They ate not feelings or
"original existences". In so far as they are ideal desires and beliefs that any agent
should have, or which an agent should have if he considers his future self, they
are not simply motivating reasons, but also normative reasons. And we can act
upon them. Take the case of a man who would like to drink petrol and tonic
instead of gin and tonic. Hume would say that there is nothing irrational in the
desire of such an agent, for he may well, if he pleases, have this reason ot act.
According to Hume, as we saw, the agent can be criticized in his beliefs: he
should believe what is true. So Hume is able to recognize that there are norms
of reasons governing beliefs, so he can grant that the belief-part of our reasons
are normative and ideal in this sense. But he refuses to acknowledge that the
desire-part can be normative and ideal: the desire-set of reasons is only
normative or rational in the sense that /e, for his own part, has such desires. So
they cannot be critized. But this seems just wrong. First his desires can be
critized by the agent himself. He can be able to recognise that he should not desire
to drink petrol, on the ground that it would damage his health, and also on the
ground that it would damage any human health. So there seems to be, after all,
rational and irrational desires. And it is false, in this sense, that only actnal
desires enter into the picture of our acting for reasons.

The Kantian here may want to press this point : rational desires are rather to
be conceived as requirements, principles and imperatives, indeed categorical imperatives.
For rational desires are such that they should be desired by any human agent, in
whatever position, from a point of view which necessarily transcends the
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particular perspective of a single agent. So we would better not call them
"desires".

Even we we do not go as far as the Kantian, the point can still be made
against the Humean that his account of practical reasoning fails to account for
an essential part of our acting for reasons : the fact that we do not act out of
desires, but also out of what Tom Nagel (1970, 29) has called "motivated
desires". Unlike "unmotivated" desires, motivated desires are not "original
existences": they are desires arrived at through the process of a deliberation or of
a decision. What is wrong, then, in the Humean view, is that it seems to reduce
our desires to these simple, unmotivated desires, or to claim that the primary
and ultimate causes of our actions are always desires of this kind (as the
quotation about the man who exercises shows). The Humean view may be
correct for the simplest of our actions, those which are caused by such desires
as hunger, thirst, or various physiological needs. But we are reflexive creatures,
not simply desiring ones. So in that sense desire is not only insufficient for the
explanation of action. It may not be necessary. This can be seen from the fact
that we do not only have desires, in the simple form, but also desires about our
desires. The smoker, for instance, may desire to smoke, but he may also desire
not to desire to smoke. In this sense, he does not value smoking, although he
desires it (see for instance Frankfurt). Conversely, there are cases where one
values something, in the sense of desiring to desire it, although one fails to
desire it. For instance, the coward may value courage and sense of duty, but fail
to have, in the relevant circumstances, the proper motivation for being

courageous and dutiful, and indeed find himself to be neither courageous nor
dutiful.

Note in passing that this argument can be made not only against the standard
Humean view of desires, but also against the standard Humean view of beliefs.
For according to the standard belief-desire model of the explanation of action,
beliefs, as well as desires, are passive states that we cannot help having. This
again, may be true of our simplest beliefs, those which are caused by our
petceptions and experiences, but this is not true for the most sophisticated of
them, which we have because they are arrived at through inference, deliberation
and decision. Just as there are desires that we arrive at through motivation, it
may be argued that there are beliefs which we have through some form of
deliberation and decisions. The latter should rather be called, according to
Jonathan Cohen's terminology, acceptances rather than beliefs (Cohen 1992)1.

! On acceptance see Engel 1997, 2000.
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The point here is that just as we may be moved to act from goals instead of
desires, we can be led to think from acceptances rather than beliefs. In other
terms there are many more motivational states and doxastic than the official
Humean view seems to allow, and motiviational and doxastic states of a greater
complexity that mere unmotivated, simple desires, or unmotivated or simple
beliefs.

As we shall see, this objection against the Humean theory is not necessarily
damaging, since motivated or rational desires are still supposed to be desires. But
if one understands the term "desire" in the Humean sense of a fee/ing, affection
or passion, the objection is indeed a serious one.

2) This first general objection to the Humean view of motivation can be
backed by a second, related, one, which is that it misrepresents the
phenomenolgy of desires. According to Hume, a desire is a passion, and a
passion is a certain kind of feeling that we experience. This seems to imply that
when an agent acts out of a desire, he feels it or experiences it in a certain way.
Again that may be true for certain desires, such as thirst or hunger, which we
cannot fail to feel when we have them (if I do not experience thirst when I am
thirsty, it is dubious that I am thirsty, unless my attention is distracted by
another feeling or thought of mine, for instance if I experience also a severe
bodily pain, for instance a toothache). But there are plenty of desires which do
not have this phenomenological character. Suppose that I desire to be a good
philosopher, and that this causes me to try to write philosophical papers. When
I attempt to write one, I may act out of this desire, but I certainly do not need
to experience the desire in question, not even to be/ieve that I desire to be a good
philosopher. But the Humean view seems to be committed to the idea that my
desire is always present in the phenomenology of my acting, or at least to the
idea that it need to be consciously believed by me to be a desire of mine. This
seems wrong on two counts. First it is wrong on the view that my psychological
state is a desire, for a desire is a not like a sensation or a feeling. Unlike these,
most desires have a propositional content: one desites #hat p, ot that q.. And
desires as propositional attitudes do not necessarily have a phenomenological
content. In this respect they are rather like beliefs: just has I do not need to
have an particular phenomenological experience to believe, say, that Nyer is in
the South of France, 1 do not need to have a particular experience to desire 7o go 7o
Nyer 1 need not even think of it, and nevertheless go to Nyer just for this
reason, that I desire to go there. Second it is wrong a fortiori on the view that my
psychological state is a rational desire, a desire that I take to be a desire that 1
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should have. For such a normative desire certainly needs not be associated to
any particular feeling of belief about this desire, not even a memory of it.

Unlike the first, this second objection, which bears on the phenomenology
of desiring, can, 1 think, be easily answered by the Humean. In fact Hume
answers it when he says that not all of our passions are like emotions or feelings
that one experiences, so to say, in the short term of our minds. There are, he
says, some passions which are not "passionate” in the ordinary sense, but ca/n
ones (Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, 11, 111, iii). A calm or cool passion is one
that we need not experience as such, but which nevertheless leads us to act in
just the same way as a "hot" one. To take an example from Austin, I may have
always desired to eat ice cream, and when at the High Table I am presented
some, 1 quietly empty the plate, without passing it over to you, to your
stupefaction. In other— familiar— terms, a desire, for the Humean, need not
be an occurent state of mind. It may well be a dispositional one, a disposition to act
in certain ways in certain circumstances. (The same is true of beliefs, altough it
is not always clear in Hume's own discussions of beliefs.) In other terms, the
Humean view is not necessarily committed to the claim that desire is short-
lived experienced psychological state, which is always present to the mind. It
may be a long-lived one, which is not conscious. In Smith's and Pettit's terms
(1993), the Humean may not hold that desire is always present in the foreground
of deliberation leading to action. He may simply hold that it is always present in
the background. But the Humean will nevertheless claim that it is always present,
not necessarily in the sense of being possibly conscious on reflection, but at
least in the sense of being an unconscious motivational state. This answers the
second objection, although it does not answer the first.

III. The Revised Humean view

It begins to emerge, from our discussion so far, that the Humean view is
threatened by the two objections that I have presented only if it is reduced to
its simple form, with a particular construal of the notions of "desire" and of
"reason". For allow that in the standard belief-desite scheme of action
explanation the term "desire" (or, for that matter, the term "belief") need not
designate a particular occurrent state, but only 7ay designate such a state. And
allow that in this schema "desire" can also refer to any attitude or motivational
state such that the agent values, in one way or another, something, then it seems
that we can avoid the previous difficulties. Suppose in particular that we define
the fact that an agent does something for a reason in the following way:
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1) He has some sort of pro-attitude towards actions of that kind
and
2) He believes that his action is of that kind

where the term "pro-attitude"” is a sort of place-holder which covers not only:

a) desires, wantings, urges, promptings
but also

b) moral views, aesthetic principles, economic prejudices, social
conventions, public and private goals or values.

Then it becomes true analytically or as a matter of conceptual necessity that
if an agent did something for a reason, she did it because of a particular desire
of hers: whatever she did, and whatever was her reason, be it rational or not,
good or bad by his standards or by ours), she did it because she had a particular
motivation for doing A, and because she valued, in whatever way, a certain
thing or goal that A, she believed, was supposed to lead to. In particular this
characterisation leaves it open whether the action was the outcome of a
deliberation on the part of the agent, where she reached her goal on the basis of
a range of alternatives, or whether her action was the output of a psychological
state that acted upon her as a brute force.

The characterisation, and the terminology just used, is of course Davidson's
well known one, in his seminal essay "Actions, reasons, and causes" (Davidson
1963). In that paper and elsewhere, Davidson uses precisely the term "pro-
attitude" to cover any sort of attitude that the agent may have and which may
be a motivating reason for doing something. In so far as "desire" is understood
in this very broad and neutral sense, it seems that Davidson's view can both
keep the spirit of the Humean view and accomodate the difficulties that we
have raised for it. So let us call it, in contrast with the former simple Humean
view, the revised Humean view. In fact this revised view is the one that is most of
the time referred to when philosophers talk of "the standard belief-desire"
thesis. It seems to be so general that it can account for any sort of motivation
that we might have, be it rational or not, be it based on simple desires on on
sophisticated desires to desire, i.e rational desires.

But is it so? We have seen that one main defect of the Humean view in
general is that it does not distinguish explaining (causal) reasons from normative
(justificatoty) reasons, and thus that it fails to tell us whether the agent's reason
is the product of a rational deliberation or the product of a mere psychological
state which acts in a causal way. The revised view tells us that this difference
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does not matter for the general truth of the thesis, provided we construe "pro-
attitude" in a sufficiently broad way, to denote any sort of valuing. But now the
thesis seems so broad that it is either empty or that it begs the question at issue.
For suppose, as the revised thesis says, that "desire" is just a place-holder for
"value". Then what does "value" mean here? Presumably it means: any
motivational state which is apt to cause action. But is precisely what is at issue in
the first objection above. For when we talked about values, rational desires,
imperatives, principles or normative reasons, we were precisely talking about
reasons which need not act in the causal way in which simple desires were
supposed to act. This was precisely the point of distinguish explaining, causal
reasons, from normative, justificatory ones. But now the revised Humean view
faces a dilemma:

a) either it is compatible with the claim that valuing something or having a "pro-
attitude" may not be a motivational state of the desire-kind, and can be a
cognitive state, like a belief that something is good, or desirable, or valuable; but
then it ceases to be a "Humean view", for the essence of such a view is that
desites, as non cognitive states, cause actions;

b) or it reduces all kinds of pro-attitudes and valuings to states of the desire-
kind, in which case it is indeed Humean, but then it encounters precisely the
same objections as the simple Humean view.

I shall in one moment consider the first option. But in so far as what I have
called the revised Humean view is largely Davidson's, we can see how his
reduction of valuing to desiring faces the same difficulties as the simple
Humean view. Davidson's well known thesis in "Actions, reasons and causes"
is that

"R is a primary reason why an agent performed the action A
under the description 4 only if R consists in a pro-attitude of the
agent towards actions with a certain property, and a belief of the
agent that A, under the description 4, has that property”

and

A primary reason for an action is its cause.

But Davidson does not only say that a primary reason in this sense acts as
the cause of the action: it also rationalizes it, in the sense that it justifies it. In
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other terms, for Davidson, an explaining reason /s a normative reason. But, as it
well known, this conception encounters difficulties in the case of irrational
actions, such as akrasia or weakness of the will. In such cases, the agent values,
prima facie, something, but fails to desire what he values. So there is something
that he finds rationally desirable, without being motivated in the appropriate
way towards it. In such cases, says Davidson, the reasons why he acts are not
rational causes: his own reasons fail to be intelligible and normative to him. We
could say the same of the cases alluded to above of the smoker who does not
desire what he values or of the coward who does not value what he desires. But
then there cannot be the connexion between explaining reasons and normative
reasons that Davidson says there is. Like any Humean view, his view faces the
problem of accounting for the gap between valuing and desiring.

IV. Desire as belief

So let us turn now to the first alternative in the dilemma. It suggests that we
can understand the desire-part of the standard belief-desire schema in the
following way: to desire that p is to believe that p is good, or valuable, or
desirable. But believing that p is desirable is not itself a desire. Precisely, as we
just saw, we can believe that something is good without desiring it. The
suggestion, therefore, is that after all we do not need the desire-part in the
belief-desire pair of reasons: only belief that something is good would suffice.
This is what David Lewis (1987) has called the desire as belief thesis. But this view
can be construed in two ways.

First it can be construed in a typically cognitivist or realist way, in the sense
in which these terms are understood in contemporary moral epistemology ( see
for instance Platts 1981, 1990). It means then that valuing is not a non cognitive
state, such as a desire, or a pro-attitude in Davidson's sense, but a genuinely
cognitive attitude, towards independent entities, real objective values, such as
the Good. We need not quarrel here the ontology implicit in such claims. The
standard objection that such views encounter are precisely the Humean one:
how can a mere cognitive attitude, such as a belief — even a belief about what
is desirable— constitute a motivating reason to act? How can the mind be woved
simply by beliefs? Beliefs are not the proper thing to constitute motivations, for
conceptual reasons. The point can be formulated in terms of a familiar
metaphor, initially proposed by Anscombe (1958) and popularized later by
Searle (1981) and others: beliefs are states which purport to represent the
world, that is to fi# the world— they have the "world to mind direction of fit",
whereas desires are states which purport to make the world appropriate to
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them— they have the "mind to wotld direction of fit". To say that valuing just
is a species of believing would be to reverse their direction of fit, and this seems
just (conceptually) impossible.

But we need not understand the desire as belief thesis in the full cognitivist
sense. We could understand it in a second sense, as the thesis that iz addition to
a desire the soutce of our motivation can be a belief that something is good. In
this case, the desire is identified, or necessarily connected, to the belief in
question. Such a view can find some help from the fact, already noted above
against the simple Humean view, that desires, after all, share some caracteristics
with beliefs, in particular the characteristic of having propositional content, and
hence of representing in certain ways certain states of affairs (precisely the
desirable ones).

This seems promising. But it does not cease to be mysterious by Humean
standards, for we still have to understand how such beliefs, or guasi-beliefs, can
have a motivating force if they are essentially cognitive states. And the beliefs-
as-thesis thesis faces a difficulty which Lewis and others (Collins 1987) have
noticed. I cannot here spell out completely Lewis's atgument. (See also the
discussion by Price, and Lewis 1995) But in a nutshell, it is the following.
Suppose, as Bayesian decision theorists do, that beliefs as well as desires, are
not full or categorical states, but that they can have degrees, which are degrees
of subjective probability and of utility. Suppose further, with the Bayesians, that
change of belief goes through conditionalisation upon evidence. Lewis's
argument is that if there were mixed states such as "beliefs as desires" (or, as
they are sometimes called, "besites") which are bo#h beliefs and desires, then
these states would not obey the rules of Bayesian decision theory nor the
conditionalisation rule. For when a system of attitudes changes under the
impact of new information, beliefs evolve in one way, and desires in another.
But the "besire" thesis would mean that people could change both their
opinions and their desires in the same way. But they don’t. I may change my
opinion on the basis of a certain piece of evidence, and my desires on the basis
of something different from that that piece of evidence. Suppose for instance
that I believe, to degree #, that there is beer in the refrigerator, and that I desire,
to degree 7, to drink beer. Upon inspecting the contents of refrigerator, I come
to believe, to degree 7, that there is no beer in the refrigerator. I may, of course,
change my desire for beer and not desire to dring beer any more. But I need
not have such a desire. I may still desire to drink beer to degree #. There is no
reason why I should adapt always my desires in the same way as the way by
which I adapt my beliefs on the basis of evidence. So the thesis is bound to
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collide with decision theory in its current form. The argument is powerful only
in so far as one accepts the idea that practical reasoning as well as theoretical
reasoning go by change in degrees of beliefs and desires. There are many
theorists which doubt it, and I am myself tempted to think that the radical
Bayesian thesis (e.g. Jeffrey 19) that we always act always on the basis of partial,
rather that full, beliefs and desires, is incorrect (for reasons similar to those
given by Harman 1986). However, be it as it may, Lewis's argument raises a
serious challenge to the belief as desire thesis.

V. Rational desire and the idealised Humean view

Let us take stock, by representing the difficulties that we have encountered
about motivation in the following way (inspired by the discussion in Smith
1989, p.90). The following propositions seem to be plausible, but they also
seem to be inconsistent:

(1) Value judgments of the form "It is valuable for me to do A" express beliefs,
in this case a belief that doing A is good.

(2) There is some sort of necessary connexion between being in the state that
the judgment "It is valuable to do A" and having a motivating reason to do A.

(3) Motivating reasons are constituted, at least, by desires.

There is an inconsistency between (1) on the one hand, and (2) and (3), on
the other. The Humean view, simple or revised, accepts (2) and (3), and rejects
(1). The moral realist or cognitivist accepts (1) and (2), but rejects (3). There
also some theorists who accept (1) and (3), but who reject (2). They claim that
the connexion between valuing and desiring is only contingent, not necessary. 1
have left out such views here, and I have concentrated only upon the conflict
between the Humean and the cognitivist, or the rationalist who holds that
desire is neither sufficient nor necessary for motivating action.

We have granted that for having a motivating reason to do A, it is sufficient
to desire to do A, simpliciter, but that it is not necessary. Something more is
needed, which would account for the fact that the agent can have rational
reasons to do A, rather than simply reasons which may fail to be rational by his
own lights. So we come back to the argument already spelled out above that
what is missing in the Humean view is the normative element contained in the
concept of a reason. The revised Humean view certainly tries to account for
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this element, by including, so to say, the normative reasons in the motivational
ones. It thus grants proposition (2). But, as we saw, it fails to account for it. So
what the Humean needs seems to be another revision, or another sophistication
of his theory, which accounts for (2) in a better way. I have already suggested
above (in § II) such a revision. It is that we should say not only that an agent
who rationally acts upon a reason desires to do A, but also desires to desire to
do A. This is Lewis's proposal (Lewis 1989). This seems, on the face of it, to
capture the proper meaning of "having rational desires", understood has desires
about one's desires. And it can account for the failures of rationality where we
(second order) desire to desire that p, but fail to (first order) desire that p (or
conversely). But consider the following case (Smith 1992, p.340). Suppose
someone values A (say being a philosopher). Then he not only desires to be a
philosopher, but also desires to desire to be philosopher. But suppose also that
he desires to be a musician. If he is supposed to be rational in the intended
sense, he should get rid of the desire to be a musician. But is he irrational if he
also desires to be a philosopher? He is irrational only in so far as the two desires
are, let us suppose, impossible to satisty (for instance because the amount of
time needed for both activities is not available to the agent during a certain span
of time). Let us suppose, then, that our agent realises this. Should he drop his
desire to be a musician, if he desires to desire to be a philosopher? But why
would he be irrational in keeping the former? Why should he not drop the
latter? The proper Humean response would seem to be here that he should
adjust his set of desires, and value ore, or desite more the one rather than the
other. But this seems to beg the question, by identifying valuing to desiring to a
degree, and not to desiring to desire. As Smith (1986,p. 342) points out, the
problem which those who want to identify valuing with desiring to desire, is to
spell out at what flevel of higher-order desires the identification is to be
effectuated. For I may desire to desire that p, and still not value my desire to
desire. Then we ascend to the third order: I value p if I desire to desire to desire
that p. But suppose that I do not value my desite to desire to desire. Where
should we stop?

The problem exists because there always seems to be, even on the view that
valuing is desiring to desire, further desires which may defeat our original ones.
The obvious suggestion at this point is to say that an agent who really values
something and has appropriate desires of the higher-order about what she
values should not let further desires defeat her previous ones. In other terms,
valuing must be desire to desite #p #o a limit. The limit is fixed by the coherence
of the set of desires that the agent has, and by her normative, rational reasons.
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Thus we do not need to reach the higher order desires. It suffices to say that
what we value is what we would desire 7f we were rational.

What does “rational” mean here? It cannot mean “rational according to our
own standards” , nor “rational according to what we desire”, for this would
amount just to the simple Humean view that whatever we desire constitutes for
us a reason for acting, and a good, rational reason. The rationality of our
reasons has to be non subjective, and non-relative to a given subject. It must be
a reason which is transsubjective, and such that our desires are those of an
agent who is ideally placed, that is who has a maximally consistent set of
desires.

According to Michael Smith (1986, p.344), the connexion between belief
and desire in practical reasoning is this :

If an agent believes that he has a normative reason to do X he
rationally should desire to do X.

This, as he points out, amounts to a requirement of what is called, in moral
theory, a form of Zunternalism in the sense of (2) above: there is a necessary,
internal connexion between what we believe to be valuable, and what we desire to
do in a given circumstance. Therefore our actions are governed, as (1) says, by
our beliefs. But these are beliefs about what we rationally should desire. Hence
this view, according to Smith, is also compatible with (3), the Humean view that
at least desires must figure within our motivating reasons. We may call this zhe
idealised theory of Humean motivation: we must be disposed to act according to our
best beliefs about what we should desire. As Smith (1986, p.358) says: “When
we deliberate, we concern oursleves with our normative reasons, and, to the
extent that we are rational, our underlying desires will match our beliefs about
the normative reasons that we have.” It is essential, in such a view, that the
rational desires that we have be dipositional, i.e that they concern our
dispositions to act in certain ways, and not our present actual desires. This view
is a sort of development of a platitude: a rational agent is one who has rational
control over his desires, and who acts according to the best possible view of
what he should desire, not only by his own lights, but but also by the lights of
an idealised agent.

It seems to me that there is much to say in favour of such a view, for it
purports to reconcile the conflicting intuitions (1)-(3) that we have about
motivation. But it also faces obvious difficulties. One is that it is not easy to
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spell out what “rational” means. Another is that it is not easy either to spell out
what “ideally rational” means. Let us, however, suppose that the view is correct,
and that we can spell out what such an idealised rationality can be. The question
is: will it be enough to give us the appropriate motivation for acting? In other
terms, even if we suppose that an agent has the best motivating reasons
(normative, rational ones) to do X , will it follow that he will do X ?

It is not obvious that he will. To see this consider a practical analogue of
Lewis Carroll celebrated parable of Achilles and the Tortoise. Achilles proposes

to the Tortoise two premises of the form:

DA
(2) If A, then B

But the Tortoise refuses to infer the conclusion
(3) B.

Then Achilles proposes her to accept the truth of
(4) If A, and if A then B, then B

which she does. But she still does not accept the conclusion. She does even
accept it when Achilles proposes her to accept the truth of :

(5) if (1) and (2) and (4) ate true, then (3) true

and the regress never stops. We can, as Blackburn (1995) points out, construct
a similar case for practical reasoning,.

Suppose I say :

(1) I prefer A to B
(2”) the moment of decision is at hand.

Will I infer
(3)) let me choose to do A ?

No. Suppose then that I am presented the following extra premise:
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(#) It is rational for me to prefer A to B.

Will it be enough for me to infer (3’)? No. Suppose I am presented the extra
premise:

(5°) 1t is ideally rational for me to prefer A to B.

This will not move me any more. The regress is the same as in (1)-(5).
Logic cannot make the mind move. Rational reasons cannot either.

1 do not present this as an argument, but as an illustration of the difficulty:
reasons, even rational, and even ideally rational, do not by themselves make us
move, not act. The idealised Humean view still does not show how our best
beliefs about we should best desire could have the internal and intrinsic power
to make us act. We are faced with a choice. Either we revert to the Humean
simple view, by arguing that something else is needed, which acts on us a brute
force. But this amounts to renouncing the very notion of a reason for our
actions in a sense which would be non causal. Or we abandon the Humean
view altogether, and reject the idea that what motivates us has to be a desire.
This amounts to adopting a form of cognitivism, and reject the idea that
reasons have to be causal and based on desires.
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reasons, along the lines of Parfit in On What Matters (Oxford 2011, which 1 have
reviewed in Engel 2015), and 1 take the second horn of the dilemma suggested at the end of
this article. On besires and belief as desire, see Engel to appear.

My reason for publishing, after many years this old article is that 1 thought it might still
be useful as a presentation of these issues. And many thanks to Hamdi Mlika.
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Résumé. On raconte quun homme avait su quil y avait une ile
habitée uniquement par des borgnes et avait songé de ramener avec lui
une personne de cette population pour gagner de I'argent en 'exhibant
en public. Mais dés son arrivée dans Ille, il a été capturé par ses habitants
qui lui ont fait subir le méme sort en tant que modele pour une personne
ayant deux yeux. Cette histoire nous apprend a faire la distinction entre
les modéles communs de la pensée, dans une certaine activité
épistémologique et les pratiques sociales des événements dominants et
leurs méthodes d'interprétation. Le paradigme est interprété comme un
modeéle de pensée dans une discipline scientifique ou dans tout autre
contexte épistémologique. L'origine de ce terme est liée a 'utilisation
spécialisée dans I'étude de la langue de la rhétorique, en particulier dans
I'étude de la comparaison, que méme le linguiste suisse Saussure a
utilisée quand il fait la différence entre les composantes linguistiques et
analogiques.
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Abstract. It is said that a man learnt that there was an island inhabited
by people with one eye in the forehead so he decided to bring one of
them to his city so he could make profit from displaying that creature.
Once the man stepped in the island, he was put into display and made
profit from because he had two eyes. This story distinguishes between
the common patterns of thinking within a certain epistemological activity
and social practices of the dominant events and their method of
interpretation. FEach man of this story thought according to the model
that he understands or we can say according to his (pattern or example)
as it is mentioned in Oxford dictionary. Paradigm is interpreted as a
thought pattern in any scientific discipline or other epistemological
context. The origin of this term is related to the specialized use in the
study of rhetoric language, especially in studying simile, a mechanism
used even by Saussure when differentiating between linguistic and
analogic elements.

Keywords: paradigm, commun patterns of thinking, method of
interpretation.

& daslall a8,lall oS e 2 i) Puzzle LY Aeginge cyliy mlalyLdl
4] Bty Aoyd LY 0555 Laud A3l e LS ol 4Ses aeddl aSadll
Lo calaso iy Bytase £y Sl (9 iy dllie cILs g B sedl e angy ) pSall
JLad o ol Syl il T ool 2815501t Jgo Ansall Jlgadl 1 S8pass a1 sl
Glbl of way Bymddl uat (e sadall Guds gl sue (e (A5 Lo pads
(135 i die cdlas (e (JLadY) b s gl I8 Ll S Ao ol sluall
O Iy adstll myls aung 3 diasg OF day Lxitd e sz (Assiae LSS
o slalll Alasd T Zero Point Field' pSatll (po yim dasill Jas 4] . Jlais]
Lo Cabge pa dylolad Aasylog o Lui DU &3l Busuce] sl )

1 Frank Columbus (Editor) 2004, Developments in Quantum Physics, Nova Science, New York, p.7.

34



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

dlien @ JUilly bad) e sl c@llall po dibalas 2k § olud¥l gllasy
Dbl 6355 Lely osdeds JLusdl 580 Burde Belyall (JULl Joe Jad  ddung
Gl 63 ) s Belall calpsll 580 Jlas dulee @ duie Jsesdl casllly
Ogassy ol e el (ST gl ¥l Amimy iy cnsadlly londl e diian
Cam pSatll § wladl Jaadl Jlre suzs Aid el (5,Sall 3N e aeluy asly
lie P oo @bl ) Slaiy S Al 2 ) Juas ¥ (@) 2 Ll

(s (ad auzme g dgads okl L) s By ald) Alaall LMW Jeten!l )
laall ALY Ol bl 3 Bagaled! Lol mam oo sy madsl Cios
o Oleall Byalls Leaiall 0555 (S .cagumsll paseddl 3 A Zolugll Lo jas
Sl yaty palexll aias ca> Jladl 138y Apsle aubolas o lio ¢ as ddl 1da 9SG
o 2Blsll pe dublad ddsybog cdd Lgawsy gl JUL 8500 Cu il Loz
wdlly cadallly 3a¥ Guyall Bygum Lol lgually tasll Nl golall olud!
93 s puie aeg pualey yedie dl ecdiny 4iSd  udle gl

Cred (Badzma 8,58 of 2p0las Alsie Jo> Jsdall dd uamss Il @lahldl 5o
cwiadl oy @ e 9 1Ly 0 Yoty ALl e e Bl § ke o Ml s
Jol> z Lea s 3 clantis O ols 1gds die Lasls uly ! 2alall juab 4l ST
G Al Ljlos Lol e 9y (1 5o dunnlss OF (g «LpasT Lot o)) cuamas o
> Dgee oSes ¥ ) puibaililng Alsds Le) pslall BB Sl e Jlie sl
Sroidl Gguliall ks Sum etis T 3 el Gome O Goeas < (oaie
Y &l Aagead! Lp) HLSal AL pe Bslad¥) Ayl oL (gall sia 2laSyS
POguntyt (ouidpil) Dol al Balad ey ¢l sl ] 593 o oSas

! Bllagirathi Sahu, 2002, The New Educational Philosophy, Sarup and Sons, New Delhi, p. 134.

2
Niels Jorgen and Hermann Deuser, 2000, Kierkegaard Studies, Soren Kierkegaard Research
Center, New York.p 129.

3 Eduard Roy, 2005, A New Philosophy: Henry Bergson, Cosimo Classic, New York . p. 50.

35



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

Leeosley Agale Bla5 (e Byalio @udy delsdy Sl yaumiy S0 (ilsd malallL!
Bl e pavas of Jas ass (wladl amill) cnisldly cledall (o degazma
Ll S laell aslll e plhatyl ) (eslall elal) ale
eyl atll Lty &) el L1 859301 (2« 515 Laos ¢y « Incommensurability
of bl Lol e dlmss &I clls (43l st 9 45laslony 42id auny J) deny sl
o @bl elatl laas 32y cAnomaly dadsie pe 3yalls Ll ol o)f day . oyaidl|
o zls ds 9o Lo e sl ol (e Bac BT ) Jsmets g L sldl aiig
J sl < lasdly Qi) sg2: (£oll s cLaadl) J51s 2l llas ylazl. ' cils
pladl o Jom > @alalyy @uds D (o i S hgead Guli 3)s8 Slus
oaall glall

5o J deay ¥y c@llall e hmits ¥ 068 elegs 4 mass sl malalL|
Lalall Byallall o Parallelism aladlly 35lskls Lladl ,ay sa i «alslall
pladdl szee adly crag cdaml dals wlas &) Aas¥l JlsaT doy (o ML) Alud ¥y
il 595 sl Ui poglly @3Latl) (e Ao lls Cols ¥ Lganllaes L goatll pe
Loiss e 5520l alial gms allazll oo el il § ol amill 5f Zuelez]
pllaidly oolnid¥ly (sleix¥ly wlewd! Jazdl § die Jiay dapis 1hsmiy L3,
zigaddl Lol lda e mzmid il malalldly (wlall Jaxdl § Chimgny capud
Lac 2oald 2oyl Hods Ul Yoo 9 .adlaxlly duylally 4Saxll o lEMall (o cyuze!
G ¥ alall o I S eless aliny 1S 5 "Busin By98 (punad Ul e
(el s bl s ey ¥ selatll

ao Y Ayl of s ool e CaBeus o (Say ¥ (&1 bl i) el o)
& 1ise gigaddl e Jazmy @) ] i) lasdly bl oo w3l LS Bl O

1
26 o g Aam il Bppadl Balaill ¢ Jielos) gl o By cApalall Gl gtll Ay < 2007 058 © w ulogs

2
Alain Touraine, A New Paradigm for understanding today world, 2007, English Translated by Polity
Press, Molden USA, p. 5.

36



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

Ay Lageadl A Shatal e 4508 o .l oMU de 3yallall 2 L(5
J2l oo ULl 5o Loy ualall 5yallall juas LIMS (o oi &) 2ol § el
o U @ zdsadl 58 Leady el e BLas™) o3 pland Apalall Ayl L]
IM e Mdtus ke Jos (0 dxidy O (Sos Log <281l s54ad pums A (4
z35aid FLII Hgamdl oo Buslud) dalall Aaadll lady L chsiall aclsall Gedas
13 gl 5Ll lia amdd aelsdy mlas s 9 odall Comdl Byuns 3985 S Alaall
Sgmdl 3STe B e eyl LAY g1 cled sl e e Logw ¥
BLasY! @3 gl 6,5all gpatll Uitas palalyldl pd §pae £ yds Adsyall cilaslzlly
22 0be o Flaazl Gl G dule Gaill JUL) &liay Hlioy ezl Jud (0 dile
ASanll b e gl Glasdl HIY Slael sLdY doe rer ) Laatll e

b)) Ay lellg

WlAa adngs rol=ldl

4l Jag ccuasl @lally muuall @lall § @ladl Joo lasdl &b ed Sy cauS

(@SIA Blais slizely Buslg BusoS wlall ] Sladdl Sy dag ccnz3gadll o iold
o29yall ) salidul Yot (dilg1d amy o) A O Lo aldl @ladl o J) iy sl
155 518 gty ailidl fauss oy sgwatll lda eyadll elall Loud &I olsylaidly
e @Il eassias Joso 35,) slede Loud (&) cbylasdl ) Slashl das)b g el
Busbudl g Al dagaall s laill oy abolaally (adlall JlsaT Gasgd JUll Jos
Ol Anl (o o d) Led Inda «shoul Lelid g I 2lls (oW1 453850 s
‘LJJAJJ\ d.lj)}‘a_é] w}-«-:ﬂa-' el>g .EL_»)B‘.\ Z\S)m LQJ3_>- 945 ;J.S‘jﬁb ).Q.E_”g u-v.a-f«.”
ells (1543 380S0 85911 sl G 23S ) Bl 8,860 e 5SU1 i
52 Lo (¥ 868 o e (odall Jdadly STl <01 33850 8,85 (e cgnd (A
Sl el s g celall milslae @ ASY mall GoSd pueddl Jo> s9e oy Yl
$ilg 1630 LS (bl (ya slalall o 2udyall 8502l dim 5l @ladly eSO )

37



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

iilyd pusg LIS (o @l 5« uadid) 03850 8,58 (e el alylas iy Of 4 a3
Lol cau,slall Luady AmmdlidaY) aS,=dl o1 ) Jo¥ sl e o Aaslall i)
3 Lglaio 2> Lo JSiy padilly S6SIN sy Jaolgdl Lasedl e o5a0s S Oogilall
raolily ¢ uadid) o 8681 593 (e e £ ) SN Gglall ity - slunde ol
02 Olags e a5 1643 Adle slJLe cloy Sl semll Caimi caSo ae Loyl
Dynamics Kgalipdl @le 1727 Gige ad Lad 258l 2ol cblucl e ¢l
ol Slizels 1A sgmall e o Ogilall pging . AN Ayl (iled Cam
Sladll 0gld Gl g Ayl 398 dule 355 o Lo (Spmia pilly (LSl an
ool J) Ll S, a5 Jaae $olad (e e 83500 898l OF (e pod
uSlasg luall 3 dugbug Jad 3y Jad S O sliaels cJaddl 359 Jasll Ogils &l
ol=iY
O 1318 § wyazelly @uaall ladl 235ad o 3yl &55Lall Logas ol ¢Sy ol I
cvo Bl (b ey 31 Agdyall pillaall Hlaely o §all @ SLUN e psds ¥ lall
bl Sloyall cdad ol G 380050 9SI1 858l e « g ASI) Apaladl &l el o
dowy 9 muadll @lall Zludl e Aalall Aawe bliw] g ¥ Jl i oS
13 @ladl Ogesney (lay pugl JEA) z8 J| 298y Lia 1Y) 281,51 g A8Lexlly
4a,b ol o G Jaly Ao OgeianS elall ipazxdly @uudll Crelall @7_‘,1 sl
Apalall Ao 0 Ly e lBlys iy ¥ elall (L8 Vg i3 B (2 o iloyin po oladl!
elogs iz 550 @l z3ganll Holes 3yl e Lbaliw] (Say ¥ @uuall @lall
0515 Adae Jiay ¥ @ladl o (e STl o BMlasl  JISaY! i 2edlae 78y 058
OF 093 0 eqouatall 7 3g0ill il cdamtll (e 0945 7z 3lodg (Audyan pillad sa Lo yutay

2

1Philip Adler and Randall Pouwels, World Civilization, 2012, Volume 2, Wads Worth, Boston,
p. 409.
53 Lo« @bedl sasall c 068 elags

38



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

Jloulg rol=ll @)L

Ll wldMall § pamadl e 5yaall Jlee gy 458 @ «Jlsand] Bagd ols
lsad) delin 2k Jy baas Jlgadl by ¥ glas ¥ Susladl oliall o
Jo> S5 Lo uds coblo¥l e tmdl e psdy ¥ Lia JI3ad! ditlos e 5yaall
oo pdlaty Jlsadl 71 s cgaaddly Adaoidl (e dandiy GLN ccpuzdl Jlsedl 3ls-
pody dadz 3S5e e cumdl i lall Jas § Basee culs G cailsl e ais
s ) e o] (me ey Jlima cras Audelidl eladl Busmg ) sliael e
Lyl dalie § gsdsll 090 (o cdid Cipels gl pumall cililazl gy 3,allall
L LSl g lally Bylaidl apd cupls l umall e Gl ga gl
oladl izl @5lae @i o (Say ¥ 3] 2Ll s LISeYly Busludl laolially Loyl
Ll ) el Ak Jao o LS daad Loy ¢ uganlley dotd g 101

S GRS Sluabydly slpall @l Loyl @ dlead! of sl
b @ Il (2 1Sy bl (o) § s9us calS QI At (e Calises j=iSoa
lia (e 5. gakly Wndmll «cdad oF Gl (e 2o dualeg agas gl Jlgudl
saslud! gsally a5l ¢y sypac ol (Joleia! - Jolydundl) @uuall Jiged! o
Vs gy ol gl s cadsrll clddle ) luifus ele o caid diagelly
Coazdl Jlgadl sl Logd lszmiad¥ly Glailed) I (o ca9ddll JLaaS¥ ] Liawe
S SLEY § o Jlse A8pall Cilin 3 aadl e Lasls *(gasdl — JasisIl)
co3gd>g Jaall Lple pgdy

281531 e coal, ) @lally g HIST A5lan () cand oo 228Y 25 Alallin § ads
of diSaly s Lile oIl lall Caylall e el (s HISOT 2ulys 2ganl of e o
ooas el calody Audias Aalie 3 J) Logay Jlxdl lia abdls oo abylas zu

54 o cdais yauall !

2 Marc Djaballah, 2008, Kant, Foucault and Forms of Experience, Routtlege, New York, p

39



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

JI Il 1 s9di . paasall 8,505 gyl a85 Byalls 2alys 3 lall zall slose!
el ae Jobanll Wiyl 3 Aeslall Jslaall Jlgst jLaels dadgte pe mls seds
(Bylel! gt 23 OIS calole e ppay oM Sy cdrpalay by ¥ gl
G > lsll pamsll Dl Lole 33155 1 el @llall J) disd g o yg0ms Ja> JSI0
lally clalei¥ly ¢5,0ls clnally mleatll o Josellemed JKid ¢ 3 ya0 Ja>
aal . (care ooy & edadl azmill) 058 dule 3llay Lo ling Baoma Auke) 53 (yasd
281505 5yl Bliall Bpeal J) Aslatll Lgaw Js> Joldiw¥! Jlgudl o
il uelasy Lole Jgummedl Sy 1 ilgally cpoill 1ia slyetaly AUl clge

Al 0958 e Ao el ogaw Jgo ¢l ydia¥l Jlgao il Logd

duwjloodl

mbally craldly welsall e el (gedadl wsidl) J5ls SldMall Gpe gass
Aalaall Sl s e psds Slide plall () Sl a5k Js> Lole 3azll
el JLaS¥y ueiall LW o ALl Gadatl] Spaladl el @ Iladl i,
299 Agalall 2ulaadl Byl (po Sazll adladl A lly 3¢LaSIly 5yuall e Sale pdo
iy e dony gl Lkl Az lse (e 05y z3s0d e dalaill 2aiall puladl
odadl umall of Zelesd) Lole cials (@1 Bus ol Al adlanly Al ol
Calsd ae pbddl e oSt b Ol Jady sshas uin U il T oS
OsS Lageay G clls Aoyl dpadall Zoglaill e Byl AT (o ,a cduylall
Lo DBMe @uds g (aud (Beede 8593 ) pld DS (e (goladl @dadl ) -
dalall dagandl) OF d) DAL b o o .a8150) e Leolew (2,45 o Sl ¥ (B>
(b o s a2
laudy 095 (o dgalall Br9tll @l mings ) dabes ¥ il 068 (olags juudny
Sl (de Ly LeligSas Lasale § dumdl slaely Lo ((dadl umill) 33150,

1
55 ue «@badl suuall ((sS wlags
? Gaston Bachelard, The New Scientific Spirit, 1984

40



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

Sdsea paaded (s Bl dd chus gl Jasdly Ll I Jlasdl 4as,L Jg=ll
oS Loy ) A3 pall 2Ll Jbo wie (8955 Y Acalall 55l (418 1 (a9
ALl Aedatl dylasdl 3 (Laitl Sale] goes allacl Aeal L5 s 3

Normal Science Gal=ll ol

Boally 7 Ll JlomT Ltumy 1da 739l JaaSUl 7z 3l of Joaill Jiag alalyld!

S > e 23LAdl SLleYl ondsa) cdide (lall umill Blast Hlaely Al
e 5 OF ol @l Bl wlylaill (e z3geidl clole CaBye gl 1da (e
G cabylaill sla elgisl Ayl § 557 albatll o s 390l dinydy gl (Bliaed!
zigedl 58 W by Laelio Sale (e Joally csladl Gudll (o 7 oy5l Joloes
U e bl adss o @lsbldl zea o il J1so¥ las (S0 sl
z3seidl Jo dalizes (Bylasg Jgbus ) ) Lady Jolaall slalall allazy lasic Bpxll
SLdY diy @ s g1 ) ool eladl Zapds (e L8] J15o3 s 556 sl
lall aey golall wlall psiie 058 mins: . (dadomilly pazdl clole (e caddes &I
o aeis dimgs ¥ calabldl oo ey e 529 cdale cajlazll wiludl adlsll
dols deladlly bl Slas] LIS (0 0 min Wiy 52 Lo 5udy clegins
aio eyl @lall (Ls (e ey Yy cdicealy @lally IS0 Y ga Jlzll o Jaxdl
el Ll dale ) i) Sadl lall ga @lall ob caga Lo sudy aaall wlall
Lele pody dudly molic suzy 4ild lda (e 5 elall Jlxe @ coldl clizgd e
oo BBSMasl cuslaadl aBlgl — golall @lall agae

LS Jaloedl ais g mal syl pgdy (1 eSadl go5 1

el LU Badas M5 oy dule Jgpmsdl (Sl 34id) Sorme 2

R geddl dxllang oasll Jazll s (e 8yaall 3

1
83 o ¢« @bl juuall ¢ 058 wlags

41



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

duaaill Jia

Ul @ Aalall gl gyol slue) wie Ldall clulull b dalgs Lo LWL
Jdazl o Hlaely $ao 9,9 dadlaiss Ul wpuzdl 9o Lo 8% Jlgaadl ool 5538l
Q@ Al oy (S puzly Braally Graszdl bl (ye 2 dSDN s (puy (ol
cndall amall Led oy ) amdid) e Jguamdl g allailly oo ) A Aw Axflas
Wyl adgill 3udons ) 058 dele Bllay Lo (he pody goladl plall 3 Coxdl (h0 Jamy
e Joloddl aumg (e 5alall Golully o bl e Jguamdl § 202l cus (Bgin
s Byl L3ls5 oy Les celadl Jamtl Lia Lple pody &I o laally ol
Slelaially eualioll paz il @ladl =il Ges dgiae 0586 of G el
23U Ly 301 lBMally alazlly

8539 (A J> e Jeall IS (0 Busladl Buazms g allazll e @lall 05,
susadl 2Ll e il lape @y 31 Awes! 4] Aagdall o oSl e 5yaall
63,lly SlEMall e sume alladd gomsdilacl . @lESally adlglly dagdall e
S 9 z3gaddl (e Buludl HISEY arer Hlasl e Byuall 4 05 il ygually
(adSI Buslall ) ) i) golall @lall J51s Lesdlioy clBdlall 355 oo w2yl
J> e deall @ obaus 056 ¢ @lall 3 caloladl ast 5950 o ¥ (OLas¥) alladl]
L iz of @bl axill e wo¥ B @ cJaxdl J3 1 Alane of Az
sl Slas) g 7 lial) dliay 0SS

&llg ool

lagdazlly ilddally olulell ozl hogs Gl ells oy Lalsedl slaalolyly wde (ST
Bydilen Aaslay 4] 5LAY 9 05eeas (S ¥ alalyldl (ST (elall wmall g Ao Bl
A llamly Apalall duslall § Leialy (gl Cu ((Gaiadly el ) G0 s9cs (A 54
oo delate (an @a¥l el oS3 punyaddl Gylog Sigamdl Sy cyylamally galily

1
Ahmed Zewail, oyage Through Time, World Scientific Publishing Co, Pre. Ltd, 2002, p 151

42



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

Lo lia 9 die Jasll madle i o ) 3 &> cnlall Jaod) paasm 3 cealablll L3
& suls @I Bgaiall i aulabld) Jony Aalaill 8,801 Gleadl 058 dule 3oy
¥ e LY o Y Bl Al oly a9 B delgall e aaSH Ak
Byguadl e pyds Lasl edadl 392y g malsbldl oy L ol Badatll s Lmliate
a9l Bpdus dcgazme o suual L) Apalall 8590l ()l Aykastl Lelgally ALl
odadl aal) o1,

oLl L Aillg Wliiri Ayl

Gl Jaall Iy o Bua Ll adlanily Ll sadas J1 G ol Jazdl allaz,
A o Y] elatl BLT apss g dgill Bu ) Cas celall amall 4l zyun
Al paoim (0 obad Ll dr fhall o ol oS5 @ aasdl bladll o lall
s aadly Builadl aelsall ae Jalanll &as)b Le) Adyall Glasasilly Jyaxl|
s e lsall diolay 3las Lo bolall Latluo de doadl dasybog Bugar welsd (g
adzly @uudll 735l o Jemdl slue saes &I

G Agll damgy BLATSY) (anSal 5 BLAISYT) e dolall aslall L)
2351l s IS Azllae e 1hold day @ @labld) o Aasdle (LIS (0 @iy
A Jax e pgat Bupu Bylas @llall g« e Ly a8l UL ol iy Leyd
> Hguatiy hy Aedall Aslell alddl Lo SE) pe Ladgie adgall

(FAN) e 2l Dbl ae cualshldl 3% dlaxd 068 olags oy Lia
e sl ladl alall z3geill of G OISl seday gol) (udntl Y]
comsazeill Jis qay 71y gl ssuailly AasHILl M5 (e oy gl oY 5 Lazdlas
ol ) A Ledly L Sadll 9 (ad Il oo asll dalgs e sudy Aty @iy ¥ g1 sl
cidglly Aoy ualgally cnaldl e

1 Robert Butts and Jaakko Hintikka, Foundational Problems in the Special Sciences, Volume 1, REIDEL Publishing Company,
Boston, 1977, p. 131.

2
138 Lo ¢ @badl juuall (058 wlags

43



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

6ajaall duyAill cguini

BLAIS) Hes e f§ et o Byrald) Bupad LY Slalldl adn e
sgsailly ool e (Leall @2 Lovtie § il suiaty O BLAIS 3oty Gag il
4] Bagall @l yguatlly Slapldl g 9o 4o gl (Aaludl wlulelly @lely2Ylg
Yl £ 1Y Sl die pamiy odlly (Jasl S s g laidl pSadll e § Jlany)
Ok Bagadl wbyladdl ylas Ulby Loyl 2delle a2 Jolog dliwl § 4Sadl ac
O @ aelgall Jlb il Jdall Hlaels cealabldl 5 o)lT Goelews o ildl 3l
Wlaill aull zlaidl) LB Glay (> Aoy 5% O5S elags puatiny Lele pshy
ool oy & alabldl iy oY) (s (L Dol Lolomi oy ¥ L aeladl
1o Gty casleadl @ulal L) s goes ey ]l 3adall Aliey (Aatladl cSCaL
3 Lacls JalgaS e lazaYy Aealatlly Al &l 350 05,45 Lo J) LYWL >
39l pllal goms ad) 2uaaly (Jaally BLas¥ Jg> ys¥l Gotun oo 2SI

nmes)

: &alyoll

Frank Columbus (Editor) 2004, Developments in Quantum Physics, Nova Science,
New York.

Bllagirathi Sahu, 2002, The New Educational Philosophy, Sarup and Sons, New
Delhi.

Niels Jorgen and Hermann Deuser, 2006, Kierkegaard Studies, Soren
Kierkegaard Research Center, New York.

Eduard Roy, 2005, A New Philosophy: Henry Bergson, Cosimo Classic, New York.
9 camild A yadl laill  eelo] gl st Aoy bl Sl st Ay « 2007 ¢ 0o - o sologs
Alain Touraine, 2007, A New Paradigm for understanding today world, English
Translated by Polity Press, Molden USA.

