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Abortion
I. The Right to Life

It is a fundamental principle of most moral theories that
all human beings have a right to life. The existence of a
right implies obligations or duties of third parties towards
the right-holder. One has a right AGAINST other people.
The fact that one possesses a certain right - prescribes to
others certain obligatory behaviours and proscribes certain
acts or omissions. This Janus-like nature of rights and
duties as two sides of the same ethical coin - creates great
confusion. People often and easily confuse rights and their
attendant duties or obligations with the morally decent, or
even with the morally permissible. What one MUST do as
a result of another's right - should never be confused with
one SHOULD or OUGHT to do morally (in the absence
of a right).

The right to life has eight distinct strains:
IA. The right to be brought to life

IB. The right to be born

IC. The right to have one's life maintained
ID. The right not to be killed

IE. The right to have one's life saved



IF. The right to save one's life (erroneously limited to the
right to self-defence)

IG. The Right to terminate one's life
IH. The right to have one's life terminated
IA. The Right to be Brought to Life

Only living people have rights. There is a debate whether
an egg is a living person - but there can be no doubt that it
exists. Its rights - whatever they are - derive from the fact
that it exists and that it has the potential to develop life.
The right to be brought to life (the right to become or to
be) pertains to a yet non-alive entity and, therefore, is null
and void. Had this right existed, it would have implied an
obligation or duty to give life to the unborn and the not
yet conceived. No such duty or obligation exist.

IB. The Right to be Born

The right to be born crystallizes at the moment of
voluntary and intentional fertilization. If a woman
knowingly engages in sexual intercourse for the explicit
and express purpose of having a child - then the resulting
fertilized egg has a right to mature and be born.
Furthermore, the born child has all the rights a child has
against his parents: food, shelter, emotional nourishment,
education, and so on.

It is debatable whether such rights of the fetus and, later,
of the child, exist if the fertilization was either involuntary
(rape) or unintentional ("accidental" pregnancies). It
would seem that the fetus has a right to be kept alive
outside the mother's womb, if possible. But it is not clear



whether it has a right to go on using the mother's body, or
resources, or to burden her in any way in order to sustain
its own life (see IC below).

IC. The Right to have One's Life Maintained

Does one have the right to maintain one's life and prolong
them at other people's expense? Does one have the right to
use other people's bodies, their property, their time, their
resources and to deprive them of pleasure, comfort,
material possessions, income, or any other thing?

The answer is yes and no.

No one has a right to sustain his or her life, maintain, or
prolong them at another INDIVIDUAL's expense (no
matter how minimal and insignificant the sacrifice
required is). Still, if a contract has been signed - implicitly
or explicitly - between the parties, then such a right may
crystallize in the contract and create corresponding duties
and obligations, moral, as well as legal.

Example:

No fetus has a right to sustain its life, maintain, or prolong
them at his mother's expense (no matter how minimal and
insignificant the sacrifice required of her is). Still, if she
signed a contract with the fetus - by knowingly and
willingly and intentionally conceiving it - such a right has
crystallized and has created corresponding duties and
obligations of the mother towards her fetus.

On the other hand, everyone has a right to sustain his or
her life, maintain, or prolong them at SOCIETY's expense
(no matter how major and significant the resources
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required are). Still, if a contract has been signed -
implicitly or explicitly - between the parties, then the
abrogation of such a right may crystallize in the contract
and create corresponding duties and obligations, moral, as
well as legal.

Example:

Everyone has a right to sustain his or her life, maintain, or
prolong them at society's expense. Public hospitals, state
pension schemes, and police forces may be required to
fulfill society's obligations - but fulfill them it must, no
matter how major and significant the resources are. Still,
if a person volunteered to join the army and a contract has
been signed between the parties, then this right has been
thus abrogated and the individual assumed certain duties
and obligations, including the duty or obligation to give
up his or her life to society.

ID. The Right not to be Killed

Every person has the right not to be killed unjustly. What
constitutes "just killing" is a matter for an ethical calculus
in the framework of a social contract.

But does A's right not to be killed include the right against
third parties that they refrain from enforcing the rights of
other people against A? Does A's right not to be killed
preclude the righting of wrongs committed by A against
others - even if the righting of such wrongs means the
killing of A?

Not so. There is a moral obligation to right wrongs (to
restore the rights of other people). If A maintains or
prolongs his life ONLY by violating the rights of others



and these other people object to it - then A must be killed
if that is the only way to right the wrong and re-assert
their rights.

IE. The Right to have One's Life Saved

There is no such right as there is no corresponding moral
obligation or duty to save a life. This "right" is a
demonstration of the aforementioned muddle between the
morally commendable, desirable and decent ("ought",
"should") and the morally obligatory, the result of other
people's rights ("must").

In some countries, the obligation to save life is legally
codified. But while the law of the land may create a
LEGAL right and corresponding LEGAL obligations - it
does not always or necessarily create a moral or an ethical
right and corresponding moral duties and obligations.

IF. The Right to Save One's Own Life

The right to self-defence is a subset of the more general
and all-pervasive right to save one's own life. One has the
right to take certain actions or avoid taking certain actions
in order to save his or her own life.

It is generally accepted that one has the right to kill a
pursuer who knowingly and intentionally intends to take
one's life. It is debatable, though, whether one has the
right to kill an innocent person who unknowingly and
unintentionally threatens to take one's life.

IG. The Right to Terminate One's Life

See "The Murder of Oneself"'.
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IH. The Right to Have One's Life Terminated

The right to euthanasia, to have one's life terminated at
will, is restricted by numerous social, ethical, and legal
rules, principles, and considerations. In a nutshell - in
many countries in the West one is thought to has a right to
have one's life terminated with the help of third parties if
one is going to die shortly anyway and if one is going to
be tormented and humiliated by great and debilitating
agony for the rest of one's remaining life if not helped to
die. Of course, for one's wish to be helped to die to be
accommodated, one has to be in sound mind and to will
one's death knowingly, intentionally, and forcefully.

I1. Issues in the Calculus of Rights
1IA. The Hierarchy of Rights

All human cultures have hierarchies of rights. These
hierarchies reflect cultural mores and lores and there
cannot, therefore, be a universal, or eternal hierarchy.

In Western moral systems, the Right to Life supersedes all
other rights (including the right to one's body, to comfort,
to the avoidance of pain, to property, etc.).

Yet, this hierarchical arrangement does not help us to
resolve cases in which there is a clash of EQUAL rights
(for instance, the conflicting rights to life of two people).
One way to decide among equally potent claims is
randomly (by flipping a coin, or casting dice).
Alternatively, we could add and subtract rights in a
somewhat macabre arithmetic. If a mother's life is
endangered by the continued existence of a fetus and
assuming both of them have a right to life we can decide



to kill the fetus by adding to the mother's right to life her
right to her own body and thus outweighing the fetus'
right to life.

1IB. The Difference between Killing and Letting Die

There is an assumed difference between killing (taking
life) and letting die (not saving a life). This is supported
by IE above. While there is a right not to be killed - there
is no right to have one's own life saved. Thus, while there
is an obligation not to kill - there is no obligation to save a
life.

1IC. Killing the Innocent

Often the continued existence of an innocent person (IP)
threatens to take the life of a victim (V). By "innocent" we
mean "not guilty" - not responsible for killing V, not
intending to kill V, and not knowing that V will be killed
due to IP's actions or continued existence.

It is simple to decide to kill IP to save V if IP is going to
die anyway shortly, and the remaining life of V, if saved,
will be much longer than the remaining life of IP, if not
killed. All other variants require a calculus of
hierarchically weighted rights. (See "Abortion and the
Sanctity of Human Life" by Baruch A. Brody).

One form of calculus is the utilitarian theory. It calls for
the maximization of utility (life, happiness, pleasure). In
other words, the life, happiness, or pleasure of the many
outweigh the life, happiness, or pleasure of the few. It is
morally permissible to kill IP if the lives of two or more
people will be saved as a result and there is no other way
to save their lives. Despite strong philosophical objections
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to some of the premises of utilitarian theory - I agree with
its practical prescriptions.

In this context - the dilemma of killing the innocent - one
can also call upon the right to self defence. Does V have a
right to kill IP regardless of any moral calculus of rights?
Probably not. One is rarely justified in taking another's
life to save one's own. But such behaviour cannot be
condemned. Here we have the flip side of the confusion -
understandable and perhaps inevitable behaviour (self
defence) is mistaken for a MORAL RIGHT. That most
V's would kill IP and that we would all sympathize with V
and understand its behaviour does not mean that V had a
RIGHT to kill IP. V may have had a right to kill IP - but
this right is not automatic, nor is it all-encompassing.

II1. Abortion and the Social Contract

The issue of abortion is emotionally loaded and this often
makes for poor, not thoroughly thought out

arguments. The questions: "Is abortion immoral" and "Is
abortion a murder" are often confused. The pregnancy
(and the resulting fetus) are discussed in terms normally
reserved to natural catastrophes (force majeure). At times,
the embryo is compared to cancer, a thief, or an invader:
after all, they are both growths, clusters of cells. The
difference, of course, is that no one contracts cancer
willingly (except, to some extent, smokers -—but, then
they gamble, not contract).

When a woman engages in voluntary sex, does not use
contraceptives and gets pregnant — one can say that she
signed a contract with her fetus. A contract entails the
demonstrated existence of a reasonably (and reasonable)
free will. If the fulfillment of the obligations in a contract



between individuals could be life-threatening — it is fair
and safe to assume that no rational free will was involved.
No reasonable person would sign or enter such a contract
with another person (though most people would sign such
contracts with society).

Judith Jarvis Thomson argued convincingly ("A Defence
of Abortion") that pregnancies that are the result of forced
sex (rape being a special case) or which are life
threatening should or could, morally, be terminated. Using
the transactional language: the contract was not entered to
willingly or reasonably and, therefore, is null and

void. Any actions which are intended to terminate it and
to annul its consequences should be legally and morally
permissible.

The same goes for a contract which was entered into
against the express will of one of the parties and despite
all the reasonable measures that the unwilling party
adopted to prevent it. If a mother uses contraceptives in a
manner intended to prevent pregnancy, it is as good as
saying: " I do not want to sign this contract, I am doing
my reasonable best not to sign it, if it is signed — it is
contrary to my express will". There is little legal (or
moral) doubt that such a contract should be voided.

Much more serious problems arise when we study the
other party to these implicit agreements: the embryo. To
start with, it lacks consciousness (in the sense that is
needed for signing an enforceable and valid contract). Can
a contract be valid even if one of the "signatories" lacks
this sine qua non trait? In the absence of consciousness,
there is little point in talking about free will (or rights
which depend on sentience). So, is the contract not a



contract at all? Does it not reflect the intentions of the
parties?

The answer is in the negative. The contract between a
mother and her fetus is derived from the larger Social
Contract. Society — through its apparatuses — stands for
the embryo the same way that it represents minors, the
mentally retarded, and the insane. Society steps in — and
has the recognized right and moral obligation to do so —
whenever the powers of the parties to a contract (implicit
or explicit) are not balanced. It protects small citizens
from big monopolies, the physically weak from the thug,
the tiny opposition from the mighty administration, the
barely surviving radio station from the claws of the
devouring state mechanism. It also has the right and
obligation to intervene, intercede and represent the
unconscious: this is why euthanasia is absolutely
forbidden without the consent of the dying person. There
is not much difference between the embryo and the
comatose.