1
146 Lo i suall

44



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

Philip Adler and Randall Pouwels, 2012, World Civilization, Volume 2, Wads
Worth, Boston.

Marc Dijaballah, 2008, Kant, Foucanlt and Forms of Experience, Routtlege, New
York.

Gaston Bachelard, 1984, The New Scientific Spirit.

Ahmed Zewail, 2002, Voyage Throngh Time, World Scintific Publishing Co
Pre.Ltd.

Robert Butts and Jaakko Hintikka, 1977, Foundational Problems in the Special
Sciences, Volume 1, REIDEL Publishing Company, Boston.

45



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

46



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

THEOREME DE BERNOULLI
ET EQUILIBRE ECONOMIQUE

Réflexions épistémologiques

Moulay Brahim SEDRA, Hassan ELBAHI,
Mohammed LAGHRAIB, Mohammed BOUSSETTA,
Abdellah HOUSSAINI

(Université Ibn Tofail, Kenitra)

Abstract We propose in this work an epistemological reflection dealing
with the use of Bernoulli's theorem of Newtonian physics focusing to
approach the economical concept of Supply-Demand equilibrium and
their underlying mechanisms. This proposal consists, firstly, to observe
certain aspects of the economical thought from the physical point of
view and consolidate, on the other hand, the universalization attempts of
this economical field of research by means of exact Sciences. We will
refer here to the well known contributions of founders of the
neoclassical school of economy during the 19th century namely Walras,
Jevons, Marshall and Pareto.

Keywords: physics, economical equilibrum, universalization.
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Résumé Nous proposons dans cette conttibution des réflexions
épistémologiques par l'usage du théoréme de Bernoulli de la mécanique
newtonienne pour approcher le concept économique de I'équilibre
Offre-Demande et les mécanismes sous-jacents. Cette proposition
consiste, d'une part, a observer certains volets de la pensée économique
sous l'angle des lois universelles de la physique et consolider, d'un autre
coté, les tentatives d'universalisation de certains volets de la pensée
économique par les sciences exactes. Nous faisons référence dans cet
article aux apports des fondateurs de I'école néoclassique du 19¢ siecle a

savoir Walras, Jevons, Marshall et Pareto.

Mots-clés : physique, équilibre économique, universalisation.

1. Introduction

Le but de I'individu dans toute société est la satisfaction d'un certain nombre
de besoins dépendants de son environnement spatiotemporel et culturel. En
langage économique, cet individu cherche toujours a minimiser l'effort (ou
l'énergie) et a amplifier le taux des satisfactions.

Pour atteindre son objectif, l'individu a du faire usage et développet, tout au
long de son existence, des moyens basés essentiellement sur ses capacités
naturelles d'apprentissage, son travail, ses forces, sa coexistence avec l'entourage
et essentiellement sur l'exploitation des ressources naturelles. Pour des raisons
sécuritaires et pour se protéger en permanence contre les dangers divers et ceux
de la nature, le recours a la vie en groupes, tribus et sociétés était un
déterminisme.

L'installation des sociétés et nations a engendré au fil du temps un
patriotisme concurrentiel et une tendance, par tous les moyens offerts, a se
stabiliser en interne et s'imposer en externe. Une stabilité en interne ne pouvait
s'établir naturellement qu'a travers une certaine satisfaction et un certain
équilibre appliqués a toutes les composantes internes de la société ou la nation.
S'imposer en externe s'avere intimement lié a l'existence de plusieurs facteurs
dont nous citons :

- La préservation des acquis en mati¢re de biens et satisfactions.

- L'expansion a la recherche des biens (rares) et des satisfactions.
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- Larecherche des marchés externes pour s'enrichit.

- L'établissement d'un équilibre interne-externe basé sur les intéréts
communs.

Toutes ses considérations justifient la naissance de la pensée économique
depuis l'antiquité et qui a pu définir pour I'économie les principales fonctions
suivantes [1-10] :

- La satisfaction des besoins des individus et des sociétés.

- L'exploitation rationnelle de ressources.

Nous proposons dans cette contribution, a caractere épistémologique, une
réflexion concernant un des aspects importants de l'usage de la mécanique
newtonienne dans la compréhension des mécanismes de 1'équilibre économique
[4, 6]. Nous l'aborderons a pattit du principe ou théoréme de Bernoulli, tres
célebre en physique par les diverses applications qui lui sont associées [11, 12].

2. Parenthése Physique: Théoreme de Bernoulli

Le théoréme de Bernoulli est une loi tres célébre en mécanique des fluides de
la physique newtonienne. Il nous informe de la diminution de la pression d'un
fluide avec l'augmentation de sa vitesse.

-
N

/
Poeasion Elevee t "m'"'-“'l, Prvssion Dievie t ‘ \ f
e \ /

Rerismcraent du 4
Pefict de previess
exterioames devere

Fig.1: Représentation de l'effet de variation de pression selon Bernoull.

11y a toujours déplacement du coté ou la pression est faible. Ce théoreme de
Bernoulli fait appel aussi a I'Effet-Venturi : la pression chute dans des zones
rétrécies ou la vitesse augmente [11]
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3. Parenthése Economique : L'offre et la demande

Le concept d'équilibre de fagon plus générale en économie est défini comme
étant 1'égalité entre l'offre et la demande [5, 6]. Une question pédagogique
consiste a définir ce que signifient ces deux notions d'offre et de demande.

Ces deux notions sont définies comme étant les quantités de biens ou de
services que les agents économiques peuvent vendre ou acheter,
respectivement, dans un marché en fonction de certains prix. Ajoutons que le
marché est un lieu ou 'offre et la demande interagissent en fonction de prix et
c'est aussi un groupe d’acheteurs ou de vendeurs d’un bien ou d’un service
comme le précisent [5, 6].

L'offre est la quantité d'un bien économique offert par les producteurs a la
vente pour un prix donné. En parallele, la demande, se confondant avec la
consommation [5, 6] et ayant pour seul facteur de production le travail, n'est
autre que la quantité d’'un bien économique ou d'un setvice que les
consommateurs (acheteurs) décident d'acheter a un prix donné. La
représentation graphique est donnée par |5, 6]

Prix

Position d'quilibre

Peguitibre |-----------3

'
'
'
'
'
'
'
'

L

Qiquilibee Quantité

Fig.2 : Représentations des lois d'offre et de demande en fonction des prix.

Lecture du graphe :

%

% L'offre évolue en paralléle avec les prix :

v Si les prix augmentent, l'offre augmente. Ceci explique le
comportement des producteurs qui sont dans I'obligation de
produire plus de biens consommables.
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v Si les prix baissent, l'offre baisse. Ceci explique le
comportement des producteurs qui ne sont pas motivés a
produire plus de biens consommables.

% La demande évolue en opposition avec les prix :

v Si les prix augmentent, la demande baisse. Ceci explique le
comportement réticent des consommateurs vis-a-vis de l'achat
des biens trop chers.

V' Si les prix baissent, la demande augmente. Ceci explique le
comportement des consommateurs a acheter plus de biens qui
sont moins chers.

% Au point de rencontre des deux courbes de l'offre et de la demande,
ces deux quantités sont égales pour un prix donné: c'est I'équilibre.

4. Adaptation a la dualité offre-demande

On se donne un ensemble E (considéré étre une société ou un état ou
autre...). Nous désignons par production ou consommation la totalité des biens
produits ou consommés respectivement au sein de I'ensemble E. On note au
passage que l'offre et la demande sont en correspondance avec la production et
la consommation.

La production est l'opération de produire un bien et la consommation est de
consommer un bien. Les acteurs de la production et la consommation sont
respectivement les producteurs et les consommateurs. Entre les deux
opérations s'établit un équilibre que nous allons essayer de comprendre par
l'intermédiaire des lois et propriétés physiques.

S'appuyant sur la physique newtonienne et plus patticulierement sur le
contenu physique du théoréme de Bernoulli, nous présentons dans ce qui suit
une simulation de l'équilibre qui s'établit entre la consommation (comme
demande) et la production (comme offre). Pour cela, commencons par
introduire les conventions suivantes :

= La production a pour objectifs de :

- Gagner plus.

- Générer des richesses.

- Produire plus de biens utiles et consommables.
= La consommation a pour objectifs :

- Avoir plus de satisfaction.
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- Dépenser moins.
- Minimiser le travail et I'énergie.
= Le chemin parfait qui meéne le consommateur a ses objectifs nous le
baptisons: Chemin de consommation

Chemin de

s Consommation ~ s
(\J w \l‘ ( % Travailler moins

&+ Minimiser Son énergie \

e (_/ J
"\\_’ i \\-:\fir plus de mtisfncn‘o.\/ ¢
N
Consommateur \—f:)/
Objectifsdu |,

Fig.3 : Représentations du chemin du consommatenr.

®* Le chemin parfait qui mene le producteur a ses objectifs nous le
baptisons: Chemin de production.

O (S ! ¢ gagner plis

& Géndrer des richases
@ Produre phs de bens

Nt ——
~— A

Productenr N
Objectifs du (||

Fig. 4 : Représentations du chemin du productenr.

Nous introduisons le concept de "chemin" pour décrire "la distance" qui
sépare le producteur et le consommateur de leurs objectifs cibles respectifs. 11
ne s'agit pas d'un chemin ou distance a caractere spatiale physique mais plutot
de distances temporelles. En effet le seul parametre qui pourra décrire le
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processus de production et de consommation jusqu'a l'atteinte des objectifs
escomptés par chacun des acteurs économiques est le parametre temps.

Les deux composantes du mécanisme économique, la consommation et la
production, ne peuvent réellement avoir lieu sans l'existence d'une troisiéme
composante indispensable a savoir : le marché. Ce dernier est défini comme
étant le lieu réel ou fictif au sein duquel s'échange un bien, traduisant en
quelque sorte la main invisible [1]. Par adaptation du principe de Bernoulli a
notre contexte, nous supposons que dans la zone du marché délimitée par les
lignes de production et de consommation la pression soit faible comparée aux
zones au-dela des deux lignes de consommation et de production ou la pression
est supposée étre élevée.

Fig. 5 : Représentations de ['équilibre du marché.

Quelle signification pour ces hypotheses? Le schéma que nous avons
proposé dans Fig. 5 illustre clairement ce qui se passe au sein du triplet:
(Consommation (Demande), Production (Offre), Marché)

Le marché ressemble a une "masse" qui exerce une force sur les lignes de
production et de consommation pour les ramener, des zones de fortes
pressions, a la zone d'équilibre a faible pression. L'effet de cette masse
ressemble au phénomeéne de gravité qui cause une courbure a l'espace temps

[13].
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\

\

/ :

Ligne Courbée par La
Gravité

Fig. 6 : Effet Gravitationnel du Marché.

L'équilibre, conformément 2 la configuration que nous proposons dans Fig.5
est établi une fois que la demande et I'offre entre consommation et production
est égalisée, ce qui correspond au positionnement sur le chemin d'équilibre.

Pour illustrer davantage ce qui se passe, nous ajoutons que l'établissement de
'équilibre Offre-Demande (Production-Consommation), s'accompagne de la
création de courbure des lignes de production et de consommation. Ces
courbures sont dues a l'attraction "gravitationnelle" exercée par la masse du
marché. Cette configuration ressemble a l'effet de Bernoulli pour lequel la zone
délimitée par les lignes de production et de consommation tend a se rétrécir
sous l'effet de décalage de pression. On a la figure suivante :

Ligae éc Ligee de

Predctios Cosmmmaation

N Y,

Principe de Bermmalll
A Crave du Manhe
@ " o
\,
\‘»_
" Marche
N
\ ™
N
Ligne Equilibre

Ligss EXquilibee
Fig. 7 : Effet dn Marché sur I'Offre et la Demande.

Ajoutons que I'analogie avec le principe ou théoréeme de Bernoulli que nous
proposons ici dans cette réflexion n'est que formelle. Toutefois ce théoreme
permet de montrer la similitude remarquable existante entre les faits physiques
et économiques et donne plus d'assurance que les réflexions des fondateurs de
l'interface mécanique newtonienne et économie depuis les Walras n'étaient pas
insignifiantes [4,7].
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D'autres aspects épistémologiques concernant l'interface Physique-Economie
feront I'objet de futures contributions.
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SOME IDEAS ON LOGIC

Colin MCGINN
(Auteur indépendant)

Résumé. Les systémes logiques classiques ne sont pas a vrai dire les
seuls systemes. A coté de la logique modale, la logique déontique, la
logique épistémique et d’autres systémes bien connus, nous devons
laisser la place a une logique dévouée aux prédicats. Cela peut étre réalisé
en traitant les prédicats comme des constantes logiques et en rendant
compte de tout autre expression au moyen de lettres schématiques. Le
résultat est une logique inversée dans laquelle ce qui est une constante
logique dans un systeme devient une lettre schématique dans un autre. La
logique est vraiment P’étude de tout type d’inférence, sans préférence
pour une catégorie d’expressions en particulier. Ce papier fait valoir que
la logique ne doit pas étre concue comme I'étude des relations logiques
entre les propositions. La logique est plutot I'étude de la structure logique
de la réalité objective, telle qu'elle existe en dehors des propositions.
Néanmoins, il peut y avoir une logique des propositions, si cela est dérivé
en premier lieu d'une logique de la réalité. Le réalisme des universaux
joue un role clé dans I'argument. L'objectif général est de mettre a nu le
fondement métaphysique de la logique. L'auteur cherche a répondre a
une question négligée: d'ou vient notre amour pour la logique? On fait
valoir que la logique représente l'esprit humain dans sa cotrespondance
essentielle avec la réalité logique objective, ce qui affirme que nous
sommes des étres rationnels. La question est de savoir si « est » possede
deux significations (comme le mot anglais « Bank »). On fait valoir que
contrairement aux idées recues il n'y a pas une bonne raison de discerner
une ambiguité entre le "est" de la prédication et le "est" de l'identité. 11
est assez facile d'offrir des paraphrases des propositions pertinentes
selon lesquelles « est » a un sens unifié. L'analyse montre que le « est »
signifie toujours la prédication. 1l est trés commun de patler des nombres
comme s’ils possédaient des parties composées d’autres nombres. Mais il
s’avere qu’une fois nous aurons mis au clair la nature de la relation partie-
tout, il s’agira bien la d’une erreur qui résulte de la confusion entre les
nombres et les marques que nous utilisons pour nous référer a eux.

Mot-clés : logique classique des prédicats, lettres schématiques, logique
inversée, structure logique, proposition, étre rationnel, fondement
métaphysique, réalisme, « est », prédication, nombres.
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Abstract. It is argued that classical logics ate not the only genuinely
logical systems. In addition to modal logic, deontic logic, epistemic logic,
and other recognized systems, we must make room for a logic devoted
to predicates. This can be done by treating predicates as logical constants
and rendering every other expression by means of schematic letters. The
result is an inverted logic in which what are logical constants in one
system are schematic letters in another. Logic is really the study of any
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kind of entailment, no matter what the category of expression is. This
paper argues that logic should not be conceived as the study of the
logical relations of propositions. Rather, logic is the study of the logical
structure of objective reality, as it exists outside of propositions.
Nevertheless, there can be a logic of propositions, though this is
derivative from a prior logic of reality. Realism about universals plays a
key role in the argument. The general aim is to provide the metaphysical
basis of logic. The author seeks to answer a neglected question: whence
our love of logic? It is argued that logic depicts the human mind in its
essential  correspondence with  objective logical reality, thus
demonstrating that we are rational beings. The question is whether “is”
has two meanings (like “bank”). It is argued that contrary to received
wisdom there is no good reason to discern any ambiguity in “is”, as
between the “is” of predication and the “is” of identity. It is quite easy to
offer paraphrases of the relevant sentences according to which “is” has a
unitary meaning. Analysis reveals that “is” always means predication. It
is common to speak as if numbers have parts consisting of other
numbers. But it turns out that this is a mistake, once we are clear about
the nature of part-hood. The error appears to arise from a confusion of
numbers with the marks we use to refer to them.

Keywords: predicate classical logic, schematic letters, inverted logic,
logical structure, proposition, rational being, metaphysical basis, realism,
“is”, predication, numbers.

Inverted Logic

The standard logical systems of propositional calculus and predicate calculus
include two sorts of symbols: logical constants and schematic letters. Thus we
have the constants “and”, “ot”, “not”, “if”, “for some x”, “for all x”’; and the
schematic letters “p”, “g”, “F”, “G”, “a”, “b”. A formula will contain a mixture
of these symbols: for example, “p and ¢~ and “for some x, (Fx)”. What such
formulas say can be expressed informally as follows: “the conjunction of any
two propositions” and “something is such that it has a property ’. When
stating the entailments of formulas in these logical systems (i.e., propositional
calculus and predicate calculus), we say things like: “No matter what the two
propositions p and ¢ you conjoin are, you will have each of p and ¢4 as an
entailment”, or “No matter what F you choose is, if everything is F, then a
particular thing is F’. The aim is to express the generality of the entailments
that depend on the logical constants in these systems; this is achieved by
employing a combination of schematic letters (“placeholders”) and expressions
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with a constant meaning (“interpretation”). Hence we say that any argument of
a certain general form is valid, where the form is fixed by the logical constants
and the schematic letters. Logical form is the residue left when ordinary
interpreted expressions of certain categories are replaced by schematic symbols,
leaving only the designated logical constants.

Different logical systems may treat different expressions as logical constants

with characteristic entailments. Modal logic adds new symbols: [ and O, which
represent the constants of “necessarily” and “possibly” respectively, to standard
systems and investigates the entailments thereby generated. Similarly for
epistemic logic, deontic logic, tense logic, indexical logic, mereology, and so on.
It is a question whether the expressions treated as logical constants in these
various systems have anything interesting in common—is there a well-defined
notion of a logical constant that transcends what we are #reating as a constant in
various systems. Is it merely arbitrary what we call a logical constant? Could any
expression be a logical constant in somze system? It may seem that the answer to
that last question, at least, must be no, since no existing system treats sentences
and predicates as logical constants. But cox/d we construct a logical system that
treats predicates, say, as logical constants, with other expressions treated as
schematic letters? That is, can we invert the roles of the two sorts of expression
in standard logic? Can we coherently treat predicate expressions as logical
constants and connectives and quantifiers as schematic letters? Can we thereby
investigate the entailments of predicates, in particular, by generalizing over
other semantic categories? If we can, the question of what counts as a logical
constant becomes completely system-relative; at any rate, predicates will be seen
to possess a “logic”, as much as connectives and quantifiers.

It is actually quite easy to construct systems of this kind. I will call such a
logical system a “predicate logic”, contrasting it with what are better called
“truth-functional logic” and “quantifier logic”. The question is what category of
expressions are we constructing a logical system for—what entailments are we
seeking to capture? Once we select such a category, we formulate the
entailments by generalizing over the other semantic categories, by use of
suitable schematic letters. So consider a system containing two interpreted
predicates, “is a vixen” and “is a lioness”--the logical constants of the system--
along with associated schematic letters. There are two cases to consider: a truth-
functional system and a quantifier system. To deal with the former, add a pair
of symbols, “2” and “/”, which can stand for particular animals. Then we can
form conjunctions, disjunctions, and negations of whole sentences, like “Not (2
is a vixen and & is a lioness)”. But suppose we don’t use particular interpreted
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connectives; instead we use schematic letters that hold a place for amy
connective. For example, let us use “C” to stand for either conjunction or
disjunction (a schematic letter for two-place truth-functional connectives). A
formula of this language will then look like this: “z is a vixen C 4 is a lioness”,
where “C” functions as a schematic letter replaceable by particular connectives.
Now we ask about the entailments of such a formula. Since the predicate “is a
vixen” entails “is a female fox” and ““is a lioness” entails “is a female lion”, the
entailments of the complex sentence follow simply from these two entailments;
so we obtain, “a is a female fox C 4 is a female lion”. We may infer this formula
from the previous formula, based on the entailments of the two predicates. We
don’t need to worry about what C 7s. If C is conjunction, then the entailed sentence
is a conjunction that follows logically from the first sentence (by virtue of the
meaning of the predicates), while if C is a disjunction, then the disjunctive
sentence also follows logically. No matter how we interpret the connective
schematic letter, the inference goes through, because the entailments depend
purely on the predicates involved. The connectives don’t interfere with zbese
entailments, just as the identity of the predicate doesn’t affect the entailments
due to the connectives in classical logic. We can generalize over connectives by
replacing them with schematic letters, thereby focusing on the logical properties
of the predicates in the formulas. Thus we treat the predicates as logical
constants in this system of “predicate logic” and the connectives as mere
placeholders. (We can do the same for one-place connectives like negation, but
there is only one to consider, since standard logic contains only negation as a
one-place connective—still, the distinction between constant and schematic
letter applies also with respect to the class of one-place connectives.)

Now we move to languages with quantificational structure, so we will need
an apparatus of individual variables to go with the quantifiers. A typical formula
would be this: “For some x, x is a vixen” ot “For all x, x is a lioness”. Now we
introduce a schematic quantifier letter “Q”, to be read “any quantifier”, so that
we can write, “0x, x is a vixen”. The letter can be read disjunctively—either
existential or universal quantification—as the schematic predicate letters of
standard logic can be read as disjunctions of interpreted predicates (either “is
white” or “is red” or “is a man”, etc). What are the entailments of a formula
containing the letter “Q” in this system? There are none to speak of in virtue of
that letter, since the entailments of quantifiers depend on the particular
quantifier, not the general category of being & quantifier. But the predicates in
the formula have their usual entailments. Thus we can say: anything of the form
“Ox, x1s a vixen” will entail “QOx;, x is a female fox”, no matter what quantifier
we substitute for “Q” is (existential or universal). We can also, of course,
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deduce “Qx, x is a fox” from “Qx, x is a vixen”. Again, we have generalized
over quantifiers to tease out an entailment due solely to a specific predicate. It
is easy to see that the same principles will apply once we start constructing
complex formulas using connectives and embedded quantifiers. We will be able
to write things like: “QOx, Oy (x is a vixen C y is a lioness C x is smaller than y”),
which has such substitution instances as: “For all x, there is a y such that x is a
vixen and y is a lioness and x is smaller than y”, which we obtain simply by
substituting on the schematic letters “Q” and “C”. We can obviously make
other substitutions--say, by inverting the initial quantifiers or using disjunction
not conjunction. It is easily seen that, no matter what we replace the schematic
letters by, we will derive the same consequences in virtue of the meaning of the
constant predicates “vixen” and “lioness”. The validity of the inference does
not depend on the choice of quantifier or connective, but solely on the
meaning of the specific predicates.

Thus we have inverted the usual procedure of standard logic by treating
different expressions as logical constants and schematic letters. What is going
on here can be seen by considering an ordinary sentence like, “Every vixen is
smaller than every lioness and some lionesses are nimbler than some vixens”.
Here we have quantifiers, connectives, and predicates combined to produce a
sentence. That sentence has various entailments in virtue of expressions in each
semantic category. We can decide to focus on certain of these entailments by
making logical generalizations. We do this by treating some expressions as
logical constants and replacing others by placeholders. Thus we say that any
conjunction of propositions entails each conjunct, or that if everything has a
given property then each thing has that property. But we can also say that if
anything is true of vixens it must be true of female foxes—whether involving
quantifiers or connectives. We can express this in a logical system by
generalizing over other types of expressions while keeping the predicate fixed.
If we are interested in the logic of zoological taxonomic terms specifically, we
can construct a system that focuses on their entailments alone, by replacing
everything else with schematic letters. Another way of putting it is this: standard
logic looks at the analytic entailments of connective concepts and quantifier
concepts; an inverted logic looks at the analytic entailments of predicate
concepts. To take a very simple example, we can investigate the logical
properties of a sentence like “z is a vixen”. There are no connectives or
quantifiers in this sentence, so the logic of connectives and quantifiers need not
be invoked; but we can spell out the logical properties of the contained
predicate, noting that it entails “z is a female fox” and “a is a fox”. Here we will
say that it doesn’t matter what object you refer to in a simple sentence like this,

62



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

the predicate entailment still holds. We might also note that the sentence entails
“Something is a vixen” and is entailed by “Everything is a vixen”, focusing on
the subject term and generalizing with respect to the predicate. FEither
procedure is acceptable and simply depends on what kind of entailment we
want to highlight. Every word in a sentence has entailments of some sort, so
every word has a logic associated with it. Standard propositional calculus and
predicate calculus single out certain words for logical attention, but we can
single out other words and not be accused of arbitrariness or error, as in the
inverted logic. We can therefore add predicates to the list of words that can
coherently be treated as logical constants, such as modal, epistemic, deontic, or
mereological words.

It is true that the predicates I have selected do not occur as often in speech
or writing as other words, so that their logic is not as pervasive as that of other
wortds (e.g. “and” or “not”). But that is a merely statistical fact, with no bearing
on logical questions. Should we say that epistemic logic isn’t really logic because
“know” does not occur as often as “and” and “not”? Doesn’t it depend on the
kind of speaker you are and the kind of subject matter that most occupies your
You may have an intense and exclusive interest in simple subject-predicate
propositions about knowledge, not caring to conjoin or disjoin such
propositions or insert quantifiers into them. It is the logic of epistemic concepts
that preoccupies you, not the logic of conjunction, disjunction, and
quantification. Then it will be natural to construct logical systems based around
the concept of knowledge, ignoring systems that focus on truth-functional
compounding and quantifiers. Similarly, you may be gripped by the logic of
zoological nouns like “vixen” and “lioness”, because of your frequent
interactions with such animals as foxes and lions, being quite indifferent about
those other constructions. You may find connectives and quantifiers logically
boring. Then you will put your efforts into fashioning logical systems that
formalize predicate entailments, maybe expanding your logical interests beyond
your initial zoological preoccupation. You will leave connective and quantifier
logic to those with different predilections. And it is noteworthy that such logics
sprang up among mathematicians interested in formalizing the sentences of
mathematics, in which quantifiers play a central role. But zoologists with little
interest in general laws might have different logical interests: they may want to
know how words for animal groups are logically related. They might then
naturally develop a side interest in words for kin relations: “bachelor”,
“spinster”, “widow”, “brother”, and so on. They thrill to the logical proposition
that a brother is a male sibling, or that no one can be both a widow and a wife,
or that husbands cannot avoid being married. What fascinate these logicians are
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the logical relations between classes of predicates; and such words occur most
frequently in their speech. To them our favored logical systems, with their
chosen logical constants, may appear perverse—inversions of the natural and
universal logical order. They wonder why we are so interested in such bland
logical material (what is so fascinating about “or”?). It might even be that they
worked out our logical systems long ago, finding them trivial as well as boring;
they find “predicate logic” systems far more intellectually challenging. This is
what they teach in university logic courses, not our preferred systems
(everybody would get an easy A in our systems).

Inverted logic is thus really a species of logic. Formally, it works in the same
way orthodox logic works, with selected logical constants and general schematic
letters. If this is right, then the question of whether the standard logical
constants have any special status becomes particularly pressing. Maybe the right
thing to say is that every word has a meaning that carries certain characteristic
entailments, so that every word can be treated as a logical constant relative to
other words, depending on interests. The word “and” is no more absolutely a
logical constant than is the word “vixen”. Every word can be either a logical
constant or ot a logical constant, depending on the system. Logic is simply the
theory of entailment, and entailment is a trait of every word. Any system that
formally captures entailments deserves to be called a logical system.

Logic without Propositions (or Sentences)

The way logic has been presented for a hundred years or so is as a theory of
the logical relations between propositions. Propositions have entailments and
figure as the premises and conclusions of arguments. Not much is said about
the nature of propositions in the standard explanations of logic, but we are to
assume that they correspond to the meaning of sentences—declarative
sentences. So logic deals with representational entities—things that stand for
states of affairs in the world. It does not deal with states of affairs themselves—
with objects and properties. Sometimes talk of propositions is “eschewed”
(Quine) and sentences are made the subject matter of logic, construed as marks
and sounds, or some such. Then we hear what is called “propositional logic”
described as “sentential logic”. If we wanted to go one stage further in the
direction of concreteness, we could re-describe propositional logic as
“statement logic” or “utterance logic”, where these are conceived as actual
speech acts. Thus we would investigate the logical relations between speech
acts. It is the same for what is called “predicate logic”: logic investigates the
logical relations between predicates, especially as they interact with quantifier
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expressions. We are still investigating sentences, but we analyze them into
predicates and quantifiers. If we don’t like the talk of predicates (bits of
language), we could re-name this branch of logic “concept logic”: then
proposition logic and concept logic would both deal with what is expressed by
language, while sentential logic and predicate logic address themselves to
linguistic expressions. No matter how we formulate it, logic is conceived to
operate at the level of representational entities, with logical relations defined
over these entities. Logic is essentially concerned with the discursive.
So conceived, modern logic is “the logic of (discursive) representations”.
Consequence, consistency, and contradiction are all regarded as relations
between sentence-like discursive entities (propositions, sentences, statements,
assertions, utterances, speech acts). Premises and conclusions of arguments are
precisely such entities. The laws of logic are the laws of the logical relations
between these entities.

But there are two points about logical laws that call this representational
conception into question. The first is that we presumably want logical laws to
apply to worlds in which there are no representations. Suppose that no
representational beings had ever evolved in the universe, so that there are
neither sentences nor propositions (I will ignore Fregean Platonism about
propositions)--there is no language and no thought. Then logical relations
defined over representations will not exist in that universe; there will be no
logical laws of #his kind. But will there be no logical laws of azy kind? Surely not:
the universe will still be governed by the laws of logic, as they are traditionally
conceived. Contradictions will still be impossible, by the laws of logic: but they
will not be defined over anything propositional. Logical laws like this are no
more language-dependent than natural laws, such as the law of gravity. We can
state logical and natural laws by means of propositions, but the laws themselves
don’t comcern propositions. The laws can exist without the existence of any
statement of them. So logical laws are not inberently propositional: they can hold
in a wotld in which there are no propositions (a fortiori for sentences and speech
acts). The universe would be subject to the laws of logic even if no thinking
beings ever came into existence.

The second point is that the traditional way of formulating logical laws does
not make them about propositions or sentences. Thus: “Everything is identical
to itself”; “Nothing can both have a property and lack it”; “Everything either
has a given property or lacks it”. In stating these logical laws no mention is
made of propositions or sentences; the subject matter consists entirely of
objects and their properties. There is thus no #eed to invoke propositions when

65



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

stating logical laws; and such laws can clearly hold in a world without
representations—you just need objects and properties, with logical relations
defined with respect to them. Then are there two kinds of logical law—Iaws of
propositions and laws of objects and properties? That seems unappealing: one
would like a uniform account of what a logical law is. The same goes for non-
standard logics, like modal or deontic logic: they also hold in worlds that
contain no propositions (or sentences). If we add to the traditional three laws
of logic so as to include further logical truths, such as Leibniz’s law of identity
or the logical relations between colors, then again we have logical laws that are
not defined over propositions—they concern the logical nature of the identity
relation and of color themselves. They deal with logical necessities that are not
formulated by reference to propositional entailments: it is a logical truth about
identity, say, that (in addition to being reflexive, transitive, and symmetrical) if «
is identical to 4, then @ and & have all properties in common. Again, we talk here
only of objects and properties (or relations), not of propositions about them.
These are de re (referential) necessities, not de dicto (non referential) necessities.
Identity #tself entails that identical objects are indiscernible, not propositions
abont identity; just as having a particular property izse/f entails not having the
negation of that property, not propositions about the property. Logical facts
obtain independently of discursive entities like propositions or sentences.

Rather than accepting that there are two kinds of logical laws, it would be
better to demonstrate some kind of relationship of dependence between them.
It seems too much simply to deny that propositions enter into logical relations,
since that would be to condemn standard logic as completely misguided, based
on an outright falsehood. Instead, we could try to see its entailments as derivative
from deeper logical laws that are not inherently propositional: thus propositions
have “derived logicality”. But how do we set about doing that? I propose that
we re-conceptualize the matter along the following lines. Suppose we accept an
ontology consisting of particulars and universals (objects and properties); then
we can distinguish the following three areas of investigation: (i) which
particulars instantiate which universals, (if) what the nomological relationships
are between universals, and (iii) what the logical laws governing universals are.
That is, there are three sorts of fact about universals: first, which objects fall
under them, how many, and so on; second, what laws of nature apply to
universals (e.g. the laws of motion); third, what logical characteristics universals
have. Each of these questions is about universals themselves, not about
propositions or concepts. We are interested here in the third question, but it is
worth observing how it relates to the other two questions, which are clearly not
at all concerned with propositions or sentences. And the answer we would give
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will reflect the nature of the question: we will refer only to universals and their
inherent logical relations (though of course we will be using propositions or
sentences to do so).

These relations, I suggest, will be of four basic kinds: identity, exclusion,
consequence, and combination. Logic is then fundamentally about these four
basic logical relations—with proposition-centered logic depending on the more
basic logical facts. The logical relation of identity is captured in the law of
identity for universals (also objects): every universal is identical to itself, and to
no other universal. Then we will detail the logical properties of identity, noting
also that identity is a necessary relation. None of this concerns propositions or
sentences about identity, though there will be consequences for identity
statements of familiar kinds. By exc/usion I mean the way one universal excludes
others from being instantiated in the same object—any which is incompatible
with the first. Thus being square will exclude being not square, say by being
triangular or circular. Every universal necessarily (logically) excludes other
universals—that is a logical law. This is a de r¢ necessity, not a truth about
concepts or predicates: it could obtain without there being any concepts or
predicates. By comseguence 1 mean the way one universal can be sufficient for
another: it is sufficient for being an animal that something is a cat, sufficient for
being a man that someone is a bachelor, sufficient for having a successor that
something is a number. One universal necessitates another, and perhaps
another in turn. Logic (in a broad sense) traces out these consequence relations.
By combination 1 mean logical properties of collections of universals: for
example, if an object x instantiates a collection of universals U, then x
instantiates each member of Uj; and if an object x instantiates a given universal
F, then x instantiates I¥ or any other collection of universals (these laws are
intended to correspond to the standard rules of conjunction elimination and
disjunction introduction). The idea here is that we can move from facts about
collections of universals to facts about specific universals, and from facts about
specific universals to facts about collections of them. Intuitively: if x
instantiates ¥ and G, then x instantiates F; and if x instantiates F, then x
instantiates F or G. Here we logically link objects with universals considered as
members of collections. Objects can be in the intersection of two universals (F
and G) and be in the union of two universals (F or G).

All these logical laws are stated over objects and properties. The claim then is
that this is the metaphysical basis of logical laws as they are stated over
propositions. It is in zirtue of the former laws that the latter laws hold. It is fairly
obvious how this goes: we just need to make a step of semantic ascent. Thus: if
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being FF necessitates being G, then “x is I”” entails “x is G”--and similarly for
exclusion. The logical laws of “and” and “or” fall out of logical laws concerning
objects and properties, as just outlined. The law of existential generalization is
based on the fact that if a particular object instantiates a universal then something
does; and the law of universal instantiation is based on the fact that if everything
instantiates a given universal then any particular thing does. In the case of “not”,
used as a sentence operator, we can take negation as applicable to universals
themselves, so that #of-F is itself a universal. Then we can interpret “not-not F
as meaning “the negative of the negative of I, i.e. F. Alternatively, we can
construe negation as equivalent to “belongs to the complement of F’ (e.g. “xis
not red”). What we are doing is simply taking negation to apply to properties,
not concepts or words; and similarly for conjunction and disjunction. An object
can have the property of being I and G, or the property of being I or G, or the
property of being norF. All the standard so-called sentence operators have a
more fundamental interpretation as operations on universals, forming complex
universals from simpler ones. There are then logical relations between these
universals, and hence logical laws. This allows such laws to obtain in worlds
that lack language or anything representational. It makes them de re not de
dicto—about reality not our description of it.

We could express all this by speaking of states of affairs, but I think we get
the basic ontology right by sticking to talk of objects and properties (particulars
and universals)—these being what states of affairs are all about. Objects and
properties have logical laws governing them, on this conception, as they have
natural laws governing them, and as they form particular facts about the
distribution of properties in the universe. None of these facts depends on
propositions or concepts or words. Of course, we can formulate propositions
about these laws and facts, but they are not themselves constituted by anything
internal to propositions. A logical principle stated at the level of propositions is
thus derivative from the more basic level of the logic of universals. Predicates
entail other predicates becanse the universals they denote or express themselves
necessitate other universals—this being an entirely non-linguistic matter. So-
called predicate logic is really property logic, seen through the prism of
language. Strictly speaking, predicates don’t have logical relations, except
derivatively on properties. If there were no properties obeying logical laws, then
there would be no predicate logic. If there were no universals that inherently
exclude each other, then there would be no law of non-contradiction at the
level of propositions or sentences. Words cannot inherently exclude one
another, and neither can concepts, construed independently of properties (as,
say, dispositions to assent, or bits of syntax in the language of thought). The
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things that stand in logical relations at the most fundamental level are objects
and properties; any other logical relations are transmitted upward from that
basis. It is meaning that transmits logic from its original home in the world to
language. If we try to view meaning as cut off from objects and properties, then
we lose logic defined at the discursive level. Objects and properties are “logic-
makers” as well as “truth-makers”—they are ultimately where logical truth and
truth in general come from. Nothing is true but reality makes it so, as Quine
said—even logical truth.

Frege described logic as “the laws of truth”, thus locating it at the level of
truth bearers (“thoughts” in his terminology). But this very formulation points to
a different conception, since truth turns on the condition of the world beyond
representation—and likewise for logical relations. Just as a proposition is true in
virtue of the way the world is, so its entailments hold in virtue of the way the
wortld is—specifically, the logical relations between universals. The truth-
makers are also the logic-makers. The laws of logic are not fundamentally laws
of truth but laws of what make truths true—that is, the logical matrix in which
universals are embedded: identity, exclusion, consequence, and combination.
Logic does not exist independently of the world, as if confined to the level of
propositions—as if it reflected the structure of human zhought—but rather is
immanent in the world, part of what constitutes it. It is not that we impose
logic on the wortld, having first found it in thought; rather, logic imposes itself
on thought, having its origin in the world beyond thought. The propositional
calculus and the predicate calculus, as they exist today, are really encodings of a
mind-independent logical reality, which exists outside of sentences and
propositions; they are not the primary bearers of logical relations (the same
goes for modal logic, etc).

This way of looking at things clearly depends on a robust ontology of
properties or universals—they cannot be identified with predicates or even
concepts in the mind, or else the contrast I am insisting on would collapse. The
logic of universals would simply &e the logic of predicates or concepts. Perhaps
this kind of nominalism or psychologism about universals is part of the
motivation for the view of logic I am rejecting; but I take it such views should
not be accepted uncritically, and indeed are very implausible—for how then
could objects have properties in a world lacking words or human concepts?
Once we accept the reality of universals, fully and unapologetically, the
approach I am defending begins to look attractive, indeed unavoidable.
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This incidentally implies that the usual separation between first-order logic
and second-order logic is philosophically misguided (though technically
correct): we are essentially concerned with properties and their relations even at
the level of first-order logic, because we need to interpret the predicates as
denoting universals that form the basis of logical laws. Particulars and
universals are the foundation of the whole logical edifice, even when we are not
quantifying explicitly over the latter. Universals are ontologically basic and enter
into all our thought: they are the original ground of logical laws, even when
dealing with first-order logic.

Frege opposed psychologism about logic—the idea that logical laws have to
do with the mind (apart from being apprehended by the mind). To this end he
fashioned his ontology of objective “thoughts”—a clear oxymoron. These
thoughts were taken to exist independently of the mind and to precede the
existence of the mind. I won’t argue against this position here, merely noting its
extravagance; but I will say that I agree with the motivation behind it—we
don’t want logic to depend on human constructions, whether psychological or
linguistic. When logic is conceived as the deductive science of propositions
there is a distinct danger of psychologism, but the way to avoid it is not to
objectify propositions; rather, we should locate logic at a deeper level—in the
wortld beyond thought. There is nothing at all psychological about universals,
for a realist about universals—they exist quite independently of minds. They are
the building blocks of reality, since there is no particular that precedes
universals—there are no property-free objects. Thus psychologism is avoided
by locating logical laws in the non-psychological world of objects and
universals, not (pace Frege) in a supposed realm of objective transcendent
“thoughts”.

It is a consequence of the position advocated here that some knowledge of
extra-mental reality is a priori: for we know the laws of logic a prioti, and yet
these laws characterize the world beyond the mind. Again, this consequence
may be part of the motivation for a propositional view of logical laws, because
then we can confine a priori knowledge to the contents of the mind (with
language reckoned to the mind). If we think of logical necessity as analytic, and
construe analyticity as arising from language and concepts, then we will be
inclined to suppose that logical laws arise from the inner nature of mental
representations or words. But again, such views must not be accepted
uncritically or assumed without acknowledgment—and upon examination they
are very problematic. I won’t undertake a criticism here, merely noting that we
need to take seriously the possibility that some a priori knowledge just is
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knowledge of the structure of extra-mental and extra-linguistic reality. We know
from our grasp of the nature of universals that they have certain kinds of
exclusion and consequence relations—however jarring that may sound to
certain kinds of empiricist or positivist assumptions. We have a priori
knowledge of logical laws, and these laws characterize the objective nature of
universals—so we have a priori knowledge of the general structure of mind-
independent reality. This is just the way things are, like it or not. Sorry!

Finally, does the notion of logical form rest on a mistake? Philosophers and
logicians have been apt to speak of the logical form of propositions or
sentences, but an astute follower of the logical realism defended here might
protest that this is a category mistake, since logical form propetly belongs to
states of affairs not to sentences or propositions about states of affairs. I agree
with the spirit of this protest, and admire its extremism, but I think it goes a bit
too far. We can agree that universals themselves exhibit logical form, in the
sense that they are arranged in a logically determined totality, as defined by
identity, exclusion, consequence, and combination. But there is nothing to stop
us from supposing that this form is reflected in the structure of propositions
themselves. The subject-predicate form, say, is a reflection of the object-
property form: two complementary elements in a relation of mutual
entanglement (predication and instantiation, respectively). Nor is there any
objection to selecting a class of expressions designated as logical constants, and
then defining a notion of logical form on that basis (though this may be more
arbitrary than has been recognized). What is mistaken is the composite idea that
logical relations depend on logical form and that logical form is an intrinsic
feature of propositions, considered independently of reality. That is just the
dogma of logical representationalism (to give it a name) stated another way.
Logical relations, to repeat, cannot be defined purely over representations, as a
matter of their very nature: so they cannot result from the logical form of
representations. Any logical form that propositions have must be derivative
from a more basic logical reality—the logical form inherent in the underlying
universals.

If the position of this paper is correct, we should stop talking of
propositional and predicate logic (though we may still speak of the
propositional and predicate caleuius—this being a type of notation). For that
gives the metaphysically misleading impression that logic is grounded in
propositions or predicates, not in the logical order of the world itself. We have
different symbolic systems for representing (a fragment of) natural languages,
but logical reality itself has nothing essentially to do with these systems. Logical
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reality is external to such systems, being essentially not a matter of symbols at
all (so “symbolic logic” is misleading too). Logical laws per se exist in the world
outside of all representation, and it is the job of our systems of representation
to reflect their nature as best we can. They may do so without claiming to be
constitutive of logical laws. The laws of logic stand outside of any notation for
representing them, though they can be stated in a system of notation, more or
less perspicuously.

Love of Logic

Why do we love the predicate calculus?! Because it is a diagram of thought as
it reflects the logical order of the world. It depicts thought in its essential
relation to logical reality. So it does not depict thought as a psychologist might;
it depicts thought as it conforms to the objective logical order. That order is
not itself a matter of psychology: it pre-exists the human mind. It would not be
wrong to say that the predicate calculus depicts this logical order, since it
records objective logical truths. But that is not why we love it: we love it
because it depicts #s as logical, as bound to the logical order. Predicate calculus
is the proof that we are a rational species; it is not merely a means to formulate
proofs concerning logical reality. It diagrams the logical scaffolding of our
thought—it pictures human reason (physics does not do that). Its symbols and
structures remind us of our inherent rationality (res cogitans), and thus enhance
our self-love. We love logic because it confirms our elevated self-image, and
rightly so (“proper narcissism”). If we had never invented logic, we would be
able to doubt our power of reason; but logic assures us that we swim in the
medium of reason--that we occupy logical space as well as physical and
temporal space. The formulas of predicate calculus are the precise expression of
our nature as logical beings. As we gaze at great paintings and recognize our
status as aesthetic beings, so we gaze at logical formulas and recognize our
status as rational beings—that is, as beings that reflect the logical order of the
world. Love of logic is bound up with love of ourselves: but this love of
ourselves is a rational love, being the love of rationality.?

1T choose the predicate calculus as an example; other logical systems can be loved too, e.g. modal
logic. I am raising the question of our logical affections because it is never raised in the
philosophy of logic—yet it is surely a familiar fact of human psychology. We have emotions
about logic, positive ones: we find logic adorable, beautiful, “sexy”. I am asking why we have
such emotions.

2 Our love of logic is thus not like our love of other subjects, such as geology or astronomy,
which do not depict #s. Logic is special in that it depicts us as reflective of the objective order of
logical relations—it is a kind of ideal psychology. It tells us how we think (in one sense), as well
as what is logically correct.
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Is

The standard view, enunciated by Russell, is that “is” is ambiguous between
the “is” of predication and the “is” of identity (we might also add the “is” of
composition, as in “this state is bronze”). Thus we have, “the cup is red” and
“Hesperus is Phosphorus”, where the two occurrences of “is” have different
meanings. To claim that “is” has the same meaning in both occurrences would
produce absurd consequences. If the “is” in “the cup is red” expressed identity,
then the sentence would mean that the cup is identical to redness, which is false
and absurd. If the “is” of “Hesperus is Phosphorus” expressed predication,
then the sentence would mean that Hesperus has the property of Phosphorus,
which verges on the meaningless and is certainly not true—“Phosphorus” is
not a predicate but a singular term. So “is” must be ambiguous between the
two cases, sometimes meaning identity and sometimes meaning predication.
That would be a serious failing in natural language, requiring linguistic reform:
our language systematically confuses two very different concepts.

But this conclusion is far too hasty; there is no need to adopt the ambiguity
thesis in order to account for the meaning of “is”. For, first, it is not difficult to
construe the “is” in identity statements as simply the predicative “is”, by
expanding such statements in the obvious way, viz. “Hesperus is identical to
Phosphorus”. Here we have a predicate expression, “identical to Phosphorus”,
coupled with the “is” of predication, so that the sentence is saying “Hesperus
has the property of being identical to Phosphorus”. We don’t need a separate
meaning for “is” to account for its use in identity statements; we just need to
fill out the predicate in the obvious way. Clearly “is” cannot express identity in
the expanded version, or else the sentence would be saying that Hesperus is
identical to identity with Hesperus, which is nonsense. The point is even clearer
if we add a sortal term to statements of identity, as in “Hesperus is the same
planet as Phosphorus™: here “same planet” carries the attribution of identity,
with “is” just acting as the predicative copula. When we use “is” alone in an
identity statement this is just a shorter version of the explicit expansion that
employs the identity concept directly. There is no “is” of identity.

Can we enforce uniformity of meaning from the other direction? That is, can
we claim that “is” always expresses identity? It would certainly be difficult to do
that if we read the sentences in question naively, as saying (for example) that
the cup is identical to redness; but a simple paraphrase can resolve this
problem. What if we rephrase “the cup is red” as “the color of the cup is
(identical to) red”? That is a straightforward identity statement, and it is
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straightforwardly true. The same trick can be applied to all predicative uses of
“is”, as in “the species of Felix is cat” or “the job of John Smith is
philosopher”. Put in stilted philosopher’s language, we are paraphrasing “a is I
as “among the attributes of # is F-ness”, where “is” expresses simple numerical
identity. We can take this as a quantified statement along the following lines:
“there are attributes F that # instantiates and one of these F’s is identical to G-
ness”. Thus: “there is a (unique) color C such that the cup has C and Cis
identical to redness”. This sounds rather ponderous, no doubt, but it
corresponds quite well with the intuitive meaning of the original statement,
more colloquially expressed as, “the color of the cup is red”. (As to “the statue
is bronze”, this comes out as, “the material composing the statue is (identical
to) bronze”. Equally, we could paraphrase the sentence as, “the statue is
composed of bronze” where the “is” here is just the usual “is” of predication,
not a special “is” of composition.)

So there is nothing compulsory about finding ambiguity in “is”; in fact, it is
quite easy to provide paraphrases that employ “is” in one meaning for all
sentences that contain “is”. And surely that is the preferable position, since it is
hard to believe that natural language could harbor such a disreputable
ambiguity—why not simply have two words for such very different concepts?
There is the question which of the two theories we should prefer, given that
both appear adequate. I incline to a mixed position, combining both types of
paraphrase. The second type offers a convincing expansionary analysis, spelling
out the underlying meaning of the sentence; but the first type makes it clear that
the so-called “is” of identity is really short for “is identical to” or “is the same
as”, which contains the “is” of predication. Thus “the cup is red” has the same
meaning as, “the color of the cup is identical to red”. We turn the original
sentence into a statement of identity, but that statement itself contains in its
expansion a predicative use of “is”, with identity conveyed by the attached
predicate “identical to red”. Predicative sentences turn out to be identity
sentences, but identity sentences turn out to contain the “is” of predication. So
in the final analysis “is” is always predicative, but ordinary predicative sentences
are equivalent to identity sentences.