A typical contract states the rights of the parties. It
assumes the existence of parties which are "moral
personhoods" or "morally significant persons" — in other
words, persons who are holders of rights and can demand
from us to respect these rights. Contracts explicitly
elaborate some of these rights and leaves others
unmentioned because of the presumed existence of the
Social Contract. The typical contract assumes that there is
a social contract which applies to the parties to the
contract and which is universally known and, therefore,
implicitly incorporated in every contract. Thus, an explicit
contract can deal with the property rights of a certain
person, while neglecting to mention that person's rights to



life, to free speech, to the enjoyment the fruits of his
lawful property and, in general to a happy life.

There is little debate that the Mother is a morally
significant person and that she is a rights-holder. All born
humans are and, more so, all adults above a certain age.
But what about the unborn fetus?

One approach is that the embryo has no rights until certain
conditions are met and only upon their fulfillment is he
transformed into a morally significant person ("moral
agent"). Opinions differ as to what are the conditions.
Rationality, or a morally meaningful and valued life are
some of the oft cited criteria. The fallaciousness of this
argument is easy to demonstrate: children are irrational —
is this a licence to commit infanticide?

A second approach says that a person has the right to life
because it desires it.

But then what about chronic depressives who wish to die
— do we have the right to terminate their miserable lives?
The good part of life (and, therefore, the differential and
meaningful test) is in the experience itself — not in the
desire to experience.

Another variant says that a person has the right to life
because once his life is terminated — his experiences
cease. So, how should we judge the right to life of
someone who constantly endures bad experiences (and, as
a result, harbors a death wish)? Should he better be
"terminated"?

Having reviewed the above arguments and counter-
arguments, Don Marquis goes on (in "Why Abortion is



Immoral", 1989) to offer a sharper and more
comprehensive criterion: terminating a life is morally
wrong because a person has a future filled with value and
meaning, similar to ours.

But the whole debate is unnecessary. There is no conflict
between the rights of the mother and those of her fetus
because there is never a conflict between parties to an
agreement. By signing an agreement, the mother gave up
some of her rights and limited the others. This is normal
practice in contracts: they represent compromises, the
optimization (and not the maximization) of the parties'
rights and wishes. The rights of the fetus are an
inseparable part of the contract which the mother signed
voluntarily and reasonably. They are derived from the
mother's behaviour. Getting willingly pregnant (or
assuming the risk of getting pregnant by not using
contraceptives reasonably) — is the behaviour which
validates and ratifies a contract between her and the
fetus. Many contracts are by behaviour, rather than by a
signed piece of paper. Numerous contracts are verbal or
behavioural. These contracts, though implicit, are as
binding as any of their written, more explicit,

brethren. Legally (and morally) the situation is crystal
clear: the mother signed some of her rights away in this
contract. Even if she regrets it — she cannot claim her
rights back by annulling the contract unilaterally. No
contract can be annulled this way — the consent of both
parties is required. Many times we realize that we have
entered a bad contract, but there is nothing much that we
can do about it. These are the rules of the game.

Thus the two remaining questions: (a) can this specific
contract (pregnancy) be annulled and, if so (b) in which
circumstances — can be easily settled using modern



contract law. Yes, a contract can be annulled and voided if
signed under duress, involuntarily, by incompetent
persons (e.g., the insane), or if one of the parties made a
reasonable and full scale attempt to prevent its signature,
thus expressing its clear will not to sign the contract. It is
also terminated or voided if it would be unreasonable to
expect one of the parties to see it through. Rape,
contraception failure, life threatening situations are all
such cases.

This could be argued against by saying that, in the case of
economic hardship, f or instance, the damage to the
mother's future is certain. True, her value- filled,
meaningful future is granted — but so is the detrimental
effect that the fetus will have on it, once born. This
certainty cannot be balanced by the UNCERTAIN value-
filled future life of the embryo. Always, preferring an
uncertain good to a certain evil is morally wrong. But
surely this is a quantitative matter — not a qualitative one.
Certain, limited aspects of the rest of the mother's life will
be adversely effected (and can be ameliorated by society's
helping hand and intervention) if she does have the

baby. The decision not to have it is both qualitatively and
qualitatively different. It is to deprive the unborn of all the
aspects of all his future life — in which he might well have
experienced happiness, values, and meaning.

The questions whether the fetus is a Being or a growth of
cells, conscious in any manner, or utterly unconscious,
able to value his life and to want them — are all but
irrelevant. He has the potential to lead a happy,
meaningful, value-filled life, similar to ours, very much as
a one minute old baby does. The contract between him
and his mother is a service provision contract. She
provides him with goods and services that he requires in



order to materialize his potential. It sounds very much like
many other human contracts. And this contract continue
well after pregnancy has ended and birth given.

Consider education: children do not appreciate its
importance or value its potential — still, it is enforced upon
them because we, who are capable of those feats, want
them to have the tools that they will need in order to
develop their potential. In this and many other respects,
the human pregnancy continues well into the fourth year
of life (physiologically it continues in to the second year
of life - see "Born Alien"). Should the location of the
pregnancy (in uterus, in vivo) determine its future? If a
mother has the right to abort at will, why should the
mother be denied her right to terminate the " pregnancy"
AFTER the fetus emerges and the pregnancy continues
OUTSIDE her womb? Even after birth, the woman's body
is the main source of food to the baby and, in any case,
she has to endure physical hardship to raise the

child. Why not extend the woman's ownership of her body
and right to it further in time and space to the post-natal
period?

Contracts to provide goods and services (always at a
personal cost to the provider) are the commonest of
contracts. We open a business. We sell a software
application, we publish a book — we engage in helping
others to materialize their potential. We should always do
so willingly and reasonably — otherwise the contracts that
we sign will be null and void. But to deny anyone his
capacity to materialize his potential and the goods and
services that he needs to do so — after a valid contract was
entered into - is immoral. To refuse to provide a service or
to condition it provision (Mother: " I will provide the
goods and services that I agreed to provide to this fetus
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under this contract only if and when I benefit from such
provision") is a violation of the contract and should be
penalized. Admittedly, at times we have a right to choose
to do the immoral (because it has not been codified as
illegal) — but that does not turn it into moral.

Still, not every immoral act involving the termination of
life can be classified as murder. Phenomenology is
deceiving: the acts look the same (cessation of life
functions, the prevention of a future). But murder is the
intentional termination of the life of a human who
possesses, at the moment of death, a consciousness (and,
in most cases, a free will, especially the will not to

die). Abortion is the intentional termination of a life
which has the potential to develop into a person with
consciousness and free will. Philosophically, no identity
can be established between potential and actuality. The
destruction of paints and cloth is not tantamount (not to
say identical) to the destruction of a painting by Van
Gogh, made up of these very elements. Paints and cloth
are converted to a painting through the intermediacy and
agency of the Painter. A cluster of cells a human makes
only through the agency of Nature. Surely, the destruction
of the painting materials constitutes an offence against the
Painter. In the same way, the destruction of the fetus
constitutes an offence against Nature. But there is no
denying that in both cases, no finished product was
eliminated. Naturally, this becomes less and less so (the
severity of the terminating act increases) as the process of
creation advances.

Classifying an abortion as murder poses numerous and
insurmountable philosophical problems.



No one disputes the now common view that the main
crime committed in aborting a pregnancy — is a crime
against potentialities. If so, what is the philosophical
difference between aborting a fetus and destroying a
sperm and an egg? These two contain all the information
(=all the potential) and their destruction is philosophically
no less grave than the destruction of a fetus. The
destruction of an egg and a sperm is even more serious
philosophically: the creation of a fetus limits the set of all
potentials embedded in the genetic material to the one
fetus created. The egg and sperm can be compared to the
famous wave function (state vector) in quantum
mechanics — the represent millions of potential final states
(=millions of potential embryos and lives). The fetus is
the collapse of the wave function: it represents a much
more limited set of potentials. If killing an embryo is
murder because of the elimination of potentials — how
should we consider the intentional elimination of many
more potentials through masturbation and contraception?

The argument that it is difficult to say which sperm cell
will impregnate the egg is not serious. Biologically, it
does not matter — they all carry the same genetic

content. Moreover, would this counter-argument still hold
if, in future, we were be able to identify the chosen one
and eliminate only it? In many religions (Catholicism)
contraception is murder. In Judaism, masturbation is "the
corruption of the seed" and such a serious offence that it is
punishable by the strongest religious penalty: eternal ex-
communication ("Karet").

If abortion is indeed murder how should we resolve the
following moral dilemmas and questions (some of them
patently absurd):



Is a natural abortion the equivalent of manslaughter
(through negligence)?

Do habits like smoking, drug addiction, vegetarianism —
infringe upon the right to life of the embryo? Do they
constitute a violation of the contract?

Reductio ad absurdum: if, in the far future, research will
unequivocally prove that listening to a certain kind of
music or entertaining certain thoughts seriously hampers
the embryonic development — should we apply censorship
to the Mother?

Should force majeure clauses be introduced to the
Mother-Embryo pregnancy contract? Will they give the
mother the right to cancel the contract? Will the embryo
have a right to terminate the contract? Should the
asymmetry persist: the Mother will have no right to
terminate — but the embryo will, or vice versa?

Being a rights holder, can the embryo (=the State) litigate
against his Mother or Third Parties (the doctor that
aborted him, someone who hit his mother and brought
about a natural abortion) even after he died?

Should anyone who knows about an abortion be
considered an accomplice to murder?

If abortion is murder — why punish it so mildly? Why is
there a debate regarding this question? "Thou shalt not
kill" is a natural law, it appears in virtually every legal
system. It is easily and immediately identifiable. The fact
that abortion does not "enjoy" the same legal and moral
treatment says a lot.



Absence

That which does not exist - cannot be criticized. We can
pass muster only on that which exists. When we say "this
is missing" - we really mean to say: "there is something
that IS NOT in this, which IS." Absence is discernible
only against the background of existence. Criticism is
aimed at changing. In other words, it relates to what is
missing. But it is no mere sentence, or proposition. It is an
assertion. It is goal-oriented. It strives to alter that which
exists with regards to its quantity, its quality, its functions,
or its program / vision. All these parameters of change
cannot relate to absolute absence. They emanate from the
existence of an entity. Something must exist as a
precondition. Only then can criticism be aired: "(In that
which exists), the quantity, quality, or functions are
wrong, lacking, altogether missing".

The common error - that we criticize the absent - is the
outcome of the use made of an ideal. We compare that
which exists with a Platonic Idea or Form (which,
according to modern thinking, does not REALLY exist).
We feel that the criticism is the product not of the process
of comparison - but of these ideal Ideas or Forms. Since
they do not exist - the thing criticized is felt not to exist,
either.

But why do we assign the critical act and its outcomes not
to the real - but to the ideal? Because the ideal is judged to
be preferable, superior, a criterion of measurement, a
yardstick of perfection. Naturally, we will be inclined to
regard it as the source, rather than as the by-product, or as
the finished product (let alone as the raw material) of the
critical process. To refute this intuitive assignment is easy:
criticism is always quantitative. At the least, it can always



be translated into quantitative measures, or expressed in
quantitative-propositions. This is a trait of the real - never
of the ideal. That which emanates from the ideal is not
likely to be quantitative. Therefore, criticism must be seen
to be the outcome of the interaction between the real and
the ideal - rather than as the absolute emanation from
either.

Achievement

If a comatose person were to earn an interest of 1 million
USD annually on the sum paid to him as compensatory
damages — would this be considered an achievement of
his? To succeed to earn 1 million USD is universally
judged to be an achievement. But to do so while comatose
will almost as universally not be counted as one. It would
seem that a person has to be both conscious and intelligent
to have his achievements qualify.

Even these conditions, though necessary, are not
sufficient. If a totally conscious (and reasonably
intelligent) person were to accidentally unearth a treasure
trove and thus be transformed into a multi-billionaire — his
stumbling across a fortune will not qualify as an
achievement. A lucky turn of events does not an
achievement make. A person must be intent on achieving
to have his deeds classified as achievements. Intention is a
paramount criterion in the classification of events and
actions, as any intensionalist philosopher will tell you.

Supposing a conscious and intelligent person has the
intention to achieve a goal. He then engages in a series of
absolutely random and unrelated actions, one of which
yields the desired result. Will we then say that our person
is an achiever?



Not at all. It is not enough to intend. One must proceed to
produce a plan of action, which is directly derived from
the overriding goal. Such a plan of action must be seen to
be reasonable and pragmatic and leading — with great
probability — to the achievement. In other words: the plan
must involve a prognosis, a prediction, a forecast, which
can be either verified or falsified. Attaining an
achievement involves the construction of an ad-hoc mini
theory. Reality has to be thoroughly surveyed, models
constructed, one of them selected (on empirical or
aesthetic grounds), a goal formulated, an experiment
performed and a negative (failure) or positive
(achievement) result obtained. Only if the prediction turns
out to be correct can we speak of an achievement.

Our would-be achiever is thus burdened by a series of
requirements. He must be conscious, must possess a well-
formulated intention, must plan his steps towards the
attainment of his goal, and must correctly predict the
results of his actions.

But planning alone is not sufficient. One must carry out
one's plan of action (from mere plan to actual action). An
effort has to be seen to be invested (which must be
commensurate with the achievement sought and with the
qualities of the achiever). If a person consciously intends
to obtain a university degree and constructs a plan of
action, which involves bribing the professors into
conferring one upon him — this will not be considered an
achievement. To qualify as an achievement, a university
degree entails a continuous and strenuous effort. Such an
effort is commensurate with the desired result. If the
person involved is gifted — less effort will be expected of
him. The expected effort is modified to reflect the
superior qualities of the achiever. Still, an effort, which is



deemed to be inordinately or irregularly small (or big!)
will annul the standing of the action as an achievement.
Moreover, the effort invested must be seen to be
continuous, part of an unbroken pattern, bounded and
guided by a clearly defined, transparent plan of action and
by a declared intention. Otherwise, the effort will be
judged to be random, devoid of meaning, haphazard,
arbitrary, capricious, etc. — which will erode the
achievement status of the results of the actions. This,
really, is the crux of the matter: the results are much less
important than the coherent, directional, patterns of
action. It is the pursuit that matters, the hunt more than the
game and the game more than victory or gains.
Serendipity cannot underlie an achievement.

These are the internal-epistemological-cognitive
determinants as they are translated into action. But
whether an event or action is an achievement or not also
depends on the world itself, the substrate of the actions.

An achievement must bring about change. Changes occur
or are reported to have occurred — as in the acquisition of
knowledge or in mental therapy where we have no direct
observational access to the events and we have to rely on
testimonials. If they do not occur (or are not reported to
have occurred) — there would be no meaning to the word
achievement. In an entropic, stagnant world — no
achievement is ever possible. Moreover: the mere
occurrence of change is grossly inadequate. The change
must be irreversible or, at least, induce irreversibility, or
have irreversible effects. Consider Sisyphus: forever
changing his environment (rolling that stone up the
mountain slope). He is conscious, is possessed of
intention, plans his actions and diligently and consistently
carries them out. He is always successful at achieving his



goals. Yet, his achievements are reversed by the spiteful
gods. He is doomed to forever repeat his actions, thus
rendering them meaningless. Meaning is linked to
irreversible change, without it, it is not to be found.
Sisyphean acts are meaningless and Sisyphus has no
achievements to talk about.

Irreversibility is linked not only to meaning, but also to
free will and to the lack of coercion or oppression.
Sisyphus is not his own master. He is ruled by others.
They have the power to reverse the results of his actions
and, thus, to annul them altogether. If the fruits of our
labour are at the mercy of others — we can never guarantee
their irreversibility and, therefore, can never be sure to
achieve anything. If we have no free will — we can have
no real plans and intentions and if our actions are
determined elsewhere — their results are not ours and
nothing like achievement exists but in the form of self
delusion.

We see that to amply judge the status of our actions and of
their results, we must be aware of many incidental things.
The context is critical: what were the circumstances, what
could have been expected, what are the measures of
planning and of intention, of effort and of perseverance
which would have "normally" been called for, etc.
Labelling a complex of actions and results "an
achievement" requires social judgement and social
recognition. Take breathing: no one considers this to be an
achievement unless Stephen Hawking is involved. Society
judges the fact that Hawking is still (mentally and
sexually) alert to be an outstanding achievement. The
sentence: "an invalid is breathing" would be categorized
as an achievement only by informed members of a



community and subject to the rules and the ethos of said
community. It has no "objective" or ontological weight.

Events and actions are classified as achievements, in other
words, as a result of value judgements within given
historical, psychological and cultural contexts. Judgement
has to be involved: are the actions and their results
negative or positive in the said contexts. Genocide, for
instance, would have not qualified as an achievement in
the USA — but it would have in the ranks of the SS.
Perhaps to find a definition of achievement which is
independent of social context would be the first
achievement to be considered as such anywhere, anytime,
by everyone.

Affiliation and Morality

The Anglo-Saxon members of the motley "Coalition of
the Willing" were proud of their aircraft's and missiles'
"surgical" precision. The legal (and moral) imperative to
spare the lives of innocent civilians was well observed,
they bragged. "Collateral damage" was minimized. They
were lucky to have confronted a dilapidated enemy.
Precision bombing is expensive, in terms of lives - of
fighter pilots. Military planners are well aware that there
is a hushed trade-off between civilian and combatant
casualties.

This dilemma is both ethical and practical. It is often
"resolved" by applying - explicitly or implicitly - the
principle of "over-riding affiliation". As usual, Judaism
was there first, agonizing over similar moral conflicts.
Two Jewish sayings amount to a reluctant admission of
the relativity of moral calculus: "One is close to oneself"



and "Your city's poor denizens come first (with regards to
charity)".

This is also known as "moral hypocrisy". The moral
hypocrite feels self-righteous even when he engages in
acts and behaves in ways that he roundly condemns in
others. Two psychologists, Piercarlo Valdesolo and David
DeSteno, have demonstrated that, in the words of
DeSteno:

“Anyone who is on ‘our team’ is excused for moral
transgressions. The importance of group cohesion, of
any type, simply extends our moral radius for lenience.
Basically, it’s a form of one person’s patriot is another’s
terrorist ... The question here is whether we’re designed
at heart to be fair or selfish.” (New-York Times, July 6,
2008).

Dr. Valdesolo added:

“Hypocrisy is driven by mental processes over which we
have volitional control.. Our gut seems to be equally
sensitive to our own and others’ transgressions,
suggesting that we just need to find ways to better
translate our moral feelings into moral actions.”

One's proper conduct, in other words, is decided by one's
self-interest and by one's affiliations with the ingroups one
belongs to. Affiliation (to a community, or a fraternity), in
turn, is determined by one's positions and, to some extent,
by one's oppositions to various outgroups.

What are these "positions" (ingroups) and "oppositions"
(outgroups)?



The most fundamental position - from which all others are
derived - is the positive statement "I am a human being".
Belonging to the human race is an immutable and
inalienable position. Denying this leads to horrors such as
the Holocaust. The Nazis did not regard as humans the
Jews, the Slavs, homosexuals, and other minorities - so
they sought to exterminate them.

All other, synthetic, positions are made of couples of
positive and negative statements with the structure "I am
and 1 am not".

But there is an important asymmetry at the heart of this
neat arrangement.

The negative statements in each couple are fully derived
from - and thus are entirely dependent on and implied by -
the positive statements. Not so the positive statements.
They cannot be derived from, or be implied by, the
negative one.

Lest we get distractingly abstract, let us consider an
example.

Study the couple "I am an Israeli" and "I am not a Syrian".

Assuming that there are 220 countries and territories, the
positive statement "I am an Israeli" implies about 220
certain (true) negative statements. You can derive each
and every one of these negative statements from the
positive statement. You can thus create 220 perfectly valid
couples.

"I am an Israeli ..."



Therefore:
"I am not ... (a citizen of country X, which is not Israel)".

You can safely derive the true statement "I am not a
Syrian" from the statement "I am an Israeli".

Can I derive the statement "I am an Israeli" from the
statement "I am not a Syrian"?

Not with any certainty.

The negative statement "I am not a Syrian" implies 220
possible positive statements of the type "I am ... (a citizen
of country X, which is not India)", including the statement
"I am an Israeli". "I am not a Syrian and I am a citizen

of ... (220 possibilities)"

Negative statements can be derived with certainty from
any positive statement.

Negative statements as well as positive statements cannot
be derived with certainty from any negative statement.

This formal-logical trait reflects a deep psychological
reality with unsettling consequences.

A positive statement about one's affiliation ("I am an
Israeli") immediately generates 220 certain negative
statements (such as "I am not a Syrian").

One's positive self-definition automatically excludes all
others by assigning to them negative values. "I am"
always goes with "I am not".



The positive self-definitions of others, in turn, negate
one's self-definition.

Statements about one's affiliation are inevitably
exclusionary.

It is possible for many people to share the same positive
self-definition. About 6 million people can truly say "l am
an Israeli".

Affiliation - to a community, fraternity, nation, state,
religion, or team - is really a positive statement of self-
definition ("I am an Israeli", for instance) shared by all the
affiliated members (the affiliates).

One's moral obligations towards one's affiliates override
and supersede one's moral obligations towards non-
affiliated humans. Ingroup bias carries the weight of a
moral principle.

Thus, an American's moral obligation to safeguard the
lives of American fighter pilots overrides and supersedes
(subordinates) his moral obligation to save the lives of
innocent civilians, however numerous, if they are not
Americans.

The larger the number of positive self-definitions I share
with someone (i.e., the more affiliations we have in
common) , the larger and more overriding is my moral
obligation to him or her.

Example:



I have moral obligations towards all other humans
because I share with them my affiliation to the human
species.

But my moral obligations towards my countrymen
supersede these obligation. I share with my compatriots
two affiliations rather than one. We are all members of the
human race - but we are also citizens of the same state.

This patriotism, in turn, is superseded by my moral
obligation towards the members of my family. With them
I share a third affiliation - we are all members of the same
clan.

I owe the utmost to myself. With myself I share all the
aforementioned affiliations plus one: the affiliation to the
one member club that is me.

But this scheme raises some difficulties.

We postulated that the strength of one's moral obligations
towards other people is determined by the number of
positive self-definitions ("affiliations") he shares with
them.

Moral obligations are, therefore, contingent. They are,
indeed, the outcomes of interactions with others - but not
in the immediate sense, as the personalist philosopher
Emmanuel Levinas suggested.