How then should we analyze “Hesperus is Phosphorus”—what is its
underlying logical form? It turns out to mean the same as, “Among the
attributes of Hesperus one of them is that of being identical to Phosphorus”.
We quantify over attributes and declare one of them to be identical to identity
with Phosphorus—where “is” occurs in its predicative meaning. Thus: “There
are attributes that Hesperus has and one of them is identical to identity with
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Phosphorus”. This sentence expresses an identity proposition concerning the
attribute of identity with a given object, but in order to state that identity we
need to use “is” predicatively. Given that the “is” in an identity statement so
clearly means, “is identical with”, this seems to be just what we would expect
on the assumption that identity is at the root of all predication. All propositions
are really identity propositions, on this view, formed by quantifying over
attributes or properties. The recipe for constructing the underlying identity
proposition is simply to refer to a property and declare it one of the properties
an object has, as in “the color of the cup is (identical to) (the color) red”. If the
cup has many colors, it would be better to say, “a color of the cup is red”, so as
to avoid falsely imputing uniqueness, which can then be expanded into, “there
are color properties that the cup has and one of them is identical to the
property of being red”. Second-order quantification plus identity therefore
enter even into ordinary subject—predicate sentences—which is not what we
have been taught to expect. But, as we know from Russell’s theory of
descriptions, language can be more complex than it seems on the surface when
it is properly analyzed. First-order logic really embeds second-order logic (with
identity) in underlying logical form. Still, “is” remains uniformly a device of
predication, even as it occurs in second-order identity sentences. The
impression that “is” is ambiguous disappears once we carry out the requisite
analysis.

Mereological Arithmetic

The way we talk about numbers resembles the way we talk about physical
objects in one respect: we talk as if numbers have parts. This is written into the
language of arithmetic. Just as we say that a cake can be divided into patts, so
we say that a number can be so divided. We also speak of adding and
subtracting in relation to numbers, as we speak of adding and subtracting in
relation to a physical thing or collection of things. You can subtract a slice from
a cake or some marbles from a pile of marbles, or add to the cake or the
marbles, as you can add or subtract numbers. Thus we think mereologically
about numbers.

Pursuing this mereological way of thinking, we can (and some do) push it
further. Take the number 15: this number can be divided by 3 to give 5, so we
can say that 15 divides into three equal parts of 5. These parts are traditionally
called “aliquot parts”, meaning that 5 divides into 15 exactly three times, where
3 is a whole number (an aliquot part of a number is defined as an exact divisor
of that number). This notion is also used in chemistry, where it means dividing
a chemical sample into parts of equal quantity. Mathematicians also speak of
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“aliquant parts”, which do not divide to produce whole numbers—8 divides
into the aliquant parts of 5 and 3. The numbers into which a given number
divides can themselves be divided, ending in the whole number 1. Thus every
whole number can be divided by 1, which is thus a part of every number. But
these are not the smallest parts, because whole numbers can be divided—hence
fractions. In the limit each number has infinitely many parts, as we keep
dividing. The picture here is that a number is like a physical object in that it can
be divided successively into smaller and smaller parts, the sum of which add up
to the number in question. Thus there are part-whole relations between
numbers, as there are part-whole relations between chemical quantities.

But there is a crucial disanalogy here, which undermines this whole way of
thinking. Suppose I divide a cake or chemical sample into thirds: none of these
third parts are identical to the others—we have three separate physical entities,
which together compose the original object. But if I divide 15 into thirds I get
the number 5, which 7z identical to the other (alleged) parts. The parts are
identical to each other, being just the number 5. If we call the parts “P17, “P2”
and “P3”, we have “P1 = P2 = P3”. It actually makes no sense to speak of
combining 5 with itself--all that could ever give is 5. If it did make sense, we
would have to conclude that 15 = 5. Similarly, if each number divides into 1
when divided by itself, we would have to say that every number is identical to 1,
since every number would resolve into a collection of 1’s, i.e. the number 1. It
is of course true that adding 5 to itself three times gives 15, but adding is not
mereological combining—combining 5 with itself can only give 5. What are
called aliquot parts are not parss at all: 5 is indeed a divisor of 15, but it is not
literally a part of 15. By contrast, aliquot parts of a chemical sample are genuine
parts of that sample, being numerically distinct from each other, and
combinable into the whole sample. If we think about it in terms of set theory,
the set {5, 5, 5} is really just the set {5}, since 5 = 5; but the set {five molecules
of C, five molecules of C, five molecules of C} is not identical to {five
molecules of C}, since the former set specifies fifteen molecules of C. The set
{5, 5, 5} is just like the set {Aristotle, Aristotle, Atistotle}—a peculiar way to
represent the set whose only member is 5 or Aristotle. Combining Aristotle
with Aristotle gives you only Aristotle, and similarly for the number 5.
Numbers really don’t have other numbers as patts, not literally.

How could this error have arisen? I suspect confusion between use and
mention lurks behind it. I can certainly write down fifteen tokens of the
numeral “17, and the set or aggregate of these tokens is not identical to a set or
aggregate consisting of a single token of “1”. We can rightly view these
inscriptions (physical marks) as wholes with parts: the aggregate of the tokens is
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composed of each token or sub-aggregates of tokens. A collection of written
tokens of a given numeral does indeed have aliquot parts, just like a chemical
sample. The set {*57, “5”, “5”} is not the set {“5”}, since each token is distinct
from the others. But we must not confuse tokens of numerals with numbers,
which do not form aggregates in this way. Of course, to claim that a number
like 15 /s an aggregate of numeral tokens is both highly implausible and also not
what those who speak mereologically of numbers intend. But if we fall prey to a
use-mention confusion we could easily slip into the error I have identified.
Then we will find ourselves saying things like, “Consider three occurrences of
the number 57, which is really quite meaningless. In short: fifteen tokens of “1”
are not fifteen parts of 15. And the number 1 is not a part of 15 at all, but
simply one of its divisors.

Another source of potential confusion is that numbers can be attached to
collections and the collections can be distinct from each other. Thus a
collection of fifteen dogs can be divided into three collections of five dogs,
where these collections are not identical with each other. We could reasonably
assert that the fifteen-dog collection is made up of three five-dog collections.
But again, it doesn’t follow that the number 15 is itself made up of three fives;
and there is really no such thing as “three fives” (unless that means “three fimes
five”), since 5 is just itself and no other thing (there is only oxe five). If we
confuse numbers with collections that numbers number, then we will be prone
to misplaced mereological thinking about numbers themselves. To repeat:
numbers cannot be composed of their divisors because the divisors don’t
aggregate in the right way. The number 5 is a divisor of 15, but there are not
three of these numbers that aggregate to give 15. Aggregates of physical objects
have part-whole relations, but numbers are not like that.

Finally, we must not confuse arithmetic with geometry. Abstract geometrical
figures can be conceived in mereological terms, as when we divide a triangle
into two parts by drawing a line from one angle to the midpoint of the opposite
side. Here the two parts really are parts that aggregate to form a whole, neither
being identical to the other. But we cannot likewise say that 10 can be divided
into two non-identical equal parts, since 5 is simply identical to 5. We cannot
think of 10 as literally composed of two halves both consisting of 5, because
those halves would simply e 5. It is quite true that 5 is a half of 10, but it is not
true that 10 is composed of 5 twice (whatever that may mean). It is really a
category mistake to describe numbers in part-whole terms. But it is a very
tempting category mistake, being embedded in the very language we employ to
describe arithmetic relations, and abetted by perennially tempting confusions,
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particularly the use-mention confusion. At best talk of part and whole in
relation to numbers is a metaphor, and a highly misleading one.
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Résumé. T.a logique a connu et connait encore de nombreuses
révolutions et développements ainsi que I’émergence de nombreuses
nouvelles logiques qui ont changé notre attitude envers la valeur de vérité
chez Aristote en rapport avec les nouvelles réalités chargées de
contradictions, ainsi qu’avec les perspectives de la philosophie. Si nous
acceptons les traits qui spécifient la pensée moderne avec ses
interprétations de la vérité, et substitue la différence a lidentité en
comptant sur une logique de la déconstruction plutét que sur celle de
Paccumulation et de la construction, cela nous obligera a faire une
nouvelle lecture épistémologique des transformations qu’a connu la
logique et qui ont introduit un grand nombre d’interprétations sur la
valeur de vérité au sens d’Aristote. Pour toutes ces raisons, cet article
cherche a mettre au clair les développements de la logique dans le
langage du modernisme et du postmodernisme, donc la question qui
sous-tend cet article est : peut-on considérer ce qui est arrivé a la logique
comme un renouvellement quant a la valeur de vérité, une sorte de
prolongement du sens révolutionnaire du modernisme et du
postmodernisme ? ou bien s’agit-il tout simplement d’un autre tournant
critique et neutre, ou pour le dire autrement, d’une construction et d’un
développement et non pas dune transformation et d’une
déconstruction ?
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Abstract. Logic has passed and still passes through many revolutions
and developments, as well as the emergence of many new logics that
changed our attitude towards the notion of truth-value in Aristotle’s
perspective in relation with new realities plain of contradictions and also
with respect to philosophy perspectives. If we accept the specific
features of modern thought concerning interpretations of the truth,
substituting identity with difference trough a logic of deconstruction
instead of a logic of accumulation and construction, we will be forced to
make a new epistemological reading of the transformations known by
logic, transformations that also introduced a great number of
interpretations of the truth-value since Aristotle. For all these reasons
this article aims at clarifying the developments of logic in the language of
modernism and post-modernism. The question undetlying the article is
then: can we consider what logic has passed trough as a renewal of truth-
value, as an extension of the revolutionary sense of modernism and
postmodernism? Or is it simply another critical and neutral turning point
— of, in other words, it is a construction and a development and not a
transformation and a deconstruction?

Keywords: logic, revolution, modernism, postmodernism, interpretation,
Aristotele, truth value, construction, deconstruction.
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LA LOGIQUE LINEAIRE ET LA QUESTION DES
FONDEMENTS DES LOIS LOGIQUES (II)

Alain LECOMTE
(Université Paris 8 - Vincennes-Saint-Denis & CNRS)

Abstract. This is the second part of a paper the first part of which was
published in .4/ Mukhatabat, n°5, in 2013, the aim of which is to study the
question of the foundations of logical laws through the novelties which
have appeared in the last decades in the field of Logic in contact with
Theoretical Computer Science. The first part dealt with Girard’s Linear
Logic and its game-theoretical semantics. This part mainly presents Ludics,
a formalism also invented by J-Y. Girard of which we can say it has two
aspects: one is oriented towards Proof Theory (generalizing the concept of
proof to the one of counter-proof and then of para-proof), and the other
towards Game Theory (generalizing the concept of strategy to the one of
design). The idea of a logical foundation in what Girard calls geometry of
interaction comes from the strong geometrical framework of the concepts
here presented.

Keywords: foundation, logical laws, theoretical computer science, Jean-
Yves Girard, linear logic, game-theoretical semantics, geometry of
interaction.
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Résumé. Ceci est la deuxiéme partie d’un article dont la premiere partie a
été publiée dans la revue A/ Mukhatabat, n°5, en 2013 et qui se propose
d’étudier la question des fondements des lois logiques au travers des
nouveautés apparues dans les derniéres décennies dans la logique en contact
avec la perspective de I'informatique théorique. La premicre partie traitait
essentiellement de la logique linéaire de Jean-Yves Girard et de sa
sémantique en termes de jeux. Celle-ci présente surtout la ludique,
formalisme également inventé par Jean-Yves Girard, dont on peut dire
quelle a deux aspects: l'un est tourné vers la théorie des preuves
(généralisant le concept de preuve a celui de contre-preuve et de para-
preuve), et lautre vers la théorie des jeux (généralisant le concept de
stratégie, sous l'appellation de dessein). Le soubassement des concepts
présentés est fortement géométrique d’ou lidée d’une fondation de la
logique dans ce que Girard appelle la géométrie de Pinteraction.

Mots-clés : fondements, lois logiques, informatique théorique, Jean-Yves
Girad, logique linéaire, géométrie de I'interaction.

1- Introduction

Dans la premiére partie de cet article, déja ancienne (et publiée dans le
numéro 5 de la revue A/ Mukhatabat), nous avons décrit une évolution de la
logique contemporaine qu'elle doit en partie a ses relations fortes avec
linformatique théorique. Cette évolution est issue des premicres remarques
faites par des auteurs comme Tait, De Bruijn, Curry et Howard ([Curry 58,
Howard 69]) concernant la proximité entre calenl et raisonnement, qui devaient les
conduire a ce que nous appelons désormais l'isomorphisme de Curry-Howard,
lequel était congu au départ dans le cadre de la logique intuitionniste. Les
recherches a propos de l'extension de cet isomorphisme a un cadre qui aurait
gardé de la logique classique ses symétries essentielles (traduites par
linvolutivité de la négation et la loi de contraposition) ont conduit Girard
(|Giratd, 87, 95, 99, 006]) a inventer la logique /inéaire. Cette logique s'est avérée
alors surprenante en ce qu'elle a permis de mettre en ¢évidence une
caractérisation géométrique des preuves, sous l'aspect des réseaux de preuve,
sortes de graphes qui sont associés a des preuves seulement lorsqu'ils vérifient
certain critere de correction.

Deés ces découvertes, il est devenu patent que l'on pouvait inverser le chemin
suivi et faite des preuves d'un systeme logique comme la logique linéaire une
simple /Jinéarisation des réseanx. On pouvait alors présumer que si les regles de la
logique étaient ce qu'elles étaient, l'origine pouvait s'en trouver dans les
contraintes liées a ces réseaux. Comme ces derniers représentaient aussi des
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programmes (dans le méme sens ou l'on peut dite qu'un A-terme est un
programme), on pouvait voir a l'origine des systemes des contraintes de type
calculatoire (comme l'interdiction de certains cycles par exemple).

Nous avons vu aussi, dans cette premicre partie, que la logique linéaire s'était
trées tot ([Blass 91]) prétée a une sémantique en termes de jex. 1l ne fallait
cependant pas y voir une conception des jeux a la Lorenzen, ni a la Hintikka. La
sémantique proposée par Blass reposait sur des combinaisons de jeux, par
exemple le produit linéaire (ou tenseur) s'interprétait comme combinaison de
deux jeux ou le joueur actif doit obligatoirement jouer dans la composante ou
son pattenaire vient de jouer (il n'a pas le choix), a la différence de la
disjonction multiplicative ou le joueur actif a la liberté de choisir son jeu. Ce qui
est mis en avant dans cette optique c'est donc /nteraction en elle-méme plutdt que
la visée d'un gain.

Cette prise en compte de l'interaction est encore plus manifeste dans un
formalisme comme la zudigue (|Girard 03, 06, 07]) dont le but initial était bien de
retrouver les opérateurs fondamentaux de la logique a partir de la notion
d'interaction.

Nous avons introduit, a la fin de la premicre partie, les notions de contre-preuve
et de para-preuve. Dans un dialogue coopératif ou deux actants tentent d'établir si
une thése peut étre prouvée ou bien au contraire réfutée, l'un des deux est
supposé construire une preuve tandis que l'autre tente d'établir une réfutation,
la réfutation suivant pied a pied le déroulement de la preuve de sorte que celui
qui arrive a une situation ou l'autre ne peut plus accomplir de pas *“remporte la
partie", autrement dit : le résultat est prouvé ou bien réfuté!. Cette conception
de la recherche de preuve nous entraine vers l'idée qu'un objet de la logique
peut étre caractérisé par 'ensemble de ses contre-objets: objets de méme nature
que lui mais qui interagissent avec lui de telle sorte que le résultat de
linteraction soit un objet particulier, prévu d'avance. Dans ce qui suit, nous
appelons para-prenve un objet obtenu par applications successives de regles
(comme dans le cas d'une preuve) dont nous ne savons pas encore s'il va
déboucher sur une preuve (il peut étre mis en échec si c'est 'autre objet, celui
avec lequel il est confronté, qui est une preuve). L'idée de définir un objet par
l'ensemble de ceux qui lui sont "orthogonaux" (dans un sens qui sera précisé
plus loin) a des retombées intéressantes en philosophie du langage. On peut en

11l peut aussi exister des situations non terminatives, ou ni preuve ni réfutation ne peuvent étre
établis, on parle alors de divergence.
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effet percevoir la signification d'une énonciation comme l'ensemble de celles a
quoi elle répond ou bien qu'elle suscite de la part d'un intetlocuteur. Clest
considérer, comme le fait Brandom ([Brandom 94, 2000]), qu'une énonciation
est toujours un noeud dans un réseau ou se rencontrent les offres et les
demandes de raisons pour la dire.

2- Vers la ludique

2-1 La polarisation des preuves

Nous avons apercu ci-dessus la manicre dont les concepts de preuve et de
jeu en viennent a se rencontrer. Si, comme montré en premicre partie de cet
article, preuve et contre-preuve se définissent par dualité via un processus de
normalisation, la situation qu'elles créent ressemble beaucoup a celle qui
prévaut entre deux partenaires d'un méme jeu: chaque étape du jeu consiste en
un changement de joueur, chacun répondant a tour de réle au dernier coup
avancé par l'autre!l. Avec la co-construction envisagée de deux para-preuves,
chaque pas dans l'une (autrement dit chaque application de regle dans la
construction de la para-preuve) répond, de la méme maniére, au pas précédent
de l'autre, et cela sera validé lorsqu'on procedera a la normalisation de la
confrontation. Cette normalisation aura donc le réle d'une procédure "de
calcul", cherchant a établir si oui ou non, on aboutit bien, apres qu'elle ait eu
lieu, 2 une "confrontation nulle", objet représenté par le séquent vide. Il y a ici
analogie avec le produit scalaire qui, s'il conduit comme résultat au vecteur nul,
établit que les vecteurs initiaux sont orthogonaux. Le theme de la géometrisation
apparait donc une nouvelle fois: apres les considérations topologiques qui
conduisent a identifier un réseau comme réseau de preuve, nous voyons surgir
une notion d'orthggonaliteé.

Deux para-preuves sont orthogonales si et seulement si la normalisation agit
sur elles de facon a terminer leur interaction sur le séquent vide. Pour arriver
néanmoins a de tels résultats, il convient de définir précisément ce que l'on
entend par cette procédure de normalisation, et surtout pourquoi les objets
qu'elle met en dualité se comportent bien de la maniére attendue. Ot, pour que
deux para-preuves entrent en situation de confrontation, il faut qu'elles aient
des polarités qui s'opposent. Dans la normalisation d'une preuve, on élimine les
pas de coupure qui correspondent a des situations ou coexistent des formules

111 peut aussi tres bien répondre a des coups antérieurs a ce dernier coup, disons que,
globalement, celui-ci a créé une situation dont il faut bien tenir compte dans la réponse qui est
faite.
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identiques mais de signe opposé (A et —A). De méme, dans celle d'une
confrontation entre deux para-preuves, on éliminera les pas qui correspondent
a des polarités opposées, ce qui suppose, évidemment, que les para-preuves
soient des objets polarisés.

Dans une perspective "jeu", on peut voit une para-preuve comme une suite
de coups, les coups de l'une répondant a ceux de l'autre. Autrement dit, elle sera
une alternance de deux types de pas: des pas positifs, par lesquels le joueur a qui
c'est le tour de jouetr avance ses pions, et des pas négatifs, au cours desquels ce
méme joueur ne fait gu'enregistrer (passivement donc) le coup de l'autre.
Intuitivement, les deux processus s'accordent si les pas positifs de l'un
correspondent bien aux pas négatifs de 'autre, autrement dit si, a chaque étape,
ce que l'un est prét a enregistrer correspond bien a ce que l'autre produit. Le
lien avec la logique linéaire s'établit alors parce que nous pouvons effectivement
observer en elle deux types bien particuliers de régles, que I'on peut caractériser
comme positives ou négatives.

Dans le cas des opérateurs multiplicatifs par exemple, la régle du « o » ne
fait que réécrire une suite de formules sous la forme d'une seule formule en
mettant des « g » entre elles. Autrement dit, la regle associée peut se lire dans
les deux directions sans perte d'information. Il n'en est pas ainsi pour le tenseur,
pour lequel, dés que nous avons mélangé les contextes pour arriver a la
conclusion, nous ne pouvons plus retrouver de manicre déterministe les
contextes qui figuraient dans les prémisses. L'application de la regle (droite) de
« o » peut donc étre décrite comme "passive" (négative), alors que celle de « ® »
peut étre décrite comme "active" (positive). 11 en va de méme chez les additifs:
introduire un « & » se fait a partir d'un seul et méme contexte, et il est donc
facile de revenir en arriere apres l'avoir introduit. La regle est donc passive. En
revanche, l'introduction de « @ » se fait toujours a partir du choix d'une formule
particuliere (I'un des termes conjoints par le « @ » ) et revenir en arriere apres
l'avoir introduit suppose de *‘deviner" la formule en question, la regle est donc
active.

Par convention, les regles actives sont dites introduire des connecteurs
positifs et les régles passives des connecteurs négatifs, d'ou la partition':

positifs : &, @

1 Cette classification justifie en partie les choix de notations: les positifs sont dans un cercle, les
négatifs sont un méme " &", tantdt a l'endroit, tantot renversé.
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négatifs : 0, &

On doit a J. M. Andréoli d'avoir démontré (théoréme de focalisation ([Andreoli
92]) que toute preuve en logique linéaire peut étre transformée en une preuve
équivalente qui consiste en une alternance de séries de pas maximales: a chaque
suite la plus longue possible de pas positifs (resp. négatifs) succede une suite, la
plus longue possible, de pas négatifs (resp. positifs). 1l ne reste plus, ensuite,
qu'a condenser de telles suites de pas en de simples (méga)pas, quitte 2 utiliser
des reégles d'introduction simultanée de plusieurs instances de connecteurs a la
fois (donc des regles qui ont un nombre arbitraire de prémisses), pout obtenir
la représentation d'une preuve comme alternance de pas négatifs et positifs!.

2-2 « Seul est le lieu »

Le stade suivant de la généralisation consiste a faire abstraction des formules
pour ne retenir d'elles que leurs emplacements. Ce stade est motivé par le souci
d'établir une fondation, non seulement des régles mais aussi des formules et des
connecteurs par lesquels elles sont combinées. Qu'est-ce qu'une formule? Si
nous sommes avertis des développements dans le cadre de lisomorphisme de
Curry-Howard, nous répondrons que cela ne se distingue pas d'un #pe, or un
type est un comportement, c'est-a-dire, pour un objet, 'ensemble des manieres
de réagir avec un autre de ce méme type, compte-tenu de lois qui le
caractérisent (pensons au type entier par exemple). La notion de formule doit
donc étre retrouvée a partir de la notion de type que nous obtiendrons i fine
lorsque la construction sera terminée.

Par ailleurs, la notion de téseau de preuve nous a apptis que l'essence de
l'objet preuve résidait moins dans les formules étiquetant les noeuds du réseau
que dans ses propriétés géométriques qui, elles, n'ont nul besoin de lettres ou
d'atomes pour s'exprimer. Partir de ces considérations géométriques nous
installe au coeur des fondations et nous devons simplement trouver un systeme
d'écriture pour les traduire: ce seront les lieux (&), étiquetés par des suites
arbitraires d'entiers.

Si nous tenons toutefois, a des fins pratiques, a partir de formules, si par
exemple nous considérons la formule (A1 @ Az) @ (Az ® Ay), nous admettrons
qu'elle est arbitrairement située en un Jeu A et qu'alors (A1 ® Ay) est localisée en

! Le calcul obtenu est dit hyperséquentie/ puisque ses régles généralisent le calcul des séquents.
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un lieu A1 tandis que (A3 @ Ay) est localisée en un lieu Az, Aj est alors localisée
en un lieu 7\,11, Az en 7\,122, A3 en 7@1 et A4 en }uzz.

3- Ludique : régles, normalisation et dessins

3-1 Les regles de la ludique

En passant des formules aux lieux, nous passons également des para-preuves
aux dessins. Girard a sans doute choisi ce terme parce qu'il renvoie a quelque
chose de purement graphique, mais aussi pour jouer avec la proximité du mot
dessein: nous verrons en effet qu'un dessin peut étre vu, dans la perspective
“jeu", comme une stratégie, autrement dit un dessein.

Les regles utilisées dans la construction des dessins, issues des regles du
calcul hyperséquentiel mis en place par Andréoli, s'écrivent simplement en
faisant totalement abstraction des notations syntaxiques usuelles concernant
formules et connecteurs. L'une est dite positive (c'est le schéma d'une régle

associée a un connecteur n-aire positif, dans le cas le plus simple a @ et a @),
l'autre négative (c'est le schéma associé a un connecteur n-aire négatif, dans le

cas le plus simple a gpeta &).

Regle positive

@G [-Tier

ou & et &i désignent des lieux (c'est-a-dire des suites d'entiers servant a les
repérer), I est un ensemble fini d'entiers, I" et les I't sont des suites de lieux tels
que les I'i soient disjoints deux a deux et inclus dans I'.

Régle négative
(| "(E;i)ie I FT)TE N
§l-T

- N)

1 Les entiers 1 et 2 sont arbitraires, ce pourrait étre 0 et 4 ou n'importe quelle autre paire d'entiers
pourvu qu'ils soient distincts.
2 Méme remarque que ci-dessus.
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ou N est un ensemble (possiblement infini) d'ensembles finis d'entiers et ou,
pour tout Ie N, I'1 est inclus dans I'.

On vérifiera aisément que ces regles (plutodt a vrai dire des schémas de régles)
peuvent étre instanciées de différentes maniéres de fagcon a donner des regles
(hyperséquentielles) cotrespondant a l'introduction de connecteurs. Par
exemple, la régle positive peut donner lieu al:

B |-T} B:|- T

-(Ar® AN @D B ®BH@CHT

ce qui correspond a l'étiquetage (+, &, {1, 2}). Cette regle est bien entendu
conforme a la regle du « @ » : il suffit que l'une des composantes du « @ » soit
prouvée pour que le « @ » dans son ensemble le soit. Ensuite, la composante

choisie est décomposée. Comme il s'agit d'un «®», elle donne autant de
séquents a prouver que de composantes de ce tenseur.
De son c6té, la regle négative peut donner:

|-C A1, A2 |- B1, B2 -

AT"® A2HY@® B1"®B2H @ C'|-T

ce qui correspond a l'étquetage (-, &, {{1, 2}, {1, 2}, {1}}). Ici, le « @ » qui
correspond a un « & » s'il était transféré a droite, se décompose en autant de
séquents a prouver que de composantes. Chacune correspond a un « g » (la
encore si les formules étaient transférés de l'autre c6té du |-) lequel donne un
simple séquent ou sont énumérées les composantes.

A ces deux regles, on ajoute le paralogisme vu plus haut, qui sert a terminer
éventuellement un dessin.

Régle du daimon

1 & est alors le lieu de la formule sur laquelle on se focalise, un choix est opéré quant au
composant du @, I est I'ensemble {1, 2}.
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Par exemple:

En principe, cette régle ne s'utilise que lorsqu'on ne peut pas faite autrement,
elle correspond a un aveu d'échec, ou bien, si on compate avec la logique
classique, au cas ou, cherchant a prouver un séquent |- ¢, on découvre en
réalité qu'il existe une interprétation (par exemple, en logique propositionnelle,
une distribution de valeurs de vérité) rendant vraie —¢.

On remarquera que cette représentation au moyen de lieux (ou /oes) évacue
completement, avec la notion de formule, celle d'atome, et par conséquent...
l'axiome d'identité entre les atomes. Dans les systémes logiques usuels,
exprimés en termes de séquents, 1'm-expansion permet de ramener toute
identité A|- A (ou A est une formule quelconque) a l'axiome d'identité entre
atomes, qui devient alors le point d'arrivée absolu, fondant la finitude du
systeme. Faire abstraction de ces notions a donc deux conséquences
fondamentales :

1) cela permet de prendre en compte la possibilité de "preuves" (ou para-
preuves) infinies,

2) le processus d'n-expansion peut étre lui-méme infini, autrement dit l'identité
entre formules! ne peut étre établie que de maniere procédurale?.

3-2 La normalisation d'un réseau de dessins

Cette présentation évacue également, du moins en apparence, la regle de
coupure: on dira simplement que le cas de coupure correspond a la rencontre
de deux lieux identiques mais de polarités opposées (§ en position positive,
c'est-a-dire a droite du séquent, et & en position négative, c'est-a-dire a gauche).
A partir de 1a, il est possible de définir la procédure de normalisation d'un résean
de dessins, en particulier (le cas le plus important) s'il est clos. On appelle

1 Ou ce qui désormais, en tient lieu, a savoir un dessin - éventuellement inclus dans un autre
dessin - qui essaie d'établir une preuve de cette formule.

2 On peut donner un sens a la notion d'identité de formules jusgn'a un certain point, ce point étant
fixé arbitrairement.
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(|Girard 06, vol. 11, p. 317]) résean clos tout ensemble fini non vide de dessins
R={A0, .., An} de bases! respectives Zp |-Ap telles que :

- les Joci des bases sont deux a deux disjoints ou égaux.

- chaque locus apparait dans au plus deux bases, une fois en partie
gauche, une fois en partie droite (le lieu partagé est appelé coupure)

- le graphe dont les sommets sont les bases, et les arétes les coupures, est
connexe et acyclique.

Une fois les lieux reliés par coupure éliminés, il reste au plus un lieu négatif
(manche) non coupé. S'il ne reste tien, on dit que le réseau est clos. L'unique
dessin Ai dont la base est soit positive, soit négative avec le manche non coupé,
est appelé dessin principal. Dans la normalisation du réseau (cas clos) de dessin

principal A, dont on suppose que la derniere régle appliquée est K, on distingue
trois cas:

- Kestlaregle du daimon, alors le réseau se normalise en l'unique dessin
de base vide,

- Kkestlaregle (+, &, I). En ce cas, & est un lieu de coupure. Il apparait
positivement dans A, mais négativement (donc comme manche) dans un
autre dessin du réseau, disons E qui est forcément négatif et dont la
derniére regle est nécessairement de la forme (-, & N). Alors la
normalisation échoue si I¢ N. Elle réussit si IeN. Dans ce cas, soit,
pour tout iel, Ai le sous-dessin de A dont la conclusion est de la forme
Ei|- ... et soit E' le sous-dessin de E de conclusion |- &I% ..., on
remplace A, E par les Ai, E’, et on ne garde que la composante connexe
qui contient E'. On obtient alors un nouveau réseau clos auquel on
peut continuer d'appliquer la procédure.

Cette notion de normalisation est particulierement apte a rendre compte de
celle de dialogne. Un dessin A est alors vu comme un ensemble de successions
de tours de parole possibles organisé de facon arborescente. Le locuteur
porteur du dessin intervient positivement par une question ou un jugement.

1 La base d'un dessin est son séquent conclusion. Ajoutons que les séquents dont il est ici
question sont tous tels qu'ils possedent au plus un lieu en partie gauche (ou manche) et un nombre
arbitraire de lieux en partie droite (ou dents). Un tel séquent (ou fourchette) est positif si son manche
est vide, négatif dans le cas contraire. Un dessin est dit positif (resp. négatif) si sa base est positive
(resp. négative).

2 £.1 désigne la suite (&)iel.
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Chaque pas positif est suivi d'un pas négatif qui traduit, de la part du locuteur,
les attentes potentielles relatives a la précédente intervention positive qui a eu
lieu sur la méme branche (il peut s'agir du type de réponse attendue dans le cas
d'une question, ou du type d'argument envisagé dans le cas d'un jugement).

Dualement, on verra un dessin E porté par un intetlocuteur comme une
arborescence de suites de tours de parole complémentaires. L'intetlocuteur
répond a la question ou objecte au jugement avancé, mais il peut aussi, a son
tour, intervenir par une question ou un jugement. Dans tous les cas, son tour
de parole est lui aussi suivi par un pas négatif destiné a enregistrer la réaction du
premier locuteur. Les bifurcations possibles dans les deux dessins reflétent les
prévisions de réaction planifiées par chaque interlocuteur en fonction des
interventions de l'autre. La normalisation du réseau formé par les deux dessins
implique alors une visite des lieux avancés par les deux partenaires de fagon
complémentaire, et I'abandon implicite des branches qui n'ont pas été choisies
lors de l'interaction, autrement dit elle fait apparaitre une #ace (ou dispute selon le
terme de Girard) en quoi consiste le dialogue effectivement réalisé.

Par ailleurs, elle rend compte de la comvergence du dialogue, c'est-a-dire du
respect par les deux partenaires d'un certain nombre de sous-entendus ou de
connaissances d'arriere-fonds matérialisés par la condition "Ie N" qui signifie
ici que chaque suite d'alternatives de continuation par un locuteur appartient
bien au répertoire de continuations possibles tel que projeté par l'autrel. On
pourra méme avancer l'idée que, pour un observateur neutre, un dialogue ne se
comprend qu'a condition de supposer que les deux intetlocuteurs projettent de
le rendre convergent. La visée de convergence semblera ainsi mieux définie que
celle de coopération telle qu'elle apparait chez des pragmaticiens comme H.P.
Grice, et on pourra ainsi envisager de fonder une pragmatique formelle sur
Pimpératif Resteg convergents !

3-3 Des dessins aux desseins

Une autre vision consiste a voir, dans un dialogue, des successions de pas,
alternativement positifs, quand ils sont des interventions du partenaire dont on
prend le point de vue, et négatifs quand ce sont les interventions de
l'interlocuteur. De telles successions sont appelées chroniques. Plus précisément,
dans cette vision, on considére comme étant une action, un triplet (g, &, I) ou €
indique la parité de l'action, autrement dit, lorsqu'on se place du point de vue

! La normalisation se poursuit a condition que l'ensemble de lieux ouvert par chaque intervention
positive de la part d'un locuteur appattienne au répertoire de l'autre, admis dans le pas négatif
correspondant.
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d'un locuteur donné, € est "+" lorsque l'action vient du locuteur lui-méme et
elle est "-" quand elle vient de l'intetlocuteut, & est un lieu qui indique le foyer de
l'action et I est un ensemble d'entiers qui permet de définir l'ensemble des
foyers des actions futures, lequel évolue évidemment continuellement jusqu'a la
fin du dialogue!. Une action est donc soit positive soit négative, elle s'effectue a
partit d'un lieu donné, sélectionné parmi les lieux fournis par les actions
antérieures, et elle fournit un nouvel ensemble de lieux ou poursuivre la partie,

soit en positifs soit en négatifs.

Une chronique de base y|- A est alors une suite non vide alternée d'actions
ko, ki, ..., ko ou ki = (g, &j, 1i), telle que:

1) si la base est négative (resp. positive), ko a la polarité - (resp. +),

2) seule la derniere action, ky, peut étre le daimon : (+, 1),

3) une action négative ki a pour foyer ou bien y (auquel cas c'est la premiére
action), ou bien un élement de &;i1.1i4,

4) une action positive ki a pour foyer un élément & de A ou bien un élément de
EqLg, ou (5, &g, 1) est une action négative précédente,

5) les foyers sont deux a deux distincts.

On notera que la condition (3) signifie que toute action négative s'appuie sur
un lieu immédiatement précédent dans la méme chronique?, et que la condition
(4) signifie que le locuteur a toujours le droit de puiser le foyer de son
intervention dans la liste initiale A> ou bien dans une liste de lieux introduits
précédemment par son interlocuteurt. On peut alors interpréter un dessin
comme... un dessein, c'est-a-dire une stratégie dans un jeu ou chaque pas (positif)
d'un joueur est vu comme une action en réaction a un coup avancé pat l'autre,
l'aspect "stratégie" signifiant que tous les coups possibles de l'adversaire sont
prévus, avec chaque fois la réponse appropriée. Un tel dessein est donc un
arbre de chroniques (ou un ensemble d'arbres, c'est-a-dire une forét) tel que les
chroniques soient deux a deux cohérentes, autrement dit tel que si deux

! fin marquée en général par l'occurrence de l'action (+, 1), qui se traduit concrétement le plus
souvent par une expression d'acquiescement.

2 Ceci est le pendant de la notion de LatestMove dans la formalisation du dialogue a laquelle
procede J. Ginzburg (|Ginzburg 11]): le dernier mouvement dans un dialogue est le fait de
discours le plus saillant et il détermine la réaction de l'interlocuteut.

3 Qu'on peut voir alors comme liste de topiques de discours disponibles.

4 Noter que l'interlocuteur peut avoir introduit simultanément plusieurs topiques de discours au
cours d'une de ses interventions et que le locuteur peut donc revenir 4 tout moment sur un
topique non encore traité, donc figurant a n'importe quel moment antérieur du processus.
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chroniques different, ce soit a partit d'une action négative, et qu'a partir de
celle-ci, elles n'aient plus jamais les mémes foyers. Cela signifie qu'il ne peut y
avoir branchement dans un tel atbre que sur une action positive: il s'agit du cas
ou plusieurs lieux sont donnés simultanément pour la poursuite du dialogue!l.
Un branchement sur une action négative signifierait la superposition de deux
actions positives simultanées, autrement dit, du point de vue du discours,
l'énonciation de deux positions contradictoires, ce qui est impossiblez

Il y a évidemment une parenté profonde entre dessins et desseins bien que
leur lien ne soit pas biunivoque (ctf. [Girard 06, vol. 11, p. 311])3. En allant des
uns aux autres, nous nous déplagons évidemment de l'aspect "preuve" a I'aspect
"jeu". Ce faisant, nous ouvrons la voie a une réflexion sur le langage a partir des
actions dont il est le support, ce qui est en quelque sorte une nouvelle fagon, a la
fois, de faire de la pragmatigue et de chercher a fonder les lois de la logique sur
une base matérielle effective: celle de nos interactions*.

4- Des dessins aux comportements

On notera encore que, si nous nous sommes servis, a la base, des regles de la
logique linéaire pour en tirer une généralisation sous la forme des regles positive
et négative de la ludique, nous pouvons, en aval de ce périple, oublier d'ou nous
sommes partis et considérer que les régles de la ludique ne sont rien d'autre que
celles qui nous permettent d'obtenir une construction canonique pour un type
tres général de jeu. On se demandera donc dans un second temps, a rebours du
chemin suivi, s'il est possible a partir de cette construction, de retrouver les
notions qu'en cours de route nous avons évacuées une a une (celle de preuve,
celle de formule, celle de reégle etc.). En particulier a quoi correspond désormais
la notion de #pe (identifiée au sein du paradigme Curry-Howard a celle de

1 Du point de vue logique il s'agit de la régle du tenseut.

2 Du point de vue logique, cela correspond a un « & », et donc reviendrait a exiger d'obtenir en
mémes temps les deux voies d'une alternative. Noter qu'il y a toujours néanmoins, en principe,
dans un dialogue, la possibilité de revenir en arriére sur un choix, autrement dit d'explorer plus
tard la possibilité ouverte par le choix alternatif a celui que l'on a fait. Formellement, ceci ne sera
possible que dans un cadre formel permettant de « rejouer » les coups déja produits- on patle
alors de ludique avec répétitions. cf. [Balsadella et Faggian 09].

3 Techniquement, un dessin de base (par exemple) &|-0, T, J, est tel qu'a chaque pas, la
répartition des lieux non focalisés soit précisée, méme celle de ceux qui ne sont jamais focalisés.
Un dessein ne précise pas cette répartition, qui peut n'étre vue que comme un détail. Le résultat
est, en tout cas, qu'il peut y avoir plusieurs dessins pour un méme dessein

4 On n'est pas loin ici du projet de Habermas visant a établir les fondements de la raison a partir
des régularités émergentes de l'agit communicationnel, mais nous nous placons dans un cadre
beaucoup plus abstrait et général qui ne présuppose rien d'autre a priori qu'une caractérisation
géométrique de l'interaction.
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formule)? On sait qu'abstraitement, en informatique, on définit un type par un
genre de comportement, qui est commun a plusieurs objets. Deux objets sont
"du méme type" si et seulement s'ils se comportent de la méme maniére vis-a-
vis de certaines opérations, par exemple deux entiers quelconques ont les
mémes propriétés du point de vue de l'addition et de la multiplication. Il en va
de méme ici ol nous pouvons définir un type a partir d'un comportement
commun vis-a-vis de l'opération fondamentale, qui est la normalisation. La
possibilité de le faire vient d'un théoréme démontré par Girard (cf ibid. 13-6-2,
pp 327-328), désigné comme théoreme de séparation. 11 revient a dire qu'on peut
toujours séparer deux objets observables par leurs comportements (cf. aussi
[Faggian 04]), autrement dit, on peut définir la notion de type de telle sorte que
deux dessins ne soient pas de méme type si et seulement s'il existe un dessin
orthogonal a I'un mais pas a l'autre. Ceci conduit a définir la notion de type
comme ce qui est appelé en ludique un comportement : le comportement d'un
dessin A étant son bi-orthogonal : A

Autrement dit, nous parvenons a exprimer de manié¢re précise l'idée
fondamentale qu'un objet est identifié (en tant que type) non pas a pattir d'une
essence, mais a partir de I'ensemble de ses comportements, actuels et virtuels,
par rapport a d'autres objets du méme univers. Encore une fois, ici, I'interaction
est premicre. Cest elle qui définit ce qui est observable dans I'espace ou elle se
produit. Ayant défini de tels objets d'ordre supérieur - les comportements - on peut
ensuite étudier les différentes manicres de les composer entre eux. Cest 1a que
nous trouverons des opérations qui rétrospectivement fondent les connecteurs
dont nous étions partis initialement. Il existe une maniere de définir chacun des
opérateurs, ®, @, g, & de telle sorte que lon retombe sur ses pieds",
autrement dit que se vérifie un théoréme de complétude, mais de complétude
interne.

Un ensemble de desseins E (voire un seul dessein, A) permet toujours de
définir un comportement G (il suffit de prendre tous les desseins orthogonaux
aux éléments de E, et de prendre l'orthogonal de l'ensemble ainsi formé),
néanmoins il peut se passer que certains éléments de E soient superflus dans
cette opération (en les supprimant, on obtiendrait le méme G), en d’autres
termes il existe une notion de complétude interne que 'on peut caractériser de la
maniére suivante :

- E est complet pour G si E est nécessaire et suffisant pour produire G.

1 En tant qu'opposée a la complétude « externe », qui est la complétude classique, autrement dit la
mise en relation sémantigue avec un univers externe.
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On peut alors tenter de démontrer un théoréme de complétude interne pour
chaque maniére de définir un nouvel opérateur: la vérification de la propriété
sera alors un critéere pour le valider. Pour ce faire, il faut, a chaque fois,
démontrer que l'ensemble des desseins choisi pour servir de base a la
construction est complet pour le nouveau comportement obtenu! . Finalement,
on aboutira 4 ce qu'une preuve syntaxique sans coupure? d'une formule A ® B -
-0 C soit tout simplement un élément du comportement A ® B -0 C, ou X
représente le comportement engendré par X, et ou les opérateurs de la seconde
formule sont ceux qui sont définis entre les comportements.

5- Conclusion

On peut comparer l'entreprise de Girard a celles d'auteurs comme Hintikka
([Hintikka et al. 83, 97]) et Lorenzen ([Lorenzen, 60]) qui s'inscrivent elles aussi
dans un cadre dialogique. Le but de Lorenzen, on le sait, était de montrer, par
la formulation dialogique des regles associées aux connecteurs, que la logique
intuitionniste était la logique la plus naturelle. Ce faisant, il fermait les yeux sur
les multiples adaptations possibles de la dialogique aux autres logiques, par
l'intermédiaire d'un jeu sur les régles dites - ici aussi - structurelles: Rahman et
ses collaborateurs (Ruckert, Keiff etc.) ([Rahman 05]) ont en effet montré que
par variation sur ces reégles, il était possible, non seulement de retrouver la
logique classique mais aussi diverses formes de calcul® (logique partielle,
logique libre etc.). Il reste a prouver la « naturalité » de ces variations. Comme le
dit M. Marion ([Marion 09]), comparant la regle intuitionniste et la regle
classique?,

If the difference between classical and intuitionnistic logic is the probibition of
repeated attacks, where is a justification for this to be found?

1 Par exemple, si on note |G| l'ensemble des dessins nécessaires et suffisants pour engendrer le
comportement G, l'ensemble des couples de dessins nécessaires et suffisants aux définitions
respectives de G et de G’, clest-a-dire |G| x |G'|, est exactement un ensemble de dessins
nécessaires et suffisants 4 la définition de G & G, clest-a-dire: |G} | x |G'| = |G & G'|, les
dessins de ce deuxiéme ensemble étant exactement les dessins obtenus par union d'un élément de
|G| etd'un élément de |G'| (théoreme de l'incarnation).

2 On peut identifier les preuves en question a des dessins gagrants, autrement dit dont la
confrontation avec un contre-dessin se termine toujours, et sans application de la regle du dainon.
3 De telle sorte qu'a l'inverse de Lorenzen... ils finissent par faire de la logique dialogique un
argument pour un pluralisme logique! (cf [Keiff, 07]).

4 Dans la premicre, chaque joueur peut ou bien attaquer une formule complexe assertée par son
adversaire ou se défendre contre la derniére attaque a laquelle il n'a pas encore été répondu, alors
que la seconde dit que chaque joueur peut ou bien attaquer une formule complexe assertée par
son adversaire ou se défendre contre n'importe quelle attaque, y compris celles auxcquelles on a déja
répond.
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D'une maniére générale, la question 2 laquelle se trouvent confrontés les
cadres de Lorenz et Lorenzen aussi bien que de Hintikka et Sandu ([Hintikka &
Sandu 97)) est celle d'une inévitable circularité deés qu'il s'agit de trouver d'ou
s'originent les régles particulieres du dialogue auxquelles ils se réferent. Ainsi
que le rappelle M. Marion, Lorenzen cherchait a fonder ces régles sur nos
supposées pratiques discursives prdogiques, mais comment affirmer que celles-
ci (pour autant qu'elles existent) aient ditectement a voir avec telle ou telle régle,
comme par exemple celle que l'on utlise pour attaquer et défendre une
implication?! N'y a-t-il pas un sens a dire, comme le fait Hodges ([Hodges 04]),
que dans un dialogue, on peut attaquer une affirmation soit en arguant qu'elle
est fausse, soit qu'elle est inutile pour les déductions futures?? De plus, comme
le dit toujours Marion, la notion, elle-méme, de conversations « prélogiques »
semble avoir quelque chose d'incohérent. On serait plutét tenté de suivre la
voie indiquée par Brandom ([Brandom 1994]) : une assertion (par exemple dans
une conversation, justement) n'est pas un simple « signal » comme pourrait en
envoyer un animal ou une machine réglée pour cela, mais se trouve, par la
nature méme du langage humain, immédiatement immergée dans un jeu d'offre
et de demande de raisons. J'asserte P patce que je me sens autorisé a le faire, et
il en est ainsi parce que je posséde les ressources nécessaires pour répondre a
toute demande de justification pour P venant d'un tiers, autrement dit, en
assertant P je m'engage a soutenir certaines au moins des implications de P. On
ne saurait mieux dire que je me trouve donc déja dans une activité logique et
non « pré » -logique. Dans [Marion 12], Mation propose l'équivalence :

attaque = demande de raison
défense = fourniture de raison

mais dans l'approche ludique, nous ne patlerons pas en termes d'éguivalence entre
ces deux séries de mouvement dans la mesure ou la ludique ne s'exprime pas en
termes de régles « d'attaque » ni en termes de régles de « défense » (c’est la
logique de Lorenzen qui s’exprime ainsi). En ludique, les seules régles que nous
avons a notre disposition sont les regles positive et négative: une régle positive
pour effectuer une action (positive) du genre de: asserter un argument, de poser une
guestion ou de répondre a une question, une régle négative pour montrer qu'on a
enregistré l'action positive de l'interlocuteur en lui reconnaissant une pertinence:

! En logique dialogique comme dans les jeux de Hintikka, on “attaque" une formule ¢=y en
plaidant pour ¢ et en demandant ainsi a4 son adversaire de défendre y, on défend donc, dans ce
cas, en s'engageant sur la vérité de .

2 Autrement dit, dans le cas de l'implication par exemple, en tejetant purement et simplement ¢..
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elle figurait dans la gamme des attentes. De ce fait, l'action négative (se
traduisant comme une affente) constitue une autorisation (enfitlement) : une
réponse donnée doit figurer dans le spectre des réponses attendues, une
question posée doit figurer dans la gamme des questions pertinentes pour le
stade auquel la conversation est parvenue. Au fil des échanges, les positions
positive ou négative changent en alternant: nous ne sommes donc pas dans le
schéma de dialogue prévu par Lorenzen ou par Marion (dans la mesure ou
l'action positive peut correspondre a la fois a une demande de raison et a une
fourniture de raison et ou l'action négative n'est ni l'une ni l'autre, étant
simplement un cadre de recevabilité pour une action positive), néanmoins nous
pouvons conserver le vocabulaire brandomien (méme si un peu déplacé) pour
assimiler l'action positive a un engagement (puisque méme dans une demande
de raison, le locuteur s'engage, ne serait-ce que sur la pertinence de sa question)
et l'action négative a une autorisation. Noter que, dans ce contexte, la régle du
daimon est simplement un mouvement par lequel un locuteur endosse la position
prise par l'autre: avouer qu'on rend les armes, ce n'est pas nécessairement
« perdre la partie », ce peut étre tout simplement signifier qu'on est convaincu,
et qu'on endosse pour l'avenir la méme position que l'interlocuteur. Les
schémas de regle proposés sont donc bien plus proches de structures objectives
et fondamentales du dialogue (sorte de conditions de possibilité du langage) que
ne le sont les regles supposées d'attaque ou de défense. Avant d'attaquer ou de
défendre, dans un dialogue, on s'engage et on donne des autorisations (sous la
forme d'attentes légitimes).