Rather, ethical principles, rights, and obligations are
merely the solutions yielded by a moral calculus of shared
affiliations. Think about them as matrices with specific
moral values and obligations attached to the numerical
strengths of one's affiliations.



Some moral obligations are universal and are the
outcomes of one's organic position as a human being (the
"basic affiliation"). These are the "transcendent moral
values".

Other moral values and obligations arise only as the
number of shared affiliations increases. These are the
"derivative moral values".

Moreover, it would wrong to say that moral values and
obligations "accumulate", or that the more fundamental
ones are the strongest.

On the very contrary. The universal ethical principles - the
ones related to one's position as a human being - are the
weakest. They are subordinate to derivative moral values
and obligations yielded by one's affiliations.

The universal imperative "thou shall not kill (another
human being)" is easily over-ruled by the moral obligation
to kill for one's country. The imperative "though shall not
steal" 1s superseded by one's moral obligation to spy for
one's nation. Treason is when we prefer universal ethical
principles to derivatives ones, dictated by our affiliation
(citizenship).

This leads to another startling conclusion:

There is no such thing as a self-consistent moral system.
Moral values and obligations often contradict and conflict
with each other.

In the examples above, killing (for one's country) and
stealing (for one's nation) are moral obligations, the
outcomes of the application of derivative moral values.



Yet, they contradict the universal moral value of the
sanctity of life and property and the universal moral
obligation not to kill.

Hence, killing the non-affiliated (civilians of another
country) to defend one's own (fighter pilots) is morally
justified. It violates some fundamental principles - but
upholds higher moral obligations, to one's kin and kith.

Note - The Exclusionary Conscience

The self-identity of most nation-states is exclusionary and
oppositional: to generate solidarity, a sense of shared
community, and consensus, an ill-defined "we" is
unfavorably contrasted with a fuzzy "they". While hate
speech has been largely outlawed the world over, these
often counterfactual dichotomies between "us" and "them"
still reign supreme.

In extreme - though surprisingly frequent - cases, whole
groups (typically minorities) are excluded from the
nation's moral universe and from the ambit of civil
society. Thus, they are rendered "invisible", "subhuman",
and unprotected by laws, institutions, and ethics. This
process of distancing and dehumanization I call

"exclusionary conscience".

The most recent examples are the massacre of the Tutsis
in Rwanda, the Holocaust of the Jews in Nazi Germany's
Third Reich, and the Armenian Genocide in Turkey.
Radical Islamists are now advocating the mass slaughter
of Westerners, particularly of Americans and Israelis,
regardless of age, gender, and alleged culpability. But the
phenomenon of exclusionary conscience far predates
these horrendous events. In the Bible, the ancient



Hebrews are instructed to exterminate all Amalekites,
men, women, and children.

In her book, "The Nazi Conscience"”, Claudia Koontz
quotes from Freud's ""Civilization and its Discontents"":

"If (the Golden Rule of morality) commanded 'Love thy
neighbor as thy neighbor loves thee', I should not take
exception to it. If he is a stranger to me ... it will be hard
Jor me to love him." (p. 5)

Note - The Rule of Law, Discrimination, and Morality

In an article titled ""Places Far Away, Places Very near -
Mauthausen, the Camps of the Shoah, and the
Bystanders'' (published in Michael Berenbaum and
Abraham J. Peck (eds.) - The Holocaust and History:
The Known, the Unknown, the Disputed, and the
Reexamined - Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press, 1998), the author, Gordon J. Horwitz,
describes how the denizens of the picturesque towns
surrounding the infaous death camp were drawn into its
economic and immoral ambit.

Why did these law-abiding citizens turn a blind eye
towards the murder and mayhem that they had witnessed
daily in the enclosure literally on their doorstep? Because
morality is a transaction. As Rabbi Hillel, the Talmudic
Jewish sage, and Jesus of Nazareth put it: do not do unto
others that which you don't want them to do to you (to
apply a utilitarian slant to their words).

When people believe and are assured by the authorities
that an immoral law or practice will never apply to them,
they don't mind its application to others. Immoral acts



inevitably devolve from guaranteed impunity. The Rule of
Law does not preclude exclusionary or discriminatory or
even evil praxis.

The only way to make sure that agents behave ethically is
by providing equal treatment to all subjects, regardless of
race, sex, religious beliefs, sexual preferences, or age.
"Don't do unto others what you fear might be done to you"
is a potent deterrent but it has a corollary: "Feel free to do
unto them what, in all probability, will never be done to
you."

Nazi atrocities throughout conquered Europe were not a-
historical eruptions. They took place within the
framework of a morally corrupt, permissive and
promiscuous environment. Events such as Dir Yassin, My
Lai, and Rwanda prove that genocide can and will be
repeated everywhere and at all times given the right
circumstances.

The State of Israel (Dir Yassin) and the United States (My
Lai) strictly prohibit crimes against humanity and
explicitly protect civilians during military operations.
Hence the rarity of genocidal actions by their armed
forces. Rwanda and Nazi Germany openly condoned,
encouraged, abetted, and logistically supported genocide.

Had the roles been reversed, would Israelis and
Americans have committed genocide? Undoubtedly, they
would have. Had the USA and Israel promulgated
genocidal policies, their policemen, secret agents, and
soldiers would have mercilessly massacred men, women,
and children by the millions. It is human nature. What
prevents genocide from becoming a daily occurrence is



the fact that the vast majority of nations subscribe to what
Adolf Hitler derisively termed "Judeo-Christian morality."

Agent-Principal Problem

In the catechism of capitalism, shares represent the part-
ownership of an economic enterprise, usually a firm. The
value of shares is determined by the replacement value of
the assets of the firm, including intangibles such as
goodwill. The price of the share is determined by
transactions among arm's length buyers and sellers in an
efficient and liquid market. The price reflects expectations
regarding the future value of the firm and the stock's
future stream of income - i.e., dividends.

Alas, none of these oft-recited dogmas bears any
resemblance to reality. Shares rarely represent ownership.
The float - the number of shares available to the public - is
frequently marginal. Shareholders meet once a year to
vent and disperse. Boards of directors are appointed by
management - as are auditors. Shareholders are not
represented in any decision making process - small or big.

The dismal truth is that shares reify the expectation to find
future buyers at a higher price and thus incur capital gains.
In the Ponzi scheme known as the stock exchange, this
expectation is proportional to liquidity - new suckers - and
volatility. Thus, the price of any given stock reflects
merely the consensus as to how easy it would be to
offload one's holdings and at what price.

Another myth has to do with the role of managers. They
are supposed to generate higher returns to shareholders by
increasing the value of the firm's assets and, therefore, of
the firm. If they fail to do so, goes the moral tale, they are
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booted out mercilessly. This is one manifestation of the
"Principal-Agent Problem". It is defined thus by the
Oxford Dictionary of Economics:

"The problem of how a person A can motivate person B to
act for A's benefit rather than following (his) self-
interest."

The obvious answer is that A can never motivate B not to
follow B's self-interest - never mind what the incentives
are. That economists pretend otherwise - in "optimal
contracting theory" - just serves to demonstrate how
divorced economics is from human psychology and, thus,
from reality.

Managers will always rob blind the companies they run.
They will always manipulate boards to collude in their
shenanigans. They will always bribe auditors to bend the
rules. In other words, they will always act in their self-
interest. In their defense, they can say that the damage
from such actions to each shareholder is minuscule while
the benefits to the manager are enormous. In other words,
this is the rational, self-interested, thing to do.

But why do shareholders cooperate with such corporate
brigandage? In an important Chicago Law Review article
whose preprint was posted to the Web a few weeks ago -
titled "Managerial Power and Rent Extraction in the
Design of Executive Compensation" - the authors
demonstrate how the typical stock option granted to
managers as part of their remuneration rewards mediocrity
rather than encourages excellence.

But everything falls into place if we realize that
shareholders and managers are allied against the firm - not



pitted against each other. The paramount interest of both
shareholders and managers is to increase the value of the
stock - regardless of the true value of the firm. Both are
concerned with the performance of the share - rather than
the performance of the firm. Both are preoccupied with
boosting the share's price - rather than the company's
business.

Hence the inflationary executive pay packets.
Shareholders hire stock manipulators - euphemistically
known as "managers" - to generate expectations regarding
the future prices of their shares. These snake oil salesmen
and snake charmers - the corporate executives - are
allowed by shareholders to loot the company providing
they generate consistent capital gains to their masters by
provoking persistent interest and excitement around the
business. Shareholders, in other words, do not behave as
owners of the firm - they behave as free-riders.

The Principal-Agent Problem arises in other social
interactions and is equally misunderstood there. Consider
taxpayers and their government. Contrary to conservative
lore, the former want the government to tax them
providing they share in the spoils. They tolerate
corruption in high places, cronyism, nepotism, inaptitude
and worse - on condition that the government and the
legislature redistribute the wealth they confiscate. Such
redistribution often comes in the form of pork barrel
projects and benefits to the middle-class.

This is why the tax burden and the government's share of
GDP have been soaring inexorably with the consent of the
citizenry. People adore government spending precisely
because it is inefficient and distorts the proper allocation
of economic resources. The vast majority of people are



rent-seekers. Witness the mass demonstrations that erupt
whenever governments try to slash expenditures,
privatize, and eliminate their gaping deficits. This is one
reason the IMF with its austerity measures is universally
unpopular.

Employers and employees, producers and consumers -
these are all instances of the Principal-Agent Problem.
Economists would do well to discard their models and go
back to basics. They could start by asking:

Why do shareholders acquiesce with executive
malfeasance as long as share prices are rising?

Why do citizens protest against a smaller government -
even though it means lower taxes?

Could it mean that the interests of shareholders and
managers are identical? Does it imply that people prefer
tax-and-spend governments and pork barrel politics to the
Thatcherite alternative?

Nothing happens by accident or by coercion. Shareholders
aided and abetted the current crop of corporate executives
enthusiastically. They knew well what was happening.
They may not have been aware of the exact nature and
extent of the rot - but they witnessed approvingly the
public relations antics, insider trading, stock option
resetting , unwinding, and unloading, share price
manipulation, opaque transactions, and outlandish pay
packages. Investors remained mum throughout the
corruption of corporate America. It is time for the
hangover.

Althusser — See: Interpellation



Anarchism

""The thin and precarious crust of decency is all that
separates any civilization, however impressive, from the
hell of anarchy or systematic tyranny which lie in wait
beneath the surface."

Aldous Leonard Huxley (1894-1963), British writer

1. Overview of Theories of Anarchism

Politics, in all its forms, has failed. The notion that we can
safely and successfully hand over the management of our
daily lives and the setting of priorities to a political class
or elite is thoroughly discredited. Politicians cannot be
trusted, regardless of the system in which they operate. No
set of constraints, checks, and balances, is proved to work
and mitigate their unconscionable acts and the pernicious
effects these have on our welfare and longevity.

Ideologies - from the benign to the malign and from the
divine to the pedestrian - have driven the gullible human
race to the verge of annihilation and back. Participatory
democracies have degenerated everywhere into venal
plutocracies. Socialism and its poisoned fruits - Marxism-
Leninism, Stalinism, Maoism - have wrought misery on a
scale unprecedented even by medieval standards. Only
Fascism and Nazism compare with them unfavorably. The
idea of the nation-state culminated in the Yugoslav
succession wars.

It is time to seriously consider a much-derided and decried
alternative: anarchism.
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Anarchism is often mistaken for left-wing thinking or the
advocacy of anarchy. It is neither. If anything, the
libertarian strain in anarchism makes it closer to the right.
Anarchism is an umbrella term covering disparate social
and political theories - among them classic or cooperative
anarchism (postulated by William Godwin and, later,
Pierre Joseph Proudhon), radical individualism (Max
Stirner), religious anarchism (Leo Tolstoy), anarcho-
communism (Kropotkin) and anarcho-syndicalism,
educational anarchism (Paul Goodman), and
communitarian anarchism (Daniel Guerin).

The narrow (and familiar) form of political anarchism
springs from the belief that human communities can
survive and thrive through voluntary cooperation, without
a coercive central government. Politics corrupt and
subvert Man's good and noble nature. Governments are
instruments of self-enrichment and self-aggrandizement,
and the reification and embodiment of said subversion.

The logical outcome is to call for the overthrow of all
political systems, as Michael Bakunin suggested.
Governments should therefore be opposed by any and all
means, including violent action. What should replace the
state? There is little agreement among anarchists: biblical
authority (Tolstoy), self-regulating co-opertaives of
craftsmen (Proudhon), a federation of voluntary
associations (Bakunin), trade unions (anarcho-
syndicalists), ideal communism (Kropotkin).

What is common to this smorgasbord is the affirmation of
freedom as the most fundamental value. Justice, equality,
and welfare cannot be sustained without it. The state and
its oppressive mechanisms is incompatible with it. Figures
of authority and the ruling classes are bound to abuse their
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remit and use the instruments of government to further
and enforce their own interests. The state is conceived and
laws are enacted for this explicit purpose of gross and
unjust exploitation. The state perpetrates violence and is
the cause rather than the cure of most social ills.

Anarchists believe that human beings are perfectly
capable of rational self-government. In the Utopia of
anarchism, individuals choose to belong to society (or to
exclude themselves from it). Rules are adopted by
agreement of all the members/citizens through direct
participation in voting. Similar to participatory
democracy, holders of offices can be recalled by
constituents.

It is important to emphasize that:

" ... (A)narchism does not preclude social organization,
social order or rules, the appropriate delegation of
authority, or even of certain forms of government, as
long as this is distinguished from the state and as long
as it is administrative and not oppressive, coercive, or
bureaucratic.”

(Honderich, Ted, ed. - The Oxford Companion to
Philosophy - Oxford University Press, New York, 1995 -

p-31)

Anarchists are not opposed to organization, law and order,
or the existence of authority. They are against the
usurpation of power by individuals or by classes (groups)
of individuals for personal gain through the subjugation
and exploitation (however subtle and disguised) of other,
less fortunate people. Every social arrangement and
institution should be put to the dual acid tests of personal



autonomy and freedom and moral law. If it fails either of
the two it should be promptly abolished.

11. Contradictions in Anarchism

Anarchism is not prescriptive. Anarchists believe that the
voluntary members of each and every society should
decide the details of the order and functioning of their
own community. Consequently, anarchism provides no
coherent recipe on how to construct the ideal community.
This, of course, is its Achilles' heel.

Consider crime. Anarchists of all stripes agree that people
have the right to exercise self-defense by organizing
voluntarily to suppress malfeasance and put away
criminals. Yet, is this not the very quiddity of the
oppressive state, its laws, police, prisons, and army? Are
the origins of the coercive state and its justification not
firmly rooted in the need to confront evil?

Some anarchists believe in changing society through
violence. Are these anarcho-terrorists criminals or
freedom fighters? If they are opposed by voluntary
grassroots (vigilante) organizations in the best of anarchist
tradition - should they fight back and thus frustrate the
authentic will of the people whose welfare they claim to
be seeking?

Anarchism is a chicken and egg proposition. It is
predicated on people's well-developed sense of
responsibility and grounded in their "natural morality".
Yet, all anarchists admit that these endowments are
decimated by millennia of statal repression. Life in
anarchism is, therefore, aimed at restoring the very
preconditions to life in anarchism. Anarchism seeks to
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restore its constituents' ethical constitution - without
which there can be no anarchism in the first place. This
self-defeating bootstrapping leads to convoluted and half-
baked transitory phases between the nation-state and pure
anarchism (hence anarcho-syndicalism and some forms of
proto-Communism).

Primitivist and green anarchists reject technology,
globalization, and capitalism as well as the state. Yet,
globalization, technology, (and capitalism) are as much in
opposition to the classical, hermetic nation-state as is
philosophical anarchism. They are manifestly less
coercive and more voluntary, too. This blanket defiance of
everything modern introduces insoluble contradictions
into the theory and practice of late twentieth century
anarchism.

Indeed, the term anarchism has been trivialized and
debauched. Animal rights activists, environmentalists,
feminists, peasant revolutionaries, and techno-punk
performers all claim to be anarchists with equal
conviction and equal falsity.

II1. Reclaiming Anarchism

Errico Malatesta and Voltairine de Cleyre distilled the
essence of anarchism to encompass all the philosophies
that oppose the state and abhor capitalism ("anarchism
without adjectives"). At a deeper level, anarchism wishes
to identify and rectify social asymmetries. The state, men,
and the rich - are, respectively, more powerful than the
individuals, women, and the poor. These are three
inequalities out of many. It is the task of anarchism to
fight against them.



This can be done in either of two ways:

1. By violently dismantling existing structures and
institutions and replacing them with voluntary, self-
regulating organizations of free individuals. The
Zapatistas movement in Mexico is an attempt to do just
that.

2. Or, by creating voluntary, self-regulating organizations
of free individuals whose functions parallel those of
established hierarchies and institutions ("dual power").
Gradually, the former will replace the latter. The

evolution of certain non-government organizations
follows this path.

Whichever strategy is adopted, it is essential to first
identify those asymmetries that underlie all others
("primary asymmetries" vs. "secondary asymmetries").
Most anarchists point at the state and at the ownership of
property as the primary asymmetries. The state is an
asymmetrical transfer of power from the individual to a
coercive and unjust social hyperstructure. Property
represents the disproportionate accumulation of wealth by
certain individuals. Crime is merely the natural reaction to
these glaring injustices.

But the state and property are secondary asymmetries, not
primary ones. There have been periods in human history
and there have been cultures devoid of either or both. The
primary asymmetry seems to be natural: some people are
born more clever and stronger than others. The game is
skewed in their favor not because of some sinister
conspiracy but because they merit it (meritocracy is the
foundation stone of capitalism), or because they can force
themselves, their wishes, and their priorities and
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preferences on others, or because their adherents and
followers believe that rewarding their leaders will
maximize their own welfare (aggression and self-interest
are the cornerstone of all social organizations).

It is this primary asymmetry that anarchism must address.
Anarchy (as Organizing Principle)

The recent spate of accounting fraud scandals signals the
end of an era. Disillusionment and disenchantment with
American capitalism may yet lead to a tectonic
ideological shift from laissez faire and self regulation to
state intervention and regulation. This would be the
reversal of a trend dating back to Thatcher in Britain and
Reagan in the USA. It would also cast some fundamental -

and way more ancient - tenets of free-marketry in grave
doubt.

Markets are perceived as self-organizing, self-assembling,
exchanges of information, goods, and services. Adam
Smith's "invisible hand" is the sum of all the mechanisms
whose interaction gives rise to the optimal allocation of
economic resources. The market's great advantages over
central planning are precisely its randomness and its lack
of self-awareness.

Market participants go about their egoistic business,
trying to maximize their utility, oblivious of the interests
and action of all, bar those they interact with directly.
Somehow, out of the chaos and clamor, a structure
emerges of order and efficiency unmatched. Man is
incapable of intentionally producing better outcomes.
Thus, any intervention and interference are deemed to be
detrimental to the proper functioning of the economy.



It is a minor step from this idealized worldview back to
the Physiocrats, who preceded Adam Smith, and who
propounded the doctrine of "laissez faire, laissez passer" -
the hands-off battle cry. Theirs was a natural religion. The
market, as an agglomeration of individuals, they
thundered, was surely entitled to enjoy the rights and
freedoms accorded to each and every person. John Stuart
Mill weighed against the state's involvement in the
economy in his influential and exquisitely-timed
"Principles of Political Economy", published in 1848.

Undaunted by mounting evidence of market failures - for
instance to provide affordable and plentiful public goods -
this flawed theory returned with a vengeance in the last
two decades of the past century. Privatization,
deregulation, and self-regulation became faddish
buzzwords and part of a global consensus propagated by
both commercial banks and multilateral lenders.

As applied to the professions - to accountants, stock
brokers, lawyers, bankers, insurers, and so on - self-
regulation was premised on the belief in long-term self-
preservation. Rational economic players and moral agents
are supposed to maximize their utility in the long-run by
observing the rules and regulations of a level playing
field.

This noble propensity seemed, alas, to have been
tampered by avarice and narcissism and by the immature
inability to postpone gratification. Self-regulation failed
so spectacularly to conquer human nature that its demise
gave rise to the most intrusive statal stratagems ever
devised. In both the UK and the USA, the government is
much more heavily and pervasively involved in the



minutia of accountancy, stock dealing, and banking than it
was only two years ago.

But the ethos and myth of "order out of chaos" - with its
proponents in the exact sciences as well - ran deeper than
that. The very culture of commerce was thoroughly
permeated and transformed. It is not surprising that the
Internet - a chaotic network with an anarchic modus
operandi - flourished at these times.

The dotcom revolution was less about technology than
about new ways of doing business - mixing umpteen
irreconcilable ingredients, stirring well, and hoping for the
best. No one, for instance, offered a linear revenue model
of how to translate "eyeballs" - i.e., the number of visitors
to a Web site - to money ("monetizing"). It was
dogmatically held to be true that, miraculously, traffic - a
chaotic phenomenon - will translate to profit - hitherto the
outcome of painstaking labour.

Privatization itself was such a leap of faith. State owned
assets - including utilities and suppliers of public goods
such as health and education - were transferred wholesale
to the hands of profit maximizers. The implicit belief was
that the price mechanism will provide the missing
planning and regulation. In other words, higher prices
were supposed to guarantee an uninterrupted service.
Predictably, failure ensued - from electricity utilities in
California to railway operators in Britain.

The simultaneous crumbling of these urban legends - the
liberating power of the Net, the self-regulating markets,
the unbridled merits of privatization - inevitably gave rise
to a backlash.



The state has acquired monstrous proportions in the
decades since the Second world War. It is about to grow
further and to digest the few sectors hitherto left
untouched. To say the least, these are not good news. But
we libertarians - proponents of both individual freedom
and individual responsibility - have brought it on
ourselves by thwarting the work of that invisible regulator
- the market.

Anger

Anger is a compounded phenomenon. It has dispositional
properties, expressive and motivational components,
situational and individual variations, cognitive and
excitatory interdependent manifestations and
psychophysiological (especially neuroendocrine) aspects.
From the psychobiological point of view, it probably had
its survival utility in early evolution, but it seems to have
lost a lot of it in modern societies. Actually, in most cases
it is counterproductive, even dangerous. Dysfunctional
anger is known to have pathogenic effects (mostly
cardiovascular).