En procédant ainsi, par ailleurs, les connecteurs logiques (ou particules)
prennent un tout autre sens et voient leur étre émerger non plus de regles
a priori mais de comportements, a 'opposé des cadres posés par Lorenzen ou par
Hintikka ou on tente de justifier une pratique logique en se basant sur des régles
(d'attaque et de défense) dont on voit bien qu'elles sont faites pour convenir
aux connecteurs considérés. Le point de vue girardien cherche a se démarquer
de cette circularité en fondant la logique sur un autre ordre: le géométrique.
Certes, nous avons pu avoir I'impression dans ce qui précede que les regles de la
ludique étaient calquées, elles aussi, sur les reégles d'introduction des
connecteurs linéaires, mais il s'agissait alors seulement de guider une démarche
heuristique. Aprés étre passés aux /Ac/, nous n'avons plus eu entre les mains que
des schémas purement graphiques ou les lieux peuvent étre interprétés comme
de simples cases de damier ou des pions se déplacent tantét vers un espace
négatif, tantot vers un espace positif en suivant certaines régles!. Du reste, nous

U Géométrie de l'interaction est la maniere dont Girard a qualifié son programme de recherches entre
les années quatre-vingt-dix et la premiére décennie des années deux mille, cf [Girard 89b, 95, 07}.
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voyons bien qu'il n'y a plus de sens, a la fin de ce périple, a associer les régles de
la ludique 2 des regles d'attaque ou de défense pour des connecteurs précis. Si
les connecteurs reviennent dans le jeu, c'est patr le biais de nouvelles
constructions. Tout d'abord, comme nous l'avons dit plus haut, la notion de
SJormule est retrouvée par l'intermédiaire de celle de comportement. Un
comportement est un ensemble de dessins qui, tous, réagissent de facon
semblable par rapport aux autres dessins dans l'opération de normalisation, on
l'obtient donc par une véritable opération de cloture. De tels ensembles clos
peuvent ensuite étre composés entre eux pat des opérations que l'on définit
selon un critere de complétude interne: ce sont ces opérations qui joueront alors le
réle des connecteurs. Ceux-ci ont donc une base géométrigue (en termes
d'espaces) et sont des constructions a postetiori. La difficulté de la ludique vient
du fait que, s'il est aisé de redonner sens ainsi a tout le contenu « finitiste » de la
logique (ce que Girard appelle la logique parfaite, au sens linguistique de « parfait
= processus achevé ») en retrouvant additifs et multiplicatifs, il est en revanche
beaucoup plus difficile de retrouver ce qui excéde le fini, et qui exprime
notamment la réutilisabilité (ou la nature pérenne) des ressources, autrement dit
les exponentielles, telles que « ! ».

La géométrie de l'interaction s'est jetée dans ce travail mais avant d'aller
jusque la, nous bénéficions d'un cadre de construction novateur qui, a notre
avis, permet de repenser séricusement l'origine des lois logiques sur une base
procédurale et donc les conditions de possibilité du langage logique, conditions
qui ne sont ni a trouver dans la logique elle-méme (par quelque voie déguisée)
ni dans une logique transcendantale, mais peut-étre dans des structures
anthropologiques fondamentales comme celles qui organisent nos dialogues.
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THREE LECTURES
ON THE STORY OF PRAGMATISM

Hilary PUTNAM
(Harvard University)

Résumé. Dans un entretien donné dans la série documentaire
American Philosopher, Putnam dit : « (...) La philosophie est en bon état
seulement lorsqu’elle investit de facon simultanée des questions d’intérét
intellectuel pur, ou du moins ce qui semble avoir en ce temps-la un
intérét purement intellectuel, et des questions qui possédent de facon
évidente une importance pratique immense dans une période donnée. »
La raison ne consiste pas dans le fait d’enrichir seulement I'une par
lautre. L’enjeu le plus important est de prévenir les conséquences
regrettables qu’une « mauvaise philosophie » peut en définitive apporter
lorsque des penseurs professionnels se dérobent de leur tache sociale.
Une telle compréhension de la philosophie, et en particulier du
pragmatisme classique, comme « maniere de vivre » forme le noyau des
trois conférences de David Ross Boyd données par Hilary Putnam a
I'Université d’Oklahoma les 25-26-28 Octobre 2005. Nous avons
I’honneur et la fierté de publier ces conférences pour la premiere fois en
un seul article dans ce volume.

Le pragmatisme classique, en particulier celui de James et Dewey, est
caractérisé par une confiance profonde dans une possibilité de changer la
"colere du temps" (James) en évitant l'atbitraire et l'intégrisme, en
éduquant les individus qui possedent le libre arbitre et qui sont en
définitive dans une position de se libérer eux-mémes des habitudes
sociales souvent irrationnelles (Dewey).

De toute évidence, la variété des problémes auxquels nous sommes
confrontés aujourd'hui était déja dans l'agenda de James et Dewey. D'un
coté du spectre intellectuel, ils ont remarqué une tendance de la
suprématie des sciences de la nature qui a conduit a une perte de
confiance dans les valeurs humaines. D'autre patt, l'idéalisme avec son
ordre moral transcendantal, pourrait conduire vers une forme
désastreuse d’absolutisme. Le programme pragmatiste consistait a
concilier la connaissance scientifique factuelle digne de confiance avec les
valeurs humanistes, les émotions, et aussi la religion. Il peut étre percu
comme une forme de reméde pour tout ce qui attire vers les extrémes
sur le plan intellectuel. D’un point de vue théorique, le centre de la
question est la dichotomie valeur/fait, que Putnam considére -comme il
'a ouvertement déclaré et a de nombreuses reprises - comme étant le
probleme le plus important dans la philosophie contemporaine.
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L'affirmation selon laquelle les valeurs sont subjectives a été poursuivie
dans la philosophie pure. Par la suite, il y a eu un impact énorme sur la
vie pratique. Le cas paradigmatique est 1'économie. La demande
mentionnée ci-dessus, est, comme il I’écrit, « I'héritage le plus dangereux
du positivisme logique ». Le « troisieme éveil pragmatique », appelant a la
méthodologie scientifique dans l'évaluation des jugements de valeur, est
exactement ce qui peut résoudre le probleme.

L'objectif ultime de Putnam dans cette série de conférences est de
démontrer de fagon convaincante que les pragmatistes classiques, en
particulier James et Dewey, nous initient a des idées importantes et que
comme tels, ils méritent de faire partic de la « philosophie a venir ».
«'Trois conférences sur l'histoire du pragmatisme » transmet ce message
important pour notre époque, ou malheureusement les sociétés
connaissent une lutte globale et totale pour la paix, la justice économique
et la bonne éducation.

Paula Quinon, au nom du comité de rédaction.

Mots-clés : Pragmatism, James, Dewey, Peirce, éveil pragmatique, avenir
de la philosophie, dichotomie fait/valeut.
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Abstract. In one of the interviews given to American Philosgpher’ Putnam
says “[...] philosophy is only healthy when it simultaneously investigates
questions of purely intellectual interest, or what seem, at least at the time, to
have only a purely intellectual interest, and questions which obviously have
an immense practical importance at the particular time.” The reason is not
to solely enrich one by the other. The most important issue is to prevent
regrettable consequences, which ultimately a “bad philosophy” delivers,
when professional thinkers shirk their social duty.

Such an understanding of philosophy, and in particular of classical
pragmatism, as “the way of life” form the core of the three David Ross
Boyd Lectures given by Hilary Putnam at the University of Oklahoma on
October 25-26-28, 2005. These lectures are proudly published for the very
first time in this volume.?

Classical pragmatism, especially the one of James and Dewey, is
characterized by deep confidence in a possibility to change the “temper of
time” (James) avoiding arbitrariness and fundamentalism, by educating
individuals who posses free will and eventually are in a position to liberate
themselves from often irrational social habits (Dewey).

Apparently, the variety of problems that we face today was already on the
agenda of James and Dewey. On the one side of the intelectual spectrum
they noticed a supremacist tendency of natural science that led to a loss of
confidence in human values. On the other, idealism with its transcendental
moral order, which could lead toward a disastrous form of absolutism. The
pragmatist program consisted in reconciling trustful factual scientific
knowledge with humanistic values, emotions, and also religion. It can be
perceived as a form of remedy for gravitating towards intelectual extremes.
From the theoretical perspective the center of the issue is the fact/value
dichotomy, which is — as Putnam declared it openly on many occasions —
what he considers as being one of the most important problems faced by
contemporary philosophy. The claim that values are subjective was pursued
in pure philosophy. Subsequently it had an enormous impact on practical
life. The paradigmatic case is economics. The above-mentioned claim, as he
says, is “the most dangerous legacy of logical positivism”. The “pragmatist
third enlightenment” calling for scientific methodology in evaluating value
judgments, is exactly what can solve the problem.

The ultimate objective of Putnam in this series of lectures is to convincingly
argue that classical pragmatists, especially James and Dewey, teach us
something and that as such they deserve to be part of the “future

A series of short films about philosophy in America and American philosophy by Phillip

McReynolds published at youtube.com/user/americanphilosopher. The quotation comes

from American Philosopher #37 : “Hilary Putnam on The Fact Value Dichotomy and Bad

Philosophy”.

2 The first lecture was published under the title “The Story of Pragmatism” in COMPRENDRE
Vol. 13/1, 2011: 37-48.
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philosophy”.  “Three Lectures on the Story of Pragmatism” convey this
important message for our times, where unfortunately societies across the
entite globe have to struggle for peace, economic justice and proper
education.

Panla Quinon, on the bebalf of the Editorial Board

Keywords: pragmatism, James, Dewey, Peirce, pragmatic enlightenment,
future of philosophy, fact/value dichotomy.

THE STORY OF PRAGMATISM

Although this lecture, the first of my three David Ross Boyd lectures, is titled
“The Story of Pragmatism”, it might have been titled “The Story of James and
Dewey,” because I shall not talk about the third of the great “classical
pragmatists”, Charles S. Peirce, until the next lecture. So let me tell you
something about James, to begin the story, and then something about Dewey.

James's lectures on pragmatism

In Boston, in November and December of 1906, William James delivered
the Lowell Lectures which were published the following year under the title,
Pragmatism: a New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinking. The opening lecture bears
the dry title, “The present dilemma in philosophy”. But that lecture is anything
but dry; considered on its literary merits alone, it must surely be one of the
finest examples of philosophical prose written in this country. And its contents
are certainly provocative. Yet it has received remarkably little discussion; even
James’s most hostile critics, who might expect to be infuriated by it, generally
pass over it in silence. I shall speculate about why this is the case.

But first let me say how this lecture relates to my reasons for being interested
in James as a philosopher today. It is clear to everyone who has read James that
he regards philosophy as something terribly important. When philosophy first
separated itself off self-consciously from sophistry one of its central objectives
was to provide rational guidance on how to live. That objective — which is
James’s objective — remained characteristic of philosophy for many centuries. It
is beautifully expressed in the following passage from Philo Judaeus :

Every person — whether Greek or Barbarian — who is in training for
wisdom, leading a blameless, irreproachable life, chooses neither to
commit injustice nor return it unto others, but to avoid the company of
busybodies, and hold in contempt the places where they spend their time
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— courts, councils, marketplaces, assemblies — in short, every kind of
meeting of thoughtless people. As their goal is a life of peace and
serenity, they contemplate nature and everything found within her : they
attentively explore the earth, the sea, the air, the sky, and every nature
found therein. [...] Such people consider the wortld as their city, and its
citizens are the companions of wisdom; they have received their civic
rights from virtue, which has been entrusted with presiding over the
universal commonwealth. Thus, filled with every excellence, they are
accustomed no longer to take account of physical discomforts or
exterior evils, and they train themselves to be indifferent to indifferent
things; they are armed against both pleasures and desires, and, in short,
they always strive to keep themselves above passion. [...] It is obvious
that people such as these, who find their joy in virtue, celebrate a festival
their whole life long. To be sure, there is only a small number of such
people; they are like embers of wisdom kept smoldering in our cities, so
that virtue may not be altogether snuffed out and disappear from our
race. But if only people everywhere felt the same way as this small
number, and became as nature meant for them to be: blameless,
irreproachable, and lovers of wisdom, rejoicing in the beautiful because
it is beautiful, and considering that there is no other good besides it...
then our cities would be brimful of happiness. They would know
nothing of the things that cause grief and fear, but would be so filled
with the causes of joy and well being that there would not be a single
moment in which they would not lead a life full of joyful laughter;
indeed the whole cycle of the year would be a festival for them.!

Commenting on this passage in a remarkable book on just this aspect of
philosophy, Pierre Hadot writes:

In this passage from Philo of Alexandria, inspired by Stoicism, one of
the fundamental aspects of philosophy in the Hellenistic and Roman
eras comes cleatly to the forefront. During this period, philosophy was a
way of life. This is not only to say that it was a specific type of moral
conduct; we can easily see the role played in the passage from Philo by
the contemplation of nature. Rather, it means that philosophy was a
mode of existing-in-the-world, which had to be practiced at each instant,
and the goal of which was to transform the whole of an individual’s life.

For the ancients, the mere word philo-sgphia — the love of wisdom -- was
enough to express that conception of philosophy. In the Symposinm,
Plato had shown that Socrates, symbol of the philosopher, could be

1 Philo Judaeus, Oz the Special Laws, 2 : 44-48; quoted in Pierre Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life
Wiley-Blackwell, 1995 : 264-265.
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identified with Eros, the son of Poros (expedience) and of Penia
(poverty). Eros lacked wisdom, but he did know how to acquire it.
Philosophy thus took on the form of an exercise of the thought, will,
and the totality of one’s being, the goal of which was to achieve a state
practically inaccessible to mankind: wisdom. Philosophy was a method
of spiritual progress which demanded a radical conversion and
transformation of the individual’s way of being.!

William James was certainly not a Stoic, and he did not think that wisdom
was practically inaccessible to mankind; but his aim, no less than that of Philo,
was to change our way of life as well as our way of thinking. That is why he can
begin his lectures with a tribute to a thinker whose outlook in all other respects
was diametrically opposed to his own: the Roman Catholic G. K. Chesterton.
What Chesterton and James share is the conviction that philosophy “affects
matters”; as Chesterton puts it, “the question is not whether [philosophy]
affects matters, but whether in the long run anything else affects them.”

Perhaps here we have one of the reasons why this lecture has received so little
discussion. In James’s own time, “philosopher” was coming to imply
“professor”, and as James says, “Whatever universe a professor believes in
must at any rate be a universe that lends itself to lengthy discourse.”? Of course,
James does not actually say that the professor is interested in lengthy discourse
and not in how people should live, but very often that is also the case. For
James, the priorities are quite different; he is not afraid of technical argument,
but his audience is decidedly not the professoriat. When he writes that,

Philosophy is at once the most sublime and the most trivial of human
pursuits. [...] It ‘bakes no bread’ as has been said, but it can inspire our
souls with courage; and repugnant as its manners, its doubting and
challenging, its quibbling and dialectics, often are to common people, no
one of us can get along without the far-flashing beams of light it sends
over the wotld’s perspectives,?

he is addressing all of us. As William James Earle very well put it,

James addressed himself to the people, not especially to other
philosophers, and he listened to the people to find out what life meant
to them. He respected not so much their common sense as their

! Philosophy as a Way of Life : 265.
2 William James, Pragmatism and the Meaning of Truth [PMT], Harvard University Press, 1978 : 10.
3PMT : 10-11.
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common feelings and hopes and would not allow his philosophy to
dismiss cavalietly that which figured largely in the expetiences of men.!

In part, the professoriat has responded by discussing every aspect of James’s
thought except his conception of what philosophy is all about!

But there is a second reason for the virtual silence of James’s critics about
Lecture I. What makes this lecture so provocative is its central thesis: that
philosophy is, in the end, a matter of temperament. If that thesis has not had
the scorn poured upon it that has been poured upon, say, James’s theory of
truth — a theory that has been badly misrepresented? — that is, perhaps, because
it would be a little embarrassing to reply: “No, James: philosophy is just a
matter of rational argument.” After all, if that is all philosophy is, it is a little
mysterious why philosophical disagreement should continue for so long! It is,
in the end, undeniable that temperament must play a large role in the
acceptance of philosophical views. One might, of course, say that that is “true
but irrelevant”; but that is a bit dangerous. (A little bit like saying, “My views
are dictated by reason itself; we only have to appeal to temperament and similar
psychological factors to explain why others are not able to see that my views
are the only reasonable ones.”) Safer to ignore this whole question!

But James’s talk of “temperament” must not be misunderstood (which is
probably what has happened). James is not saying that philosophy is just a
matter of subjective choice and that is the end of the matter. James also
believes that there are better and worse temperaments. Temperaments too can
be criticized. But such criticism will not change people at once; to affect a
change in the “temper of a time” is a long slow process. And it is in that sort of
process that James is interested.

The threat of scientism and the blindness of rationalism

What concerns James, as it has concerned many other thinkers in the last
two centuries, is the way in which the growth in our understanding of nature,
the increase in the sophistication and power of our natural science, has led to a
loss of confidence in human values. “For a hundred and fifty years past,” he
writes, “the progress of science has seemed to mean the enlargement of the

1 “James, William” in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Macmillan, 1967, volume 4 : 241.

2 For a description of the misrepresentations see my “Comment on Robert Brandom’s paper” in
Urszula M. Zeglen and James Conant (eds.), Pragmatism and Realism, Routledge, 2002 : 59-65; for
what I think is the right reading of James on truth, see my “James’s Theory of Truth” in Ruth
Anna Putnam (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to William James, Cambridge University Press, 1997 :
166-185.
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material universe and the diminution of man’s importance. The result is what
one may call the growth of naturalistic or positivistic feeling. Man is no law-
giver to nature, he is an absorber. She it is who stands firm; he it is who must
accommodate himself. Let him record truth, inhuman though it be, and submit
to it! The romantic spontaneity and courage are gone, the vision is materialistic
and depressing. Ideals appear as inert by-products of physiology; what is higher
is explained by what is lower and treated forever as a case of ‘nothing but’ --
nothing but something else of a quite inferior sort.”! James admires the natural
sciences, and particularly admires their love of fact, their rejection of all
pretensions to a priori or transcendent sources of knowledge, their fallibilism
and experimentalism, but is dismayed at the materialism and the skepticism
which he sees accompanying those admirable traits in the case of those whom
he calls “the tough-minded” (and whom we might today call the “scientistic”).

At the same time, James finds no acceptable alternative in the writings of his
Idealist contemporaries, who seem to him to “dwell on so high a level of
abstraction that they never even try to come down.”? And he sees even less
hope in traditional religion, which he describes as “fighting a slow retreat.””
James employs a remarkable literary to device to dramatize the extent to which
the combination of traditional theism and philosophical abstraction ate, in his
view, out of touch with the realities of life, with the problems that are really
there for us to see, and for us to do something about.

James’s device is to use as a hideous example, not a passage from one of his
Idealist contemporaries nor a passage from a contemporary theologian, but a
passage from Leibnitz’s Theodicy* (as if to say: “this temperament is a/ways this
out of touch with reality”). In this passage, it is assumed by Leibnitz that the
number of the eternally damned is infinitely greater, in our human case, then
the number of the saved, and Leibnitz reconciles this with God’s goodness by
arguing, first, that there number of saved on other planets may be vastly greater
than the number of damned, and, second, that it is “fitting” that “the damned
draw to themselves ever new penalties by their continuing sins.” James’s
response is memorable:

Leibnitz’s feeble grasp of reality is too obvious to need comment from
me. It is evident that no realistic image of the torment of a damned soul
had ever approached the portals of his mind. Nor had it occurred to him

LPMT : 15.
2PMT : 16.
3PMT : 16.
4 For a full reference, see PMT : 150
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that the smaller the number of “samples” of the genus “lost soul” whom
God throws as a sop to the eternal fitness, the more unequitably
grounded is the glory of the blest. What he gives us is a cold literary
exercise, whose cheerful substance even hell-fire does not warm.

And he adds,

And do not tell me that to show the shallowness of rationalist
philosophizing I have had to go back to a shallow wigpated age. The
optimism of present-day rationalism is just as shallow to the fact-loving
mind.!

But the fireworks are not over. To Leibnitz’s cheerful theodicy, “whose
substance even hell-fire does not warm”, James juxtaposes a description of one
of the real evils in our own big cities: John Corcoran, a clerk, loses his position
through illness, and “during the period of idleness his scanty savings
disappeared.” Corcoran is too weak for snow-shoveling — the only employment
available. “Thoroughly discouraged, Corcoran returned to his home late last
night to find his wife and children without food and the notice of dispossession
on the door.” The next morning he committed suicide by drinking carbolic
acid. (One cannot help remarking that if the present tendency to limit assistance
to the poor continues in the United States, such stories will again appear in our
newspapers — if they print them.) And, as if to remind us that the spirit of
Leibnitz is still with us, James then quotes Royce and Bradley to the effect that
the Absolute (or “the eternal order”) is richer for every evil in the temporal
order.

The relation to our present-day concerns is clear. It is true that we no longer
have around as optimistic a form of rationalism as the Absolute Idealism of the
late nineteenth and eatly twentieth centuries to justify the sorts of evils James
cites (although the celebration of “the free market” as the solution to all our
problems does look suspiciously like a secularized version of Leibnitz’s and
Royce’s and Bradley’s theodicies). But the idea that it is, in some sense, a “result
of science” that objective values do not exist is very popular in present day
anglo-saxon metaphysics.2 If James promises us an outlook that will enable us
to hold on to both our love of fact and our confidence in our “human values”,

1 PMT : 20.
2 Among the important late twentieth century philosophers who attacked the idea of objectively
correct value judgments one can list Simon Blackburn, Alan Gibbard, Gillbert Harman, John
Mackie, and Bernard Williams; earlier, of course, there were the logical positivists and Charles
Stevenson.
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and to do so without so transcendentalizing those values that they become
ineffectual, he is making an offer that it would be irresponsible not to examine
with care. And that is precisely what he does offer us:

I offer the oddly-named thing pragmatism as a philosophy that can
satisfy both kinds of demand. It can remain religious like the
rationalisms, but at the same time, like the empiricisms, it can preserve
the richest intimacy with facts.!

James speaks here of pragmatism as a philosophy that can “remain
religious”, and this reflects his lifelong hope for a satisfactory philosophy of
religion, but that hope is not one that James was able to satisfy, in my judgment
at least. The great Varieties of Religious Experience was “intimate with facts”, but,
as James was well aware, the lectures of which that book consists dealt, apart
from a few brief pages at the end, with the psychology of religious belief, and
the question of the justification of such belief is deliberately postponed. Only in
his final work, A Pluralistic Universe, does James attempt it, and that work, far
from being “intimate with facts”, consists largely of declarations about what
James finds personally satistying, with what he wishes to believe. However,
James interest in the lectures I have been describing was not only in the clash
between the religious and the anti-religious temperaments, but just as much in
our right to believe that there is an objective moral order.

Nowadays the issue is ubiquitous. Recently, for example, I read John
Gardner’s novel October Light. A charming device of that novel is that one of
the two main characters, Sally, is reading a “trashy novel” pages of which are
embedded in the main story. And in the “trashy novel” some of the characters
(the evil ones, in fact) repeatedly tell us that we are nothing but machines. For
example, a character called “Santisillia” says,

Everything's got to be an accident unless you decide there are gods and
devils. We do nothing. Peter Wagnert's uncle plows out snow andsaves
freezing people by pure accident, because he's caught in the
Sundayschool bag, or his father was a doctor, or God knows what.
Captain Fist does all these ungodly things because it happened to rain all
through his childhood, or his father was a drunk, or he's an XXY, or his
blood's deficient in, say, riboflavin. So everybody's a machine. An
automaton, unless you decide there are gods and devils and there's some
magic way they can get to you.?

I PMT : 20.
2 John Gardner, October Light, Knopf, 1976 : 324-345.
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So the problem that James pointed to when he wrote that to more and more
people in the preceding hundred and fifty years “Ideals appear as inert by-
products of physiology; what is higher is explained by what is lower and treated
forever as a case of ‘nothing but’ — nothing but something else of a quite
inferior sort” isn’t a problem that concerns only religious people. And the
philosopher who more than any other secularized James’s philosophical project
of constructing a philosophy which respects facts and respects science but also
respects humanistic values was John Dewey, to whom I now turn.

Dewey as a successor to James

Until 1903, James had thought of John Dewey primarily as an American
representative of Hegelian Idealism, a sort of younger version of James’s
colleague Josiah Royce. But in a letter to James dated March 20, 19031, Dewey
writes that he is

sending you some proof from a forthcoming Decennial volume, Sudies
in Logical Theory, written by Moore, MacLennan Thompson Stuart, one or
two others & myself as editor. You may not have time nor inclination to
read, but I wish you would glance the pages (sic) enough to see whether
you could stand for a dedication to yourself.

That fall James writes that “On returning from the country yesterday, one of
the first things that greeted me was your logical studies, and the surprising
words that close its preface. What have I done to merit such a tribute”.2 What
Dewey had written was: “For both inspiration and the forging of the tools with
which the writers have worked there is a pre-eminent obligation on the part of
all of us to William James, of Harvard University, who, we hope, will accept
this acknowledgment and this book as unworthy tokens of a regard and an
admiration that are coequal.” 3 From this point on Dewey and James are firm
philosophical allies, and after James’s death Dewey emerges as unmistakably
James’s successor as leader of the pragmatist school, even if he distances
himself from James’s theological speculations.)

! Collected in William James, Ignas K. Skrupskelis, Elisabeth M. Berkeley, Henry James, The
Correspondence of William James, vol. 10, 1902-March 1905, University Press of Virginia, 2002 : 214-
215.

2 Letter dated October 17, 1903 Collected in The Correspondence of William James, vol. 10, 1902-
March 1905 : 321.

3 The Middle Works of John Dewey, vol. 2, 1882-1898, Southern Illinois University Press, 1976 : 296-
297.
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While Dewey’s strategies for constructing and defending a world-view which
respects both science and humanistic values are different from James’s, they are
for the most part ones of which James would have approved. A principal one is
to attack a whole series of what Dewey regarded as untenable dualisms,
including facts and values, the mind and the body, the mind and nature, and the
individual and society — all dualisms that James had tried to subvert. And even
more than James, Dewey was a “public intellectual” through and through —
indeed, he was to become the most famous American public intellectual of his
time. (An excellent description of this side of Dewey can be found in Cornell
West’s The American Evasion of Philosophy.) And above all, Dewey was an educator
— still probably the most read educational philosopher. Indeed, Dewey wrote in
1916 that

if a theory makes no difference in educational endeavor, it must be
artificial. The educational point of view enables one to envisage the
philosophical problems where they arise and thrive, where they are at
home, and where acceptance or rejection makes a difference in practice.
If we are willing to conceive education as the process of forming
fundamental dispositions, intellectual and emotional, philosophy may be
defined as the general theory of education.!

To give you a taste of just how Dewey practiced education, I shall quote
from “Teaching Ethics in the High School”, an essay Dewey published in
Educational Review in 1893.2

Ethics, rightly conceived, is the statement of human relationships in
action. In any right study of ethics, then, the pupil is not studying hard
and fixed rules for conduct; he is studying the ways in which men are
bound together in the complex relations of their interactions. He is not
studying, in an introspective way, his own sentiments and moral
attitudes; he is studying facts as objective as those of hydrostatics or the
action of dynamos. They are subjective, too, but subjective in the sense
that since the pupil himself is one who is bound up in the complex of
action, the ethical relations have an interest and concern for him which
no action of fluid or dynamo can possibly have. While this subject-
matter should be taught from the lowest grade up, I shall choose an
illustration of the mode of teaching it better adapted for high schools...

1 John Dewey, Democracy and Education, McMillan, 1916 : 328.
2 The Early Works of John Dewey, vol. 4, 1882-1898, Southern Illinois University Press, 1976 : 54-61.
The passage I quote is on pages 56-57.
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Let the teacher, at the outset, ask the pupils how they would decide, if a
case of seeming misery were presented to them, whether to relieve it and,
if so, how to relieve. This should be done without any preliminary
dwelling upon the question as a ‘moral’ one; rather, it should be pointed
out that the question is simply a practical one, and that ready-made
moral considerations are to be put to one side. Above all, however, it
should be made clear that the question is not what to do, but how to decide
what to do. As this is the rock on which the method is likely to split, let
me indicate the force of the distinction. Anyone who is acquainted with
the methods in which the well organized Associated Charities do their
work knows that they never discuss giving relief to someone on the basis
of abstract principles of charity. They construct, from all the available
data, an image of the case in question, and decide the particular question
upon the basis of the needs and circumstances of that particular case.
Now the whole object of the method I am bringing forward is not to get
children arguing about the moral rules which should control the giving
of charity — that is a relapse into the method of precepts against which I
have protested. The object is to get them into the habit of mentally
constructing some actual scene of human interaction, and of consulting
them for instruction as to what to do. All the teacher's questions and
suggestions, therefore, must be directed toward aiding the pupil in
building up in his imagination such a scene. To allow them to discuss
what to do, save as relative to the development of some case, is to fall
back into the very moral abstractions we are trying to avoid. So when
children begin to argue (as they are almost sure to do) about the merits
of some proposed plan of action, care must be taken not to let them
argue it in general, but to introduce their ideas into the case under
consideration so as to add new features and phases. The whole point, in
a word, is to keep the mental eye constantly upon some actual situation
or interaction: to realize in the imagination this or that particular needy
person making his demand upon some particular person. It follows from
this, of course, that the line of illustration chosen, that of charity, has no
value in itself; it is taken simply as a basis with reference to which to get
the child to fix his mind carefully upon the typical aspects of human
interaction. The thought which underlies the method is that if
instruction in the theory of morals has any practical value it has such
value as it aids in forming, in the mind of the person taught, the habit of
realizing for himself and in himself the nature of the practical situations
in which he will find himself placed. The end of the method, then, is #be
formation of a sympathetic imagination for buman relations in action; this is the
ideal which is substituted for training in moral rules, or for analysis of
one’s sentiments and attitudes in conduct.
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Dewey still considered himself an idealist, or more precisely an
“experimental idealist” in 1893, although “generally favorable” references to
James are beginning to appear in his writing,! but the passage 1 have quoted is
one he would still have endorsed after his conversion to pragmatism, and it
seems to me to express, if not to explain in detail, a great deal of his later
philosophical outlook. In 1893, however, Dewey was still far from formulating
that later outlook. The intuitions were, perhaps, already in place — certainly they
are in place in this short article — but the later philosophical outlook as a whole,
embracing, as it came to, aesthetics (Art as Experience), an account of human
nature (Human Nature and Conduct), an account of scientific method in Dewey’s
generous sense of the term (Lagi, the Theory of Inguiry), the 1908 Ethics and its
revision in 1932, and much much more — almost eight million words, in fact! is
impossible to describe in detail in the space of these lectures. But if one is going
to focus on just a few aspects of Dewey’s philosophy, it seems to me that we
see in three Dewey’s suggestions as to how we might teach ethics to high
school students, namely, the refusal to identify ethics with a fixed set of rules
and principles, the insistence that ethical problems are practical problems, and
the belief that reason and emotion can and should work together and inform
one another in approaching all practical problems, are insights that we need
today and that are, alas! still often neglected in professional moral philosophy.

A few concluding remarks

Today's lecture was titled “the story of pragmatism”. If your mental image of
pragmatism was formed by reading Richard Rorty, this lecture may have
surprised you: I did not say, for example, as Rorty does, that pragmatists think
that “warrant [is] a sociological matter, to be ascertained by observing the
reception of S’s [the speaket's] statement by her peers.””? Warrant, ot
“warranted assertibility” is, as Rorty well knows, the central notion in Dewey's
account of the rational formation of belief, the account in Dewey's Logic: the
Theory of Inguiry, and nothing could have been farther from Dewey's mind than
the idea that warranted assertability is just a culture-relative matter, something
to be ascertained by sociologists. I did not say, as Rorty also does, that for
pragmatists calling some sentences true is just paying them a “compliment”
because they “seem to be paying their way and fit in with other sentences which
are doing so”.3

1 See the Introduction to The Early Works of John Dewey, volume 4, by Wayne A. R. Leys : iv-v.
2 Richard Rorty, “Putnam and the Relativist Menace”, Journal of Philosophy 60, 9, 1993: 443-461.
3 Richard Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism, University of Minnesota Press, 1982: xxv.
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In Wednesday's lecture I shall say something about the pragmatists' theory or
theories of truth, but for now let me simply say that the pragmatists were #o#
cultural relativists about “warrant” and they all insisted that there was such a
thing as truth and such a thing as reality, and that truths have to agree with
reality. The problem, as James, puts it in Pragmatism’ is what “agreement”
means, and he recognizes that that is a difficult metaphysical question. But that
a sentence can be “paying its way” and not be #ue is something he repeatedly
points out. In fact, the idea that satisfaction (which is what Rorty means by a
belief's “paying its way”) are sufficient for truth is explicitly listed as a
“misunderstanding” of pragmatism by James in The Meaning of Truth? “Such
anti-pragmatism as this,” James says, “seems to me a tissue of confusions. To
begin with, when the pragmatist says ‘indispensable,” it confounds this with
‘sufficient’. The pragmatist calls satisfactions indispensable for truth-building,
but I have everywhere called them insufficient unless reality be also incidentally
led to. If the reality assumed were cancelled from the pragmatist's universe of
discourse, he would straightway give the name falschood to the beliefs
remaining in spite of all their satisfactoriness.”

But the clearest statement of James’s realism occurs in a letter to Dickinson
Miller dated Aug. 5, 1906 in which James uses the following analogy :3

The wortld per se may be likened to a cast of beans on a table. By
themselves they spell nothing. An onlooker may grasp them as he likes.
He may simply count them all and map them. He may select groups and
name them capriciously, or name them to suit certain extrinsic purposes
of his. What ever he does, so long as he #akes acconnt of them, his account
is neither false nor irrelevant. If neither, why not call it true? It fits the
beans-zinus him and expresses the #otal fact, of beans-p/us-him.

In brief, the classical pragmatists may have had controversial theories about
truth, reality, and warranted assertibility, but they took them seriously — which
is what Rorty famously wants us to stop doing. And that is the reason why 1
shall not further discuss Rorty's views in these lectures. My subject is
pragmatism, not whatever happens to “package” itself under that name.

! See Lecture 6 in Pragmatism, “Pragmatism’s Conception of Truth”.

2 Cf. Chapter VIII of The Meaning of Truth, “The Pragmatist Account of Truth and its
Misunderstanders”, James’s reply to what he calls the fourth misunderstanding, 270 ff. The
“fourth misunderstanding” is “No pragmatist can be a realist in his epistemology.”

3 The Letters of William James, edited by his son Henry James, The Atlantic Monthly Press, 1920,
Vol. 11 : 295.
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To sum up, I did not discuss James's or Dewey's views on truth and meaning
today, except for denying that they are “Rortian”. Instead, I focused on what 1
see as the central philosophical aim of these two great pragmatists, the aim of
producing a philosophy which would do justice to our respect for science, and
for fact in general, as well as our humanistic values and concerns (and, in James's
case, our religious feelings). This does not mean that I want you to think of
cither James or Dewey as merely “public philosophers”, and much less as
“popular” philosophers. Rather, I see them as in the line of the great
philosophers of the past who wanted philosophy to be simultaneously popular
and technical, or better, to bring the best thought of their day, both inside and
outside of technical philosophy, to bear on the question, “How to Live”. I gave
a brief account of the way in which Dewey left the Idealist movement which
was so dominant in James's time (that is the movement led by followers of
Hegel), and how he converted to pragmatism, becoming James's great ally and,
eventually, James's successor. I emphasized that Dewey's achievements as an
educator were closely linked with his philosophical achievements; indeed, for
Dewey every philosophical idea worthy of respect makes some difference to
education, and I gave an example of this from very early Dewey — “pre-
pragmatist” Dewey, in fact — an 1893 article on teaching ethics to high school
students. As the title promises, my next lecture will reflect on the significance
of what Dewey and James accomplished, as well as on the elements 1 find
problematic in their philosophies.

SOME REFLECTIONS ON THE STORY

Let me recall Santisillia's speech that I quoted in Monday's lecture. In case
some of you missed that lecture, Santisillia is a character in a novel inside a
novel: the novel, which is referred to as “a trashy novel” is the one that Sally,
one of the two principal characters in John Gardner's October Light, is reading
throughout the period that the action takes place, and Santisillia, a criminal
character, speaks as follows:

Everything's got to be an accident unless you decide there are gods and
devils. We do nothing. Peter Wagner's uncle plows out snow and saves
freezing people by pure accident, because he's caught in the Sunday
school bag, or his father was a doctor, or God knows what. Captain Fist
does all these ungodly things because it happened to rain all through his
childhood, or his father was a drunk, or he's an XXY, or his blood's
deficient in, say, riboflavin. So everybody's a machine. An automaton,
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unless you decide there are gods and devils and there's some magic way
they can get to you.!

The fallacies in this half baked little piece of philosophy are easy to spot, and
many of them get discussed (although not in connection with October Light, of
course) in those weeks of any “Problems of Philosophy” course that take up
the topic of “freedom of the will”. First and foremost, there is the confusion of
fatalism — the idea that everything we do is determined by external causes — with
determinism — the idea that what happened in the future depends on what
happened in the past according to deterministic laws (e.g., the laws of
Newtonian physics). And there is Santisillia's odd idea that whatever happens
deterministically is an “accident”. And there is the assumption that ethical
subjectivism — the doctrine that judgments of right and wrong are merely
expressions of ultimately arbitrary factors (this is hidden in the sneering claim
that Peter Wagnet's uncle's brave actions were merely the “accidental” results
of the “Sundayschool bag”) — also follows immediately from determinism (as if
one couldn't be a determinist who believes that there are objective ethical
truths).

Moving to a more sophisticated level, the lecturer in the Problems of
Philosophy course is likely to point out that Hume famously came to the
conclusion that there is a distinction between actions we do "of our own free
will", actions we are morally responsible for, and actions we are compelled to
do that we are not responsible for (someone holds a gun to our head, or even
pushes our limbs to make us do what he wants us to do) even in a deterministic
world. Indeed, Hume argued that it would be precisely in a world in which there
was no predictability to human actions that notions of responsibility and
freedom would collapse. This position — that there is no incompatibility between
“free will”, in the everyday sense, and determinism is called, quite naturally,
“compatibilism”. Naturally, not all philosophers agree that compatibilism is
right, and there is also a dispute (which I shall not go into in these lectures) as
to the bearing or lack of bearing on the question of the fact that today's physics,
unlike Newton's, is probabilistic rather than deterministic. But if compatibilism
is right, as I think it largely is (I say “largely” because something does have to
be said about determinism and indeterminism, an issue that Willlam James
cared greatly about), then what need a pragmatist like Dewey add to what
Hume had already pointed out?

! John Gardner, October Light, Knopf, 1976 : 324-345.
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Well, in the last lecture I pointed out how “pragmatist” some of Dewey’s
thought already was in the early 1890s, when he still considered himself an
“experimental idealist”. That is as true of Dewey’s thinking about free will as it
is of his thinking about the teaching of ethics. In fact, Dewey is concerned, as
early as 1894, to argue in a syllabus titled “The Study of Ethics™ that the
classical picture of a “free will”’, actually makes the “free will”, or the “Self”
with a capital “S”, something external to the embodied human person. In the
end, our “free will” becomes a sort of foreign agent, so that both the
“determinist” (Dewey means the philosopher who, like Santisillia, denies that
we have freedom to choose) and the “indeterminist” (Dewey means the
philosopher who defends the classical picture of a “free will”) picture our
volitions as imposed upon us from outside. The “indeterminist” Dewey
referred to was a philosopher named James Martineau, who claimed in S#udy of
Religion, a book published in 1899, that free action requires the presence of a
“deciding self”; “a personal center of intelligence and causality”?, distinct from
one’s acquired character, habits and motives.

Against Martineau, Dewey argues that:

The necessity of [...] the deciding self [in Martineau’s metaphysics] is a
necessity originated wholly through the failure to recognize the present
moving self in “motive” and “character”. The problem comes out cleatly
when we find the problem stated as if it were an alternative between
determination of the volition 4y character and motive, or by the Self, the
free will. [...]

The truth of the matter is that Martineau (and so with all the other
indeterminists) simply accepts the adequacy of the necessitarian
psychology of volition up to a certain point, accepts its dualistic
separation of impulse and motive from self, and then, seeing the ethical
insufficiency, help themselves out by bringing in the Deus ex Machina, a
Free Will. This is the reason the contests between indeterminists and
determinists ... are so futile and unending. Both have the same premises,
the product of inadequate psychological analysis. The only way to
“rescue” freedom from the attack of the determinist is not to bring it in
as a “third factor” [one of Martineau's terms for free will] but to
reconstruct the theory of motive and character to bring out the
functional presence of the self in them, and their consequent flexible,
dynamic structure.

! John Dewey, “Study of Ethics” in The Early Works of John Dewey, vol. 4, 1882-1898, Southern
Illinois University Press, 1976 : 221-364.
2 James Martineau, Study of Religion, vol. 2, The Clarendon Press, 1889 : BK. III, Ch. 2, 215.
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The criticism of the indeterminist holds equally, therefore, against the
determinist, that is, the predeterminist [what I called the “fatalist]. He
makes the same abstraction of motive, erecting hunger, love of praise,
modesty, etc., into little entities which pull and haul on a self outside of
them. Or, going into a wider field, he talks of the determination of self
by heredity and environment [like Santisillial]. He has the two things, set
over against each other, and with only a mechanical connection between
them, one of force, just as the indeterminist can get only an arbitrary
relation. They both argue then as if it were a question between
mechanical causation on one side, and arbitrary interference on the
other, forgetting that both alternatives arise from the unexamined
assumption of the dualism of self and ideal and motive. The whole
controversy vanishes in thin air when we substitute for the
determination of volition by circumstances or by Free Will, the
determination of Self in volition, in deed — its passage into definite,
unified activity.!

The observation that the “indeterminist” Martineau is just as guilty as the
fatalist (or “predeterminist”) of picturing our volitions as coming from
something external to the only self I truly know, the self that consists of my
character and motives in their functional integration, is almost
“Wittgensteinian™ in its diagnostic insightfulness. If something is missing in this
early work, it is the concern with the practical significance of the issue of free will
that one expects from a “pragmatist”. But after what I called his “conversion”
from idealism to pragmatism, this concern is omnipresent. In his 1910-11
“Contributions to a Cyclopepdia of Education”, for example, we find Dewey
writing,

Just in the degree in which one is gifted with the habit of reflection, in
that degree he is capable of acting in the light for a foreseen future
instead of being pushed from behind by sheer instinct or habit.

With respect to freedom, then, the task of the educator is threefold.
First, to keep alive plasticity, initiative, capacity to vary; to prevent
induration and fixation in fossilized automatic habits. Even a thoroughly
good habit needs to be kept flexible, so that it may be adapted, when the
need arises, to circumstances not previously experienced even by way of
anticipation. Secondly, to confirm preferences; to build up and
strengthen positive and constructive interests in specific directions.
Nothing is more fatal practically than the growth of a spirit of
indifference, of boredom, or of miscellaneous and easily diverted
responsiveness. Thirdly, to make preferences reasonable; that is to say,

1“Study of Ethics™: 130-131.
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to develop in individuals the habit of forecasting the consequences of
acting upon a given preferential tendency, of comparing one set of
results with another, and by these means enlightening preference as its
own deeper and more abiding nature. Capacity transforms habit when
required. Steady and specific interests, foresight, and deliberation—given
these factors of character, and purely speculative difficulties in the
concept of freedom may be left serenely alone.!

And in the 1922 Human Nature and Conduct, Dewey explicitly relates the free
will issue to political struggles:

One has to turn from moral theories to the general human struggle for
political, economic and religious liberty, for freedom of thought, speech,
assemblage and creed, to find significant reality in the conception of
freedom of will. Then one finds himself out of the stiflingly close
atmosphere of an inner consciousness and in the open-air world. The
cost of confining moral freedom to an inner region is the almost
complete severance of ethics from politics and economics. The former is
regarded as summed up in edifying exhortations, and the latter as
connected with arts of expediency separated from larger issues of good.
In short, there are two schools of social reform. One bases itself upon
the notion of a morality which springs from an inner freedom,
something mysteriously cooped up within personality. It asserts that the
only way to change institutions is for men to purify their own hearts, and
that when this has been accomplished, change of institutions will follow
of itself. The other school denies the existence of any such inner power,
and in so doing conceives that it has denied all moral freedom. It says
that men are made what they are by the forces of the environment, that
human nature is purely malleable, and that till institutions are changed,
nothing can be done. Clearly this leaves the outcome as hopeless as does
an appeal to an inner rectitude and benevolence. For it provides no
leverage for change of environment. It throws us back upon accident,
usually disguised as a necessary law of history or evolution, and trusts to
some violent change, symbolized by civil war, to usher in an abrupt
millennium. There is an alternative to being penned in between these
two theories. We can recognize that all conduct is interaction between
elements of human nature and the environment, natural and social. Then
we shall see that progress proceeds in two ways, and that freedom is
found in that kind of interaction which maintains an environment in
which human desire and choice count for something.?

U The Middle Works of Jobn Dewey, vol. 6, 1910-1911, Southern Illinois University Press, 1978 : 465
and 466.
2 John Dewey, Human Nature and Conduct (1922) in The Middle Works of John Dewey, vol. 14, 1899-
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Dewey's remarks remind us that philosophical theories of the self and of its
freedom or lack thereof have historically been of momentous importance; and
they place these theories in the context of the difference they make to education, to
politics, and to life in general. And doing that is what both James and Dewey
urged us to do with all philosophical issues. Indeed, they saw this as implied by
the very concept of “pragmatism”. But the third of the “classical pragmatist”
trio, Charles S. Peirce, had a different understanding. It is time to resume my
telling of “the story of pragmatism” by bringing him into the picture.

James and Peirce

As I mentioned in the previous lecture, Pragmatism: a New Name for Some Old
Ways of Thinking was a (lightly revised) transcript of the Lowell Lectures which
James delivered in Boston in November and December of 1906. Although
William James took the name “pragmatism”, from Chatles Sanders Peirce!, it is
well known that Peirce didn’t think that James’s version of the doctrine was
true to his intentions, and later went so far as to change the name of his own
philosophy from “pragmatism” to “pragmaticism”. Although some of the
themes of James’s Pragmatism had already been introduced in a lecture titled
“Philosophical Results and Practical Conceptions” that James had delivered at
the University of California in 1898, it was the publication of the Lowell
lectures that made James a celebrated philosopher, as well as the best known
American psychologist. Monday I described the first lecture, in which James
avows his intention to speak to the “temperament”, and not merely the
intellect, of his reader. But that lecture speaks only of the needs pragmatism is
to fulfill, and not of its content. The second lecture promised to be more
specific, bearing as it did the title “What Pragmatism Means”.

James opened the lecture with an example of a fruitless dispute about a
pseudo-issue — the sort of dispute, he suggests, that pragmatism can save us
from:

1924, Southern Illinois University Press, 1983 : 9

I Peirce had expounded his pragmatism in a series of papers in the 1870s. Of these, two, in
particular, came to represent common ground for all four of the classical pragmatists -- Peirce,
James, Dewey and Mead — while others developed themes and methods peculiar to Peirce’s own
philosophy and not necessarily agreed to by the others. The two we refer to are “The Fixation of
Belief” and the “How to Make Our Ideas Clear”. James own interest in pragmatism dates from
his conversations with Peirce in the 1870s, when both were member of the “Metaphysical Club”
which met in the home of Chauncey Wright (cf. Ralph B. Perry, The Thought and Character of
William James, vol. 1, Little, Brown, and Co., 1935 : ch. 31).
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Some years ago, being with a camping party in the mountains, I returned
from a solitary ramble to find everyone engaged in a ferocious
metaphysical dispute. The corpus of the dispute was a squirrel — a live
squitrel supposed to be clinging to one side of a tree-trunk; while over
against the tree’s opposite side a human being was imagined to stand.
This human witness tries to get sight of the squirrel by moving rapidly
round the tree, but no matter how fast he goes, the squirrel moves as
fast in the opposite direction, and always keeps the tree between himself
and the man, so that never a glimpse of him is caught. The resultant
metaphysical problem now is this: Does the man go round the squirrel or not?
He goes round the tree, sure enough, and the squitrel is on the tree, but
does he go round the squirrel?