Most personality disordered people are prone to be angry.
Their anger is always sudden, raging, frightening and
without an apparent provocation by an outside agent. It
would seem that people suffering from personality
disorders are in a CONSTANT state of anger, which is
effectively suppressed most of the time. It manifests itself
only when the person's defences are down, incapacitated,
or adversely affected by circumstances, inner or external.
We have pointed at the psychodynamic source of this
permanent, bottled-up anger, elsewhere in this book. In a
nutshell, the patient was, usually, unable to express anger
and direct it at "forbidden" targets in his early, formative



years (his parents, in most cases). The anger, however,
was a justified reaction to abuses and mistreatment. The
patient was, therefore, left to nurture a sense of profound
injustice and frustrated rage. Healthy people experience
anger, but as a transitory state. This is what sets the
personality disordered apart: their anger is always acute,
permanently present, often suppressed or repressed.
Healthy anger has an external inducing agent (a reason). It
is directed at this agent (coherence).

Pathological anger is neither coherent, not externally
induced. It emanates from the inside and it is diffuse,
directed at the "world" and at "injustice" in general. The
patient does identify the IMMEDIATE cause of the anger.
Still, upon closer scrutiny, the cause is likely to be found
lacking and the anger excessive, disproportionate,
incoherent. To refine the point: it might be more accurate
to say that the personality disordered is expressing (and
experiencing) TWO layers of anger, simultaneously and
always. The first layer, the superficial anger, is indeed
directed at an identified target, the alleged cause of the
eruption. The second layer, however, is anger directed at
himself. The patient is angry at himself for being unable
to vent off normal anger, normally. He feels like a
miscreant. He hates himself. This second layer of anger
also comprises strong and easily identifiable elements of
frustration, irritation and annoyance.

While normal anger is connected to some action regarding
its source (or to the planning or contemplation of such
action) — pathological anger is mostly directed at oneself
or even lacks direction altogether. The personality
disordered are afraid to show that they are angry to
meaningful others because they are afraid to lose them.
The Borderline Personality Disordered is terrified of being



abandoned, the narcissist (NPD) needs his Narcissistic
Supply Sources, the Paranoid — his persecutors and so on.
These people prefer to direct their anger at people who are
meaningless to them, people whose withdrawal will not
constitute a threat to their precariously balanced
personality. They yell at a waitress, berate a taxi driver, or
explode at an underling. Alternatively, they sulk, feel
anhedonic or pathologically bored, drink or do drugs — all
forms of self-directed aggression. From time to time, no
longer able to pretend and to suppress, they have it out
with the real source of their anger. They rage and,
generally, behave like lunatics. They shout incoherently,
make absurd accusations, distort facts, pronounce
allegations and suspicions. These episodes are followed
by periods of saccharine sentimentality and excessive
flattering and submissiveness towards the victim of the
latest rage attack. Driven by the mortal fear of being
abandoned or ignored, the personality disordered debases
and demeans himself to the point of provoking repulsion
in the beholder. These pendulum-like emotional swings
make life with the personality disordered difficult.

Anger in healthy persons is diminished through action. It
is an aversive, unpleasant emotion. It is intended to
generate action in order to eradicate this uncomfortable
sensation. It is coupled with physiological arousal. But it
is not clear whether action diminishes anger or anger is
used up in action. Similarly, it is not clear whether the
consciousness of anger is dependent on a stream of
cognition expressed in words? Do we become angry
because we say that we are angry (=we identify the anger
and capture it) — or do we say that we are angry because
we are angry to start with?



Anger is induced by numerous factors. It is almost a
universal reaction. Any threat to one's welfare (physical,
emotional, social, financial, or mental) is met with anger.
But so are threats to one's affiliates, nearest, dearest,
nation, favourite football club, pet and so on. The territory
of anger is enlarged to include not only the person — but
all his real and perceived environment, human and non-
human. This does not sound like a very adaptative
strategy. Threats are not the only situations to be met with
anger. Anger is the reaction to injustice (perceived or
real), to disagreements, to inconvenience. But the two
main sources of anger are threat (a disagreement is
potentially threatening) and injustice (inconvenience is
injustice inflicted on the angry person by the world).

These are also the two sources of personality disorders.
The personality disordered is moulded by recurrent and
frequent injustice and he is constantly threatened both by
his internal and by his external universes. No wonder that
there is a close affinity between the personality disordered
and the acutely angry person.

And, as opposed to common opinion, the angry person
becomes angry whether he believes that what was done to
him was deliberate or not. If we lose a precious
manuscript, even unintentionally, we are bound to become
angry at ourselves. If his home is devastated by an
earthquake — the owner will surely rage, though no
conscious, deliberating mind was at work. When we
perceive an injustice in the distribution of wealth or love —
we become angry because of moral reasoning, whether the
injustice was deliberate or not. We retaliate and we punish
as a result of our ability to morally reason and to get even.
Sometimes even moral reasoning is lacking, as in when
we simply wish to alleviate a diffuse anger.



What the personality disordered does is: he suppresses the
anger, but he has no effective mechanisms of redirecting it
in order to correct the inducing conditions. His hostile
expressions are not constructive — they are destructive
because they are diffuse, excessive and, therefore, unclear.
He does not lash out at people in order to restore his lost
self-esteem, his prestige, his sense of power and control
over his life, to recover emotionally, or to restore his well
being. He rages because he cannot help it and is in a self-
destructive and self-loathing mode. His anger does not
contain a signal, which could alter his environment in
general and the behaviour of those around him, in
particular. His anger is primitive, maladaptive, pent up.

Anger is a primitive, limbic emotion. Its excitatory
components and patterns are shared with sexual excitation
and with fear. It is cognition that guides our behaviour,
aimed at avoiding harm and aversion or at minimising
them. Our cognition is in charge of attaining certain kinds
of mental gratification. An analysis of future values of the
relief-gratification versus repercussions (reward to risk)
ratio — can be obtained only through cognitive tools.
Anger is provoked by aversive treatment, deliberately or
unintentionally inflicted. Such treatment must violate
either prevailing conventions regarding social interactions
or some otherwise deeply ingrained sense of what is fair
and what is just. The judgement of fairness or justice
(namely, the appraisal of the extent of compliance with
conventions of social exchange) — is also cognitive.

The angry person and the personality disordered both
suffer from a cognitive deficit. They are unable to
conceptualise, to design effective strategies and to execute
them. They dedicate all their attention to the immediate
and ignore the future consequences of their actions. In



other words, their attention and information processing
faculties are distorted, skewed in favour of the here and
now, biased on both the intake and the output. Time is
"relativistically dilated" — the present feels more
protracted, "longer" than any future. Immediate facts and
actions are judged more relevant and weighted more
heavily than any remote aversive conditions. Anger
impairs cognition.

The angry person is a worried person. The personality
disordered is also excessively preoccupied with himself.
Worry and anger are the cornerstones of the edifice of
anxiety. This is where it all converges: people become
angry because they are excessively concerned with bad
things which might happen to them. Anger is a result of
anxiety (or, when the anger is not acute, of fear).

The striking similarity between anger and personality
disorders is the deterioration of the faculty of empathy.
Angry people cannot empathise. Actually, "counter-
empathy" develops in a state of acute anger. All
mitigating circumstances related to the source of the anger
— are taken as meaning to devalue and belittle the
suffering of the angry person. His anger thus increases the
more mitigating circumstances are brought to his
attention. Judgement is altered by anger. Later
provocative acts are judged to be more serious — just by
"virtue" of their chronological position. All this is very
typical of the personality disordered. An impairment of
the empathic sensitivities is a prime symptom in many of
them (in the Narcissistic, Antisocial, Schizoid and
Schizotypal Personality Disordered, to mention but four).

Moreover, the aforementioned impairment of judgement
(=impairment of the proper functioning of the mechanism



of risk assessment) appears in both acute anger and in
many personality disorders. The illusion of omnipotence
(power) and invulnerability, the partiality of judgement —
are typical of both states. Acute anger (rage attacks in
personality disorders) is always incommensurate with the
magnitude of the source of the emotion and is fuelled by
extraneous experiences. An acutely angry person usually
reacts to an ACCUMULATION, an amalgamation of
aversive experiences, all enhancing each other in vicious
feedback loops, many of them not directly related to the
cause of the specific anger episode. The angry person may
be reacting to stress, agitation, disturbance, drugs,
violence or aggression witnessed by him, to social or to
national conflict, to elation and even to sexual excitation.
The same is true of the personality disordered. His inner
world is fraught with unpleasant, ego-dystonic,
discomfiting, unsettling, worrisome experiences. His
external environment — influenced and moulded by his
distorted personality — is also transformed into a source of
aversive, repulsive, or plainly unpleasant experiences. The
personality disordered explodes in rage — because he
implodes AND reacts to outside stimuli, simultaneously.
Because he is a slave to magical thinking and, therefore,
regards himself as omnipotent, omniscient and protected
from the consequences of his own acts (immune) — the
personality disordered often acts in a self-destructive and
self-defeating manner. The similarities are so numerous
and so striking that it seems safe to say that the
personality disordered is in a constant state of acute anger.

Finally, acutely angry people perceive anger to have been
the result of intentional (or circumstantial) provocation
with a hostile purpose (by the target of their anger). Their
targets, on the other hand, invariably regard them as



incoherent people, acting arbitrarily, in an unjustified
manner.

Replace the words "acutely angry" with the words
"personality disordered" and the sentence would still
remain largely valid.

Animal Rights

According to MSNBC, in a May 2005 Senate hearing,
John Lewis, the FBI's deputy assistant director for
counterterrorism, asserted that "environmental and animal
rights extremists who have turned to arson and explosives
are the nation's top domestic terrorism threat ... Groups
such as the Animal Liberation Front, the Earth Liberation
Front and the Britain-based SHAC, or Stop Huntingdon
Animal Cruelty, are 'way out in front' in terms of damage
and number of crimes ...". Lewis averred that " ... (t)here
is nothing else going on in this country over the last
several years that is racking up the high number of violent
crimes and terrorist actions".

MSNBC notes that "(t)he Animal Liberation Front says on
its Web site that its small, autonomous groups of people
take 'direct action' against animal abuse by rescuing
animals and causing financial loss to animal exploiters,
usually through damage and destruction of property."

"Animal rights" is a catchphrase akin to "human rights". It
involves, however, a few pitfalls. First, animals exist only
as a concept. Otherwise, they are cuddly cats, curly dogs,
cute monkeys. A rat and a puppy are both animals but our
emotional reaction to them is so different that we cannot
really lump them together. Moreover: what rights are we
talking about? The right to life? The right to be free of



pain? The right to food? Except the right to free speech —
all other rights could be applied to animals.

Law professor Steven Wise, argues in his book, "Drawing
the Line: Science and the Case for Animal Rights", for the
extension to animals of legal rights accorded to infants.
Many animal species exhibit awareness, cognizance and
communication skills typical of human toddlers and of
humans with arrested development. Yet, the latter enjoy
rights denied the former.

According to Wise, there are four categories of practical
autonomy - a legal standard for granting "personhood"
and the rights it entails. Practical autonomy involves the
ability to be desirous, to intend to fulfill and pursue one's
desires, a sense of self-awareness, and self-sufficiency.
Most animals, says Wise, qualify. This may be going too
far. It is easier to justify the moral rights of animals than
their legal rights.

But when we say "animals", what we really mean is non-
human organisms. This is such a wide definition that it
easily pertains to extraterrestrial aliens. Will we witness
an Alien Rights movement soon? Unlikely. Thus, we are
forced to narrow our field of enquiry to non-human
organisms reminiscent of humans, the ones that provoke
in us empathy.

Even this is way too fuzzy. Many people love snakes, for
instance, and deeply empathize with them. Could we
accept the assertion (avidly propounded by these people)
that snakes ought to have rights — or should we consider
only organisms with extremities and the ability to feel
pain?



Historically, philosophers like Kant (and Descartes,
Malebranche, and Aquinas) rejected the idea of animal
rights. They regarded animals as the organic equivalents
of machines, driven by coarse instincts, unable to
experience pain (though their behavior sometimes
deceives us into erroneously believing that they do).

Thus, any ethical obligation that we have towards animals
is a derivative of our primary obligation towards our
fellow humans (the only ones possessed of moral
significance). These are called the theories of indirect
moral obligations. Thus, it is wrong to torture animals
only because it desensitizes us to human suffering and
makes us more prone to using violence on humans.
Malebranche augmented this line of thinking by "proving"
that animals cannot suffer pain because they are not
descended from Adam. Pain and suffering, as we all
know, are the exclusive outcomes of Adam's sins.

Kant and Malebranche may have been wrong. Animals
may be able to suffer and agonize. But how can we tell
whether another Being is truly suffering pain or not?
Through empathy. We postulate that - since that Being
resembles us — it must have the same experiences and,
therefore, it deserves our pity.

Yet, the principle of resemblance has many drawbacks.
One, it leads to moral relativism.

Consider this maxim from the Jewish Talmud: "Do not do
unto thy friend that which you hate". An analysis of this
sentence renders it less altruistic than it appears. We are
encouraged to refrain from doing only those things that
WE find hateful. This is the quiddity of moral relativism.



The saying implies that it is the individual who is the
source of moral authority. Each and every one of us is
allowed to spin his own moral system, independent of
others. The Talmudic dictum establishes a privileged
moral club (very similar to later day social
contractarianism) comprised of oneself and one's
friend(s). One is encouraged not to visit evil upon one's
friends, all others seemingly excluded. Even the broadest
interpretation of the word "friend" could only read:
"someone like you" and substantially excludes strangers.

Two, similarity is a structural, not an essential, trait.

Empathy as a differentiating principle is structural: if X
looks like me and behaves like me — then he is privileged.
Moreover, similarity is not necessarily identity. Monkeys,
dogs and dolphins are very much like us, both structurally
and behaviorally. Even according to Wise, it is quantity
(the degree of observed resemblance), not quality
(identity, essence), that is used in determining whether an
animal is worthy of holding rights, whether is it a morally
significant person. The degree of figurative and functional
likenesses decide whether one deserves to live, pain-free
and happy.

The quantitative test includes the ability to communicate
(manipulate vocal-verbal-written symbols within
structured symbol systems). Yet, we ignore the fact that
using the same symbols does not guarantee that we attach
to them the same cognitive interpretations and the same
emotional resonance (‘private languages"). The same
words, or symbols, often have different meanings.

Meaning is dependent upon historical, cultural, and
personal contexts. There is no telling whether two people



mean the same things when they say "red", or "sad", or
"I", or "love". That another organism looks like us,
behaves like us and communicates like us is no guarantee
that it is - in its essence - like us. This is the subject of the
famous Turing Test: there is no effective way to
distinguish a machine from a human when we rely
exclusively on symbol manipulation.

Consider pain once more.

To say that something does not experience pain cannot be
rigorously defended. Pain is a subjective experience.
There is no way to prove or to disprove that someone is or
is not in pain. Here, we can rely only on the subject's
reports. Moreover, even if we were to have an
analgometer (pain gauge), there would have been no way
to show that the phenomenon that activates the meter is
one and the same for all subjects, SUBJECTIVELY, i.e.,
that it is experienced in the same way by all the subjects
examined.

Even more basic questions regarding pain are impossible
to answer: What is the connection between the piercing
needle and the pain REPORTED and between these two
and electrochemical patterns of activity in the brain? A
correlation between these three phenomena can be
established — but not their identity or the existence of a
causative process. We cannot prove that the waves in the
subject's brain when he reports pain — ARE that pain. Nor
can we show that they CAUSED the pain, or that the pain
caused them.

It is also not clear whether our moral percepts are
conditioned on the objective existence of pain, on the
reported existence of pain, on the purported existence of


http://samvak.tripod.com/turing.html

pain (whether experienced or not, whether reported or
not), or on some independent laws.

If it were painless, would it be moral to torture someone?
Is the very act of sticking needles into someone immoral —
or is it immoral because of the pain it causes, or supposed
to inflict? Are all three components (needle sticking, a
sensation of pain, brain activity) morally equivalent? If so,
is it as immoral to merely generate the same patterns of
brain activity, without inducing any sensation of pain and
without sticking needles in the subject?

If these three phenomena are not morally equivalent —
why aren't they? They are, after all, different facets of the
very same pain — shouldn't we condemn all of them
equally? Or should one aspect of pain (the subject's report
of pain) be accorded a privileged treatment and status?

Yet, the subject's report is the weakest proof of pain! It
cannot be verified. And if we cling to this descriptive-
behavioural-phenomenological definition of pain than
animals qualify as well. They also exhibit all the
behaviours normally ascribed to humans in pain and they
report feeling pain (though they do tend to use a more
limited and non-verbal vocabulary).

Pain is, therefore, a value judgment and the reaction to it
is culturally dependent. In some cases, pain is perceived
as positive and is sought. In the Aztec cultures, being
chosen to be sacrificed to the Gods was a high honour.
How would we judge animal rights in such historical and
cultural contexts? Are there any "universal" values or does
it all really depend on interpretation?



If we, humans, cannot separate the objective from the
subjective and the cultural — what gives us the right or
ability to decide for other organisms? We have no way of
knowing whether pigs suffer pain. We cannot decide right
and wrong, good and evil for those with whom we can
communicate, let alone for organisms with which we fail
to do even this.

Is it GENERALLY immoral to kill, to torture, to pain?
The answer seems obvious and it automatically applies to
animals. Is it generally immoral to destroy? Yes, it is and
this answer pertains to the inanimate as well. There are
exceptions: it is permissible to kill and to inflict pain in
order to prevent a (quantitatively or qualitatively) greater
evil, to protect life, and when no reasonable and feasible
alternative is available.

The chain of food in nature is morally neutral and so are
death and disease. Any act which is intended to sustain
life of a higher order (and a higher order in life) — is
morally positive or, at least neutral. Nature decreed so.
Animals do it to other animals — though, admittedly, they
optimize their consumption and avoid waste and
unnecessary pain. Waste and pain are morally wrong. This
1s not a question of hierarchy of more or less important
Beings (an outcome of the fallacy of anthropomorphizing
Nature).

The distinction between what is (essentially) US — and
what just looks and behaves like us (but is NOT us) is
false, superfluous and superficial. Sociobiology is already
blurring these lines. Quantum Mechanics has taught us
that we can say nothing about what the world really IS. If
things look the same and behave the same, we better
assume that they are the same.
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The attempt to claim that moral responsibility is reserved
to the human species is self defeating. If it is so, then we
definitely have a moral obligation towards the weaker and
meeker. If it isn't, what right do we have to decide who
shall live and who shall die (in pain)?

The increasingly shaky "fact" that species do not
interbreed "proves" that species are distinct, say some. But
who can deny that we share most of our genetic material
with the fly and the mouse? We are not as dissimilar as
we wish we were. And ever-escalating cruelty towards
other species will not establish our genetic supremacy -
merely our moral inferiority.

Note: Why Do We Love Pets?

The presence of pets activates in us two primitive
psychological defense mechanisms: projection and
narcissism.

Projection is a defense mechanism intended to cope with
internal or external stressors and emotional conflict by
attributing to another person or object (such as a pet) -
usually falsely - thoughts, feelings, wishes, impulses,
needs, and hopes deemed forbidden or unacceptable by
the projecting party.

In the case of pets, projection works through
anthropomorphism: we attribute to animals our traits,
behavior patterns, needs, wishes, emotions, and cognitive
processes. This perceived similarity endears them to us
and motivates us to care for our pets and cherish them.

But, why do people become pet-owners in the first place?
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Caring for pets comprises equal measures of satisfaction
and frustration. Pet-owners often employ a psychological
defense mechanism - known as "cognitive dissonance" -
to suppress the negative aspects of having pets and to
deny the unpalatable fact that raising pets and caring for
them may be time consuming, exhausting, and strains
otherwise pleasurable and tranquil relationships to their
limits.

Pet-ownership is possibly an irrational vocation, but
humanity keeps keeping pets. It may well be the call of
nature. All living species reproduce and most of them
parent. Pets sometimes serve as surrogate children and
friends. Is this maternity (and paternity) by proxy proof
that, beneath the ephemeral veneer of civilization, we are
still merely a kind of beast, subject to the impulses and
hard-wired behavior that permeate the rest of the animal
kingdom? Is our existential loneliness so extreme that it
crosses the species barrier?

There is no denying that most people want their pets and
love them. They are attached to them and experience grief
and bereavement when they die, depart, or are sick. Most
pet-owners find keeping pets emotionally fulfilling,
happiness-inducing, and highly satisfying. This pertains
even to unplanned and initially unwanted new arrivals.

Could this be the missing link? Does pet-ownership
revolve around self-gratification? Does it all boil down to
the pleasure principle?

Pet-keeping may, indeed, be habit forming. Months of
raising pups and cubs and a host of social positive
reinforcements and expectations condition pet-owners to
do the job. Still, a living pet is nothing like the abstract



concept. Pets wail, soil themselves and their environment,
stink, and severely disrupt the lives of their owners.
Nothing too enticing here.

If you eliminate the impossible, what is left - however
improbable - must be the truth. People keep pets because
it provides them with narcissistic supply.

A Narcissist is a person who projects a (false) image unto
others and uses the interest this generates to regulate a
labile and grandiose sense of self-worth. The reactions
garnered by the narcissist - attention, unconditional
acceptance, adulation, admiration, affirmation - are
collectively known as "narcissistic supply". The narcissist
treats pets as mere instruments of gratification.

Infants go through a phase of unbridled fantasy, tyrannical
behavior, and perceived omnipotence. An adult narcissist,
in other words, is still stuck in his "terrible twos" and is
possessed with the emotional maturity of a toddler. To
some degree, we are all narcissists. Yet, as we grow, we
learn to empathize and to love ourselves and others.

This edifice of maturity is severely tested by pet-
ownership.

Pets evoke in their keepers the most primordial drives,
protective, animalistic instincts, the desire to merge with
the pet and a sense of terror generated by such a desire (a
fear of vanishing and of being assimilated). Pets engender
in their owners an emotional regression.

The owners find themselves revisiting their own
childhood even as they are caring for their pets. The
crumbling of decades and layers of personal growth is
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accompanied by a resurgence of the aforementioned early
infancy narcissistic defenses. Pet-keepers - especially new
ones - are gradually transformed into narcissists by this
encounter and find in their pets the perfect sources of
narcissistic supply, euphemistically known as love. Really
it is a form of symbiotic codependence of both parties.

Even the most balanced, most mature, most
psychodynamically stable of pet-owners finds such a
flood of narcissistic supply irresistible and addictive. It
enhances his or her self-confidence, buttresses self
esteem, regulates the sense of self-worth, and projects a
complimentary image of the parent to himself or herself.
It fast becomes indispensable.