And James tells us that he immediately replied that

Which party is right [...] depends on what you practically mean by “going
round” the squirrel.

James continues by acknowledging his debt to Peirce, whom he quotes as
saying that

To attain perfect clearness in our thoughts of an object, then, we need
only consider what conceivable effects of a practical kind the object may
involve — what sensations we atre to expect from it, and what reactions
we must prepare. Our conception of these effects, whether immediate or
remote, is then for us the whole of our conception of the object, so far
as that conception has positive significance at all.

James’s just quoted resolution of this curious “metaphysical problem” is
supposed to illustrate Peirce’s maxim (and without a doubt Peirce would have
agreed with James’s resolution of #is “metaphysical problem”). But James
acknowledgment of indebtedness, while certainly sincere, has to be taken with a
grain of salt, and I now want to look at the differences between James’s version
of the maxim and the original version.

James does not accept the fact/value dichotomy, he does not consider value
judgments to be merely subjective, and he does not think that cognition can
simply be identified with scientific cognition, or that the natural sciences are the
only paradigm we have for cognition. On these things the classical pragmatists
— Dewey, James, Peirce — all agreed. Yet Peirce's position was, in certain
respects, very different from that of the others. Peirce rejected the fact/value
dichotomy, but he did not reject the Kantian dichotomy between “pure” and
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“impure” interests.! He insisted that the interest that drives pure scientific
inquiry is utterly different from the interests that drive ordinary practical
inquiry, while Dewey and James strongly disagree. If one does not know this,
one cannot understand why Peirce distanced himself from pragmatism.
However, if one were in the position of reading the second lecture in Pragmatism
without having read anything by Peirce, one might well think that James did not
start anything new, that he was just a devotee of an ongoing movement. That is,
in fact, what he claims :

There is absolutely nothing new in the pragmatic method. Socrates was
an adept at it. Aristotle used it methodically. Locke, Berkeley, and
Hume: made momentous contributions to truth by its means.
Shadworth Hodgson keeps insisting that realities are only what they are
‘known as’. But these forerunners of pragmatism used it in fragments:
they were preluders only. Not until our time has it generalized itself,
become conscious of a universal mission, pretended to a conquering
destiny. I believe in that destiny, and I hope I may end by inspiring you
with my belief. 2

Here James is posing as someone converted to a Movement to which Peirce
also belongs. But even when Peirce and James agree in a verbal formulation,
such as the ones he quotes in this lecture, they take that formulation in very
different ways. (This is complicated by the fact that there are difficulties in
understanding how either one of them took it.)

Let us look at the way in which James paraphrases Peirce in what must have
been almost the opening minutes of this lecture. This purports to be a direct
statement of what Peirce says in the all-important article, “How to Make Our
Ideas Cleat” (which first appeared in Popular Science Monthly in 1878) :

Mr. Peirce, after pointing out that our beliefs are really rules for action,
said that, to develop a thought's meaning, we need only determine what
conduct it is fitted to produce: that conduct is for us its sole significance.
And the tangible fact at the root of all our thought-distinctions, however
subtle, is that there is no one of them so fine as to consist in anything
but a possible difference in practice. To attain perfect clearness in our
thoughts of an object, then, we need only consider what conceivable
effects of a practical kind the object may involve—what sensations we
are to expect from it, and what reactions we must prepare. Our

1 You will see that this is the case from the first lecture in Peirce's Reasoning and the Logic of Things,
ed. K. Ketner with expository matter by H. Putnam (Harvard University Press, 1992).
2PMT 30.
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conception of these effects, whether immediate or remote, is then for us
the whole of our conception of the object, so far as that conception has
positive significance at all. !

I said that this purports to be a direct statement of what Peirce says, and, in
fact, Peirce himself gives it a sort of endorsement:

In the first place, there is the definition of James, whose definition
differs from mine only in that he does not restrict the ‘meaning’, that is
the ultimate logical interpretant, as I do, to a habit, but allows percepts,
that is, complex feelings endowed with compulsiveness, to be such. If he
is willing to do this, I do not quite see how he need give any room at all
to habit. But practically, his view and mine must, I think, coincide,
except where he allows considerations not at all pragmatic to have
weight.?

A qualified endorsement indeed !

Let us look at “the definition of Peirce”—i.e., James's paraphrase of Peirce—
closely. It is right that Peirce thought of beliefs as “rules for action” (although
Peirce generally preferred the term “habit”; a central metaphysical notion in
Peirce's philosophy, and one which applies to the inorganic as well as to the
organic world.) Peirce's inspiration was Alexander Bain's definition of belief as
“that upon which a man is prepared to act”, a definition which was much
discussed in the Metaphysical Club in Cambridge in the eighteen-seventies (a
discussion circle to which both James and Peirce belonged).

Part of what this definition of belief means is clear: Peirce and James are
saying that to really have a belief is not just to say words in one's mind, or to
have a mental image or a feeling when one contemplates a proposition, but to
be prepared to act on it. But James says, “Mr. Peirce, after pointing out that our
beliefs are really rules for action, said that to develop a thought's meaning we
need only determine what conduct it is fitted to produce.” One cannot find
anything exactly like this in “How to Make Our Ideas Clear”, but in other
places Peirce does say things like this. For example, in “A Survey of
Pragmatism” (not published in Peirce's lifetime), Peirce writes,

LPMT : 28-9
2 Charles S. Peirce, Collected Papers of C.S. Peirce, Chatles Hartshorne, Paul Weiss (eds.), volume 5,
Harvard University Press: section 494.
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[..] the most perfect account of a concept that words can convey will
consist in a description of the habit ! which that concept is calculated to
produce. But how otherwise can a habit be described than by a
description of the kind of action to which it gives rise, with a
specification of the conditions and of the motive.?

It is fair to say that here Peirce does identify meaning with “a rule (habit) of
conduct”, and James may well have heard Peirce talk in this way. But how does
Peirce understand the “motive” of a habit?

In “Pragmatism and Pragmaticism”, Peirce writes:

If the meaning of a symbol consists in Jow it might cause us to act, it is
plain that this ‘how’ cannot refer to the description of mechanical
motions that it might cause, but must intend to be a description of the
action as having this or that ai.

If our quotation from Peirce stopped here, one might safely accept James's
paraphrase. But Peirce goes on :

In order to understand pragmatism, therefore, well enough to subject it
to intelligent criticism, it is incumbent upon us to understand what an
ultimate aim, capable of being pursued in an indefinitely prolonged
course of action can be.

And Peirce goes on* to make clear that the “ultimate aim” he is speaking of
is development of a set of beliefs—a kind of finished knowledge that we are to
approach in the limit, but never actually achieve—which will have an
“aesthetic® quality” which will be a “free development of the agent's own
aesthetic quality” and which will, at the same time, match the “aesthetic quality”
of “the ultimate action of experience upon him”. In short, it is the aims of pure
science (which are sui generis, in referring to the indefinitely long run) that Peirce
has in mind here (as elsewhere), and not what we ordinarily ¢/ the “aims” of a
piece of conduct.

1 Elsewhere Peirce writes “habits” in the plural.

2 Peirce [5: 491] (The reference is deciphered thus : volume 5, numbered section 494, in the
Harvard edition of the Collected Papers of C.S. Peirce).

3 Peirce [5: 135]

4 Peirce [5: 130]

5 For Peirce, the branch of value theory that determines final ends is “Aesthetics”.
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For James and Dewey, however, this limitation of the pragmatic method of
“making our ideas clear” to science was absolutely unacceptable. And this
disagreement, I think, is the real root cause of Peirce’s decision to disassociate
from the movement James called “pragmatism” and to change the name of his
own philosophy to “pragmaticism”.

James and Peirce on truth

Peirce, whom James credits with having invented pragmatism, famously
defined truth as “the opinion which is fated to be ultimately agreed to by all
who investigate”.! (According to Peirce, this definition is simply an application
of the pragmatic maxim, the pragmatist’s method of “making our ideas clear”.)
In spite of the very real differences between James's metaphysical views and
Peirce's, variants of this definition abound in James's writing.

Such variants begin to appear in James's writing long before the Lowell
Lectures. In the concluding paragraph of the relatively early (1878) “Remarks
on Spencer's Definition of Mind as Correspondence”, we find James
combining the characteristically Jamesian idea that human beings “help to
create” truth with the Peircean idea that the true judgements are the ones that
we are fated to believe, not at any given instant, but in the long run, on the
basis of “the total upshot of experience”. Let us look at this passage closely.
Here is how the paragraph opens?:

I, for my part, cannot escape the consideration forced upon me at every
turn, that the knower is not simply a mirror floating with no foot-hold
anywhere, and passively reflecting an order that he comes upon and
finds simply existing. The knower is an actor, and coefficient of the truth
on one side, whilst on the other he registers the truth which he helps to
create. Mental interests, hypotheses, postulates, insofar as they are bases
for human action—action which to a great extent transforms the
wortld—help to make the truth which they declare.

Here the idea that we help to make truth is spelled out in a way that seems
innocuous: our actions determine what will happen, how the world will be
transformed, and hence what will be true of the world. (In his later writings
James will find a second, and more controversial, sense in which we help to

1 “How to Make Our Ideas Clear”, collected in Writings of Charles S.Peirce; A Chronological Edition,
vol. 3 (1872-1878), C.S.W. Kloesel (ed.) : 273. Peirce adds in the same sentence “and the object
represented in that opinion is the real”.

2 William James, “Remarks on Spencer’s Definition of Mind as Correspondence” in Essays in
Philosophy, Harvard University Press, 1978 : 7-22. Quotations from pages 21-22.
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make truth.) But James is not primarily thinking of historical truth in this
paragraph. For after the sentences just quoted he immediately raises the
question (in which he continued to be interested to the end of his life), whether
“judgments of the should-beé’ can correspond to reality, and responds with a
declaration that this possibility should not be ruled out :

We know so little about the ultimate nature of things, or of ourselves,
that it would be sheer folly dogmatically to say that an ideal rational
order may not be real. The only objective criterion of reality is
coerciveness, in the long run, over thought. [...] By its very essence, the
reality of a thought is proportionate to the way it grasps us. Its intensity,
its seriousness — its interest, in a word — taking these qualities, not at any
given instant, but as shown by the total upshot of experience. If
judgments of the should-be are fated to grasp us in this way they are what
“correspond”. The ancients placed the conception of Fate at the bottom
of things -- deeper than the gods themselves. “The fate of thought”,
utterly barren and indeterminate as such a formula is, is the only
unimpeachable regulative Law of Mind.

Although the expression is unfortunate, James is not here confusing “the
reality of a thought” (i.e., how it “grabs” us) with the reality of things external
to us (“the objective criterion of reality” [in the sense of the criterion for
something's being real)). Rather he is claiming that the criterion for something's
being real is precisely that we are fated, in the long run, to believe that it is—
that the belief that it is real (where the “it“ may be something as large as “an
ideal moral order”) exhibits “coerciveness over thought”.

Nor did Peirce himself fail to appreciate the measure of both agreement and
disagreement. Hence the remark, which I already quoted, that

In the first place, there is the definition of James, whose definition
differs from mine only in that he does not restrict the ‘meaning’, that is
the ultimate logical interpretant, as I do, to a habit, but allows percepts,
that is, complex feelings endowed with compulsiveness, to be such.

As we have seen, Peirce is referring to James's formulation of the pragmatic
maxim for making our ideas clear in the second lecture in Pragmatisn? (a

1 He may also be thinking of James's 1898 Howison Lecture “Philosophical Conceptions and
Practical Results” (a slightly revised version was published under the title “The Pragmatic
Method” in Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methods in 1904; that version appears in
Essays in Philosophy : 123-139). There James writes, “I think myself that [the principle of
pragmatism| should be expressed more broadly than Mr. Peirce expresses it. The ultimate test for
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formulation a// of whose patts come from various of Peirce's own writings) but
the reservation he expresses is occasioned by the fact that James allows
“coerciveness over thought”, “[an idea's] intensity, its seriousness—its interest,
in a word” (and what is this, if not a “complex feeling endowed with
compulsiveness”’?) to have weight in determining the truth of the idea, whereas
Peirce would require that this “coerciveness over thought” come from the
testing of predictions implied by the idea, or implied by a larger hypotheses of

which the idea is an integral part.

This does not mean, however, that on Peirce's view interests have no role to
play in determining the truth. For, as I pointed out a moment ago, Peirce
himself wrote, “In order to understand pragmatism, therefore, well enough to
subject it to intelligent criticism, it is incumbent upon us to understand what az
ultimate aim, capable of being pursued in an indefinitely prolonged conrse of action can be.”
(my emphasis.) And Peirce goes on to make clear that the “ultimate aim” he is
speaking of is a finished knowledge, that we are to approach in the limit but
never actually achieve, that will have an “aesthetic quality” which will be a “free
development of the agent's own aesthetic quality” and which will, at the same
time, match the “aesthetic quality” of “the ultimate action of experience upon
him”.! And Peirce supposes that all rational inquirers must share this “ultimate
aim”, while James believes that more human and more immediate aims and

sentiments must also play a role determining what the “ultimate consensus” will
be.

But in what sense exactly do Peirce and James think of our “interests” or our
“ultimate aim” as determining truth? The answer is complex. First, for both
James and Peirce truth is a property of opinions or beliefs, and without
thinkers, rational inquirers, there are no beliefs and opinions to be true or false.
In that sense, both Peirce and James can agree that being interested in having
true beliefs determines whether there will be truth. Motreover, our various
interests determine what inquiries we shall pursue, what concepts we will find
useful, etc., i.e., they determine which truths there will be. But James is willing
to draw radical consequences from this last idea, consequences which Peirce is
not willing to draw, because of what he calls his “scholastic realism”, his belief
that ultimately only those concepts survive that correspond to real universals,

us of what truth means is indeed the conduct it dictates or inspires. But it inspires that conduct
because it first foretells some particular turn to our experience which shall call for just that
conduct.” (loc. cit. : 124).

I Peirce [5: 136]. For Peirce, the branch of value theory that determines final ends is
“Aesthetics”.
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which he called “Thirds”. The element in James's thought that Peirce objected
to is clearly expressed in “The Sentiment of Rationality”. There James writes :

[...] of two conceptions equally fit to satisfy the logical demand, that one
which awakens the active impulses, or satisfies other aesthetic demands
better than the other, will be accounted the more rational conception,
and will deservedly prevail.

There is nothing improbable in the supposition that an analysis of the
world may yield a number of formulae, all consistent with the facts. In
physical science different formulae may explain the phenomena equally
well — the one-fluid and two-fluid theories of electricity, for example.
Why may it not be so with the world? Why may there not be different
points of view for surveying it? within each of which all data harmonize,
and which the observer may therefore either choose between, or simply
cumulate one upon the other? A Beethoven string quatter is truly, as
someone said, a scraping of horses' tails upon cats' bowels, and may be
exhaustively described in such terms; but the application of this
description in no way precludes the simultaneous applicability of an
entirely different description. Just so a thorough-going interpretation of
the world in terms of mechanical sequence is compatible with its being
interpreted teleologically, for the mechanism itself may be designed.

If, then, there were several systems excogitated, equally satisfying to our
purely logical needs, they would still have to be passed in review, and
approved or rejected by our aesthetic and practical nature.

But the disagreement—and it is very important—over this claim of James's
should not obscure the fact that James, like Peirce, declares his allegiance to a
notion of truth defined in terms of convergence, or “ultimate consensus”.

My own reaction to this

Consider, Peirce’s famous “pragmatic maxim”-the doctrine that that :

To attain perfect clearness in our thoughts of an object we need only
consider what conceivable effects of a practical kind the object may
involve- what sensations we are to expect from it, and what reactions we
must prepare. Our conception of these effects, whether immediate or
remote, is then for us the whole of our conception of the object, so far
as that conception has positive significance at all.

This maxim was tremendously important to the three classical pragmatists.
And both Peirce and James attached great importance to their (different)
versions of the idea that “truth involves coerciveness, in the long run, over
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thought” — call this, “the pragmatist theory of truth”. One respect in which
their versions are different, by the way, is that James held that the truth is what
will become coercive over thought, meaning by that buman thought, whereas
Peirce eventually formulates (or reformulates) his theory of truth in such a way
that what is true is what wou/d become coercive over thought, the belief on
which all inquirers would be fated to converge, if inquity were zndefinitely
continued, even by extraterestial species after the human race ceased to exist!
Another respect, already mentioned, is they had different accounts of the
factors that cause beliefs to become “coercive over thought”.

It may surprise you, given the premise of this whole series of lectures, that
the classical pragmatists still have something to teach us, that I do not believe
that either the pragmatist maxim or the pragmatist theory of truth (either in
Peirce’s version or in James’s) is correct. To begin with the latter, one effect of
the pragmatist theory of truth is to make the truth or falsity of any assertion
about the past depend on what will happen in the future (or, in Peirce’s case, on
what is “fated” to happen in the future if inquiry is sufficiently prolonged).
Consider any historical proposition whose truth-value is unknown and possibly
unknowable (because all the records have been destroyed), say the proposition
that “Boadicea was really called ‘Boudica™. If James is right, this proposition is
true just in case evidence will come to light in the future which will cause
competent inquirers to conclude that this was Queen Boadicea’s actual name; if
Peirce is right, it is true just in case the world is such that competent inquirers
must eventually find such evidence, even if it takes billions of years. I see no
reason to believe either of these claims. I think that what makes a proposition
about the past true is what actually happened in the past, not what i/ happen
or what st happen in the future.!

As for the “pragmatic maxim”, my attitude is as follows: I don’t believe that
propositions are rules for conduct. And I also don’t believe that a proposition’s
meaning can be exhausted by talking about what sensations it leads us to expect
or what reactions it leads us to prepare.

Those ideas were made popular by logical positivism as well as by
pragmatism, although the aim of the positivists was to show that metaphysical
propositions are meaningless and the aim of the pragmatists was to ascertain
what they did mean. But decades of discussion of these issues in the last
century pretty much demolished these claims, to my satisfaction at least.2 So, if

1 See my “Pragmatism”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, vol. xcv, Part 3, 1995 : 291-3006.
2 See the paper cited in the previous note for my reasons for rejecting these ideas.
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I don’t accept either the “pragmatic maxim” or “the pragmatist theory of
truth”, why do I think the pragmatists are so important today?

The fact is that, although James was extremely keen on his version of the
pragmatist theory of truth, hardly any of his interesting metaphysical ideas
actually presuppose it. This is something that Bertrand Russell, who detested
the pragmatist theory of truth but was extremely impressed by James’s theory
of perception (to which Russell gave the name “neutral monism”) fully
understood.! And nothing of what I have praised and will praise in Dewey
depends on the pragmatist theory of truth. In fact, in Logi, the Theory of Inquiry
there is only one reference to that theory — in a footnote! And although I have
said that I can’t accept the pragmatic maxim, I can accept many of the
particular applications of it that James and Dewey made.

What I have in mind by this is that the idea of asking of philosophical positions,
of attempted answers to the great philosophical questions, what difference they
have made and can make in practice, what difference they make to our /ues, is a
necessary first step towards bringing philosophy back in contact with human
concerns, a first step to doing what Dewey asked us to do when he wrote that
“Philosophy recovers itself when it ceases to be a device for dealing with the
problems of philosophers and becomes a method, cultivated by philosophers,
for dealing with the problems of men.?” Today and Monday we have seen some
examples of how this leads Dewey to approach the teaching of ethics and the
hoary question of free will. But the part of Dewey’s thought that is perhaps
most relevant today, and is certainly still hotly debated, concerns his rejection
of the still tremendously influential dichotomy between factual propositions
and value judgement. I agree with Dewey that it should be rejected, and in
Friday’s lecture I will tell you why.

PRAGMATISM AND THE FUTURE OF PHILOSOPHY

The present lecture is titled “Pragmatism and the Future of Philosophy”. 1
did not entitle it “The Future of Pragmatism” because 1 do not want to revive
pragmatism as a movement. I don't believe in “movements” in philosophy,
except as temporary expedients for bringing new ideas to the attention of the

! Bertrand Russell on James in The Analysis of Mind, G. Allen & Unwin, 1921.

2 David Sidorski (ed.), The Essential Writings of Jobhn Dewey, Harper Torchbooks, 1977 : 94. This
quotation is from “The Need for a Reform of Philosophy” in Henry Holt et al. (eds.), Creative
Intelligence; Essays in the Pragmatic Attitnde, The Quinn & Boden Co. Press, 1917 : 3-69.

148



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

philosophical public. But there are ideas in classical pragmatism that I think
deserve to be part of “the future of philosophy”.

I ended the last lecture by promising to talk about Dewey's rejection of the
supposed dichotomy between factual propositions and value judgments. The
rejection of the claim that there is an absolute dichotomy here is perhaps the
most important idea of Deweyan pragmatism that I hope philosophers will
come to accept in the future.

This dichotomy has by now become something familiar to lay people and
not just a matter for discussion by philosophers and social scientists. Every one
of you has heard someone ask, “Is that supposed to be a fact or a value
judgment?”. The presupposition of the question is that if it's a “value
judgment” it can’t possibly be a “fact”, and, all too often, a further
presupposition is that value judgments are “subjective”.

This dichotomy was already widely accepted by analytic philosophers when 1
was a graduate student more than a half-century ago. The logical positivists,
including my teacher Hans Reichenbach, claimed to have shown that ethical
propositions only appear to be bona fide assertions; in reality, they lack truth
value, they said, and, indeed, they are outside the sphere of rational argument
altogether. Important social scientists accepted the dichotomy as well; Lionel
Robbins, one of the most influential economists of the 1930s, gave this view
one of its most aggressive formulations:

If we disagree about ends it is a case of thy blood or mine- or live or let
live according to the importance of the difference, or the relative
strength of our opponents. But if we disagree about means, then
scientific analysis can often help us resolve our differences. If we
disagree about the morality of the taking of interest (and we understand
what we are talking about), then there is no room for argument.!

Yet this “self-evident” dichotomy is one that Dewey regards as baseless:

Articles frequently appear that discuss the relation of fact and value. If
the subject discussed under this caption were the relation of value-facts
to other facts, there would not be the assumption of uniqueness just
mentioned. But anyone reading articles devoted to discussion of this
issue will note that it is an issue or problem just because it is held that
propositions about values are somehow of a unique sort, being

! Lionel Robbins, On the Nature and Significance of Economic Science, Macmillan, 1932 : 132.
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inherently marked off from propositions about facts. I can think of
nothing more likely to be clarifying in the present confused state of the
subject than an explicit statement of the grounds upon which it is
assumed that propositions about values are not propositions about
space-time facts, together with explicit discussion of the consequences
of that position. If a question were raised about the relation of geological
propositions to astronomical propositions, or of meteor- propositions to
comet-propositions, it would not occur to anyone that the ‘problem’ was
other than that of the connection between two sets of facts. It is my
conviction that nothing would better clarify the present unsatisfactory
state of discussion of value than definite and explicit statement of the
reasons why the case is supposed to be otherwise in respect to value.!

By “propositions about values” Dewey means here not just propositions
about which human beings or communities have what values under what
circumstances — sociological or psychological propositions — but propositions
about what is valuable. Now that the fact/value dichotomy has become so
widely accepted, it may appear naive of Dewey to claim that there can be facts
about values. How can there be facts about what is and what is not valuable?
What is more, Dewey suggests that such facts are just “space-time facts”, that
is, they do not depend on anything supernatural or “non-natural”. (And he
wrote this in 1944, long after G. E. Moore argued in his famous Principia
Ethica, published in 1903, that if there are such facts, they must involve a “non-
natural property”!)

But Dewey was not naive. He knew very well that his was a minority
position. The first sentence of the essay from which I just quoted reads:

When I analyze the discouragement 1 have experienced lately in
connection with discussion of value, I find that it proceeds from the
feeling that little headway is being made in determining the questions or
issues fundamentally involved rather than from the fact that the views I
personally hold have not received general approval.?

Let us see what Dewey meant by “the questions or issues fundamentally
involved”.

! John Dewey, “Some Questions About Value”, Journal of Philosophy, 51 (17), 1944 : 455. Collected
in The Later Works of Jobn Dewey, volume 15, 1925-1953 : 101-108. The passage I cite can be
found at the page 106.

2 Ibid. : 101.
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The fundamental idea in all of Dewey's writing about the theory of value was
to distinguish between what is za/ued in the sense of evoking a mere feeling of
liking or enjoyment, and that which has been critically evaluated and studied. In
Dewey's view, it is only when we have acquited knowledge of the relevant
causes and effects and relations to our other values and our doings that what is
valued become valuable or what is satisfying become satisfactory. Or, as he
himself puts it :

To say that something satisfies is to report an isolated finality. To say
that it is satisfactory is to define it in its connections and interactions.
The fact that it pleases or is immediately congenial poses a problem to
judgment. How shall the satisfaction be rated? Is it a value or is it not? Is
it something to be prized and cherished, to be enjoyed? Not stern
moralists alone but everyday experience informs us that finding
satisfaction in a thing may be a warning, a summons to be on the
lookout for consequences. To declate something satisfactory is to assert
that it meets specifiable conditions. !

It is because he consistently rejected the idea that attitudes such as liking,
preferring, approving, commending, and the like are sufficient to constitute
value, and because he wished to emphasize the role of intelligent evaluation in
value judgment that he offered what he called a “preliminary rough listing” of
the questions he thought we should be discussing in the essay I mentioned
eatlier ("Some Questions About Value").2 Here is Dewey's list :

I. What connection is there, if any, between an attitude that will be called
prizing or holding dear and desiring, liking, interest, enjoying, etc.?

II. Irrespective of which of the above-named attitudes is taken to be primary, is
it by itself a sufficient condition for the existence of values? Or, while it is a
necessary condition, is a further condition, of the nature of valuation or
appraisal, required?

III. Whatever the answer to the second question, is there anything in the nature
of appraisal, evaluation, as judgment or/and proposition, that marks them off,
with respect to their logical or their scientific status, from other propositions or
judgments? Or are such distinctive properties as they possess wholly an affair
of their subject-matter — as we might speak of astronomical and geological

U The Later Works of John Dewey, volume 4, 1925-1953: 208.
2 Ibid- 101-102.
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propositions without implying that there is any difference between them qua
propositions?

IV. Is the scientific method of inquiry, in its broad sense applicable in
determination of judgments and/or propositions in the way of valuations or
appraisals? Or is there something inherent in the nature of values as subject-
matter that precludes the application of such method? — And, very importantly,
in connection with the fourth of these questions, Dewey tells us that he
inserted the phrase “in its broad sense” after “the scientific method of inquiry”
to make it clear that the word “scientific” is “not assumed in advance to signify
reduction to physical or biological terms, but, as is the case with scientific
investigations of concrete matters generally, leaves the scope of the subject-
matter to be determined in the course of inquiry.”!

Dewey’s responses, in his work as a whole, to the four questions he raised in
this short article will be discussed in a few minutes. But first I want to look at
certain well-known philosophical views that are diametrically opposed to
Dewey’s.

Dewey’s naturalist opponents

One sort of opponent that Dewey recognizes but does not discuss in “Some
Questions About Value” is the non-naturalist, the philosopher who holds that
value propositions presuppose a non-natural or “transcendent” source of
knowledge; in a footnote to that essay he writes that that view has been omitted
“so what is said will not appeal to those who hold that view”.2 In a sense, the
work of both Dewey and James? is intended to show us that to assume that we
need a transcendent justification for value propositions is only to make them
seem occult, and they are anything but that—they are rooted in real natural
facts about human nature and about real human environments. (Moreover,
those who take the “transcendent” route in ethics have historically been
opponents of fallibilism in ethics, and fallibilism, for pragmatists, is inseparable,
from democratic ethics.)

1 “Some Questions About Value” footnote on p. 450 in the Journal of Philosophy; endnote to p. 102
in The Later Works of John Dewey, volume 15, 1925-1953.

2 Ibid. : 440 in The Journal of Philosophy; endnote to page 101 in The Later Works of John
Dewey, volume 15.

3 William James, “The Moral Philosopher and the Moral Life”, International Journal of Ethics, 1 (3)
1891 : 330-354.
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So this essay is addressed to naturalists in ethics. Dewey was well awate that
among his fellow naturalists there were philosophers who regard ethical
utterances as “pseudo-propositions”.

In The Unity of Science!, for example, after explaining that all nonscientific
problems are “a confusion of...pseudoproblems”?, Rudolf Carnap wrote as
follows:

All statements belonging to Metaphysics, regulative FEthics, and
(metaphysical) Epistemology...are in fact unverifiable and, therefore,
unscientific. In the Viennese Circle, we are accustomed to desctibe such
statements as nonsense... This terminology is to be understood as
implying a logical, not say a psychological distinction; its use is intended
to assert only that the statements in question do not possess a certain
logical characteristic common to all proper scientific statements [i.c.
verifiability — HP]; we do not intend to assert the impossibility of
associating any conceptions or images with these logically invalid
statements. Conceptions can be associated with any arbitrarily
compounded series of words; and metaphysical statements are richly
evocative of associations and feelings both in authors and readers.

And Dewey discusses this view (although he does not mention Carnap by
name) in “Some Questions About Value”. How then, could Dewey write (in
the very same article) the words 1 quoted earlier, namely, “[it] is my conviction
that nothing would better clarify the present unsatisfactory state of discussion
of value than definite and explicit statement of the reasons why the case is
supposed to be otherwise in respect to value”? Didn’t Carnap “state the
reasons’?

Well Carnap did give a supposed reason. He said that value-propositions “are
in fact unverifiable”. This is certainly a reason that Dewey would have accepted,
had Dewey agreed that it was the case. But the only reason Carnap had for
saying that value propositions are unverifiable in 1934, the year that The Unity of
Science was published, was the claim, accepted by the Logical Positivists and
their “Vienna Circle” at that time, that the only verifiable propositions are
observation reports such as “this chair is blue” (or, in an alternative version, “I
have a blue sense-datum”) and logical consequences of such propositions — a
claim so extreme as to rule out all of the propositions of theoretical physics, as
Carnap later came to realize! From Dewey’s perspective this is no reason at all.

! Rudolf Carnap, The Unity of Science, Kegan Paul, Trench, Hubner & Co., 1934 : 26-27.
21bid. :22.
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Other defenders of the “emotivist” or “expressivist” account of ethical
sentences simply claimed that it was the very “grammar” of ethical sentences to
express emotions or “attitudes” (or, in Hans Reichenbach’s version, to
“command”), and not to state facts. But this is certainly not the surface
grammar of such utterances: we do speak of some valuations as correct or true
and others as incorrect or false, and we also discuss whether they are warranted
or unwarranted. The emotivists’ reply was that the surface grammar is
“misleading”; but again Dewey would want to hear a reason for this claim that a
non-reductive naturalist should accept, and he claimed (and I think that he was
right) that no such reason had been offered. (That one can be a naturalist in
philosophy without being a reductionist is another idea of the classical
pragmatists that certainly needs more advocates today.)

Perhaps just because the attempt to show that the “logical” or linguistic
propertties of value sentences support emotivism has collapsed (it was brilliantly
criticized as eatly as 1960 by Paul Ziff in the final chapter of his Semantic
Apnalysis), philosophers who deny that value propositions can genuinely state
knowable facts more and more rely on purely metaphysical arguments. Thus
the late John Mackie argued in a book rather provocatively titled Ethics; Inventing
Right and Wrong' that although value sentences do indeed have the linguistic
form of propositions, and are supposed to be capable of truth and falsity,
warrant or lack of warrant, this is a metaphysical mistake. According to
Mackie's famous “error theory” all ethical talk rest on an error. The supposed
error is the belief that there could be such properties as good and evil, right and
wrong. Although Mackie published this claim 13 years after Dewey's death, it is
safe to assume that Dewey would demand a reason for this claim. And the only
reason Mackie offered was that these ethical properties are too “queet” to
exist!?

Mackie (who was a metaphysical materialist), tried to prove ethical properties
exhibited this “queerness” by pointing to a property that he claimed ethical
judgments possess : namely, that one cannot make an ethical judgment, and
mean it as a sincere ethical judgment, unless one thereby expresses an actual
desire or preference. (The British philosopher Richard Hare earlier made the
same assumption, and also came to the conclusion that ethical sentences do not
state facts, although he did not speak of an “error”.) Since descriptions of fact
cannot, according to Mackie and Hare, be expressions of actual desires and
preferences, it follows that ethical judgments are not descriptions of fact. q.e.d.

U ].L.. Mackie, Ethics; Inventing Right and Wrong, Penguin Books, 1978.
2 Ibid. : 41.
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The origin of this supposed property of ethical judgments is clear : it comes
from the logical positivists! For the logical positivists and their emotivist
followers expressing actual desires and preferences was the very “function” of
ethical judgments. But, as Elizabeth Anderson has remarked!,

Boredom, weakness, apathy, self-contempt, despair and other
motivational states can make a person fail to desire what she judges to
be good or desire what she judges to be bad. This prevents the
identification of value judgments with expressions of actual desires and
preferences, as Hare insists.

And without this identification, Mackie has no reason at all for his
“queerness” argument, and the famous “error theory” that he based upon it.
(Recall that the first of Dewey’s four questions asks us what the connection is
between valuing (“prizing”) and desiring. And it is clear from the essay as a
whole that Dewey does not think the answer is simple.)

This is not to deny that believing an ethical proposition often has
motivational force, nor is it to deny that our aim in uttering such propositions is
often to motivate. It is simply to deny that they have the mysterious property of
always and necessarily motivating whenever they are sincerely believed.

In his brilliant study, What We Owe to Each Other, Thomas Scanlon discusses
many of the questions I have just briefly discussed concerning the normative
and motivational force of ethical assertions and the complexity of the
connections between valuing and desiring. On Scanlon's “contractualist”
theory, the moral motivation par excellence is the desire to avoid an action if
the action is such that any principle allowing it would be one that other people
could reasonably reject. And Scanlon responds to the question, “Why accept
this account of moral motivation?” by saying,?

According to the version of contractualism that I am advancing here,
our thinking about right and wrong is structured by...the aim of finding
principles that others, insofar as they too have this aim, could not
reasonably reject. This gives us a direct reason to be concerned with
other people's point of view : not because we might, for all we know,
actually be them, or because we might occupy their positions in some
other possible world?, but in order to find principles that they, as well as
we, have reason to accept [...] there is on this view a strong continuity

! Elizabeth Anderson, Value in Ethics and Economics, Harvard University Press, 1993.
2 Thomas Scanlon, What We Owe to Each Other, Belknap Press, 2000: 155.
3 Rawls’ “veil of ignorance” and “initial position” are what Scanlon is referring to.
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between the reasons that lead us to act in the way that the conclusions of
moral thought require and the reasons that shape the process by which
we artive at those conclusions.!

I am not quoting Scanlon because I think that Dewey was a “contractualist”
avant la lettre, but because Scanlon has well described how one sort of ethical
claim can have motivating force in any community which shares one of the
basic interests of morality. And the explanation he gives does not presuppose
anything we ought to regard as “queer”.

“But the motive Scanlon describes won't motivate anyone who is indifferent
to what others believe and desire!” someone will object. True, but the claim
that ethical utterances have to motivate even those who are indifferent to the
interests and beliefs of others to count as genuine propositions is just the claim
that Mackie and Hare made, the claim for which I said no good reason has
been offered. Ethical utterances do have various kinds of motivating force, and
Scanlon has well illustrated how one kind of motivating force can be accounted
for.

What Dewey would have disagreed with Scanlon about is (1) the idea that
there is a unique motive for ethics and (2) the idea that all ethical judgments
depend on “principles”.? But even more than Scanlon, perhaps, Dewey would
have emphasized that ethics depends on a concern — perhaps “concern” is too
weak a word — an identification with the interests of others. Like Atistotle,
Dewey believes that the reasons for being ethical are not apparent from a non-
ethical or pre-ethical standpoint; one must be educated into the ethical life, and
this means that one’s interests must be transformed. In that process, Dewey
tells us, one does not simply acquire an interest in helping other people
alongside of and independent of one’s various interests in art, in work, in
recreation, etc.; rather all of those interests are likewise transformed. In
Dewey’s account, the natural impulse of sympathy itself is transformed by
being fused with our other impulses, and our other impulses and interests are
transformed by being fused with sympathy. As he writes,

What is required is a blending, a fusing of the sympathetic tendencies
with all the other impulses and habitual traits of the self. When interest
in power is permeated with an affectionate impulse, it is protected from
being a tendency to dominate and tyrannize; it becomes an interest in

1 Tbid. : 191
2 Why this is not the right way to think of ethics is something I discuss in the opening and closing
chapters of Ethics Without Ontology, Harvard University Press, 2005.

156



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

effectiveness of regard for common ends. When an interest in artistic or
scientific objects is similarly fused, it loses the indifferent and coldly
impersonal character which marks the specialist as such, and becomes an
interest in the adequate aesthetic and intellectual development of the
conditions of a common life. Sympathy does not merely associate one of
these tendencies with another; still less does it make one a means to the
other’s ends. It so intimately permeates them as to transform both into a
new and moral interest.!

The Deweyan alternative to noncognitivism

One thing all three of the “classical pragmatists” agreed on was that we have to
learn in the course of inquiry what can and cannot count as a verification, and that
there is no way of delimiting in advance what we can and cannot learn from
inquiry and from the application of the results of inquiry. (The latter — the
application of the results of inquiry — is, for Dewey, a part of inquiry, and,
indeed, the most essential part). For this reason, unlike Carnap, Dewey never
appeals to a theory that purports to specify in advance what can and what
cannot be “verifiable”. And, unlike Mackie, Dewey is not a reductive
materialist, and he does not pretend to have a principle which determines what
is too “queer” to be a real property of things. What he did instead was develop
a naturalistic picture of the ways in which intelligence can be applied to ethical
problems, and especially to social problems. For Dewey that there can be
objective ethical truths follows from the fact that ethical problems are simply a
subset of our practical problems, in the ancient sense of “practical” — problems
of how to live — and it can be a fact that a certain course of action or a certain
form of life solves, or better resolves, what Dewey called a problematic
situation.?

Dewey explains and develops his view in detail in a number of works,
including the Ethics®, The Quest for Certainty, and Human Nature and Conduct, as
well as many, many articles and responses to his critics. He did not try to
present it in “Some Questions About Value”, because his purpose there was
only to say what he thought were the important questions to ask, but inevitably
some features of his positive view can be perceived in his brief remarks about
these questions.

! John Dewey and James Hayden Tufts, Ezbics, Holt, 1908.: 273.

2 This is how I understand Dewey's answer to the noncognitivists in .4 Theory of Valuation. See
R.A. Putnam and myself for a discussion of the role of the notion of a “problematic situation”
and the notion of an objective resolution of a problematic situation in both Dewey's theory of
inquiry and his ethical theory.

3 John Dewey and James Hayden Tufts, Ezbics, Holt, 1908.
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In particular, when he discussed question I., Dewey drew an interesting
distinction between two ways one can understand the notion of an attitude
“such as prizing”. To use a terminology that has come into use in recent
decades, but which Dewey did not possess, we might call the two ways
“internalist” and “externalist”. An znternalist philosopher in the philosophy of
mind thinks of mental states as entirely “inside” the mind ot brain. An externalist
philosopher argues that the very identity of mental states depends on the
actions and things to which they are directed. When applied to ethical theories,
this distinction is relevant in more than one way. First of all, there are ethical
theories according to which the only good (or bad) things are, in the last
analysis states of mind;. One example is G. E. Moore's theory in his 1903
Principia Ethica', a book whose tremendous influence on the members of the
Bloomsbury Group is described in by J.M. Keynes in a wonderful essay titled
"My Eatly Beliefs"2. Another example is Kant's ethical theory, in which only
our acts of willing are ultimately good or bad, and a third is the Utilitarianism of
Jeremy Bentham, according to which what is good is maximizing pleasure,
conceived as a homogenous mental quantity capable of being added and even
of being numerically measured (in some later versions of the theory). These are
all internalist theories. Also they are all “cognitivist” theories, in that genuine
ethical knowledge is possible, according to all three of these (otherwise very
different theories). But the “noncognitivists”, such as the emotivists 1
mentioned a few minutes ago, who thought that ethical sentences do not really
state anything that is rationally evaluable, but only express emotions or
“attitudes”? thought of these emotions and attitudes as mental states in an
“internalist” sense, and one of the things Dewey wishes to do in “Some
Questions” is to ask them why they think of them in this way. He asks this
because he thinks that if we recognize that “prizing”, for example, is bound up
both with the things prized and with the actions we take in connection with
those things, then we will be less likely to think that it must be one and the
same “internal” mental state no matter what is prized and no matter what
behavior the prizing leads to in a particular context. And this connects with his
other questions, because #f prizing is complex, external-world involving, and context-
dependent, then it is plausible that it shounld be susceptible to rational evaluation, evaluation
as to its appropriateness in a given context. On the other hand, if, as some
“internalist” and noncognitivist theories hold, prizing (or “commending”, or
“approving”) is simply an irreducible and homogenous state in the private

! George Edward Moore, Principia Ethica, 1903.

2 John Maynard Keynes, “My Eatly Beliefs”, in The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes,
Macmillan, 1938: 433-451.

3 “Attitude” is a key notion is Stevenson’s influential emotivist tract.
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theater of the mind, and the function of ethical utterances is simply to express
this state and to bring it about in one's hearers, then the social and cultural
origins and functions of valuation become completely obscured. So conceived,
in Dewey's view, ethical utterances become merely expressions of what he calls
“bias”, and he closes “Some Questions” by writing :

In this connection it seems worthy of note that those writers who hold
to the completely a-rational character of valuing begin by accepting the
“internal” mentalistic theory of value, and then proceed to endow this
quasi-gaseous stuff with powers of resistance greater than are possessed
by triple-plate steel.!

Dewey's criticism of emotivism, that it has an untenable “internalist” view of
our mental states, is not a very well-known one, even today. But it is continuous
with the criticism of Bentham's Utilitarianism that he had made many years
catlier, in the 1908 Efbics, a criticism stated much more vividly by Robert
Nozick many years later. (Nozick was, as far as I know, unaware that Dewey
had discussed the same issue.)

Dewey’s and Nozick's critique of Utilitarianism

The criticism I am referring to turns on the claim that happiness is not,
contrary to Bentham, just a matter of subjective experiences. In the famous
thought experiment Nozick employed, you have the option of spending your
life lying in a tank connected to a superduper machine that gives you whatever
experiences you might like to have. Nozick asked “Would you plug in? What else
can matter to us, other than how our lives feel from the inside?”

And Nozick answered his own question:

What does matter to us in addition to our experiences? First, we want to
do certain things and not just have the experience of doing them. In the
case of certain experiences, it is only because first we want to do the
actions that we want the experiences of doing them or thinking we’ve
done them...A second reason for not plugging in is that we want to be a
certain way, to be a certain sort of person. Someone floating in a tank is
an indeterminate blob. There is no answer to the question what a person
is like who has been long in the tank. Is he courageous, kind, intelligent,
witty, loving ? It’s not merely that it’s difficult to tell; there’s no way he
is. Plugging into the machine is a kind of suicide. It will seem to some,
trapped by a picture, that nothing about what we are like can matter

1 “Some Questions” in The Later Works of John Dewey, volume 15: 108.
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except as it gets reflected in our experiences. But should it be surprising
that what we are is important to us? Why should we be concerned only
with how our time is filled, but not with what we are?!

And here is Dewey making a similar point in 19082 : ““|...] happiness consists
in the fulfillment in the appropriate objects (or the anticipation of such fulfillment) of
the powers of the self manifested in desires, purposes, efforts.”> Dewey
immediately proceeds to contrast this externalist conception of happiness “with
the notion that it is a sum or collection of separate states of sensation or
feeling”. He describes precisely the “picture” that Nozick describes some of us
as trapped by, according to which “nothing about what we are like can matter
except as it gets reflected in our experiences” in the following words* :

On the conception in question, according to which happiness is a sum
or collection of separate states of sensation or feeling] it is the pleasure
alone, when dissociated, which is the real end of conduct, an object being
at best an external means of securing it. It is the pleasurable feeling
which happens to be associated with food, with music, with a landscape,
that makes it good; health, art, ate not good in themselves. The other
view holds that pleasure has no such existence by itself; that it is only a
name for the pleasant object; that by pleasure is meant the agreement or
congruity which exists between some capacity of the agent and some
objective fact in which this capacity is realized.?

The work that this conception of happiness as the satisfaction, actual or
anticipated, of a capacity of an agent by an “objective fact” (as opposed to a
mere subjective feeling) does for Dewey’s critique of utilitarianism is enormous.
In the utilitarian conception, as Dewey writes, “When happiness is conceived of
as an aggregate of states of feeling, these are regarded as homogenous in
quality, different from one another only in intensity and duration. Their
qualitative differences are not intrinsic, but are due to the different objects with
which they are associated (as pleasures of hearing, or vision). Hence they
disappear when the pleasure is taken by itself as an end.”® This disappearance
of the qualitative differences (as far as importance to the agent’s “happiness” is

I Robert Nozick, Anarchy State and Utopia, 1974 : 43

2 Dewey (with James H. Tufts) Ethics, in The Middle Works of John Dewey, volume 5: 256 (I am only
quoting from sections written by Dewey himself).

3 Emphasis added.

4 Ibid.: 257.

5> Ethics, in The Middle Works of John Dewey, volume 5: 257.

6 Ibid.: 257
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concerned), is, of course, what makes it possible for the utilitarian to speak of
“summing” pleasures, “maximizing” them, etc.; But if Dewey is right, and if
“agreeableness is precisely the agreeableness or congruence of some objective
condition with some impulse, habit, or tendency of the agent”, then, “of course,
pure pleasure is a myth. Any pleasure is qualitatively unique, being precisely the
harmony of one set of conditions with its appropriate activity. The pleasure of
eating is one thing; the pleasure of hearing music, another; the pleasure of an
amiable act, another; the pleasure of drunkenness or of anger is still another.” 2

And Dewey continues,

Hence the possibility of absolutely different moral values attaching to
pleasures, according to the type or aspect of character which they
express. But if the good is only a sum of pleasures, any pleasure, so far
as it goes, is as good as any other — the pleasure of malignity as good as
the pleasure of kindness, simply as pleasure.’

Of course, Dewey was not a Nozickian libertarian. While Dewey and Nozick
shared an important criticism of utilitarianism, Dewey defended social
democracy all his life, as the best expression in our time of what he called “the
democratic personal way of life”™ as well as the only way of truly applying
cooperative intelligence and fallibilistic experimentation to the solution of our
social problems’, while Nozick offered an a priori defense of free-markets and
the minimal state. And when Dewey defends what he called “the democratic
personal way of life” by claiming that “to cooperate by giving differences a
chance to show themselves because of the belief that the expression of
difference is not only a right of the other persons but is a means of enriching
one's own life-experience”®, he cannot convince the emotivists, who will regard
regard Dewey's talk of “enriching” one's life experience as just more

! Emphasis added.

2 Ibid.: 257

3 Ibid.: 257-8.

4 “Creative Democracy — the Task Before USW” in The Later Works of Jobn Dewey, volume 14: 228.
This passage was called to my attention by Naoko Saito; see her “Transcending the Tragic with
Dewey and Emerson: Beyond the Morse-Boisvert Debate,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce
Society, xxxix, no, 2, Spring 2003: 289.

5 On this see “A Defense of Deweyan Democracy,” chapter 9 of my Renewing Philosophy, Harvard
University Press, 1992.

¢ “Creative Democracy — the Task Before USW” in The Later Works of Jobn Dewey, volume 14: 228.
This passage was called to my attention by Naoko Saito; see her “Transcending the Tragic with
Dewey and Emerson: Beyond the Morse-Boisvert Debate,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce
Society, xxxix, no, 2, Spring 2003: 289.
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“exclamations, expressing only the dominant emotional state of the one from
whom the ejaculation issues.”! As Dewey says, the question which view is
right, Dewey's or the emotivists, has great “practical import”.

If valuing consists wholly and exclusively of something inherently
recalcitrant to inquiry and adjudication, then it must be admitted that it
can not rise above the brute-animal level — save with respect to the means
most likely to secure its victory over conflicting valuations and values.
But, if in answer to the third question, it is decided that there is some
element or aspect of valuation on “objective” grounds in every case of
prizing desiring, etc., etc., then it is possible that this element or aspect
may itself become so prized, desired, and enjoyed that it will gain in
force at the expense of the brute and non-rational factor.?

The difference it makes

To show how great a difference it makes if we treat ethical disagreements as
Dewey thought we should, as disagreements that are not only rationally
discussible, but as the disagreements which it is most important to discuss
intelligently, would take a whole series of additional lectures. But I am sure the
question which will come up immediately in the discussion following this
lecture is, “by what criteria can we tell who is right when we have an ethical
disagreement?” And to open the post-lecture discussion, instead of trying to
summarize all the things I have said today, I will just make three remarks :

(1) In the course of a genuine inquiry, one which is provoked by a what
Dewey would have called a “problematical situation” and not by what the
pragmatists would have regarded as a mere paper doubt, we always bring to
bear an immense stock of both valuations and descriptions which are not in
question in that problematic situation. The pragmatists — all the pragmatists —
have taught us that any assumption can be questioned, but that that does not
mean that all assumptions can be put in question in any one inquiry. We are
never in the position, imagined by too many philosophers, of having a large
stock of factual beliefs and no value judgments and having to decide whether
our first value judgment is warranted. We are never in the position of having to
infer our very first “ought” from a whole lot of “ises”.

1 “Some Questions” The Later Works of John Dewey, volume 15 : 107. This is Dewey's — accurate! —
description of the emotivist position.
2 Ibid. : 455.
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(2) We neither have nor need one single “criterion” or “decision method” for
judging warranted assertability in ethics any more than we do in history or in
economics or in literature or, for that matter, in science. Rather, what we need
is, first, an interest in what Dewey called ¢ffectiveness of regard for common ends,
commitment to the ethical life itself, and, second, as Dewey also said, we need
“the authority of intelligence, of criticism.” (Dewey once defined philosophy
itself as “criticism of criticisms™.)

(3) If Dewey did not believe that inquiry requires “criteria”, in the sense of
decision procedures, he did believe that there are some things that we have
learned about inquiry from the conduct of inquiry. And what holds good for
inquiry in general holds for value inquiry in particular.

Among the things that hold good for inquiry in general are the Peircean
principles that inquiry which makes full use of human intelligence must not
“block the paths of inquiry” by preventing the raising of questions and
objections, or obstructing the formulation of hypotheses and the criticism of
the hypotheses of others. Inquiry in any area should avoid relations of hierarchy
and dependence, for these always lead back to the failed methods of inquiry
that Peirce described in “The Fixation of Belief" — to the failed “method of
tenacity”, the failed “method of authority” and the failed “method of what is
agreeable to reason”. Rational inquiry in any area relies upon both the careful
evaluation of experience and the invention of new descriptions of experience
(and sometimes of new experiences), as Dewey explains in The Quest for
Certainty. By appeal to these and similar standards we can often tell that that
views are irresponsibly defended in ethics as well as in science. The right
approach to our ethical problems is neither to give up on the very possibility of
intelligent discussion nor to seek a metaphysical foundation outside of (or
“above”) all problematic situations, but to investigate and discuss and try things
out cooperatively, democratically, and above all fallibilistically. The terrible
thing about the fact/value dichotomy is that by denying that there is such a
thing as a responsible and rational ethical discussion, it “blocks the path of
inquiry” from the very start.
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Résumé Nous tenterons dans cet article de formuler Iidée d’une
métaphysique des objets logiques dans la philosophie de Russell. Ce
dernier adopte la théorie de I'atomisme logique et fonde une sorte de
métaphysique des propositions permettant d’atteindre la nature des
objets. L’objet et ses synonymes, la chose et le terme, sont objectifs et
distincts. Le terme est le sujet de la proposition et tous les termes ont le
méme statut ontologique did a la possibilité de changement et de
substitution. Le sujet devient un prédicat et le prédicat devient un sujet
au sein de la méme proposition. Nous considérons que c’est la
distinction entre P'existence et P'entité qui crée, dans la philosophie de
Russell, une métaphysique de 'objet. L’entité n’est pas I'existence, qui
est le statut ontologique fondamental selon Russell. Cer dernier jette ainsi
les bases d’une ontologie conceptuelle, étant donné qu’une description
atomique de P'univers finit par considérer 'objet comme unité. Russell,
par le biais de sa thése sur la proposition élémentaire qui correspond a
un objet atomique, construit une métaphysique qui justifie son
empirisme et son réalisme.
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Abstract Russell’s adoption of logical atomism, has founded a new
metaphysics in his theory of proposition earliest form, with the object is
being the most important element of its foundations. The object (and its
synonyms a thing and a term) is objective, independent and is an element of
a constituted unity of proposition. The term is an object of a proposition,
and all terms have the same ontological statue because of the possibility of
substitution and reduction. The object becomes a predicate, and the
predicate becomes an object in the same proposition. Russell’s distinction
between existence and entity founds a new Metaphysics related to the
object. The entity and not the existence is the fundamental ontological
statue for Russell, as the entity is continuous and existence is discontinuous.
This signifies a conceptual ontology, as an atomic description of the world.
Perceiving the object as a unity, independent and continuous (petsistent)
conforms with this atomic conception of the world that starts from the
atomic propositions to atomic object. This is a metaphysics that justifies his
empiricism and realism.

Keywords: Russell, logical atomism, object, predicate, ontology,
Metaphysics.
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1 B. Russell, Principle of Mathermathics, (Cambridge University Press 1903. 20d ed. London George
Allen & Unwin, 1937), p Pxviii.

2 Ibid. p. 55.

3 Russell, Principles of Mathemathics, p. 43.

4 “Meinong’s Theory of Complexes and Assumptions”, Mind 13 (1904), p. 453.

5 « the widest word in the philosophical vocabulary », Principles, p. 43.
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2 «to suppose either that this predicate is, or that it is not, predicable of itself, is self —
contradictory », ibid, p.102.
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I « Though a term may cease to exist, it cannot seace to be it is still an entity, which can be
counted as one, and concerning which some propositions are true and others are false”. 1bid,
p. 471.
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1 « Misled by neglect of being, people have supposed that what does not exist is nothing. Seeing
that numbers, relations, and many other objects of thought, do not exist outside the mind, they
have supposed that the thoughts in which we think of these entities actually create their own
objects. Every one except a philosopher can see the difference between a post and my idea of a
post, but few see the difference between the number 2 and my idea of the number 2. Yet the
distinction is as necessary in one case as in the other...In short, all knowledge must be
recognition, on pain of being mere delusion; Arithmethic must be descoverd in just the same
sense in which colombus discovered the west indies, and we no more create numbers than he
created the Indians. The number 2 is not purely mental, but is an entity which may be thougt of.
Whateever can be thought of has being, and its being is a precondition, not a result, of its being
thought of.” Ibid, p. 450-1.
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ON CONCRETE UNIVERSALS:
A MODERN TREATMENT USING CATEGORY THEORY

David ELLERMAN
(University of California/Riverside)

Résumé. 1l serait considéré aujourd’hui comme une “mauvaise
Métaphysique platonicienne” de penser que parmi toutes les instances
concretes d’une propriété il y aurait une instance universelle en sorte que
toutes les instances auraient cette propriété en vertu de leur participation
a cet universel concret. I y a déja une théorie mathématique, a savoir la
théorie des catégories, qui datant de la moitié du 20e Siécle, montre
justement comment modéliser les universaux concrets dans le « Paradis
de Platon» des mathématiques. Ce papier, écrit pour le logicien
philosophe, développe ce traitement catégorie-théorique des universaux
concrets accompagné d’une conception selon laquelle nous pouttions
modéliser de maniere abstraite les fonctions du cerveau.

Mots-cles : théorie des catégories, propriété, universaux concrets.
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Abstract. Today it would be considered "bad Platonic metaphysics" to
think that among all the concrete instances of a property there could be a
universal instance so that all instances had the property by virtue of
participating in that concrete universal. Yet there is a mathematical
theory, category theory, dating from the mid-20% century that shows
how to precisely model concrete universals within the "Platonic Heaven"
of mathematics. This paper, written for the philosophical logician,
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develops this category-theoretic treatment of concrete universals along
with a new concept to abstractly model the functions of a brain.

Keywords: Category theotry, property, concrete universals.

Introduction: ""Bad Platonic Metaphysics"

Consider the following example of "bad metaphysics."

Given all the entities that have a certain property, there is one entity among
them that exemplifies the property in an absolutely perfect and universal way. It
is called the "concrete universal." There is a relationship of "participation” or
"resemblance" so that all the other entities that have the property "participate
in" or "resemble" that perfect example, the concrete universal. And conversely,
every entity that participates in or resembles the universal also has the property.
The concrete universal represents the "essence" of the property. All the other
instances of the property have "imperfewctions." There is a process of
removing imperfections so that by removing all the imperfections, one arrives
at the essence of the property, the concrete universal.

To the modern ear, all this sounds like the worst sort of "bad Platonic
metaphysics." Yet there is a mathematical theory developed within the last
seventy years, category theory [MacLane 1971], that provides precisely that
treatment of concrete universals within mathematics.

A simple example using sets will illustrate the points. Given two sets A and
B, consider the property of sets: F(X) = "X is contained in A and is contained
in B." In other words, the property is the property of being both a subset of A
and a subset of B. In this example, the participation relation is the subset
inclusion relation. There is a set, namely the intersection or meet of A and B,
denoted ANB, that has the property (so it is a "concrete" instance of the
property), and it is universal in the sense that any other set has the property if
and only if it participates in (i.e., is included in) the universal example:

concteteness: F(ANB), i.e., ANBCA and ANBc B, and
universality: X participates in A B if and only if F(X), 1.e., X
ANB if and only if XcA and XcB.

This example of a concrete universal is quite simple, but all this "bad
metaphysical talk" has highly developed and precise models in category theory.
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This interpretation of the universals of category theory as concrete
universals is the main point of this paper. We will briefly mention two other
controversies in philosophy related to concrete universals: the Third Man
Argument and the set theoretical paradoxes. Also we will consider one of the
most important uses of concrete universals in pure mathematics, namely adjoint
functors or adjunctions, and we show how the building blocks of adjunctions
can be recombined in a new way to define the notion of a brain functor that
abstractly models a brain.

Theories of Universals

In Plato's Theory of Ideas or Forms (etdn), a property F has an entity
associated with it, the wniversal up, which uniquely represents the property. An

object x has the property F, i.e.,, F(x), if and only if (iff) the object x participates
in the universal up. Let p (from peBe&il or methexis) represent the participation
relation so
"x uup" reads as "x participates in up".
Given a relation p, an entity up is said to be a wniversal for the property F

(with respect to ) if it satisties the following universality condition:
for any x, x p up if and only if F(x).

A universal representing a property should be in some sense unique.
Hence there should be an equivalence relation (<) so that universals satisfy a
uniqueness condition:

if up and up' are universals for the same F, then up = up'.

A mathematical theory is said to be a theory of universals if it contains a
binary relation p and an equivalence relation = so that with certain properties F
there are associated entities up satisfying the following conditions:

() Universality: for any x, x u up iff F(x), and

(1) Unigueness: if up and up' are universals for the same F [i.e., satisfy (I)
above], then up = up'.

A universal up is said to be abstract if it does not participate in itself, i.e.,

T(up wup). Alternatively, a universal up is concrete if it is self-participating, i.e.,

UF W Ufp.
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Set Theory as The Theory of Abstract Universals

There is a modern mathematical theory that readily qualifies as a theory of
universals, namely set theory. The universal representing a property I is the set
of all elements with the property:

up = {x | Fx) }.

The participation relation is the set membership relation usually
represented by e. The universality condition in set theory is the equivalence
called a (naive) comprebension axiom: there is a set y such that for any x, x e y iff
F(x). Set theory also has an extensionality axiom, which states that two sets with
the same members are identical:

forall x, (x e yiff x € y') implies y = y'.

Thus if y and y' both satisfy the comprehension axiom scheme for the
same F then y and y' have the same members so y = y'. Hence in set theory the
uniqueness condition on universals is satisfied with the equivalence relation (<)
as equality (=) between sets. Thus naive set theory qualifies as a theory of
universals.

The hope that naive set theory would provide a gezeral theory of universals
proved to be unfounded. The naive comprehension axiom lead to
inconsistency for such properties as

F(x) = "x 1s not a member of x" = x&x
If R is the universal for that property, i.e., R is the set of all sets which are
not members of themselves, the naive comprehension axiom yields a
contradiction.

ReR.iff ReR.
Russell's Paradox

The characteristic feature of Russell's Paradox and the other set theoretical
paradoxes is the self-reference wherein the universal is allowed to qualify for
the property represented by the universal, e.g., the Russell set R is allowed to be
one of the x's in the universality relation: =& iffxex

There are several ways to restrict the naive comprehension axiom to
defeat the set theoretical paradoxes, e.g., as in Russell's type theory, Zermelo-
Fraenkel set theory, or von Neumann-Bernays set theory. The various
restrictions are based on an iterative concept of set [Boolos 1971] which forces
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a set y to be more "abstract", e.g., of higher type or rank, than the elements
xey. Thus the universals provided by the various set theoties ate "abstract”
universals in the intuitive sense that they are more abstract than the objects
having the property represented by the universal. Sets may not be members of
themselves.!

With the modifications to avoid the paradoxes, a set theory still qualifies
as a theory of universals. The membership relation is the participation relation
so that for suitably restricted predicates, there exists a set satisfying the
universality condition. Set equality serves as the equivalence relation in the
uniqueness conditions. But set theory cannot qualify as a general/ theory of
universals. The paradox-induced modifications turn the various set theories
into theories of abstract (i.e., non-self-participating) universals since they
prohibit the self-membership of sets.

Concrete Universals

Philosophy contemplates another type of universal, a concrete universal. The
intuitive idea of a concrete universal for a property is that it is an object that has
the property and has it in such a universal sense that all other objects with the
property resemble or participate in that paradigmatic or archetypal instance.
The concrete universal up for a property F is concrete in the sense that it has the

property itself, i.e., F(up). It is aniversal in the intuitive sense that it represents I'-

ness is such a perfect and exemplary manner that any object resembles or
participates in the universal up if and only if it has the property F.

The intuitive notion of a concrete universal occurs in ordinary language
(the "all-American boy"), in Greek-inspired Christian theology (the Word made
flesh together with #witatio Christi as the participation or resemblence relation to
the concrete universal), in the arts and literature (the old idea that great art uses
a concrete instance to universally exemplify certain human conditions), and in
philosophy (the perfect example of F-ness with no imperfections, only those
attributes necessary for F-ness).

! Quine's system ML [1955b] allows "VeV" for the universal class V, but no standard model of
ML has ever been found where "€" is interpreted as set membership [viz. Hatcher 1982, Chapter
7]. We are concerned with theories that are "set theories" in the sense that "€" can be interpreted
as set membership.t
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The notion of a concrete universal occutred in Plato's Theory of Forms

[Malcolm 1991]. Plato's forms are often considered to be abstract or non-self-
participating universals quite distinct and "above" the concrete instances.
In the words of one Plato scholar, "not even God can scratch Doghood behind
the Ears" [Allen 1960]. But Plato did give examples of self-participation or self-
predication, e.g., that Justice is just [Protagoras 330]. Moreover, Plato often
used expressions that indicated self-predication of universals.

But Plato also used language which suggests not only that the Forms exist
separately (ywototo) from all the particulars, but also that each Form is a
peculiarly accurate or good particular of its own kind, ie., the standard
particular of the kind in question or the model (tapaderypa) to which other
particulars approximate. [Kneale and Kneale 1962, 19]

But many scholars regard the notion of a Form as paradeigma or concrete
universal as an error.

For general characters are not characterized by themselves: humanity is not
human. The mistake is encouraged by the fact that in Greek the same phrase
may signify both the concrete and the abstract, e.g. 10 Aevov (literally "the
white") both "the white thing" and "whiteness", so that it is doubtful
whether avto 10 Aevrov (literally "the white itself") means "the superlatively
white thing" or "whiteness in abstraction". [Kneale and Kneale 1962, 19-20]

Thus some Platonic language is ambivalent between interpreting a form as a
concrete universal ("the superlatively white thing") and an abstract universal
("whiteness in abstraction").

The literature on Plato has reached no resolution on the question of self-
predication. Scholarship has left Plato on both sides of the fence; many
universals are not self-participating but some are. It is fitting that Plato should
exhibit this ambivalence since the self-predication issue has only come to a
head in the 20% century with the set theoretical antinomies. Set theory had to be
reconstructed as a theory of universals that were rigidly non-self-participating.
The reconstruction of set theory as the theory of abstract universals cleared the
ground for a separate theory of universals that are always self-participating.
Such a theory of concrete universals would realize the self-predicative strand of
Plato's Theory of Forms.
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A theory of concrete universals would have an appropriate participation
relation p so that for certain properties F, there are entities up satisfying the

universality condition:
for any x, x p up if and only if F(x).
The universality condition and F(up) imply that up is a concrete universal in
the previously defined sense of being self-participating, up p up. A theory of

concrete universals would also have to have an equivalence relation so the
concrete universals for the same property would be #be universal up to that
equivalence relation.

Is there a precise mathematical theory of concrete universals? Our claim is
that category theory is precisely that theory.
To keep matters simple and intuitive, all our examples will use one of the
simplest examples of categories, namely partially ordered sets.! Consider the
universe of subsets or power set P(U) of a set U with the mnclusion relation [J
as the partial ordering relation. Given sets a and b, consider the property

Fx)=xc a&xch.

The participation relation is set inclusion < and the intersection a M b is
the universal up for this property F(x). The universality relation states that the

intersection is the greatest lower bound of a and b in the inclusion ordering:
foranyx,x canbiffxca&xcbh.

The universal has the property it represents, i.e,amMbca&anNbcb,
so it is a self-participating or concrete universal. Two concrete universals for
the same property must participate in each other. In partially ordered sets, the
antisymmetry condition, y C y' & y' C y implies y = y', means that equality can
serve as the equivalence relation in the uniqueness condition for universals in a
partial order.

A binary relation < on U is a partial order if for all uu'u" €U, it is reflexive (u<u), transitive (u<u'
and u'<u" imply u<u"), and anti-symmetric (u<u' and u'<u imply u=u'). For less trivial examples
with more of a category-theoretic flavor, see Ellerman 1988.
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Concrete Universals in more general categories

For the concrete universals of category theory,! the participation relation is
the uniquely-factors-through relation. It can always be formulated in a suitable
category as:

"x pu" means "there exists a unique arrow x—u'".

Then x is said to wniguely factor through u, and the arrow x—u is the unique
factor or participation morphism. In the universality condition,
for any x, x p u if and only if F(x),
the existence of the identity arrow 1 u—>u is the self-participation of the

concrete universal that corresponds with F(u), the application of the property
to u. In category theory, the equivalence relation used in the uniqueness
condition is the isomorphism (=).2

It is sometimes convenient to "turn the arrows around" and use the dual
definition where "x pu" means "there exists a unique arrow ulJx" that can also
be viewed as the original definition stated in the dual or opposite category.
Category theory qualifies as a theory of universals with participation defined as
"uniquely factors through" and the equivalence relation taken as isomorphism.

1In the general case, a category may be defined as follows [e.g., MacLane and Birkhoff 1967 or
MacLane 1971]:
A category C consists of
(a) a set of objects a, b, c, ...,
(b) for each pair of objects a,b, a set hom((a,b) = C(a,b) whose elements are
represented as arrows ot morphsims f: a —> b,
(c) for any f € hom(=(a,b) and g € hom(b,c), there is the composition gt: a—>b—>c in
hom(a,0),
(d) composition of arrows is an associative operation, and
(e) for each object a, there is an arrow 1, €hom(a,a), called the identity of a, such that

for any f: a—>b and gic—a, fl, =fand 1, g=g.
An arrow f:a—>b is an dsomorphism, a = b, if there is an arrow g:b—a such that fg = 1}, and gf = 1,..

A functor is a map from one category to another that preserves composition and identities.

2 Thus it must be verified that two concrete universals for the same property are isomorphic. By
the universality condition, two concrete universals u and u' for the same property must
participate in each other. Let f: u'>u and gu—u' be the unique arrows given by the mutual
participation. Then by composition gf:u'—u' is the unique arrow u'—u' but 1, is another such

arrow so by uniqueness, gf = 1 ;.. Similarly, fgru—u is the unique self-participation arrow for u so

fg = 1,,. Thus mutual participation of u and u' implies u = u'.
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The universals of category theory are self-participating or concrete; a
universal u uniquely factors through itself by the identity morphism.

Category theory as the theory of concrete universals has quite a different
flavor from set theory, the theory of abstract universals. Given the collection of
all the elements with a property, set theory can postulate a more abstract entity,
the set of those elements, to be the universal. But category theory cannot
postulate its universals because those universals are concrete. Category theory
must find its universals, if at all, among the entities with the propert

Universals as Essences

The concrete universal for a property represents the essential
characteristics of the property without any imperfections (to use some language
of an Aristotelian stamp). All the objects in category theory with universal
mapping properties such as limits and colimits [viz. Schubert 1972, Chaps. 7-8]
are concrete universals for universal properties. Thus the universals of category
theory can typically be presented as the limit (or colimit) of a process of
filtering out or eliminating imperfections to arrive at the pure essence of the

property.

Consider the previous example of the intersection a Mb of sets a and b as
the concrete universal for the property F of being contained in a and in b.
Given a set x with the property of "being a subset of both a and b," an
imperfection of x is another set x' with the property but which is not contained in
X.

Fig. 1: The set x" is an imperfection of the set x

relative to the property of being a subset of both a and b.
If sets x and y both have the property, and x is contained in y then y is said to
be muore essential (in the sense of being "equally or more of the essence") than x.
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Fig. 2: The set y is more essential than x.

relative to the property of being a subset of both a and b.

If y is more essential than x then any imperfection of y is an imperfection
of x, and x may have a few other imperfections of its own. In this case, the
process of eliminating or filtering out imperfections and becoming "more
essential" is the process of taking the union of sets. If we remove all the
imperfections, i.e., add to x all the other elements common to a and b, then we
artive at the "essence" of the property, the concrete universal anb for the

property.
The property F(x) = x € a & x C b is preserved under arbitrary unions:

if F(xp) for any xg in {xp| B € B}, then F(Upgxp).

Hence given any collection of instances {xg| B € B} of the property F, their

union is more essentially F than the instances. None of the sets in the collection
are imperfections of the union. Thus the limit of this process, the "essence of
F-ness," can be obtained as the union of 4/ the instances of F:
U{x | xca&xcCb} =anb.
The Essence of being a Subset of Set a and a Subset of Set b
Obtained by Filtering Out All Imperfections.

It has no imperfections relative to the property F so it is the concrete
universal. Moreover, since the universal is concrete, the set anb is among the
sets x involved in the union and it contains all the other such sets x . Thus the
union is "taken on," i.e., is equal to one of the sets in the union.

All the category theory examples can be dualized by "teversing the arrows."
Reversing the inclusion relation in the definition of F yields the property:
Gx)=acx&bcx
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The participation relation p for G is the reverse of inclusion U and the union of
a and b is the concrete universal. The universality condition is:
forallx,x DaUbiffacx&bcCx

If x has the property G but is not the universal, then x has certain
imperfections. An imperfection of x (relative to the G property) would be given
by an another set x' containing both a and b but not containing x. A set of
instances of G could be purified of some imperfections by taking the
intersection of the set. G-ness is preserved under arbitrary intersections. The
intersection of a collection of sets with the property G is (equally or) more
essential than the sets in the collection. None of the sets in the collection are
imperfections of the intersection. Thus the universal or essence of G-ness can
be obtained as the intersection of a// the sets with the property Gt

N{x |acx&bcx} =aub.

The union of a and b has no imperfections relative to the property G.

Entailment as Participation between Concrete Universals

In Plato's Theory of Forms, a logical inference is valid because it follows
the necessary connections between universals. Threeness entails oddness
because the universal for threeness "brings on" [emupeper or epipherei, viz.
Vlastos 1981, 102; or Sayre 1969, Part IV] or "shates in" the universal for
oddness. In amathematical theory of universals, the "entailment" relation
between universals is defined as follows: given universals up and ug,

up entails uc if for any x, if x p up then x p ug.

In set theory, the participation relation p is the membership relation € so
the entailment relation between sets as abstract universals is the zuclusion
relation. Thus in set theory as the theory of abstract universals, the entailment
relation (inclusion) between universals is not the same as the participation
relation (membership). The difference between inclusion and membership is
llustrated by the copulas in "All roses are beautiful" and "The rose is beautiful.”

In category theory, the participation relation p is the uniquely-factors-
through relation and the universals are self-participating. If u entails up, then

X pu@ implies x pup. Since ug p uG (a relationship that does not hold for
abstract universals), it follows that ug p up. In short, for the concrete

universals of category theory,

Entailment relation = Participation relation restricted to concrete universals.
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To speak in a Platonic philosophical mode for illustrative purposes, let "The
Rose" and "The Beautiful" be the concrete universals for the trespective
properties. In the theory of concrete universals, the general statement "All roses
are beautiful" and the singular statement "The Rose is beautiful" ate eguivalent.
Both express the proposition that "The Rose participates in The Beautiful," and
that proposition is distinct from the statement "The rose is beautiful" (about a
rather imperfect flower in one's backyard).

For an example of entailment, let us first consider another universal in the
partial order of subsets of some given universe set. Given sets a and b, the
complement of a relative fo b is the concrete universal for the property

Hx) =anx cb.
Let the concrete universal be symbolized as aDb so by concreteness and
universality we have:
aM(adb) < b, and
for all x, x cadb iff anx C b.

Fig. 3: Relative complement a2b is the union of b with the complement of a.

The property F(x) = x € a & x C b entails the property H(x) = anx C b.
The entailment between the properties is realized concretely by the
participation relationship between the two concrete universals for the
respective properties:
anb C a>b.
Universal for F Participates in Universal for H
The reasoning is that F(x) implies xZ amb, and anb < adb so x=( adb) (by
transitivity of inclusion) and thus H(x). Thus the entailment, "for all x, F(x)
implies H(x)," is realized concretely by the participation of the concrete
universal for F(x) in the concrete universal for H(x).
We can now pair together the statements in our intuitive example and the
corresponding rigorous statements in the set theoretical example (using the
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cotrelation "The Rose" <>(amb) and "The Beautiful" <> aDb). The three
statements in each column of the table are equivalent.

Intuitive Example Corresponding Rigorous Statement in Set Example
All rozes are beautiful. Forall subsetsx xca & xchimplies arx b

The Roze iz beautiful ar(anb) ch.

The Rose participates in The Beautiful. | 34 2 ab.

The Thitrd Man Argument in Plato

Much of the modern Platonic literature on self-participation and self-
predication [e.g., Malcolm 1991] stems from the work of Vlastos on the Third
Man argument [1954, 1981]. The name derives from Aristotle, but the
argument occurs in the dialogues.

But now take largeness itself and the other things which are large. Suppose
you look at all these in the same way in your mind's eye, will not yet another
unity make its appearance—a largeness by virtue of which they all appear
large?

So it would seem.

If so, a second form of largeness will present itself, over and above largeness
itself and the things that share in it, and again, covering all these, yet another,
which will make all of them large. So each of your forms will no longer be
one, but an indefinite number. [Parmenides, 132]

If a form is self-predicative, the participation relation can be interpreted as
"resemblance". An instance has the property I because it resembles the
paradigmatic example of F-ness. But then, the Third Man argument contends,
the common property shared by Largeness and other large things gives rise to a
"One over the many", a form Largeness* such that Largeness and the large
things share the common property by virtue of resembling Largeness*. And the
argument repeats itself giving rise to an infinite regress of forms. A key part of
the Third Man argument is what Vlastos calls the Nox-Identity thesis: NI 1f
anything has a given character by participating in a Form, it is not identical with
that Form. [Vlastos 1981, 351] It implies that Largeness* is not identical with
Largeness.

P. T. Geach [1956] has developed a self-predicative interpretation of
Forms as standards or norms, an idea he attributes to Wittgenstein. A stick is a
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yard long because it resembles, lengthwise, the standard yard measure. Geach
avoids the Third Man regress with the exceptionalist device of holding the
Form "separate” from the many so they could not be grouped together to give
rise to a new "One over the many". Geach aptly notes the analogy with Frege's
ad hoc and unsuccessful attempt to avoid the Russell-type paradoxes by
allowing a set of all and only the sets which are not members of themselves—

except for that set itself [viz. Quine 1955a, Geach 1980].

Category theory provides a mathematical model for the Third Man
argument, and it shows how to avoid the regress. The category-theoretic model
shows that the flaw in the Third Man argument lies not in self-predication but
in the Non-Identity thesis [viz. Vlastos 1954, 326-329]. "The One" is not
necessarily "over the many"; it can be (isomorphic to) one among the many. In
mathematical terms, a colimit or limit can "take on" one of the elements in the
diagram. In the special case of sets ordered by inclusion, the union or
intersection of a collection of sets is not necessarily distinct from the sets in the
collection; it could be one among the many.

For example, let A = U{Ag} be the One formed as the union of a collection of

many sets {Ag}. Then add A to the collection and form the new One* as
A* = U{Ap} UA.

This operation leads to no Third Man regress since A* = A.

Whitehead described European philosophy as a series of footnotes to
Plato, and the Theory of Forms was central to Plato's thought. We have seen a
number of ways in which the interpretation of category theory as the theory of
concrete universals provides a rigorous self-predicative mathematical model for
Plato's Theory of Forms and for the intuitive notion of a concrete universal
elsewhere in philosophy.

Adjoint Functors

One of the most important and beautiful notions in category theory is the
notion of a pair of adjoint functors. The developers of category theory,
Saunders MacLane and Samuel Eilenberg, famously said that categories were
defined in order to define functors, and functors were defined in order to
define natural transformations. Their original paper [Eilenberg and Maclane
1945] was entitled not "General Theory of Categories" but General Theory of
Natural Equivalences. Adjoints were defined more than a decade later by Daniel
Kan [1958] but the realization of their foundational importance has steadily
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increased over time [Lawvere 1969; Lambek 1981]. Now it would perhaps not
be too much of an exaggeration to see categories, functors, and natural
transformations as the prelude to defining adjoint functors. The notion of
adjoint functors (and the constituent semi-adjunctions defined below) includes
all the instances of concrete universal mapping properties discussed above. As
Steven Awodey put it in his text:

The notion of adjoint functor applies everything that we have learned up to
now to unify and subsume all the different universal mapping properties that
we have encountered, from free groups to limits to exponentials. But more
importantly, it also captures an important mathematical phenomenon that is
invisible without the lens of category theory. Indeed, 1 will make the
admittedly provocative claim that adjointness is a concept of fundamental
logical and mathematical importance that is not captured elsewhere in
mathematics. [Awodey 2006, 179]

Other category theorists have given similar testimonials.

To some, including this writer, adjunction is the most important concept in
category theory. [Wood 2004, 6]

The isolation and explication of the notion of adjointness is perhaps the most
profound contribution that category theory has made to the history of
general mathematical ideas." [Goldblatt 2006, 438]

Nowadays, every user of category theory agrees that [adjunction] is the
concept which justifies the fundamental position of the subject in
mathematics. [Taylor 1999, 367]

We will try to illustrate how adjoint functors relate to our theme of
concrete universals while staying within the methodological restriction of using
examples from partial orders (where adjunctions ate called "Galois
connections").

We have been working within the inclusion partial order on the set of
subsets P(U) of a universe set U. Consider the set of all ordered pairs of subsets
<a,b> from the Cartesian product P(U)J P(U) where the partial order (using
the same symbol U) 1s defined by pairwise inclusion. That is, given the two
otdered pairs <a', b'> and <a,b>, we define

<a'b'>c <ab>ifa'caand b Cbh.
Order-preserving maps can be defined each way between these two partial
orders. From P(U) to P(U)xP(U), there is the diagonal map A(x) = <x,x>, and
from P(U)xP(U) to P(U), there is the meet map N(<a,b>) = a M b. Consider
now the following "adjointness relation" between the two partial orders:
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A(c) € <a,b> iff ccn (<a,b>)
Adjointness Equivalence
for sets a, b, and c in P(U). It has a certain symmetry that can be exploited. If
we fix <a,b>, then we have the previous universality condition for the meet of
a and b: for any c in P(U),
ccanbiff Alc) € <ab>.
Universality Condition for Meet of Sets a and b
The defining property on elements ¢ of P(U) is that A(c) < <a,b> (just a
fancy way of saying that c is a subset of both a and b). But using the symmetry,
we could fix ¢ and have another universality condition using the reverse
inclusion in P(U)xP(U) as the participation relation: for any <ab> in
P(U)xP(U),
<ab>>DA(c)iffccanb
Universality Condition for A(c).!

Here the defining property on elements <a,b> of P(U)xP(U) is that the
meet of a and b is a superset of the given set c. The concrete universal for that
property is the image of ¢ under the diagonal map A(c) = <c, c>, just as the
concrete universal for the other property defined given <a,b> was the image of
<a,b> under the meet map N(<a,b>) =aNb.

Thus in this adjoint situation between the two categories P(U) and
P(U)xP(U), we have a pair of maps ("adjoint functors") going each way
between the categories such that each element in a category defines a certain
property in the other category and the map catries the element to the concrete
universal for that property.

A : P(U)— P(U)xP(U) and m: P(U)xPU)— P(U)
Example of Adjoint Functors between Partial Orders
The notion of a pair of adjoint functors is ubiquitous; it is one of the main
tools that highlights concrete universals throughout modern mathematics.

The Heteromorphic Analysis of Adjunctions
We have seen that there ate two concrete universals (often one is trivial like

A (c) in the above example) involved in an adjunctions and that the object-to-
object maps or relations were always within one category (or partial order), e.g.,

1 We have written <a,b> D A(c) "backwatds" to be an instance of the participation telation "x p
ug" but it would more conventionally be written A(c) € <a,b>.
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the "hom-sets" in a category where "hom" is short for homomorphism (a
morphism between objects in the same category). Using object-to-object maps
between objects of different categoties (propetly called "heteromorphisms" or
"chimera morphisms"), the notion of an adjunction can be factored into two
semi- or half-adjunctions each of which isolates a concrete universal [Ellerman
2006, 2007].

This heteromorphic treatment of adjoints will be illustrated using the above
example. The objects ceP(U) in the partial order P(U) are single subsets ¢ of U
and the objects <a,b> in the partial order P(U)xP(U) are pairs of subsets of U.
A heteromorphism or Jef from a single subset ¢ to the pair of subsets <a,b> is
given by the relation ¢ € a and ¢ < b which could be symbolized ¢ = <a,b>.
Fixing <a,b>, there is a single subset (<a,b>) = anb with a canonical het anb
— <a,b>. Then the functor that takes <a,b> to anb gives a right semi-adjunction
if for every het from ¢ = <a,b>, there is a (unique) hom ¢ < amb that gives us
the following (commutative) diagram where the arrows are hets.

I < c arb l P

l -‘-ln,l)-':-] POU =< P(LT)

Fig. 4: Right semi-adjunction diagram.

This gives the following if-and-only-if (iff) equivalence between the diagonal
het and the horizontal hom:

c — <a,b> iff c € anb.
Universality for right semi-adjunction.

Similarly for given c, there is a canonical het ¢ = A(c). Then the functor
that takes ¢ to A(c) is a /ft semi-adjunction if for any given het ¢ = <a,b>, there is
a (unique) A(c) < <a,b> to make the following diagram commute.

Fig. 5 : Left semi-adjunction diagram.
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The corresponding universality equivalence is :

A(c) € <a,b>iff c > <ab>
Universality for left semi-adjunction.

The concept of a semi-adjunction is the most general concept of a concrete
universal in category theory. The name "semi-adjunction” (or "half-adjunction")
is derivative from "adjunction" since two semi-adjunctions with the same
diagonal hets, c—><a,b> in this case, combine to give an adjunction:

A(c) € <a,b>iff c = <ab>iff ccanb
Adjunction equivalence with het middle term.

Gluing together the two left and right semi-adjunction diagrams along the

common het c—><a,b> gives the adjunctive square diagram representing an
adjunction.

A(c) < <a b>| puxp

Fig. 6: Two semi-adjunctions = One adjunction.

Ordinarily the middle het term is left out, so we get the usual form of the
adjunction equivalence:
A(c) € <a,b> iff c c anb
Usual form of adjunction equivalence.

The left or right semi-adjunctions are the most general form of concrete
universals, and the adjunctions or pairs of adjoint functors are the special cases
where left and right semi-adjunctions exist for the same hets.

Brain functors

If the concrete universals of category theory, which combine in one way to
form an adjunction, serve to describe the important and natural concepts
within pure mathematics, then one might well expect the concrete universals to
also be important in applications.
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One payoff from analyzing the important concept of an adjunction into two
semi-adjunctions is that we can then reassemble those parts in a different way
to define the new concept that is speculatively named a "brain functor." The
basic idea is to think of one category in a semi-adjunction as the "environment”
and the other category as an "organism." Instead of semi-adjunctions
representing within each category the hets going one way between the
categories, suppose the hets going both ways were represented by semi-
adjunctions within one of the categories (the "organism").

A het from the environment to the organism is, say, a visual stimulus. Then
a left semi-adjunction would play the role of the brain in providing the re-
cognition of the stimulus as, say, a perception of a tree where the internal
recognition is represented by the morphism => inside the "organism" category.

“Environment™
source of stimuh

Universal receiving or l \ Description of
afferent/sensory channel sensory inputs
“Organmism”
Brain as left Internal
sem-adjunction perception

Fig. 7: Perceiving brain presented as a left semi-adjunction.

It is an old philosophical theme in the Platonic tradition that external
stimuli do not give knowledge; the stimuli only trigger the internal perception
or recognition that is knowledge. In De Magistro (The Teacher), the neo-Platonic
Christian philosopher-theologian Augustine of Hippo (Annaba in modern
Algeria) developed an argument (in the form of a dialogue with his son
Adeodatus) that as teachers teach, it is only the student's internal appropriation
of what is taught that gives understanding,.

Then those who are called pupils consider within themselves whether what
has been explained has been said truly; looking of course to that interior truth,
according to the measure of which each is able. Thus they learn,.... But men
are mistaken, so that they call those teachers who are not, merely because for
the most part there is no delay between the time of speaking and the time of
cognition. And since after the speaker has reminded them, the pupils quickly
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learn within, they think that they have been taught outwardly by him who
prompts them. (Augustine De Magistro, Chapter XIV)

The basic point is the active role of the mind in generating understanding.
This is clear even at the simple level of understanding spoken words. We hear
the auditory sense data of words in a completely strange language as well as the
words in our native language. But the strange words 'bounce off' our minds
with no resultant understanding while the words in a familiar language prompt
an internal process of generating a meaning so that we understand the words.
Thete are also hets going the other way from the "organism" to the
"environment" and there is a similar distinction between mere behavior and an
action which expresses an intention. Mathematically that is described by
dualizing or turning the arrows around which gives an acting brain presented as
a right semi-adjunction.

Internal Brain as right

achon <
» semi-adjunction
A = BX)

“Organism’

Description of \ l Universal sending or
N i e o
motar outputs efferent/motor channel
“Environment’ X
target of action

Fig. 8: Acting brain as a right semi-adjunction.

In the heteromorphic treatment of adjunctions, an adjunction arises when
the hets from one category to another, Het(X, A), have a right semi-adjunction,
Het(X,A) = Hom(X,G(A)), and a left semi-adjunction, Hom(F(X),A) =
Het(X,A). But instead of taking the same set of hets as being represented by
two different functors on the right and left, suppose we consider a single
functor B(X) that represents the hets Het(X,A) on the left:

Het(X, A) = Hom(B(X),A),
and represents the hets Het(A,X) [going in the opposite direction]| on the right:
Hom(A,B(X)) = Het(A,X).

If the hets each way between two categories are represented by the same
functor B(X) as left and right semi-adjunctions, then that functor is said to be a
brain functor. Thus instead of a pair of functors being adjoint, we have a single
functor B(X) with values within one of the categories (the "organism") as
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representing the two-way interactions, "cognition" and "action," between that
category and another one (the "environment").

The diagram for an adjunction arises by gluing together the two diagrams for
the left and right semi-adjunctions along the common diagonal het X—A.

X X = GA)
l \Ghlf\'l together at common het XA \ 1
FX) = A A

Fig. 9: Combining two semi-adjunctions make an adjunction

The combined diagram is the adjunctive square that represents an adjunction in
the hetermorphic treatment of adjunctions.

X = GA)

FX)y = A

Fig. 10: Adjunctive S quare Diagram.

The diagram for a brain functor is obtained by gluing together the diagrams
for the left and right semi-adjunctions at the common values of the brain
functor B(X).

Eaw lrcesnes”
X sender of perceptiom

“Orgamesm’

B(X) = A

K /‘ Combined a5 “brain™
A = BX)

Oz

“Envircement” X
recoiver of actiom

Fig. 11: Combining two semi-adjunctions to make a "brain"
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This gives the brain functor "butterfly"! diagram—where we have taken the
liberty to relabel the diagram for the brain as the language faculty for
understanding and producing speech.

X “Environment” producing
auditory mputs

Universal auditory receiving

Description of
channel (“heanng organs™) l \.

; auditory inputs

Internal speech “Language faculty”
= BX) = A
Intemal understanding
Description of Universal auditory sending
auditory outputs \ ¥ channel (“speech organs™)

“Enviromment™ receiving X
auditory outputs

Fig. 12: Brain functor diagram interpreted as language faculty.

A simple example of a brain functor, where the two categories are partial
orders, is given in the Appendix.

Category Theory and Foundations

What is the relevance of category theory to the foundations of
mathematics? Today, this question might be answered by pointing to Lawvere
and Tierney's #heory of topoi [e.g., Lawvere 1972, Lawvere et al. 1975, or Hatcher
1982]. Topos theory can be viewed as a categorically formulated generalization
of set theory to abstract sheaf theory. A set can be viewed as a sheaf of sets on
the one-point space, and much of the machinery of set theory can be
generalized to sheaves [Ellerman 1974]. Since much of mathematics can be
formulated in set theory, it can be reconstructed with many variations in topoi.

The concept of category theory as the logic of concrete universals presents
quite a dfferent picture of the foundational relevance of category theory. Topos
theory is important in its own right as a generalization of set theory, but it does
not exclusively capture category theory's foundational relevance. Concrete
universals do not "generalize" abstract universals, so as the theory of conctete

1 Erase the labels and the arrows give the outline of a butterfly.
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universals, category theory does not try to generalize set theory, the theory of
abstract universals. Category theory presents the theory of the other type of
universals, the self-participating or concrete universals.

Logic becomes concrete in category theory as the theory of concrete
universals. Facts become things—at least in the Platonic Heaven of mathematics.
Properties ' can be realized concretely as things, the universals up. The fact

that x is an F-instance is realized concretely by a thing, the unique patticipation
morphism x—>up. A universal implication "for all x, F(x) implies G(x)" is
realized concretely by another thing, the unique participation morphism
up—>up] wherein one universal "brings on" or entails another universal.

Category theory is relevant to foundations in a different way than set
theory. As the theory of concrete universals, category theory does not attempt
to derive all of mathematics from a single theory. Instead, category theory's
foundational relevance is that it provides universality concepts to characterize
the important structures, schema, or Forms throughout mathematics (e.g.,
adjunctions).

Moreover, if the concrete universals characterize important concepts within
pure mathematics, it should not be too surprising if they might also
characterize, albeit at a very abstract level, important concepts and canonical
schema (or Forms) in applications. The application scheme outlined here is the
brain functor (obtained by rearranging the heteromorphic building blocks of
adjunctions) which abstractly models the dual functions of perception and
action.

The importance of category theory is that it provides a criterion of
importance, concrete universality. Category theory provides the concepts to
isolate the universal instance (where it exists) from among all the instances of a
property. The Concrete Universal is the most important instance of a property
because it represents the property in a paradigmatic way. All other instances
have the property by virtue of participating in the Concrete Universal.

Appendix: A Brain Functor Between Partial Orders
A simple example of a brain functor using partial orders will be developed.

In this setting, only the simplest "brain function" can be modeled, namely the
building and functioning of an internal model of the external reality such as an
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internal coordinate system to map an external set of locations. The external
reality is given by a set of atomic points or locations Y, the atomic coordinates
are the points in X, and the coordinate mapping function is the given function
£:X—>Y. Just to keep the mathematics not completely trivial, we do not require £
to be an isomorphism; multiple coordinates might refer to the same point (i.e., f
is not necessarily one-to-one) and some points might not have coordinates (i.e.,
f is not necessarily onto). The two partial orders are the inclusion-ordered
subsets of points P(Y) and the inclusion-ordered subsets of coordinates P(X).
In the case where the "brain" is an "electronic brain" or computer, Y is the set
of locations on an external input/output device such as a floppy disk or any
other external memory device. Each location is marked with a 0 or 1, so the
subsets VeP(Y) would be the external sets of 1s. The set X would be the set of
internal memory locations which also contain either a 0 or 1, so the subsets
UeP(X) are the internal sets of 1s. The coordinate function £:X—Y maps the
internal memory locations to the external disk locations. The dual
petception/action functions in the electronic brain would be the familiar
read/write operations between the computer and the external input/output
device.

The brain functor in this example is £:P(Y)—>P(X) where for any subset
VeP(Y), the value of the brain functor is:

f1(V) = {xeX: f{(x)eV}.

Given a subset VCY, what is the "best" internal subset UcX that represents
or recognizes V? The heteromorphism V—U is defined by the property, F(U)
= "U is complete for 1" in the sense that all the xeX that map to V are contained
inU,ie.,

V—U means V C {yeY:VXx, if f(x) = y then xeU}.

The left semi-adjunction for the property F(U) = "U is complete for V" is
given by the smallest complete subset £!1(V)eP(X) and the universality
condition: £1(V) c U iff V—>U, is satisfied.

g mmeesing
Clntepory

| o~
.1 ™ 1 “Orparmism
I (\ ) = { Cadepory

Fig. 13: Left semi-adjunction to "read" V.
with smallest complete subset £1(V)
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The concrete universal £1(V) €P(X) has the property, i.e., V>£1(V), and a
subset UeP(X) has the property, i.e., V=U, if and only U participates in the
concrete universal U D f1(V) = up (where "participation" is written as the
reverse inclusion).

In the dual case of "action," the het U=V going in the opposite direction
(relative to the perception het V—>U) from a subset of X to a subset of Y is
defined by the property, G(U) = "U is consistent with 17" in the sense that no
coordinate in U maps outside of V, i.e.,

U=V means f({U) € V.

The right semi-adjunction for the property G(U) = "U is consistent with V"
is given by the largest consistent subset £1(V)eP(X), and the universality
condition is: U < £1(V) iff U-V.

U c |‘1(\7) “"Organism”

Category
\\\ l

\V; ‘Environment”
Category

Fig. 14: Right semi-adjunction to "write" 1.
with largest consistent subset £1(V).

The concrete universal £1(V)eP(X) has the property, £1(V)—>V, and a subset
UeP(X) has the property, i.e., U=V, if and only if U participates in the
concrete universal, i.e., U € £1(V) = ug (whete "patticipation" is the inclusion).
Combining the left and right semi-adjunctions at the common "brain" gives the
butterfly diagram.

[U € P(v) © U] "o

Fig. 15: Butterfly diagram for the brain functor f':P(Y)—>P(X).
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Mathematically, this example is an instance of the general result that any
functor that has both right and left adjoints is a brain functor. The right adjoint
of £1(V) is usually symbolized as:

Vi(U) = {yeY:Vx, if {(x) = y then xeU}
with the adjunction equivalence :
(V) c Uiff V < V¢(U)

while the left adjoint of £1(V) is usually symbolized as:

F(U) = f(U) = { yeY: Ixe, {(x) = y}

with the adjunction equivalence:
Je(U) c Vitt U c £1(V).

The quantifier notation is motivated by the special case where f is the
projection f = px : XXY—Y so for any binary relation U < XxY, then J¢(U) =
{yeY: IxUx,y)} and V{U) = {yeY:VxU(xy)}.

The fact that the read/write functions of an electronic brain can be
modeled by the brain functor f1: P(Y)—>P(X) might be seen as an artifact of
the simplicity of the case. As complexity increases exponentially in animal and
human brains, this sort of precise modeling is not to be expected. The point, in
such an empirical application, is the canonical scheme or Form that describes
the functions of a brain at a conceptual level (e.g., Figure 12 giving the scheme
for the language faculty).
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Résumé. Dans un livte intitulé La méthode de la science et la comprébension
religiense, Yahia Mohammed s’est livré a des compraisons entre la méthode et
la compréhension. 11 s’agit d’une étude en profondeur des point qui relient
et délient les deux perspectives, enrichie d’une conception qui tend a
déconstruire la nature de la relation entre la science et la religion. Dans cet
article, j’ai essayé de discuter et d’analyser des paragraphes choisis de ce
livre, a la lumiére des principes de la philosophie d’Altadhamor et ses
outils. Utilisant ce que j’appelle la lecture transformative pour découvrir
davantage des caractéristiques de l'intercation impliquée dans la relation
entre les deux persepctives majeures : la science et la religion.

Mots-clés : science, religion, méthode, compréhension, Yahia Mohammed,
philosophie d’Altadhamor, lecture transformative.
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Abstract. In the book Scence curriculum and religion understanding, Yahia
Mohammed made accurate comparisons between (curriculum) and
(understanding). This in-depth study highlights the similarities and
differences between the two perspectives with a view to dismantling the
entanglement in the nature of the relationship between science and religion.
In this article, I tried to discuss and analyze selected paragraphs of this
work, according to mechanisms of Aaltadhamor philosophy and its tools,
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and using what I call Transformative Reading to discover more of the
interaction characteristics involved between the two major perspectives:
science and religion.

Keywords: science, religion, Altadhamor Philosophy, transformative
reading, Yahia Mohammed.[]
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PANORAMA DE I’IDENTITE

Jean-Yves BEZIAU
(Université du Brésil, Rio de Janeiro
Chercheur invité a ’'Université de San Diego, Californie)

Abstract. We start by discussing in which sense two things or beings can
be considered as identical. This leads us to the so-called Leibnizian
principle of identity according to which two things are identical when
they have exactly the same properties. This identity is not trivial identity
according to which an object is identical to itself and different from all
the other ones, identity which is understandable but difficult to express.
We then go to an analysis of the sign “=". After some semiotic remarks,
we point out that one possible interpretations, but which is not the one
corresponding to the mathematical use, is that the two signs of each
sides of “= design the same object. This designating identity can be
used to explain « Francois Hollande = the president of France », which
has nothing to do with the equality of the declaration of the human
rights, also different from personal identity and identification to a
countty or a religion.

Keywords: Leibniz, identity principle, semiotic analysis, designating
identity.
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Résumé. Nous commencons par discuter la question de savoir en quel
sens deux objets ou étres peuvent étre considérés comme identiques.
Cela nous amene au principe d’identité de Leibniz suivant lequel deux
choses sont identiques lorsque toutes leurs propriétés sont les mémes.
Cette identité n’est pas lidentité triviale selon laquelle un objet est
identique a lui-méme et différent de tous les autres, identité
compréhensible mais difficile a formuler. Nous passons ensuite a une
analyse du signe “=". Apres quelques remarques sémiologiques, nous
indiquons qu’une interprétation possible, mais qui n’est pas celle
correspondant a 'usage mathématique, consiste a dire que les signes de
chaque c6té de “=" désignent le méme objet. Cette identité désignative
peut étre utilisée pour I'analyse de « Francois Hollande = le président de
la république francaise », qui n’a rien a voir avec I’égalité de la déclaration
des droits de 'homme, différente également de Iidentité personnelle et
de Iidentification a un pays ou a une religion.

Mots-clés : Leibniz, principe d’identité, analyse sémiotique, identité
désignative.

Une vision panoramique

L’identité est une notion fondamentale. Elle a de nombreux visages : logique,
mathématique, philosophique, culturelle, qui ne sont pas forcément faciles a
mettre en relation. C’est ce que nous essayons de faire ici. Notre but n’est pas
de faire une synthese des idées recues ou établies sur Iidentité mais d’essayer
d’éclaircir cette notion en ayant une perspective d’ensemble, que nous
qualifions de « panoramique ». Si nous ne voulons pas nous perdre dans les
détails historiques et/ou techniques, nous ne voulons pas non plus étre
superficiels. Ce que nous faisons n’est pas une simple énumération. Un
panorama n’est pas un diaporama. Ce qui nous importe c’est de mettre les
choses en rapport les unes avec les autres. Notre objectif n’est pas forcément
d’apporter des réponses mais de poser de bonnes questions.

Especes, propriétés et substances

Deux choses peuvent étre plus ou moins différentes, plus ou moins
identiques. Le chat de mon voisin ressemble a celui de mon cousin, mais un
chat est un animal bien différent d’un chien. D’un autre c6té un chat est plus
similaire a un chien qu’a une casserole.
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Certains objets, certains étres, peuvent étre considérés comme identiques,
cette identité peut sembler artificielle ou authentique. On peut croire qu’il
existe espece des chats. Chats et chiens font partie des animaux, une classe
qui peut aussi étre considérée comme une certaine réalité, sans pour autant étre
une espece. Toutefols on peut également dire qu’une chose n’est identique qu’a
elle-méme et que toute autre forme d’identification est subjective. Mais que
sont ces choses individuelles, ces entités atomiques ? Par ailleurs identifier
toutes les choses rouges semble différent d’identifier 'ensemble des casseroles
méme si 'on ne croit pas en Pespece des casseroles.

Le langage ordinaire distingue le substantif du qualitatif. L’identité d’une
“substance” telle qu’un chat, un chien, une casserole, n’est pas donnée de prime

abord par une propriété, bien que 'on puisse vouloir la capter et/ou la réduire a
une propriété (ou un groupe de propriétés).

Si I'on considére une propriété (ou un groupe de propriétés), on peut
considérer 'ensemble des objets correspondants. Quelle propriété doit avoir
cette propriété pour que 'ensemble des objets réunis qu’elle chapeaute puissent
étre considérés comme non superficiellement identiques ? C’est une question
difficile, voire insoluble.
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Identité de Leibniz

Le principe d’identité dit de Leibniz! s’énonce ainsi: deux objets sont
identiques si et seulement s’ils ont les mémes propriétés2. Ce principe totalisant
semble vouloir épuiser toutes les différences et on risque de se retrouver avec
une identité ou chaque objet n’est plus que face a lui-méme. Une échappatoire
est de considérer que deux objets peuvent étre différents seulement parce qu’ils
sont localisés en deux endroits différents, le temps et 'espace n’étant pas
considérés comme des propriétés propres. L’atomisme physique peut se
développer sur cette base.

Une autre échappatoire plus générale et plus relative est de considérer le
partage des propriétés du point de vue d’une certaine classe de propriétés. On
en revient alors a la batterie de casserole ou a une espece naturelle.

En logique moderne le principe de Leibniz se formule ainsi :

VaVy (x=y <> (px <> @)

' Comment Leibniz a formulé ce principe et en quoi la formulation originale de Leibniz est
similaire ou différente de la version moderne que nous présentons, nous n’en discuterons pas ici.
2 Généralement on sépare en deux cette définition de Pidentité, une moitié étant appelée
“Pidentité des indiscernables” et I'autre “I'indiscernabilité des identiques”. Notons que le mot
“indiscernable” est fortement ambigu, car il incite a une interprétation subjective des propriétés.
Sil’on patle simplement de propriétés comme nous le faisons ici, nous préservons la neutralité : il
peut s’agir de propriétés subjectives ou objectives.
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Cette formule de la logique du premier ordre! laisse la possibilité que deux
objets différents soient identiques, sans que cette différence soit nécessairement
une différence spatio-temporelle comme dans le cas de 'atomisme physique.
Dans la formule ci-dessus la lettre grecque “p” désigne n’importe quelle
propriété exprimable dans un certain langage de la logique du premier ordre,
cela correspondant en fait a certaines relations que les objets peuvent avoir les
uns avec les autres.

Considérons trois objets a, b et ¢ tels que b soit en relation avec 4 et ¢ soit en
relation avec « et qu’il n’y ait pas d’autres relations entre ces trois objets. Dans
ce cas b et ¢, bien qu'au départ différents, sont les mémes, car ils ont les mémes
propriétés : ils sont en relation avec a et c’est tout.

Le principe d’identité de Leibniz ne correspond donc pas a ce qui est appelé
le principe d’identité tout court et parfois exprimé par A=A.

Identité triviale

Il n’est pas possible en fait d’axiomatiser en logique du premier ordre la
notion d’identité suivant laquelle tout objet est identique a lui-méme et différent
des autres. Nous pouvons qualifier cette identité de “triviale” pour la distinguer
d’autres identités. Ce résultat est peu connu des philosophes de la logique et
n’apparait pas dans les ouvrages de logique pour philosophes. Mais on peut le

I Le principe de Leibniz en logique du premier ordre est un “ schéma” d’axiome, on considere
I’ensemble des variations sur ¢ de cette formule.
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trouver par exemple dans l'article de Wilfrid Hodges, « Elementary predicate
logic 1 » (1983).

En fait l'expression « Tout objet est identique a lui-méme et différent des
autres » est équivalente a expression « Tout objet est identique a lui-méme ».
Expliquons cela. « L’objet « est différent des autres » est en fait une expression
qui n’a aucun sens patce qu’elle revient a dire que si nous avons un “autre”
objet b, c’est-a-dire un objet différent de 4, alors il est différent de a. Cette
expression est donc une tautologie et une tautologie accouplée a une autre
expression conduit a quelque chose d’équivalent a cette expression, phénomene
similaire a la multiplication par le chiffre 1 qui ne multiplie rien du tout. Donc
nous nous retrouvons avec « Tout objet est identique a lui-méme ». Et cette
expression ne définit lidentité que pour quelquun qui se laisse emporter pas
Iillusion des mots. C’est la quun langage formel peut nous aider.

Nous avons : Vx(xRx). Cette expression définit en fait une relation réflexive,
et beaucoup de relations réflexives ne sont pas I'identité. Par exemple on peut
considérer que le coiffage est une relation réflexive : tout le monde peut se
coiffer soi-méme mais coiffer aussi quelqu'un d’autre.

Cela étant dit, I'identité triviale méme si elle n’est pas exprimable en logique

du premier ordre et peut-étre ne I'est-clle pas non plus en langue naturelle est
compréhensible et peut étre décrite par un dessin :

5 = ®

o © D
S

Ce diagramme indique des objets représentés pas des croix. La relation
d’identité est exprimée par des fleches : on wif que chaque objet est en relation
avec lui-méme et aucun autre.

I D’autres notions ne sont pas axiomatisables en logique du premier ordre, comme la notion de
bon ordre, mais c’est une notion mathématique que I'on ne rencontre pas forcément dans la vie
quotidienne.
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Le signe « = » peut étre utilisé comme signe pour désigner cette idée. C’est ce
qui se passe lorsque les logiciens disent qu’ils considérent Iidentité comme
primitive. On peut comparer cette situation avec celle du vide, désigné par &
et linfini désigné par X . La situation n’est pas exactement la méme car le
vide peut étre défini en théorie des ensembles ainsi que U'infini (qui prend de
multiples visages notés par des omégas et des alephs).

La double symbolique du signe « =»

Le signe « =» n’est pas propre a la logique moderne ; il a été repris des
mathématiques. C’est 'un des signes les plus utilisés dans cette discipline. Il est
attribué au mathématicien gallois Robert Recorde. Il symbolise I'identité en
présentant deux lignes, de méme longueur, de méme épaisseur, mises en
paralleles. L’identité est symbolisée par la duplication et le parallélisme.

7

Lorsque nous disons que ce signe “symbolise” I'identité nous employons ce
terme dans un sens fort et double. Un symbole peut étre considéré par
opposition au signe arbitraire comme un signe ou il y a un rapport entre le
signifiant et le signifié, comme dans le cas de nombreux pictogrammes.
Donnons I'exemple du dos d’ane :
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Mais lorsque nous disons que la balance est un symbole de la justice, c’est en
un autre sens que nous employons le mot « symbole ». Nous associons a 'idée
abstraite de la justice un objet concret, une balance, établissant un parallele, une
analogie entre les deux choses; on peut aussi dire que la balance est une
métaphore pour la justice.

Le signe

est donc un symbole en un double sens, c’est un symbole au sens
pictogrammatique, et c’est un symbole au sens métaphorique. C’est ce qui se
passe aussi avec le signe « = ». Ce n’est pas ce qui se passe avec le dos d’ane ou
la métaphore est présente dans 'expression mais pas dans le signe.

La signification mathématique de « =»

Le signe « = » est appelé signe d’identité par les logiciens mais plutot d’égalité
par les mathématiciens. Quelle est la différence entre «identité » et « égalité »,
silyenaune?

En mathématique 'expression « 3+4 = 7 » se lit plutdét « Trois plus quatre
égale sept »' que « Trois plus quatre est identique a sept ». D’ailleurs est-ce que
3+4 est vraiment identique a 77 En tous les cas « 3+4 » n’est pas identique a
«7», ce sont deux signes différents. On peut dire par contre que « 7 » est
identique a « 7 ».

Mais cette identité entre signes peut préter a controverse. Quelquun qui
serait tres pointilleux, dirait que ce ne sont pas deux signes identiques mais
deux signes équiformes. (Cette idée a été émise par Lesniewski et se retrouve
chez ses éleves, notamment chez Presburger). Il est vrai que la mécanique de
techniques telles que I'imprimerie et Pinformatique nous permet de produire

Nous adoptons ici 'accord sylleptique en usage au lieu d’écrire « Trois plus quatre égalent sept
», ce qui n’est pas forcément un bon choix, car cela a tendance a réduire “3+4” a un terme
singulier.
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deux signes quasiment identiques, la seule différence étant qu’ils se trouvent a
des endroits différents, on se retrouve alors dans un cas semblable a celui de
Patomisme physique. Ces deux signes en tant qu’objets matériels sont les
mémes et cela indépendamment de leur signification, de méme que ‘U7 et “J7
ou les deux lignes du symbole « = ». Mais dans I’écriture on admet également
les différences de formes: 7, 7, 7 sont considérés comme étant des variations
d’un méme signe et dans ’écriture manuelle les variations sont grandes. Il en est
autrement de VII, qui est considéré comme un (groupe de) signe(s) différent(s)
de 7, mais désignant le méme objet.

On peut soutenir que dans les quatre expressions suivantes

3+4=7
7=7
((777 - ((7”
VII =7

le signe “=" fonctionne de la méme facon, indiquant que les objets désignés
par les signes a droite et a gauche sont les mémes, une identité que 'on peut
appeler « de désignation » : deux signes différents désignant la méme chose.

Ce n’est pas en ce sens que le logicien emploie le sighe « = » et ce n’est sans
doute pas non plus en ce sens que le mathématicien 'emploie. Bien que le
signe “=" soit 'un des signes les plus connus et utilisés des mathématiques, se
retrouvant dans les “équations”, symbole pour beaucoup des mathématiques,
son sens n’est pas forcément clair. Et il n’a pas été vraiment éclairci par les
logiciens, qui l'utilisent en d’autres sens : identité de Leibniz ou identité triviale.
Ce n’est pas ce que fait le mathématicien lorsqu’il l'utilise pour exprimer la
commutativité de 'addition :

atb=bta

Cela peut se lire « e+ font la méme chose que 4+a» de la méme maniere
que Lon dit aussi que « 3+4 font 7». Cela ne semble pas étre une identité
désignative. Les choses se compliquent lorsqu’il est question d’équation
mathématique ayant un rapport direct avec la réalité physique, cas célebrement
illustré par ’équation d’Einstein.
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Deux égalités différentes

Le signe « = » n’est pas couramment utilisé hors du domaine de la logique et
des mathématiques, si ce n’est comme abréviation. Est-ce une abréviation
correspondant a une identité désignative ?

Par exemple nous pouvons écrire apres
Le Président de la France = Francois Hollande

Cela peut se lire « Le Président de la France est Francois Hollande ». On
peut interpréter cela en disant que la description définie  “Le Président de la
France” a la méme référence que le nom propre « Francois Hollande », mais que ces

q ¢ q
deux expressions ont un sens différent. Les philosophes du langage ont
développé de nombreuses discussions a ce sujet depuis plus d’un siecle, un
point d’ancrage étant la fameuse distinction de Frege entre Sinn et Bedeuntung.

Cette égalité est a différencier de celle de la déclaration des droits de
I’homme et de Iidentité personnelle. Lorsque nous disons que tous les hommes
sont égaux, nous disons quindépendamment de certaines différences
apparentes, ils ont un fond commun, ce sont par exemple des animaux
rationnels. La nous sommes ramenés a une identité proche de celle entre chats,
voire entre casseroles. Remarquons que la déclaration des droits de ’homme ne
nous dit pas que tous les hommes sont identigues, sans doute parce qu’identité
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serait trop fort. De ce point de vue le mot “égalité” est employé pour patler
d’une forme faible d’identité, mais qui peut étre considérée cependant comme
plus forte que la simple similarité. Le politiquement correct promeut identité et
différence.

bat
r/ \\

\

Identification n’est pas identité

Mais quelle est I'identité personnelle de Francois Hollande ? Comme tous les
citoyens francais il a une carte d’identité, qui I'identifie a travers le nom de ses
parents, sa date et son lieu de naissance, 'empreinte de son pouce, une photo,
[...] Un ensemble de propriétés qui tentent de cerner lindividu. Mais cela ne
suffit pas toujours, si bien que 'on a créé des passeports biométriques, qui sur
la. base de certaines données physico-biologiques permettent de
désigner/reconnaitre univoquement un individu.

Toutefois ces données aussi précises et infaillibles soient-elles ne caractérisent
pas le personnage qu’est Francois Hollande. On n’envisagerait pas  d’élire un
président sur la base de ses données biométriques. On ne choisirait pas non
plus un pilote d’avion sur cette base. L’identification est donc différente de
I'identité.

Cette différence n’est pas forcément mise en évidence par le slogan de Quine
«Pas d’entité sans identité », surtout si 'on pense que Quine a promu les
énoncés en tant qu’assemblages de signes par opposition aux propositions en
tant que significations, parce que plus facilement identifiables entre eux. Il a
ainsi milité pour que 'on remplace 'expression “ logique des propositions” par
“logique des énoncés” (en anglais : propositional logic vs. sentential logic). Quine
promeut ainsi une philosophie au ras des paquerettes, ou 'apparence est plus
importante qu'autre chose, cet autre étant considéré comme nécessairement
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fantasmagorique, mystique ou idéologique, attribué aux philosophes des
cavernes. Mais la philosophie de 'apparence est aussi une idéologie.

Identité et singularité

L’identité d’un individu est ce qui fait qu’il est lui-méme, qu’il a sa propre
personnalité, sa propre singularité. Dans ce cas il ne s’agit pas d’identifier deux
choses différentes, mais plutdt de caractériser une “chose” par différence aux
autres. Cela dit un individu constitue souvent son identité en s’identifiant : a un
pays, une culture, une équipe de football, un type d’alimentation, une religion.
Dans ce cas on crée son identité en niant sa pure individualité, en se noyant
dans une masse, par exemple « étre italien », ou bien en la construisant comme
un patchwork : Alain Martin peut se définir comme végétarien, mathématicien
et supporter du Paris Saint-Germain. Et il y a tout un tas d’alternatives.
Quelqu’un peut s’affirmer athée, identité négative qui le distingue des croyants,
mais qui ne lidentifie pas pleinement et positivement. Une simple propriété
méme positive, étre végétarien, ne suffit pas non plus forcément a constituer
une identité.

Ce genre d’identité fluctue entre chats, casseroles et objets rouges, s’élevant
parfois cependant a la stature d’une tour Eiffel, objet singulier dont I'identité
s’affirme par elle-méme, pouvant étre considéré comme un symbole de
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Paffirmation de soi. La statue de la liberté a coté d’elle ne fait que noyer le
poisson dans 'océan d’une identité diffuse pour ne pas dire confuse.
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IS SOMETHING NEW IN ETHICS POSSIBLE?

Epistemological Ethics

Cornelia Margareta GASPAREL
(Romanian Academy, Iasi Branch)

Résumé. Dans cet article, je me propose de porter a l'attention de la
communauté scientifique, le concept d'éthique épistémologique et la facon
avec laquelle nous pouvons fonder ce que nous appelons l'architectonique
de la théorie - une nouvelle théorie en éthique. Je souhaite systématiser
l'apparition de la notion et les nombreuses possibilités que cette nouvelle
idée peut se développer, a la fois dans la philosophie, et surtout dans
I'histoire et la science. La triade conceptuelle mémoire-oubli-angoisse
utilisée dans la construction de la théorie est congue pour faire la transition
entre la perspective utilitariste a 'éthique ontologique, en mettant l'accent
sur le role de I'éthique dans la théorie de la connaissance.

Mots-clés : jugement, mémoire, pardon, connaissance, éthique, éthique
épistémologique, théorie.
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Abstract In this paper I propose to bring to the attention of the scientific
community the concept of Epistemological Ethics' and the foundation way of
what we call the architectonics of theory - a new theory in Ethics. 1 intend to
systematize the occurence of the concept and the many possibilities that this
new idea can develop, both in philosophy, and especially in history and
science. the conceptual triad memory-forgetfulness-anguish used in constructing

! Cornelia Margareta Gaspirel, Eticd epistemologica. Teorie 5i proiect de studin al omului/ Epistemological
Theory. Study Project of Man, Editura Academiei Romane, Bucuresti, 2014.
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the theory is designed to make the transition from the utilitarian perspective
to the ontological ethics, focusing on the role of ethics in theory of
knowledge.

Keywords: judgment, memory, forgetfulness, knowledge, ethics, theory,
epistemological ethics.

For a theory to be a revelation or a step forward, it must enter a conflict
with the previous ones, i.c. to lead to at least some conflicting results. Which
logically means that it should contradict and overthrow previous theories. !

Karl POPPER

We think that the “epistemological ethics involves an assessment ratio
between the part and the whole, between the individual and the collective, between
true-false and error and above all, between freedom, independence and respect. The
argument, justification or ethical reasoning determine evaluations, interpretations,
therefore perception and representation of moral judgment that can only belong to
the human being! The force of values meaning “positive” or “negative” values
covers only their existence in this world dimension. The positivity or negativity
of values comes from the closeness or farness of thought and action - so of
“knowledge”, implying that “positivity” or “negativity” of the soul comes from
the representations we have of matter and form. Our perspective of
epistemological ethics is that according to which the ethical values come from
the relations of smilarity (size, colot, shape) and of contignity (part-whole,
element-unity, near-far, cause-effect) where zhe principle of virtual speeds (distance,
speed and time) emphasizes the relation between “space” and “time” and the
so called “relativity of ethical values.” Therefore in this paper, I propose to
describe the manner in which I got to the concept of “epistemological ethics”
as a preliminary stage fo the idea, the essence which is contained within the
“architectonics of theory.” What I want to stress here is that in the early stages
of this research 1 have not proposed the idea of “conceptual innovation” or
what turned out to be at the end of the research: a new theory in ethics. These
two moments that have come on the way of znzuition and hard work were

1 Karl Popper, Mitul contextului. In apdrarea Stiintei i a rationalismului | The Myth of the Framework. In
Defense of Science and Rationality, Editura Trei, 1998, pp. 33-34.

2 Cornelia Margareta Gasparel, Eticd epistemologicd. Teorie $i proiect de studin al omului | Epistemological
Theory. Study Project of Man, Editura Academiei Romane, Bucuresti, 2014.
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determined by my professional and personal experience, by the manner of
doing research and by overlapping readings as an effect, which created
conditions of synthesis and convergence between theories, schools of thinking
and a common guideline, characterized by analysis, critical reflection and
creation. In this regard I would say that Kant’s statement proves to be valid:
intuition without a concept is blind and the concept without intuition is empty! Because in
the process of writing my first book by author and throughout this research 1
found the relationship established between #he world of essences and the world of
appearances, which largely confirms the statement that: the r9ya/ road to knowledge
and science is virtne. First of all was zhe concept and then the theory and principles of
research have often been the key state of creation, imagination and intuition to a
lengthy reflection characterized by a continuing search and infinite possibility.
That is why I believe that the great theories, big ideas often occur just outside
these main principles!, because the act of intuition or revelation in the way of
hard work and of a structured long term reflection is a special moment of great
intensity and difficulty in understanding.

The spirit of this paper is to determine the different forms of knowledge and
thinking on some moments of life and history? which, on a smaller scale, with
high or low intensity variation were presented throughout society from the
particular to the general, based on an ideological program3. And we believe that
this knowledge shape can add something to the scientific knowledge. And the

1 Serghei Musskii, Laznreati ai Prensinlui Nobel / Nobel Prize Lanreates, Editura EuroPress, Bucuresti,
2008.

2 During the Communist Romania, says Nicu Ioniti, “ the political detention exceeded the limits
known in the history of repressions and it was a real programmed genocide, knowingly practiced,
which has fallen prey to over 10% of the population. The field of traumatic experiments was
extremely extensive and varied from continuous psychological terror to the wild abominable
torture received by all political prisoners in the same way, but differently managed, because the
inmates were very different from each other.” Nicu lonita, Psibotranma de detentie si nrmdrile ei —
marturia personald §i stiintificd a unui supravietnitor al experimentulni Pitesti | Detention-induced Psycho-
trauma and Its Consequences — the Personal and Scientific Confession of a Survivor of the Pitesti Experiment,
Fundatia Academia Civicd, Bucuresti, 2008, p. 9.

3 “Sudents who had returned from captivity were denied the school training, being forced to
continue living in other professions than those aspired to by vocation. Humanities faculties
(Philology, History, Philosophy, Law) had become inaccessible even to the relatives of political
prisoners. Communism belabor the destinies of two generations of Romanian citizens, mutilated
lives of millions of young people.” Romulus Rusan, Cronologia $i geografia represinnii comuniste in
Romidnia. Recesamintul populatiei concentrationare (1945-1989)/ Chronology and Geography of Communist
Repression in - Romania. Census of the Concentrationary Population (1945-1989), Editura Fundatia
Academia Civicd, Bucuresti, 2007, pp. 63-64.
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optimism and the moral judgment of the academic community give us hope
that the “Epistemological Ethics. Theory and Study Project of Man” will find
the optimum place to determine the most fair and equitable matching to this
new and ethical theory totaling the entire life and the ethical values specific to
the human being and societies.

1. Intuition - Concept - Theory - Innovation
1.1. Concept

It is often given acertain relativity to ethical principles without deeply
reflecting on the nature and consequences of this “relativity”, which suggests
new directions for ethical analysis and debate. In this paper I propose to
systematize: (1) the context of developing #he concept of epistemological ethics; (2) the
source of idea regarding a new theory in ethics; (3) the role and scale of the
used concepts (memory-forgetfulness, anguish); (4) the used methodology; (5)
the coverage of the theory at a methodological level. I will try to highlight the
many possibilities that this new idea can develop, both in philosophy and
especially in history and science.

In philosophy there were two great constructive movements, “the Cartesian
skepticism which had dissolved the medieval belief systems, and the Kantian
one, consecutive to the skepticism of the seventeenth century (..). The
philosophical Kantian movement was fulfilled during the past fifty years after
the publication of the Critigue, and its influence spread in the field of historical
studies and humanities, as the Cartesian one had propagated within the natural
sciences.”! The relationship between man and the world is often based on the
principles of ethics, philosophy or physics in general. And inevitably this view
of man-world relationship passes through one of these paths of interpretation
and understanding, where “experience” has different forms of &nowledge and
truth. Within this conglomerate of theories of ethics, man’s position in the
wortld in terms of space as Max Scheler states according to the three times: coswi,
historical and existential timeé® remains uncertain in relation to religious, social and

I R. G. Collingwood, Esex despre metoda filosofici/ An Essay on Philosophical Method, Editura
Humanitas, 2015, Bucuresti, 2015, pp. 10- 11.

2 The cosmic time is mathematically calculated according to the Earth’s rotation around the Sun,
calendars and clocks rely on it, and it is symbolized by a whirlwind. The historical time is as
embedded within the cosmic time, it can be mathematically counted in decades, centuries and
millennia, but any event cannot repeat within it and it is symbolized by a line directed to the
future, to novelty. The existential time is not mathematically calculated, its course depends on the
intensity with which it lives itself, it depends on our sufferings and joys, within it the creative
momentum is going to produce and the ecstasies occur, it can be symbolized by a point, which
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historical values, which is why the concept of “epistemological ethics” creates
conditions for knowledge beyond the so-called hierarchy of moral values,
beyond “good” and “evil” assigned to ethical judgment.

Starting from the Popperian perspective on ethics in relation to logics merely
stating that “(...) ethics is not a science. But although there is no rational
scientific basis of ethics, there is an ethical basis of science and rationalism”!,
we got the idea, the concept of epistemological ethics whose construction
should be analyzed in strict correlation with the underlying problem,? of the
ethical implications arising from the totalitarian regimes, the implications of
which we cannot offer here a descriptive and analytic coverage as this paper is
focused on the axiomatic manner of designing and structuring the theory,
focusing on the conclusions drawn here on current theories regarding the
truth:3

J truth-correspondence;
J truth-coberence and pragmatic-truth;
J Petre Botezatu’s four-dimensional theory of truth etc.

According to Petre Botezatu the “truth is the evaluation of the correlation
degree between the constructs and objects gifted with representative skills, with
referential power and information conveyance.”*

expresses a movement in depth.” Nikolai Berdiaev, [ncercare de metafizici eshatologicii | Essay on
Eschatological Metaphysics, Editura Paideia, Bucuresti, 1999, p. 226.

1 Katl R. Poppet, Filosofia sociald si filosofia stiintei/ Social Philosophy and Science Philosophy, Editura Ttei,
Bucuresti, 2000, pp. 30-39.

2 The initial form of the introductory study Memwory-forgetfulness-anguish. Philosophical Landmarks on
Political Imprisonment in Romania, can be found in English in the Library of the Romanian
Academy, Iasi Branch (in manuscript - share MS 120 under the heading Pitesti Experiment 1949-
1952. From Memory to Forgetfulness and Angst) or within the plenary conference records entitled The
Victims of Communism and Resistance Memorial - Knowledge of Historical Self, which took place in a
public debate which had as its place the Memorial of the Victims of Communism and Resistance
http://maramures.citynews.ro/eveniment-23 /sighetu-marmatiei-filosofia-catusele-
totalitarismului-102324. The summary of this introductory study stood as the foundation of my
lecture entitled “Pitesti Experiment 1949-1952 - From Memory to Forgetfulness and Angst”,
presented in the series of conferences held within the project Knowledge-based Society - Research,
Debates, Prospects, under the aegis of the Romanian Academy - Iasi Branch, in collaboration with
Baia Mare North University.

3 1 recommend a full scroll of the book focusing on the chapter § “Memory - Historical Fact or
Philosophical Truth?” of the Epistemological Ethics. Study Project of Man, Editura Academiei
Romaine, Bucuresti, 2014, pp. 91-112.

4 Petre Botezatu, Discursul metodei: un itinerar logico-filozofic | The Discourse of the Method: A Logical and
Philosophical Itinerary, Editura Junimea, Iasi, 1995, p. 332. This is Petre Botezatu’s four-dimensional
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Within the construction of the author, ethics retains its main feature of
normativity, but also it approximates scientific values, #ruthfulness being the
main value. In this way, ethics, designed to make both admonitions and
restrictions, can enter into the epistemological and analytical objective and
reduce its sympathy that sometimes certain forms of totalitarianism showed
it to humanize its ideologies, convertible into utopias by many historians and
interpreters unwilling to notice their dramatic and even tragic consequences.
It follows that ethics can give a scientific dimension, i.e. especially the alethic
testing of statements that have no imperative or deontic form. In this
context, we urge readers to approach the pages in which the author refers to
some types of truth, in the light of which an epistemology of ethics might
be.!

Why such research refers to ethics and epistemology as well as to their
scientific coverage?

The result of such research may be one with a rigorous coverage and foundation.
The research result is required by those areas dealing with the deserjption and
indexing of some events and facts of history that can cause changes in the entire
knowledge as information and fraining the historical and identitarian mental” (...)
Arrived in the West after 1922, Berdiaev will consider Communism a fighting
against the moral spirit and life, because s moral consequences are more terrifying than
its  political, legal and economic consequences, as they will extend in the future.
Unfortunately, Berdiaev’s prophecies came true, first in Germany, then
gradually worldwide.””2

The fundamental problems that can develop at a philosophical level, within
this part of existence and human coexistence, are thus requiring clarifications at
the ethical, logical and epistemological level.

1.2 Intuition and Method

The idea of an epistemological ethics had Katl Popper’s The Logic of Research as a
source of insight, reflection and inspiration. The idea of ethical theory followed
the concept and it was due to the parallel readings made at that time in a

theory of truth, the logician whose memory can be assigned to that of intellectuals in the
Communist prisons - as sgparation of what is different and bringing together what is identical.

1 Academician Teodor Dima, excerpt from the preface of the book Epistemological Ethics. Study
Project of Man, of Teodor Dima, academician and member of the Romanian Academy, p. 10.

2 Academician Teodor Dima, short reference from the Preface to Epistemological Ethics. Study
Project of Man, Editura Academiei Romane, Bucuresti, 2014 p. 10.
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manner of reflection and analysis, such as: Nicu lonita!, Albert Einstein, Nae
Ionescu.? Starting from this the argument, the text and the entire research3
determined varied readings among which those of: Nicolaus Cusanus, Galileo
Galilei, Giordano Bruno, Francis Bacon, Arthur Schopenhauer, Benedict
Spinoza, Max Scheler, Rudolf Steiner, Charles Darwin, W. Heisenberg, Thomas
Kuhn, Karl Popper, Bertrand Russell, Jean Piaget, Catl Gustav Jung etc. The
connections made while studying these works led me to resort to what we call
the architectonics of theory in terms of epistemological ethics. I briefly produce
here the three big moments that led me to turn to the idea of Theory and Study
Project of Man.

1. Nicu Ioni;ﬁ:

The continuously and long-term exercised terror in Communist prisons, be
it on the entire population of Romania, for half a century, led to the
accumulation of huge amounts of negative stimuli and when it reached its
critical point, it acted like a time bomb, ruining the biological and
psychological fund of the human being deeply shaking the architectural
building on the ruins of which, through a process of negative psycho-
induction and directed conditioning, dosingly and perversely, a new set of
ideas and beliefs, aspirations and motivations, wholly contrary to previous
ones were grafted, requiring both individual and community, a new

1 Nicu lonita, Psibotrauma de detentie si urmadrile ei — mdrturia personald si stiintifica a unui supravietnitor al
experimentulni Pitesti | Detention-induced Psycho-trauma and Its Consequences — the Personal and Scientific
Confession of a Survivor of the Pitesti Experiment, Fundatia Academia Civicd, Bucuresti, 2008.

2 Nae lonescu, Prejudeciti 31 iannarie 1931. Din volumul Roza vénturilor 1926-1933 | Misconceptions
Jannary 31, 1931. Of the Cardinal 1926-1933, Culegere ingtijitd de Mircea Eliade / Collection edited
by Mircea Eliade.

3 Given the novelty of the concept and the route that #he idea must go through and the whole
content of the book, we recall that during the construction of the theory (introductory study,
axioms, methodology) were promoted at national and international conferences and partially
published in several specialized journals or books at home and abroad: Tendinte actuale in etici -
conceptul de persoand la Roberto Poli | Current Trends in Ethics - Roberto Poli’s Concept of Person, Tulian
Boldea (Editor), Studies on Literature, Disconrse and Multicultural Dialogne, Editura Arhipelag XXI, Tg.
Mutres 2013, Libertatea ca manifestare etici a memoriei - apel la conceptul de etica epistemologica | Freedom as
an ethical manifestation of memory - appeal to the concept of epistemological ethics, Revista Intertext, Nr. 3/4,
Universitatea Liberd Internationald din Moldova, Chisinau, 2013; Epistemological Ethics. New Ethical
Dimension of Knowledge, in Vihren Bouzov, Luchezar Andreev (Editors), Philosophy and Society,
Editura St. Cyril and St. Methodius University Press, Veliko Turnovo, 2015.
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orientation, a new mentality and a new way of life that were corresponding
to the intentions and pressure group intetests that established the tetror.!

2. Albert Einstein:

The way in which the ethical axioms are founded and tested is not very
different from the way the axioms of science are founded and tested. Truth
is what stood at the test of expetience”?, the relativity of the ethical values
being linked at this stage of research with the scientific meaning of relativity
in physics. In explaining the manner of operation, of founding his theory
Einstein states: “I attributed to reason and experience their determined place
within the system of theoretical physics. The system structure is the work of
reason, the experience data and their mutual relations must find their
representation within the conclusions of the theory. Just on the possibility of
such representations the value and justification of the whole system and, in
particular, the value concepts and fundamental laws that make up its base are
grounded. The latter are otherwise free creations of the human spirit, which
cannot be a priori justified by the nature of the human spirit, in any other
way. These concepts and fundamental laws which cannot be logically further
reduced become the essential part of a theory that cannot be rationally
designed. The main objective of any theory is to make these fundamental
elements irreducible to minimum possible simple elements, without
renouncing to a propet representation of any empirical fact.?

3. Nae Ionescu:

The human mind is naturally turned towards generalization. It starts from
simple facts and rises quickly to theory. Unfortunately, most often these
theories are false; because the fact that everything started is not essential. But
man believes that his theory prevails and that reality must obey. There are
more than 300 years since all humanity is the victim of a “theory”; that of
individualism which caused, is causing and will cause yet more disasters and
deep misery in all fields of human existence.*

! Nicu lonitd, Psibotrauma de detentie si urmadrile ei — mdrturia personald si stiinfificd a unui supravietuitor al
experimentulni Pitesti | Detention-induced Psycho-trauma and Its Consequences — the Personal and Scientific
Confession of a Survivor of the Pitesti Experiment, Fundatia Academia Civicd, Bucuresti, 2008, p.19.

2 Albert Einstein, Cum vid en lumea. Teoria relativititii pe intelesul tuturor | The World As 1 See It.
Relativity Explained, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1996, p. 289.

3 Ibid., p.74.

4 Nae lonescu, Prejudecdti (31 iannarie 1931, Din volumul Roza vanturilor 1926-1933, Culegere ingrijitd
de Mircea Eliade) / Misconceptions (Jannary 31, 1931. Of the Cardinal 1926-1933, Collection edited by
Mircea Eliade), as cited in Revista Memoria gindirii arestate | The Memory of Arvested Thought Jonrnal,
nr. 2, Editatd de Uniunea scriitorilor din Romania, pp. 89 - 92.
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These are the three moments that influenced me in building the theory.
1.3. The Architectonics of Theory: Epistemological Ethics

The epistemological ethies 1s impartial in terms of analysis and social groups
because it aims to link the ethical and epistemological values.

Thesis:

(1) the human nature endowed with reason and soul can be seen in conditions of freedom or
adaptation | survival, within the size of what perception, representation, intention and action
can bring about.

(i2)the entire contents of the ethical theories (theories of action or theories of virtue)

and the size of the researcher’s/ scientist’s thought as a manifestation of moral judgment and
everything that accompanies the scientific viewpoint about man’s position from particular to
universal, in terms of bis dignity and personality can be seen within the coverage of this
continunnt

The recourse to the three concepts of memory-forgetfulness-anguish that build the
universe of discourse and create representations of the world ethical values
during Communism find their reason in conceptual landmarks and major
ethical issues about freedom, truth, good, justice, equity etc. After World War II, the
insight on revolutions and all forms of ideological or scientific upheaval seems
to have changed too much because the three great forces in Poppet’s period of
time and in the history of Europe! remained the same: our industrial civilization,
our science and the idea of individual freedom. And the repeated use of qualifiers
classify the speech universe in #we or false, without realizing the level of
probability in matters of classification, that can lead us into history and that can
justify over the years the degree of our children’s identity. And this on the basis
that “the scientist’s work does not begin with data collection, but with a careful
selection of future problemss, a significant problem within the current problem
situation which, in turn, is entirely placed below our theories. My opinion is that
the methods, both those of the natural sciences and the social sciences can be
clearly understood if we admit that science always starts and ends with a
problem.”? But this method of selection is a matter of thinking structure and
representation - of what we call epistemological ethics. It seems that the logical
method is fair in the relationship between science and knowledge subject,

1 Karl Popper, Mitul contextului. In apéirarea stiintei 5i a rationalititii | The Myth of the Framework. In
Defense of Science and Rationality, Editura Trei, Bucuresti, 1998, p. 250.
2 Ibid, p. 205.

239



AL-MUKHATABAT ISSN 1737-6432 Numéro-Issue 14 Avril-April 2015 Jusii-14 aasll ldblill

because the set of problems can have different referentials and the framework may
be just a zyth. The framework can be “limited” or “explanatory”, “evidence”, or

just this difference can create dissensions. Here, the epistemological ethics can
intervene as a method - as principle.

The human being is structured in such a way that it selectively szores (knows)
and forgets (recalls) selective, hence its relative capacity to forgive, as a way to
help avoid anguish (the German Angst) and living in a hostile environment. The
spring, the vitality of memory equally resides in the act of knowledge and in the
forms of forgetfulness involving and bringing manifestations of the spirit, of an
ethical reasoning specific to the #me, pegple and age, which explains the force of
history as well as the endless possibility of philosophy and philosophizing:

(@) memory implies knowledge, leading to the foundation of all
knowledge/science and experience. The force of values, meaning positive or
negative values (Scheler) only concern their existence in this world dimension.
The positivity or negativity of values comes from the closeness or farness of
thought and action - so of “knowledge”. Implying that, the “positivity” or
“negativity” of the soul comes from the representations we have of matter and
Jform. Our perspective of epistemological ethics is that according to which the
ethical values come from the relations of siwilarity (size, color, shape) and of
contignity (part-whole, element-unit, near-far, cause-effect)

(7i) The Platonic forgetting or remembering involves the Baconian survival and | or
progress, evolution (from the perspective of the genetic | evolutionary epistemology). An axiom
of forgetting is that: the law dictates the conrse of existence and who rejects it may be
surprised. “From 1968 to 1972 three hormones secreted by the hypothalamus
were isolated: the hormone that regulates the secretion of thyroid, the hormone
regulator of gonadal secretions, and the hormone “watching” on growth. The
discovery of these “hormones” of the brain, which we owe to Roger Gillemin,
Andrew Schally and Rosalyn Yallow - holders of the 1977 Nobel Prize - opens
a new perspective for the researchers. The impetuous development of
neurochemistry is expected to clarify many mysteries related to memory,
emotion, aggression, sleep, pain, and others.”!

Within the psychic universe, Stefan Lupascu compares forgetting with a memory
alleviation and identifies three forms of forgetfulness: 1.) forgetting identical
data; 2.) data exchange forgetfulness, of variations; 3) and “there is a third kind
of limbo, where identical data and heterogeneous data whose update is only

1 BEugenia Grosu, Tainele intelectului | The Mysteries of Reason, Editura Albatros, Bucuresti, 1881, pp.
54-55.
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halfway in the state T (1 / 2A) and force up into consciousness also halfway,
i.e. in the state T (1 / 2P) of augmentation, that of consciousness coexists at the
subconscious, conscious, and infra-conscious levels.”! This is what Stefan
Lupascu called knowing the knowledge at the level of knowledge ignorance> We think
that the forms of forgetfulness go through the details of symmetry which “is not
a number or a shape, but a special kind of changing - a way to move things
around. If the object looks the same after being changed, then that change is a
symmetry. For example, a square looks the same if it is rotated with a right
angle. This expanded and embellished idea is then fundamental to the scientific
understanding we have today on the universe and its origins.”? This paper is
about the symmetry of this forgetfulness.

(iil) Anguish and its opposite - detachment and the various forms of perfection,
of buman excellence are representations of man’s position in relation to the world,
to this life, as a prelude to the afterlife. Any ethical theory cannot only get life
hence without regard to the “soul value”, ontologically speaking, and this
precisely because in this context the man gets different religious and customary
values. The theories about the soul have the perspective of the medieval sonl as a model!
“The model of the soul remains the medieval one, as it was polished, without
being changed by the great mystics, precursors of those times: St. Teresa of
Avila and Juan dela Cruz (de Yepes), as well as by the mystics of the Russian
Church.”* But the human value from an ethical and religious dimension is in
what the soul stores and reflects within the process of knowledge and the scale
of the action - of facts. The human mind, regardless its denomination, stands
between two great moral responsibilities that it scientifically or mythologically
changes and these are: zhe origin and manifestation of the original sin and the
representations of the afterlife as punishment or reward.

The action and virtue are related to here and over there. This is the key to which
ethics must be seen which includes and brings the ontological content of the
soul, of the value of life and of the human being as its vehicle. What carries a

1 Stefan Lupascu, Universul psibic | The Psychic Universe, Institutul European, Tasi, 2000, p. 172.

2 “Knowing the knowledge at the level of knowledge ignorance - which generates the subconscious of
consciences - is what becomes the prefered realm of genesis and inventions - and we must know
that we do not know how to do as a new knowledge to be born in the knowledge of knowledge,
ie. a discovery or an invention, as well as to create the worlds of art, of speech, of sight and
sound.” Stefan Lupascu, Universul psibic | The Psychic Universe, Institutul European, Iasi, 2000, p.
174.

3 Tan Stewart, De ce frumusetea este adevirul. O istorie a simetriei | Why Beauty is the Truth. A Hystory of
Symmetry, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 2010, pp. 7-8.

4 Constantin Bildceanu-Stolnici, Incursiune in lumea sufletnlui. O abordare antropologici | Inside the
World of Soul. An Anthropological Approach, Editura Paideia, Bucuresti, 2004, p. 50.
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record of the way we are different and we jointly form the concept of man,
which is characterized by the universality of some concepts such as - memory and
Jforgetfulness and the various forms of perfection - of human excellence.

Definition: Any approach that regards man and bis relationship with the
environment, where we identify phenomena, causes and relationships that involve development
and survival (in terms of assimilation-adaptation which also implies the presence of two basic
instincts - the instinet of reproduction and nutrition) requires an argument on ethical criteria.
Starting from the criterion that the very difference be it either otherness or opposition to an
opinion, we were saying that the very difference can play an important role because it can be:
beneficial, nentral or dangerous' as an expression of something that sits between understanding
and conflict, between two or more parties, between the part and the whole seen in a broad sense
as any ethical issue wonld be required to be seen.

Method: If we were to answer which was the method that represented the
foundation of this epistemological ethics, then our answer would be as follows:
- observation was the basis of both the substance of the matter, especially as the
manner of content analysis of the material that I had access through those who
have experienced Communist prisons (especially by working methodology) of
what these intellectuals left within their content work.

- excperimentation and Jaboratory work is included in the decryption as the content
of the book describes, compares and analyzes, whether we consider the Pitesti
experiment, the idea of creating zhe mew man or the experience of the
Communist prisons as coverage and understanding.

- realistic ot objective interpretation, as some would say, comes from the
convergence of this knowledge material which is strictly related to the
experience of the Romanian Communist prisons, to express the whole human
life and the value of #he Idea, of what the soul reaches to archive, and the reason,
to recall as a simple reminder or remembrance. The great works that we had
access to and which shaped the universe of knowledge in terms of a plurality of
ethical thinking and world values were those of: Nicolaus Cusanus, Galileo
Galilei, Giordano Bruno, Francis Bacon, Arthur Schopenhauer, Benedict
Spinoza, Max Scheler, Rudolf Steiner, Charles Darwin, Albert Einstein, W.
Heisenberg, Thomas Kuhn, Karl Popper, Bertrand Russell, Jean Piaget, Carl
Gustav Jung etc. which came in addition to this methodology. Even if some of
these works are related to popularizing theories or ideas, the ethical journey of
ideas through the issues and policy research reveals the author’s intention to

1 Solomon Marcus, Paradigme universale / Universal Paradigms, Editura Paralela 45, Pitesti, 2011, p.
131.
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accede to the world of knowledge through plans of ordering contents,
understanding, living and experience.

Specializations and innovations arise where there is a vacuum between two
related fields! and where the amount of information can lead to a certain
stagnation of research, where the separation or delineation in terms of a new
“specialization” must be taken into account.

1.4. Innovation in Ethics

So, what did Kant actually do: Did he clarify our conception on moral or did
he truly revise it? I think it is not even worth answering such a question.
According to the point of view maintained by the last, Wittgenstein and,
subsequently, by Quine, it is not necessary to determine whether a
suggestion of change in the order of linguistic practice pertains to a
clarification or to a revision act. This change has contributed to the
evolution of our moral discourse and the sole question that we must ask
ourselves is the following: was this change useful from a social standpoint or
not? 2.

In order to see what epistemological ethics can determine, as a method in history
and science, I would recommend practicing the concept under the aspect of the
following three directions: genetic adaptation; adaptive behavioral learning; and,
finally, scientific discovery?.

We consider that the study of the phenomenon regarding forgetfulness in the
contemporary acceptance of what we call forgetting and that could actually
mean remembrance, according to Plato, we underscore that this study is absolutely
necessary to knowledge and non-knowledge, as well as to the investigation in
terms of aprioric axioms, as it is related with #ime/ length* and the concept of space.!

U Specificitatea Stiintelor psibosociale privind caracteristicile eticii lor | The Specific of Psychosocial Sciences
Regarding their Ethics and Definierea notinnii de interventie psibosociald | The Definition of Psychosocial
Intervention in Cornelia Margareta Gasparel, Fundamente etice in domeninl interventiilor psihosociale.
Perspective critice asupra interventislor psibosociale | Ethical Foundations in Psychosocial Interventions. Critical
Perspectives on Psychosocial Interventions, Editura Institutul European, Iasi, 2014, pp.75- 83.

: Engel, Pascal, Rorty, Richard, La ce bun adevirul? | What'’s the Use of Truth?, Editura Att,
Bucuresti, 2007, p. 64.

? Karl Popper, Mitul contextului, In apdrarea stiintei 5i a rationalititii | The Myth of the Framework. In

Defence of Science and Rationality, Editura Trei, Bucuresti, 1998, p. 17.

4 . o .
“The existential time, that everyone knows from experience (“those who are content do not

read time”) claims that time is in man, and not man in time, and time depends on the changes
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On the other hand, according to Berdyaev, any experience, and suffering is
such and experience, “it vanishes, but the fact that you suffered never
vanishes.”? Within this ethical dimension where man presents himself in his
absolute dignity, it becomes necessary to designate and re-designate
forgetfulness as remembrance or anamnesis. 1f we were to think to only a part of
what is revealed to us by nature, then we could notice that there is the Sky and
the Earth, day and night, Sun and Moon, which also induce the presence of the
man’s life programme, perception and representation — of knowledge and thought.

Physicists have long questioned why there are three dimensions of space and
one of time — the reason why we live in a four-dimensional time-space.”? As
a reflection, we could state that the answer to this question has a hidden
substrate within the forms and functioning mechanism of forgetfulness,
which is conventionally and terminologically strictly bound to the three
moments: present, past and future. And yet, man can survive without their
denomination, though not without the contents of what these three can
store and archive, not without the rational-affective contents: “the patient is
clinically dead when his brain is dead, even though other organs and tissues
continue functioning.*

Albert Einstein® speaks of two types of theories in physics: “constructive
theories” and “principle theories”, and provides explanations regarding each
contents. The theory of relativity pertains to the category of principle theories.

The Kantian theory has received countless criticisms among which perhaps the
most relevant to our argument is the following: Kant introduces a new skill to the
man where he lacked a principle. This is the role of higher level concepts that
introduce and explain the contents of lower level concepts, such as memory in
compatrison to forgetfulness, or forgetfulness in analogy and comparison with

that occur in man.” Nikolai Berdiacv, lncercare de metafizici eshatologici | Fssay on FEschatological
Metaphysics, Editura Paideia, Bucuresti, 1999, p. 22.

! The entire universe is charactetized by the four dimensions and is dominated by the four forces:
gravity, electromagnetic force, weak nuclear force and strong nuclear force (A. Einstein).

? Nikolai Berdiaev, Incercare de metafizici eshatologica | Essay on Eschatological Metaphysics, Editura
Paideia, Bucuresti, 1999, p. 179.

? Tan Stewatt, De ce frumusetea este adevarul. O istorie a simetriei | Why Beauty is the Truth. A Hystory of
Symmetry, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 2010, p. 11.

* Karl R. Popper and Konrad Lotentz, Viitorul este deschis /| The Future is Open, Editura Trei,
Bucuresti, 1997, p. 105.

> Albert Einstein, Cum vid en lumea. Teoria relativitatii pe intelesul tuturor | The World as 1 See It.
Relativity Explained, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1996, pp. 91-92.
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anguish. We have decisively correlated the idea of “forgetfulness” to that of
“memory”’, as a form of knowledge that surrounds us worldwide. A world that
Popper calls the “world 3”1, namely that world or universe that refers to: the
world of objects and physical states; the world of conscience states, of mental
states or behavioral dispositions to act; the world of objective contents of
thought. Because forgetfulness is the opposite of memory. Forgetfulness is a
cognitive reaction with effects on the physical and psychical state of health that
links to the exterior as a physical and objectual medium, among which otherness
is perhaps the most important. Forgetfulness can be a source of evolution, but
also of survival adaptation.

Resorting to the memory and the past is replaced by resorting to the
majority’s agreement and option. By no means, all traces of legitimization
via tradition are not removed; however, and this is crucial, it is allowed to
question tradition in the name of common will or common good (...).
Science is another area in which memory has lost many of its prerogatives. It
would not be mistaken to claim that modern science has been constituted
during the Renaissance by a progressive liberation from the too harsh
domination of memory. It was precisely by stopping the repetition of the
scholastic learning, the so-called wisdom of the ancients, by leaving aside
Ptolemy’s system and Aristotle’s classifications, that sciences could gain new
impetus.?

Under these conditions an analysis of the Kantian categories in comparison with
the entire contents of Aristotelian cafegories would impose, in strict correlation
with the theory of relativity, thus with the notions of space and #ime. The validity of
any ethical categories or ethical theories is confirmed in terms of op-bottom, lft-
right, in the nature of what distance (movement), speed and #ime (especially
affective time: past, present, future) involve. The truth as an ethical or
epistemological argument is at the crossroads of what would involve the
analogy with the virtual speeds principle.

And if we take into consideration the various forms of defining memory we
could automatically obtain a description of different forms of truth, even that
of Michel Foucault who states that the notion of truth is in fact “an instrument
of power”. This leads us into thinking that when assigning something with a

' Karl R. Poppet, Filosofia sociali si filosofia stiintei | Social Philosophy and Science Philosophy, Editura
Trei, Bucuresti, 2000, p. 60.

? Tzvetan Todorov, Abuzurile memoriei | The Abuses of Memory, Editura Amarcord, Timisoara,
1999, p. 19.
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value of truth, one can use quantity, the numeric, thus making the propositional
content known to a number of persons, so that the effect may be equivalent to
what is happening in the self-fulfilling prediction. In this case we are dealing with
what is called propositional knowledge, where the logical criteria according to
which we define truth are not present. Here memory has the role of an
instrument, and truth has instrumental value. In these conditions: “the concept
of truth is so “thin”, so unsubstantial, resulting the fact that the epistemic role
we customarily attributed to truth — that of representing a norm or purpose of
our investigation, especially of scientific research — simply cannot be
accomplished. Truth is neither norm nor ultimate goal.”!

Theretore memory-forgetfulness-anguish!

In this line of argumentation follows the idea according to which “the hierarchy
of ethical values” does not solve the problem of “the relativity of ethical
values”; here, I illustrate with Ian Stewart’s perspective on the matter: “zhe
symbol 2 does not have a context-independent fixed sense. Within the number representing the
speed of light, the figure “2” which is immediately before the comma means two. But the other
27 in the number means “two hundred thousand.” In the date 2006, the same figure denotes
«two thousandy. It would be very inconvenient to have a writing system in which the sense of a
letter wonld depend on the place where it appears in a word. Imagine, for instance, what
reading would be like if the two «a» letters in the word «alphabet» had completely different
meanings. However, the positional notation for numbers is so convenient and powerful that it
is diffienlt to believe someone ever used another method.”> The perspective of
structuralism applied to the problem of knowledge architecture, that can accept
matrices specific to that of a structuralist knowledge of a scientific type, shows
us the complexity of the memory mechanism according to criteria of archiving
and of evoking a part or the entire reality you participate to alone or with others
— as a hbistoric fact. We can say that within the mathematical structuralism we can
distinguish three great fundamental types of structures:

a.) order structures (a precedes b);
b.) algebraic structures (relative to the different possible operations between the
elements of a set)

! Engel Pascal, Rorty, Richard, La ce bun adevarul? | What's the Use of Truth?, Editura Art, Bucuresti,
2007, p.23.

* Tan Stewart, De ce frumusetea este adevarul. O istorie a simetriei | Why Beauty is the Truth. A Hystory of
Symmetry, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 2010, p. 24.
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c.) and topological structures (velative to the idea of proximity); topology is a type of
gualitative geometry, where the stress is on aspects that do not imply distances and
measurements (in fact, distances also lead to a topology, but of a very particular nature).
What we must emphasize here is the fact that any structure, any relation becomes a
restriction, a reduction of the arbitrary'. For a better comprehension of the manner in
which the theory was constructed and its manner of functioning, a full reading
of the book would be called for, consistently considering ideas and chapter
order, assuming of course its translation in an international language.

Survival is the clause that determines the emphasizing of one of the two
doctrines — the doctrine of the sonl or the doctrine of reason. Their separation
determines a schism within the same analytic-discursive body. Criton declares
Socrates is mortal becanse he is human, thus classifying the general and nature, the
natural in man — #he Jaw of man. Whereas, Socrates is mortal under this law, it
confirms the inductive inference according to which Man is mortal, since Socrates
is mortal as well. The man of science, says Noica: ,,did nothing else than to search, in
the individual of an experience, properties that could be transferred to a general
nature.”? In order to see the essence of the epistemological ethics of what I
consider a new theoty, I resort to the following suggestion: practice the concept
in history, biology and all other subjects that involve man in relation to the
environment, to existence that can mostly be defined by what we call fighting,
adaptation and survivall

The ethical argument or reasoning determines evaluations, interpretations, thus
representations of moral judgment. And identifying relations between part and
whole, good and bad, near and far, canse and ¢ffec? would determine a better
perception and representation of the ethical universe, where man and his
position are in agreement with his dignity, with what his personality imposes to
knowledge and the societies he is part of, filling the concepts of man and worlds.
And if we accept the existence of some universal principles, then ethics cannot
be considered purely theoretical anymore. In this respect, we can distinguish at
least four different directions of testing a theory. The first, says Popper, is “the
logical comparison of conclusions among themselves, through which the

' Solomon Matcus, Paradigme universale /| Universal Paradigms, Editura Paralela 45, Pitest, 2011, p.
160.

? Constantin Noica, Devenire intru fiintd, Scrisori despre logica lui Hermes | Becoming into Being. Letters on
Hermes’ 1ogic, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1998, p.460.

? Solomon Matcus, Paradigme nniversale / Universal Paradigms, Editura Paralela 45, Pitesti, 2011, p.
160.
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internal consistence of the system is tested. The second is the investigation of
the logical form of the theory, in order to determine whether it has the
character of an empirical or scientific theory, or whether it is, for instance,
tautological. The third is the comparison with other theories, especially in order
to determine whether the theory is considered a scientific progress. The last
step is testing the theory via empirical applications of the conclusions that can
be derived from it.”! One must not omit that the degrees of proximity and the
relations that such a theory can develop implies scientific relations and alliances
that involve perceiving man as a personality — person, as a whole that refers to life
and all that this entails. As Bacon would say, the role of science is not that of
storing a sum of unrelated truths, but that of creating relations between them
and to search for progress in knowledge. This is yet another way of perceiving
the world as will and representation.

2. How Could Something New Be Possible in Ethics?

The theory genesis, its nature and strength lies within life dimension during
the Communist prisons as experience and referential that science has the
problems of man and societies in mind when it builds its theories and
approaches. This idea of epistemological ethics springs from a labor of thought
and feeling and has in its subsidiary the charity of thought and appreciation of
the act of faith and suffering, what we call truth in lower-case or upper case. It
is a way to validate the act of knowledge and of appreciating the thinking
currency as an exchange currency between nations and religions, between
science and religion, between ethics and epistemology. This theory has its roots
in intuition which may or may not have a link to knowledge or it rather emerges
from a phenomenon identified in the wotld of theory and practice, because
both are self-determining and justified to the extent of which the weight of the
first is validated within the manifestation of the latter. Because it is a2 “known
law of the intellect when extremely complex phenomena are presented, which,
however, would be made to an order or mediated simplicity by using a particular
concept, that concept, sooner or later, arises with the application of the
phenomena.”?

'Karl R. Poppet, Filosofia sociald i filosofia stiintei | Social Philosophy and Science Philosophy, Editura
Trei, Bucuresti, 2000, p. 60.

Chatles Pierce, Semnificatie i actinne | Significance and Action, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1990,

p-50.
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The architectural theory that 1 called epistemological ethics is a solid
architectural that does not revolutionize or flip past or future architectural, but
strengthens and rewinds of a foundation that is in almost all the major theories
so far, and the difference lies only in the way of looking at and understanding
the man — as “species” or personality, as a man endowed with reason and soul,
with freedom and fate — character. Epistemological ethics gives value to
knowledge and of the whole that is made of the sides and various branches of
science, because this ethics equally accompanies, the science and practice — the
man and the world. There is a fairly high probability that some approaches and
attempts to argue having the role to initiate research and methodological
developments and of ethical thought to contain errors, which is why I would
appreciate if those who identify and argue would help the critique they supports
with written and documented works to determine a progress and a certain type
of ethical knowledge at the human and social level.

2.1. Theory Axioms — Epistemological Ethics

I Memory — a knowledge of memory is required as a resource of the internal memory
that is or not connected with the outside as a collective memory or history of the world.
(1.) Memory is not history, perhaps in the same way that history is not memory.
And the difference would consist in the methodology of the ethical knowledge
of consciousness. This is because “the ethical premises (...) play in ethics a
similar role to that played by the mathematical axioms.”! (2.) Through memory
man regains his right to se/f-defense looking retrospectively to the past with the
degree of will and freedom he is endowed in a world where constraints are or are
not justified. (3.) Memory as a form of knowledge gives meaning to the
existence, it is a catalytic mechanism in the relationship between mind and
body, because if it were not so man would mimic existence and thought would
be primary. (4.) The way of the man’s reporting to the otherness, based on what
he experienced, learned is one of the key criteria that makes the differences
between people, because due to this man memorizes and stores realities and
because of them they perform their existence, s becoming into being.

1. Forgetting is part of the survival of the human species and it is a feature of it.
Forgetting is formed in the axiom of understanding the ethical values and in what the
knowledge content reveals in the whole human thought and the moral manifestations. In other

"Albert Einstein, Cum vid en lumea. Teoria relativititii pe intelesul tuturor | The World as I See It.
Relativity Explained, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1996, p.289.
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words: (1) Forgetfulness has two forms of interpreting human reality: i.e. health
or suffering — illness, insanity. (2) Forgetting may be amnesia or /apse (according
to Freud) in the same way that forgetting may involve forgiving — overcoming
resentment. (3) Forgetting is strictly related to memory; of cognitively and
physically signifying or redefining experience (this includes the idea of adapting to the
physical environment and its relation to his own se/f as a living being in a world
made of other selves). (4) Forgetting is strictly about &nowledge and what this
entails in terms of perception, selection, archiving and deletion — missing. (5) Forgetting
involves links to the essential forms of survival, in terms of: so/idarity, struggle and
indjfference. All these connect with what forgetting involves in terms of a
thinking that focuses on the linguistic evolution or involution and on human
endowment forms. When we say this we have in mind the extended perspective
of Richard Dawkins’ genetics according to which “language seems «to evolve»
by non-genetic means and at a rate of several faster orders of magnitude than
genetic evolution.”! (6) Forgetfulness is non-universal — All people have the ability to
Jorget. (7) Forgetfulness has a necessity aspect; it organically and cognitively aims
to streamline the thinking approach, of knowledge in terms of assimilation-
adaptation ratio (Piagetian perspective on conjuring memory?). (8) Forgetfulness is
religions — 1t allows repentance, sorrow, equally in determining remission.

1. Anguish, Detachment, Perfection — Stages of Human Development
The meaning and significance of the three concepts connect with the selected matter from the
knowledge archive and create situations of contiguity and resemblance between what we might
call scientific knowledge and practice. We thus see, in anguish, the explanation of some the
reasons for that. (1) Anguish is the opposite of freedom, of its most profound
forms. (2) Anguish kills memory and the mysteries of the intellect because it
occupies the entire thought and human life. (3) In anguish, the beauty of truth
and the act of creation are impossible. (4) Anguish is possible because we have
not clarified on the idea of freedom and of the man’s responsibility in all the
twists and turns of his life that is often historical, economic, and political. (5) In
anguish, the man no longer finds himself on the list of social life based on lies,
error and negligence, and then he isolates in the crowd. (6) Anguish is not just a
transitional period, but it is found in the structure of thought and its lifetime,
which involves among all to understand the value of moral judgment and the

" Richard Dawkins, Gena Egoisti | The Selfish Gene, Editura Tehnicd, Bucuresti, 2006, p. 320.

chan Piaget, Biologie 5i cunoagtere, Esen aupra relatiilor dintre reglérile organice si procesele cognitive | Biology
and Knowledge, Essay on the Relations between Organic Regulations and Cognitive Processes, Editura Dacia,
Clyj, 1971.
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product of knowledge. (7) Anguish as a manifestation can confuse in the
“cthical concepts” and it can be anything of what the architectural knowledge
wants to bel. (8) Anguish is related to the soul and the forms of reason cannot
be sufficient to clarify it to see the causes and sources of knowledge or
ignorance. Anguish is specific to the man, because it aims to future events and
present references that are accompanied by a content of life and its thought. (9)
Anguish requires solitude with himself and with others. It is about faith and the
so-called alienation where man is not closely related to God and no one expects
and understands him anywhere. It’s an everywhere without today or yesterday
and the worst without a tomorrow, it’s an over here and wherever you are,
which deepens the helplessness and gets off the depths of anguish that shows
the new divine value of us and the value of life beyond, of an immortality of the
soul. (10) Anguish is related to memory, freedom and variations of the wi// to
live, with faith and suffering. In anguish, the man cannot be free because he has
not a landmark, but limits that do not provide openings, but rather closings and
subjective obtuseness that reduces the universe of knowledge to schemes of
thought that almost all lead to one place, to one state of being. (11) Anguish is a
constant pain that cannot be controlled, or even rejected, it is an evil which no
man can pass but in #hings, ideas and people, for that anguish does not differentiate
between life and death, it is undefined, it is something that pushes and you
cannot escape from, it’s something that occurs when a person is not allowed to
love and be loved, it is the sands of life between some painful boundaries. (12)
Anguish is not doubt and uncertainty because it goes beyond these and it
develops more in the living plan, of a scheme of thought where the ethical
values may be outdated and may lack even the value-necessity. (13) Anguish was
an established, determined and grown evil in the communist societies, of which
our contemporaries are trying to escape, but they do not have the necessary
method to treat a disease that does not exist in the scripts of some drug
indications. The anguish is the soul’s disease and it is related to the way of
understanding and perfecting the life — it has to do with the way of producing
the knowledge and of understanding freedom and truth. (14)In anguish, the
man does not know the truth and he is not free to do so.
The second step of human becoming is formed in the various forms of detachment.

"Roberto Poli meets our vision because he claims that “values are timeless, ideal existences, they
are not built and they do not destroy, the values do not change. What changes is our ability to see
and to objectify them — i.e. to achieve the values in our world which are historically contingent, to
give them a reality. And the ideal is objective, although it is unreal as ideal.” Roberto Poli, e
necesitate i responsabilitate | Between Necessity and Responsibility, Editura Curtea Veche, Bucuresd,
2009, p.37.
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(1.) The detachment would require breaking from the mundane reality that
complicates thinking and feeling and sometimes it even cancels it. (2)
Detachment would also be that knowledge of the facts that makes you be quiet
and to ovetlook when by this an ethical manifestation of memory would not be
affected. (3) Detachment could also be, as well, that expression of forgetting
those painful facts that hinders the existence and causes the anguish or fear. (4)
Human nature can be seen within the manifestations forms of detachment and
the expression of what life and ideologies determine and build at a social and
human level.

The whole divine of man and the value of what suffering and love decimate within

the depths of its life and thought can be seen in the perfection of the man.
(1) Perfection is in a mysterious relationship with freedom that acts and brings a
depth of knowledge that reveals man’s relationship with God.(2) Within
perfection, the man knows beyond words and the mweaning or the signification sits
in the three times — #he cosmic, historical and existential time. (3) Within perfection,
the man knows and loves beyond words and the meaning of what the world
gives love in terms of here and now. (4) Perfection requires freedom, and
suffering, love and sacrifice, manifestations of virtue, i.e. reflections of the soul
— meanings of fate, from the particular to the general. (5) Perfection gives
meaning to faith and truth and all these are connected with the fate, with the
way of going through life — in relation to the wotld and to God. (6) Perfection
involves love, faith, truth in those of the human and of the wotld. (7)
Perfection requires the access to that recalling of that something which stands
on the three stages of man, that I, ego and alter-ego. While ethics will only get
human values in terms of e and maybe you, it will preserve its individualist
nature. (8) Perfection as the stage of human becoming is the expression of his
character, a way of being and living — as faze and wor/d. The state of perfection
shows that God’s law is written in the hearts of men.

This theoretical novelty means that the epistemological ethics is related
to the principle of virtual speeds' which consists in distance, speed and time. This ethical
conception refers to the risks of human transformation that comes from the
idea of species, in which he basically loses his individuality force which consists
in distance (ethical value of man over life in the existence of the periods), speed
(human nature) and #ime (fate in terms of the person’s biography regarding the
three dimensions of time: present, past and future).

'Galileo Galilei, Dialoguri asupra  stiintelor noi | Dialogues Concerning Two New Sciences, Editura
Academiei Romane, Bucuresti, 1961.
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Man survives based on memory and forgetting as a function of thinking, a
form of knowledge and understanding of himself and his surroundings. It’s @
privilege of man’s moral genins, said Albert Einstein, “personified by inspired
individuals of advancing so comprehensive and well founded ethical axioms,
that people accept them as being based on the huge mass of their individual
and emotional experiences. The way in which the ethical axioms are funded and
tested does not differ from the way of founding and testing the axioms of
science. The truth is what stood the test of experience.”!

3. The Force of History and the Infinite Possibility of Philosophy
and Philosophizing

The future, the present and sometimes even the past take their toll in the
architectonics of theories on the ethical value of those theories, concepts and
notions/wotds that incline to regarding man in the specific of the “species” and
less in the order of a thought that involves destiny, freedom and dignity. According
to Charles S. Pierce there is a “known law of the intellect namely that when
extremely complex phenomena are presented, that, nevertheless, could be
brought to an order or mediated simplicity by applying a given concept, that
concept will sooner or later occur applying to those phenomena.”? The
epistemological ethics is such a concept. None of the studied works and
reference theories taken into account in the construction of the epistemological
ethics as a new ethical theory refers to Communism or political detention, but
the majority of these theories have evolved in the shadow of WWIL

Freedom as a product of world history or religion comes to confirm the
forms of freedom and its various meanings. Freedom, truth, justice and the entire
construct of such argumentations are major topics in any era with the will to live
specific to each society. A will to live which Petre Botezatu, resorting to H.
Hoftding’s line of thinking, explicits it as a liberation of will, as a prelude of the
idea of moral liberty in the senses of all possible alliances. Whereas, he claims, the
meanings of freedom of wilP consist of: (1.) The will that does not depend on any
antecedent, the will that is only the canse, without knowing the effect. In this sense to exercise

' Albert Einstein, Cum vdd en lumea. Teoria relativititii pe intelesul tuturor | The World as I See It.
Relativity Explained, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1996, p. 289.

? Chatles Pietce, Semnificatie $i actinne | Significance and Action, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1990,
p. 50.

? Petre Botezatu, Preludinl ideii de libertate moralid | The Prelude of Moral Freedom, Junimea Publishing
House, Iasi 1976, p.10.
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[free will means to exercise will without a cause. (2.)The lack of external constraint. In this
sense, the causes extrinsic to personality are excluded.(3.) The lack of internal constraint. In
this sense, what caused sorrow or fear is not free. (4.)The strength, the capacity of the will. It
refers to how much the will can do, its efficiency in the evolution of universe. (5.) Freedom of
choice. In this meaning, free will is mature, conscious will, that deliberates and does not blindly
proceed to action. (6.) Will governed by moral reasons. Freedom opposes, in this case, to the
rule of selfishness and instinct.

Emotions are essential for mankind, considers Philip Zimbardo, as they are
in relation to the subsidiaries of thought that set man to action. The Force of
History and the Infinite Possibility of Philosophy and Philosophizing!

KkkHk

Academician Solomon Marcus asks himself: Is i# possible to imagine the world as a
completely amorphous agglomeration, devoid of any organization? It is of course a limit
state. Perhaps, in the first stage of life, the infant precisely sees the world in this
manner. Yet even the remotest childhood memories place us in an universe
where we operate certain distinctions, though they be among the most basic.
Everything happens as if we imposed the world a certain organization. We are
in front of a strategy game. Initially, the world is hiding. We try to approach it,
but it adds a clause: to discover certain of its relations, such as those of
similarity (size, shape etc.) or contiguity (part-whole, element-unit, near-far,
cause-effect etc.)”! In this ordering, memory and forgetfulness and all forms
that join in discovering the surrounding wotld, become the fundamental ways
of survival and adaptation, but especially of human progress and transformation.

The Ethical Triangle
on the three great concepts Memory-Forgetfulness-Anguish (detachment and completion)

Memory

Anguish Forgetfulness

1 Solomon Matcus, Paradigme universale /| Universal Paradigms, Editura Paralela 45, Pitesti, 2011, p.
160.
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According to the way of perceiving this conceptual triangle one can observe the
role and significance of forgetfulness which is or not conditioned by the other
two (memory and anguish) that create the premises for what the redefinition of
Jforgetfulness would imply in its most profound content. Because, according to
this triadic relation, the sign leads us to the three classes mentioned by Charles
Pierce!, namely:

Those that can be interpreted as thoughts or other signs of the same type in infinite series.
Those that can be interpreted as real experiences.
Those that can be interpreted as sensing and appearance qualities.

The ethical knowledge is founded on such knowledge that attempts to insert
order between part and whole, element and unit, my near — my far, but also_yours, the
others’, etc. The ethical argument is in relations of “convergence” and
“resemblance” with the epistemological argument since both target the vast world of
objects and relations, where the order or the chaos of the wortld or of the
person performing the knowledge may pervade. The theoretical experience
involves the intellect at all these levels of inference and scientific knowledge —
of epistemological ethics without which we cannot understand and perceive any
part of reality, be it scientific or political, philosophical or historical.

I have been skeptical for a while regarding the course of our past history
under Communism and political detention based on criteria that elicit the idea
of objective ot subjective truth, however the debate between the historian Neagu
Djuvara si Boris Pahor? had a clarifying effect and determined me to
understand that there is a common face of Communism and political detention under the
Sorm of suffering and memory, regardless of climate, geographical area, language,
nationality and all this because the reaction of those who opposed to
Communism was targeting a certain Aistorical fact that was then presented as
truth, as “certain truth” and as “ideological truth”.

But “certainty represents, apparently, another dimension of truth, that
cannot be assimilated with correspondence. The degrees of correspondence are
not degrees of certainty and partial truth is not a probable truth. A partial truth

" Chatles Pietce, Semnificatie $i actinne | Significance and Action, Editura Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1990,
p. 241.

: Throngh the Centenarians: Identity, Freedom and Democracy, public debate between the Slovenian
writer Boris Pahor and the historian Neagu Djuvara, organied by the Slovenian Embassy in
Romania and Romanian Cultural Institute. http://www.ict.ro/pahor djuvara.
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may be certain or probable, and a probable truth may be total or partial.”!
Thus, there is the possibility to have the plausibility presupposition hovering
over the historical fact, that can potentially have our agreement to be labeled as
truth or not. It is a matter that pertains to different degrees of plausibility. As a
consequence, our method is that of having identified the problem, of proposing
the epistemological ethic as a method, as a new theory among the theories of virtue. In the
trail of this methodological outline new philosophical problems will take shape
because a new and revolutionary theory determines new “representations” and
“perceptions” of some knowledge paradigms that are well established and well
set in the scientific mindset - in #he dross of historic langnages.
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Résumé Depuis 'aube des temps, 'homme n'a jamais cessé sa quéte
de la perfection. Une telle quéte n'a été cependant possible qu'a travers le
recours a la chimie et au mysticisme; deux disciplines, entre autres, entre
lesquelles nous avons tenté de tisser des liens qui semblaient
extrémement précis. Semblables aux chimistes qui étaient subjugués par
l'extraction de matériaux biologiques et de leurs transformations, les
soufis, quant a eux, étaient impressionnés par leurs découvertes, y
compris 1'élixir, ce breuvage qui les ménerait au bonheur et a la preuve
irréfutable de leur bienfaisance (la dignité). Et c'est pour cette raison que
les soufis ont cru fermement que parmi les transformations les plus
recherchées sont celles de l'Ame, principal facteur favorisant l'auto-
transfert jusqu'au trépas. Ce dont nous avons traité dans cette
comparaison entre ces deux formes de savoir, et ce que nous avons
démontré comme étant leurs limites, justifient la nouvelle approche
réalisée et soutenue dans cette étude.

Mots-clés : chimie, mysticisme, soulfis, élixir, comparaison des savoirs.
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Abstract Since his existence, man has tried to reach perfection through
different sciences among which are chemistry and Sufism. While
chemists concern themselves with the substance of which matter is
composed, the investigation of their properties and reaction, Sufis
concern themselves with spiritual transmutation as a way to Happiness
and Immortality. This paper studies the affinity between chemistry and
Sufism and the achievements and limitations of each.

Keywords : chemistry, mysticism, elixir, comparaison between
knowledges.
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3 Henry Corbin: L'alchimie comme art hiératique. Front Cover. Editor, Pierre Lory; L'Herne,
Paris, 1986; T:I;p:151.
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LE REEL NU

Jean-Christophe CAVALLO
(Auteur indépendant)

Résumé. De la logique aristotélicienne dite de « tiers exclu » (soit « A », soit
«non-A »), on oublie souvent que le « tiers » est un élément qui fait partie
intégrante de la théorie. Se placant en perspective, on peut observer le « A »
et le « non-A » ensemble avant P’éviction du fameux « tiers » Tous les
éléments sont alors en interdépendance, en une superposition logico-
sémantique qui est telle une absence de hiérarchie dont I’analyse permet de
décrire le mécanisme d’une exclusion mutuelle.

Mots-clés : logique aristotélicienne, tiers exclus, interdépendance,

superposition logico-sémantique.
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Abstract. In the Aristotelian logic called the logic of "excluded middle"
("A" or "no-A"), it is often forgotten that the "third part" is an element that
is part of the theory. Placing in perspective, one can observe the "A" and
"no-A" together before the ouster of the famous "third part". All the
elements are so interdependent in a logical-semantic overlay that is such a
lack of hierarchy whose analysis is used to describe the mechanism of
mutual exclusion.

Keywords : Aristotelian logic, excluded middle, interdependent elements,
logical-semantic overlay.
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« Si apparence est relation, le réel est exclusion mutuelle »

Par le «tiers exclu» Aristote a tenté de cerner 'individuel en une logique
binaire. Posant d’emblée « A » et « non-A » en un soit 'un soit lautre, il ne
présuppose pas, mais impose la différenciation en un dictat du résultat. Or, si
nous revenons a I'idée, a un point de départ conceptuel dénué de ségrégation et
dans un sens plus général de lidentité que l'idée d’étre en-soi (haeccéité), se
pose alors la question du comment de Pexistence du réel et/ou de sa virtualité.
Avant toute réponse nous devons remonter a la source du dynamisme
analytique, au doute cartésien, car l'incertitude est au présent, dans un instant
intuitif signifiant un moment ou « A » et « non-A » se présentent ensemble en
une absence de hiérarchie, une superposition du « ou» et du « et » qui est une
étape antérieure au choix résultant.

Ce a quoi nous avons a faire est donc un « dual» en contrariété. Un dual ou
se superpose I'idée de multiple individuel et d’universel. Aller dans le sens de la
différenciation et proner des « ou» qui formeraient un « Et» majuscule par
relation est la pensée triviale du tout et de la partie, une pensée comptable qui
faisait dire a Descartes de se méfier d'une géométrie « qui a du commerce avec les
sens ».

Cette attente de réponse qui serait « une » (minuscule ou majuscule) telle la
vérité unique du résultat n’est-elle pas un leurre ? Un simple désir d’unité
égotique ? Car boutant lautre, je crée ma propre frontiere et I'intimité d’un « je
suis » qui ne supporte aucune gradation. Nous devons revenir au dual de départ
et remettre en question cette quéte de '« Un» qui ne nous apporte qu’une
connaissance partielle quand une fois l'individuel quantitatif admis, le réel
qualitatif reste tel le mystere d™un « en-soi inconnaissable » (Kant).

Revenir au dual c’est penser « A » et « non-A » en un dynamisme dialectique,
mais aussi prendre conscience que « A» ou « non-A » ne sont déja plus quun
résultat statique quand la différenciation sous-entendue entre le «et» et le
«ou» - la notion de distance - est une tentation mathématique de quantification
que 'on aimerait vraie et projetée en le savoir d’un réel physique « géomaitrisé »,
en une finalité qui n’est pas différente d’'une neutralisation.

La distance a-t-elle un sens ? Ce n’est pas par 'expérience de la séparation
que Galilée prouva la loi de la chute des corps, mais en tissant un lien entre des
masses différentes en une démonstration analytique dont la logique fut plus
puissante que I’évidence de I'expérience. De la méme maniére, C’est entre le
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repos et le mouvement que Platon définit la notion d™un instant relatif au
véritable changement ; de 1a a dire que I'intuition n’est ni acte ni non-acte, il n’y
a qu’un pas, mais qui a la teneur d’un infini actuel entre une sorte d’inconnue et
la noése qui ensuite (ou peut-étre simultanément) se refléete tel un infini
potentiel entre la noese et le noéme. Plus qu'un idéal, le concept est en un
premier temps un idéel en action. Nous ne sommes pas seulement des
observateurs, mais aussi des acteurs, et en simultané, des « spectacteurs ». Mais
cette « régression» a la racine dun «monde vn a partir du soi» est encore
insuffisante et il doit étre entrevu la possibilité d’un « soi vu a partir du monde »
(Kitaro Nishida). Ici déja doit étre envisagé que tout est jugement et que celui-ci
n’énonce des vérités qui n’ont valeur que de « comme ». Et si le doute ne doit
pas étre en vue du doute, il doit cependant y avoir une évaluation permanente
quant a la pertinence de la question.

A chaque pas qui a la teneur d’un résultat est affirmé une théorie ou un
modele qui se doit d’étre «réfutable» (au sens de Popper). Et depuis
Paffirmation d’un possible de « A », de « non-A », du « et » et du « ou », doit étre
prise en considération la possibilité d’un « 7 'un, #i Pautre » sans quoi tout cela
ne serait qu’un positivisme noématique postulé. Car quelle théorie vient réfuter
celle de la quantification ? Ou a linverse, quelle théorie I'affirme et donne la
preuve ontologique que « A est A»ouque«1=1x»7?

De ce qui vient d’étre dit découle un intermédiaire qui met en avant un
dynamisme répulsif qui est non pas une opposition, mais une radicale
contrariété quand « A» et «non-A» sont positivement en une inévitable
exclusion mutuelle. Cette mutualité a 'intéressante particularité de prendre en
considération le « tiers » aristotélicien avant son éviction comme un élément
négatif faisant partie intégrante de la théorie.

De ce « dual » zmaginaire et de ce qui le compose, « ses» éléments (censés lui
appartenir dans certaines théories), sont des contraires vrais qui se repoussent et
ce qui se tient au centre comme contrariété entre les éléments (le « ni 'un ni
Pautre ») trouve son contraire en une mutualité expressive qui est telle une
circonférence virtuelle réunissant « 'un et lautre ». La totalité conceptuelle
devenant alors lintégralité de ce que lon connait comme la «logique
tetralemme ».

D’une maniére identificatoire, mais qualitative (et surtout pas quantitative),
alors Popération « 1+1 » sera valeur d’une circonférence qui n’est pas entendue
comme une somme, mais représentative de la mutualité exprimée d’éléments
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interdépendants, et « 1-1» celle du centre, non pas comme une soustraction,
mais comme expression d’une contratiété qualitative quand part le « 7z..., #i... »,
la théorie est interdépendante de sa propre « incomplétude ». Ainsi, tant /un que
Lantre, 'un et Pautre ou le #i 'un #i autre sont-ils toujours pensés comme
exprimés « via ». En image et pour les besoins du langage, « 2 » sera valeur de la
circonférence et « 0 » (zéro) du centre. Le systeme formé de cette manicre n’est
pas un ensemble au sens mathématique, car il ne contient pas les éléments
(ceux-ci ne lui appartiennent pas).

i
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Pour le mathématicien, une circonférence a une valeur de «1».
Dimensionnel, ce «1» est le symbolique étalon de mesure de la notion de
distance entre le centre et la circonférence. Mais cette conception géo-métrique
néglice une chose importante. Car si le point adimensionnel peut étre pensé
seul comme concept abstrait de valeur nulle (comme repére cartésien par
exemple), ce ne peut pas étre le cas si on le pense comme centre dune
circonférence, car si lidée de point n’entraine qu’elle-méme, celle de
circonférence implique nécessairement (par conception) un centre. Penser la
circonférence comme égale a « 1 », c’est penser une relation entre le centre et
celle-ci comme un échange entre deux objets distincts. Or, il n’y a pas ici de
distinction objective, mais une dépendance du centre envers la circonférence et
réciproquement. Poser la circonférence implique que le centre « co-naisse » avec
elle, c’est une co-production.

Le systeme ici proposé est alors un « et » dépendant de ses « ou» quand les
«ou» eux-mémes dépendent de la condition sine gua non qu’est la mutualité, ou
pour mieux dire, il n’y a pas de « et » sans « ou». On pourrait alors penser soit a
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un systeme en équilibre par jeu de symétrie, soit de maniére dynamique voir
I’exclusion mutuelle telle une « force » expansive.

Inévitablement répulsive puisque proposant une dynamique d’éléments
contraires, la théorie s’affirme ici en se niant quand posant « A » et « non-A »
comme des individuels, elle ne peut les affirmer que par leur interdépendance.
Ici, I'idée d’étre en-soi s’envole... et dans un tel schéma, si la valeur abstraite des
individuels est de «1» («1» pour « A » et «1» pour «non-A ), alors la
circonférence naissant de la mutualité formant Popération « 1+1» est une
supetposition de ce qui «est/n’est pas», c’est-a-dire une apparence ou une
virtualité. A Pinverse, le centre entendu comme acmé de répulsion par
Popération « 1-1» est comme négation, un ce qui « 7 n’est/ni n’est pas » ou
autrement dit « 7zen ». 11 faut ici faire attention au trouble insinué par le langage
qui oblige a faire de ce qui « ni n’est ni n’est pas », « LE » rien ou « 7 » rien, ce
qui est parfaitement incompatible avec sa définition. Il est intéressant de noter
qu’ici le langage littéral et le langage mathématique sont au méme niveau, car
« rien » ne saurait étre « #z » ceci ou un « cecz ». Et nous avons ici une définition
qualitative du « rien » qui est d’une logique entiere et consistante puisqu’il n’est
pas un simple néant comptable ou non-étre littéral qui s’oppose a I'étre (« rien »
n’est pas le contraire de « quelque chose »), mais qu’il dépasse ces « points de
vue » en les niant tous les deux comme le fait le concept de « vacuité » dans les
philosophies orientales.

Ce systeme dans son intégralité est alors un composite dont les éléments sont
interdépendants, et bien que je puisse donner des valeurs abstraites
d’identification différentes aux éléments, ceux-ci sont concrétement en une
absence totale de hiérarchie. Les valeurs ne sont donc pas les données
ontologiques d’une haeccéité, mais celles d’'un « mode d’expression». En ce
systeme qualitatif, le centre ou « rien » est reflet du dynamisme de la contrariété,
et bien qu’abstraitement comme de 'opération « 1-1 », il n’est pas neutre, mais
’active négation (le ni..., ni...) de toute quantification, méme nulle. Encore une
fois, ce n’est pas la logique qui est en cause, mais lincapacité du langage a
rendre compte d’un «rien» qui n’est ni absence, ni présence, mais au
mieux : « 'absence d’absence qui n’est pas une présence ». Faire de ce « rien »
un « étre », « non-étre » ou neutre, serait une contradiction.

A Topposé, si I'on était tenté de penser « A» (ou « non-A ») comme « une »
individualité quantifiée (« 1 ») objective dans ce systeme dynamique, alors on ne
pourrait le faire qu’en le désolidarisant de la circonférence («2») par une
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division ; auquel cas l'individuel aurait la valeur d’'un demi (1/2), mais jamais
d’un entier.

Et sile « 1 » concret tant de I'individuel que de I'universel ne se trouve nulle
part, alors toutes notions de fini ou d’infini, de tout et de partie deviennent
caduques. Par le fait, le systeme « dual » interdépendant ici proposé ne trouve
aucune raison logique a étre une sorte d’unique qui serait tel un point de départ,
une origine, cela serait contraire a la définition méme de sa conception quand
chaque « un » abstrait est une construction qui se définit comme un zirfue/ qui
est « un du multiple ». Et si 'on venait a le penser comme « multiple de I'un »,
alors cet « un » ne serait pas autre chose que ce « ni 'un ni lautre » qu’est le
« rien » ou vacuité, ce qui est un non-sens tant pratique que théorique, « rien »
ne pouvant étre un nombre, méme nul, sa définition serait alors plus proche de
celle d’un « ouvert », d’un « possible », ou encore pour le mathématicien, de cet
insondable « infini actuel ».

A Tinverse de la logique aristotélicienne, le tetralemme autorise une
dynamique superposition des états, mais de plus, ce fameux « tiers » (le « rien »)
qu’Aristote néglige ouvertement puisqu’inaccessible a sa logique des choses
vues, joue un role majeur. Ni inclus, ni exclus (car comment pourrait-il puisqu’il
n’est ni étre ni non-étre ?) il est tel un insaisissable, simultanément la répulsion
et 'auto-répulsion et trouve une correcte définition par le terme d’zmpermanence
ou encore, de parfaitement ou d’absolument instable, ce qui pourrait paraitre
paradoxal. Or, ce n’est pas le cas, puisque les valeurs attribuées ne le sont qu’a
titre de différenciation descriptive au besoin explicatif du concept. Ce qui est la
cause d’un trouble, C’est que nous nous trouvons ici a ce qui peut étre vu
comme la limite racine ou finale du langage lui-méme (« Notre origine est
devant nous » Heidegger). Définissant le « rien » comme ce qui « ni n’est ni
n’est pas», nous ne pouvons faire de lui une image positive ou négative, une
fixation, une stase quantifiable. C’est alors logiquement que « rien » est identifié
comme absolument dynamique.

« L’abstraction ne trouve-t-elle pas son paroxysme en un moment qui
consiste a sabstraire dabstraire ? »

«Rien » est la négation de tout idéal comptable ; néanmoins, il se trouve
parfaitement circonscrit et demeure fidele a sa définition d’absolument instable
ou de « fuite en avant». Ce faisant, il est la parfaite analogie physique d’une
expansion, d’'un méme comme direction, il s’affiche comme le concept d’une
unique « force » répulsive qui permet d’appréhender l'idée de gravitation non
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pas comme quelque chose qui s’opposerait a expansion, mais comme les
interactions entre « duals », ces composites « un du multiple » interdépendants
dont la superposition de leur
multitude apparait comme une

e “,

inévitable regle.

- De telle sorte qu’il n’est pas
e anodin de penser qua chaque
' instant sont créées et annihilées
o de facon spontanée des tas de

circonférences virtuelles qui au

gré des exclusions  s’auto-

organisent en structures et ce

qu’alors nous appelons relations
ou « relativité » sont en fait les interférences de ces circonférences entre elles
(en gris). Et suivant les interactions de cette multitude, alors nous serions bien
incapables de prédire ou se trouvent (localisation) le ou les centres de telle ou
telle structure du fait de leur interdépendance ; hormis par la construction d’un
cadre descriptif restreint au »oisinage ou a la proximité, ou encore, comme le font
les physiciens, par le choix d’un volume limité relatif 2 un espace des phases. A
noter que puisque par définition les circonférences sont virtuelles, alors leurs
interactions forment une zone (en gris) qui peut étre qualifiée de « virtuel du
virtuel» ou « d’apparence d’apparences » qui dans le présent formalisme,
pourrait étre appréciée comme une « forme » ou une notion d’espace véhiculant
le concept de gravitation. Auquel cas, cela qualifierai chaque « dual » comme
P'unité non triviale d’'un femps granulaire ou discret dont I’étalon de mesure ne
poutrait étre quun « imaginaire pur » (au sens littéral) quand le « rien » qui se
fait centre est aussi le « pivot» de cette dynamique, c’est-a-dire le cardinal au
sens étymologique. Un pivot qui poutrait étre n’importe ou, « sautant » d’un lieu
2 un autre, comme centre formant un dual, comme centre d’une multitude ou
d’un univers, ou pour mieux dire, comme formant spontanément des systemes
d’apparences qui pour les observateurs que nous sommes ne seraient pas
différents de phénomenes spontanés parfois nantis d’actions a distance
bouleversant les structures en déplagant instantanément les centres d’une
maniere qui ferait fi de toute notion d’intervalle spatial (alocalité) ou de durée
(atemporalité) dans le bouillonnement d’un vide plein.

Dans cette conception hypothétique, le « dual » est un systeme logique entier
et consistant comprenant ce qui est, ce qui 7°est pas, ce qui est/ n'est pas, ce qui ni
n'est/ ni n'est pas ; et parce que dynamique, il est toujours en devenit, toujours en
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mouvement. Dépassant les limites des formes et du langage, il en révele
I« incomplétude » (Godel) tant littérale que mathématique, mais ce faisant, il est
entier grice a elle. Par linterdépendance, le « 1 » cardinal n’apparait jamais
comme réel, mais toujours comme une abstraction qui n’a d’utilité que pour le
discours, simple vérité mondaine, de telle sorte que le penser comme égal a lui-
méme en une commutative égalité a sol mathématique comme 1 = 1 (un égal
un) serait une aberration.

Par sa logique, Aristote fait le choix de 'immobilisme par la sclérose d’un
« A» quil affirme en « dur » pensant ainsi le maitriser. Quid alors de la /iber#é de
«A» a lui-méme et de ses échanges ? Cette maniere d’aborder Iidentité n’a rien
d’objectif et fait montre d’'un sujet émotionnellement soumis a la peur d’un
«n’étre pas» concret. Et finalement, cette logique qui voulait démontrer
l'ontologie d’un sujet vrai se mouvant dans le réel ne propose qu’une identité
dépourvue tout aninmus.

A contrario, le « dual » tel que mentionné par la superposition du « est/n’est
pas » en une circonférence comme apparence n’est pas une simple image. Par
I'interactivité de ce qui est apparence de 'apparence ou « virtuel du virtuel », sont
produits des s#ructnres d’images vraies. Et par cette mutualité se met en place un
réel physique apparent qui est tel une « relation d‘adverbialisation ». Créatures
apparentes et libres, nous sommes tels des adverbes, simultanément
« absolument relatifs » et « relativement absolus ». Car qu’est-ce qu’étre libre ?
Cela ne peut pas étre le simple affranchissement ou l’abolition de toutes
contraintes, de toutes oppositions. Etre libre c’est faire de ce qui est contrainte
une force que 'on peut utiliser, c’est un retournement total de situation. Ainsi,
étre « soi-méme » et libre ne peut se faire que par le biais ou « »iz» ce qui n’est
absolument pas soi-méme, par I'intermédiaire de ce qui est absolument autre.
Ce n’est donc pas le «simple» choix qui nous rend libres, mais le choix
« complexe » (entendu ici comme « complexcus » ou état de ce qui est emmélé, a la
maniére d’Edgar Morin). Etre libre signifie que « nous n'avons pas le choix que
d'avoir le choix». Et §’il est un paradoxe ou une contradiction, elle est dans le
choix interprétatif quand pour le mathématicien aristotélicien, I’égalité a soi
d’une identité commutative « A = A» signifie un méme de part et d’autre du
symbole de I’égalité. A contrario, on oublie le sens littéral de « commutativité »
dont le latin classique commutare signifie « changer complétement ». Et s’ est
évident que nous avons besoin d’une identité égale a elle-méme pour les
besoins du discours, il est tout aussi évident que « raconter » (de computare
signifiant « compter ») n’est qu’un quantitatif de l'expérience qui n’en n’a
nullement la qualité.
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Entre le « A » et le « A » de la proposition « A = A » ou « A est A » se tient la
divergence expressive d’une « gualification quantifice » d’avec une « quantification
gualifide » qui résulte d’un choix a partir d’une hypothese.

Ainsi analyse logico-sémantique met en avant une mécanique des contraires.
Quand par lexces de différenciation et de catégorisation la logique
aristotélicienne sépare et isole par statisme, elle abolit toute gradation interne en
une égalité bidirectionnelle (A = A) qui a le caractéere d’une autoréflexivité,
Cest-a-dire d’'un dynamisme a l'intérieur d’'un méme. Pourtant, pour Aristote,
identité est égale a elle-méme quand « ce gui refléte » et « ce gui est reflété » forment
un identique en une indissociable simultanéité.

Il est ici une contradiction quand le concept de réflexivité demande
simultanément d’étre absolument dynamique, telle la mécanique animée d’une
essence ou d’une volonté, ou a tout le moins, de quelque chose qui emporte
avec lui la notion de changement, 1a possibilité de « non-méme », mais demandant
aussi d’étre absolument immobile quand, pour que cette « égalité a soi » que 'on
donne a l'identité soit vraie, alors doit se tenir entre ce qui refléte et ce qui est
reflété un intermédiaire qui a la teneur d’un « rien » qui « #7 n’est, 7 n’est pas »,
faute de quoi, il n’y aurait pas d’zdem. L’égalité a soi de l'identité entendue
comme « A esz A » aristotélicien n’est alors pas différente d’une « auto-identité
absolument contradictoire » (Kitaro Nishida).

Le tetralemme qui est interdépendance en une absence de hiérarchie, produit
un symbole de I'égalité « = » qui est une négation superposée, une rupture qui
est discontinnité dans la quantification tel un «saut» qualitatif qui est la
démonstration que toute identité est obtenue « za », par 'intermédiaire de, en
interdépendance d’avec ce qui pensé comme éfre ou non-éfre est un absolument
antre qui le caractere dun « rien ».

Cela semblera surprenant voire contradictoire pour certains, pourtant tout
ceci ne fait que mettre en avant I’évidence d’une éga/ité symbolique (=) qui n’est
pas un simple signe posé entre deux termes, mais une opération dont le
symbole « = » est un opérateur négatif qualitatif.

«Rien » est I'irrationnel concret qui est la réfutation d’un réel des choses vues
numériquement. « Rien », dont la puissance est telle qu'on ne peut en faire
d’image reste tel un fantome, un imaginaire « préhensile » (gu7 sert a prendre, mais
sans éfre uniguement destiné a ce bui) a entendement, le « va vers » d’une direction
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unique dont certains ont extrapolé un céatenr quand d’autres précisaient le
caractére mondain de toute affirmation en disant : « @ ceux qui ferait de la vacuité
un étre, nous les avons déclarés incurables » (Nagarjuna). Toute affirmation, qu’elle
soit positive, négative ou neutre, ne peut se faire qu’en interdépendance avec la
négation d’un « rien » défini comme « ni 'un, ni 'autre ». Nous sommes, en tant
qu’affirmation, en nous opposant a ce qui nous nie absolument.
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