The key to our determination to have pets is our wish to
experience the same unconditional love that we received
from our mothers, this intoxicating feeling of being
adored without caveats, for what we are, with no limits,
reservations, or calculations. This is the most powerful,
crystallized form of narcissistic supply. It nourishes our
self-love, self worth and self-confidence. It infuses us
with feelings of omnipotence and omniscience. In these,
and other respects, pet-ownership is a return to infancy.

Anthropy (Also see: Universe,Fine-tuned)

The Second Law of Thermodynamics predicts the gradual
energetic decay of physical closed systems ("entropy").
Arguably, the Universe as a whole is precisely such a
system.

Locally, though, order is often fighting disorder for
dominance. In other words, in localized, open systems,
order sometimes tends to increase and, by definition,



statistical entropy tends to decrease. This is the orthodoxy.
Personally, I believe otherwise.

Some physical systems increase disorder, either by
decaying or by actively spreading disorder onto other
systems. Such vectors we call "Entropic Agents".

Conversely, some physical systems increase order or
decrease disorder either in themselves or in their
environment. We call these vectors "Negentropic Agents".

Human Beings are Negentropic Agents gone awry. Now,
through its excesses, Mankind is slowly being
transformed into an Entropic Agent.

Antibiotics, herbicides, insecticides, pollution,
deforestation, etc. are all detrimental to the environment
and reduce the amount of order in the open system that is
Earth.

Nature must balance this shift of allegiance, this deviation
from equilibrium, by constraining the number of other
Entropic Agents on Earth — or by reducing the numbers of
humans.

To achieve the latter (which is the path of least resistance
and a typical self-regulatory mechanism), Nature causes
humans to begin to internalize and assimilate the Entropy
that they themselves generate. This is done through a
series of intricate and intertwined mechanisms:

The Malthusian Mechanism — Limited resources lead to
wars, famine, diseases and to a decrease in the populace
(and, thus, in the number of human Entropic Agents).
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The Assimilative Mechanism — Diseases, old and new,
and other phenomena yield negative demographic effects
directly related to the entropic actions of humans.

Examples: excessive use of antibiotics leads to drug-
resistant strains of pathogens, cancer is caused by
pollution, heart ailments are related to modern Western
diet, AIDS, avian flu, SARS, and other diseases are a
result of hitherto unknown or mutated strains of viruses.

The Cognitive Mechanism — Humans limit their own
propagation, using "rational", cognitive arguments,
devices, and procedures: abortion, birth control, the pill.

Thus, combining these three mechanisms, nature controls
the damage and disorder that Mankind spreads and
restores equilibrium to the terrestrial ecosystem.

Appendix - Order and the Universe

Earth is a complex, orderly, and open system. If it were an
intelligent being, we would have been compelled to say
that it had "chosen" to preserve and locally increase form
(structure), order and complexity.

This explains why evolution did not stop at the protozoa
level. After all, these mono-cellular organisms were (and
still are, hundreds of millions of years later) superbly
adapted to their environment. It was Bergson who posed
the question: why did nature prefer the risk of unstable
complexity over predictable and reliable and durable
simplicity?

The answer seems to be that Nature has a predilection (not
confined to the biological realm) to increase complexity
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and order and that this principle takes precedence over
"utilitarian" calculations of stability. The battle between
the entropic arrow and the negentropic one is more
important than any other (in-built) "consideration". Time
and the Third Law of Thermodynamics are pitted against
Life (as an integral and ubiquitous part of the Universe)
and Order (a systemic, extensive parameter) against
Disorder.

In this context, natural selection is no more "blind" or
"random" than its subjects. It is discriminating,
encourages structure, complexity and order. The contrast
that Bergson stipulated between Natural Selection and
Elan Vitale is misplaced: Natural Selection IS the vital
power itself.

Modern Physics is converging with Philosophy (possibly
with the philosophical side of Religion as well) and the
convergence 1s precisely where concepts of order and
disorder emerge. String theories, for instance, come in
numerous versions which describe many possible
different worlds (though, admittedly, they may all be
facets of the same Being - distant echoes of the new
versions of the Many Worlds Interpretation of Quantum
Mechanics).

Still, why do we, intelligent conscious observers, see (why
are we exposed to) only one kind of world? How is our
world as we know it "selected"? The Universe is
constrained in this "selection process" by its own history,
but its history is not synonymous with the Laws of Nature.
We know that the latter determine the former - but did the
former also determine the latter? In other words: were the
Laws of Nature "selected" as well and, if so, how?
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The answer seems self evident: the Universe "selected"
both the Natural Laws and, as a result, its own history, in
a process akin to Natural Selection. Whatever increased
order, complexity, and structure - survived. Our Universe
- having itself survived - must be have been naturally
selected.

We can assume that only order-increasing Universes do
not succumb to entropy and death (the weak hypothesis).
It could even be argued (as we do here) that our Universe
is the only possible kind of Universe (the semi-strong
hypothesis) or even the only Universe (the strong
hypothesis). This is the essence of the Anthropic
Principle.

By definition, universal rules pervade all the realms of
existence. Biological systems obey the same order-
increasing (natural) laws as do physical and social ones.
We are part of the Universe in the sense that we are
subject to the same discipline and adhere to the same
"religion". We are an inevitable result - not a chance
happening.

We are the culmination of orderly processes - not the
outcome of random events. The Universe enables us and
our world because - and only for as long as - we increase
order. That is not to imply that there is an "intention"
involved on the part of the Universe (or the existence of a
"higher being" or a "higher power"). There is no
conscious or God-like spirit. All I am saying is that a
system founded on order as a fundamental principle will
tend to favor order and opt for it, to proactively select its
proponents and deselect its opponents, and to give birth to
increasingly more sophisticated weapons in the pro-order



arsenal. We, humans, were such an order-increasing
weapon until recently.

These intuitive assertions can be easily converted into a
formalism. In Quantum Mechanics, the State Vector can
be constrained to collapse to the most order-enhancing
event. If we had a computer the size of the Universe that
could infallibly model it, we would have been able to
predict which events will increase order in the Universe
overall. These, then, would be the likeliest events.

It is easy to prove that events follow a path of maximum
order, simply because the world is orderly and getting
ever more so. Had this not been the case, statistically
evenly-scattered events would have led to an increase in
entropy (thermodynamic laws are the offspring of
statistical mechanics). But this simply does not happen.

And it is wrong to think that order increases only in
isolated "pockets", in local regions of our universe.

It is increasing everywhere, all the time, on all scales of
measurement. Therefore, we are forced to conclude that
quantum events are guided by some non-random principle

(such as the increase in order). This, exactly, is the case in
biology. There is no reason in principle why not to
construct a life wavefunction which will always collapse
to the most order increasing event. If we were to construct
and apply this wave function to our world - we, humans,
would probably have found ourselves as one of the events
selected by its collapse.
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Appendix - Live and Let Live, Nature's Message

Both now-discarded Lamarckism (the supposed
inheritance of acquired characteristics) and Evolution
Theory postulate that function determines form. Natural
selection rewards those forms best suited to carry out the
function of survival ("survival of the fittest") in each and
every habitat (through the mechanism of adaptive
radiation).

But whose survival is natural selection concerned with? Is
it the survival of the individual? Of the species? Of the
habitat or ecosystem? These three - individual, species,
habitat - are not necessarily compatible or mutually
reinforcing in their goals and actions.

If we set aside the dewy-eyed arguments of altruism, we
are compelled to accept that individual survival
sometimes threatens and endangers the survival of the
species (for instance, if the individual is sick, weak, or
evil). As every environmental scientist can attest, the
thriving of some species puts at risk the existence of
whole habitats and ecological niches and leads other
species to extinction.

To prevent the potential excesses of egotistic self-
propagation, survival is self-limiting and self-regulating.
Consider epidemics: rather than go on forever, they abate
after a certain number of hosts have been infected. It is a
kind of Nash equilibrium. Macroevolution (the
coordinated emergence of entire groups of organisms)
trumps microevolution (the selective dynamics of species,
races, and subspecies) every time.



http://samvak.tripod.com/nm056.html
http://samvak.tripod.com/disease.html
http://samvak.tripod.com/journal65.html
http://samvak.tripod.com/journal81.html

This delicate and self-correcting balance between the
needs and pressures of competing populations is manifest
even in the single organism or species. Different parts of
the phenotype invariably develop at different rates, thus
preventing an all-out scramble for resources and
maladaptive changes. This is known as "mosaic
evolution". It is reminiscent of the "invisible hand of the
market" that allegedly allocates resources optimally
among various players and agents.

Moreover, evolution favors organisms whose rate of
reproduction is such that their populations expand to no
more than the number of individuals that the habitat can
support (the habitat's carrying capacity). These are called
K-selection species, or K-strategists and are considered
the poster children of adaptation.

Live and let live is what evolution is all about - not the
law of the jungle. The survival of all the species that are
fit to survive is preferred to the hegemony of a few
rapacious, highly-adapted, belligerent predators. Nature is
about compromise, not about conquest.

Anti-Semitism

“Only loss is universal and true cosmopolitanism in this
world must be based on suffering.”

Ignacio Silone

Rabid anti-Semitism, coupled with inane and outlandish
conspiracy theories of world dominion, is easy to counter
and dispel. It is the more "reasoned", subtle, and stealthy
variety that it pernicious. "No smoke without fire," - say
people - "there must be something to it!".
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In this dialog I try to deconstruct a "mild" anti-Semitic
text. I myself wrote the text - not an easy task considering
my ancestry (a Jew) and my citizenship (an Israeli). But to
penetrate the pertinent layers - historical, psychological,
semantic, and semiotic - I had to "enter the skin" of
"rational", classic anti-Semites, to grasp what makes them
click and tick, and to think and reason like them.

I dedicated the last few months to ploughing through
reams of anti-Semitic tracts and texts. Steeped in more or
less nauseating verbal insanity and sheer paranoia, |
emerged to compose the following.

The Anti-Semite:

The rising tide of anti-Semitism the world over is
universally decried. The proponents of ant-Semitism are
cast as ignorant, prejudiced, lawless, and atavistic. Their
arguments are dismissed off-handedly.

But it takes one Jew to really know another. Conditioned
by millennia of persecution, Jews are paranoid, defensive,
and obsessively secretive. It is impossible for a gentile -
whom they hold to be inferior and reflexively hostile - to
penetrate their counsels.

Let us examine anti-Semitic arguments more closely and
in an unbiased manner:

Argument number one - Being Jewish is a racial
distinction - not only a religious one

If race is defined in terms of genetic purity, then Jews are
as much a race as the remotest and most isolated of the
tribes of the Amazon. Genetic studies revealed that Jews



throughout the world - largely due to centuries of in-
breeding - share the same genetic makeup. Hereditary
diseases which afflict only the Jews attest to the veracity
of this discovery.

Judaism is founded on shared biology as much as shared
history and customs. As a religion, it proscribes a conjugal
union with non-Jews. Jews are not even allowed to
partake the food and wine of gentiles and have kept their
distance from the communities which they inhabited -
maintaining tenaciously, through countless generations,
their language, habits, creed, dress, and national ethos.
Only Jews become automatic citizens of Israel (the
infamous Law of Return).

The Jewish Response:

Race has been invariably used as an argument against the
Jews. It is ironic that racial purists have always been the
most fervent anti-Semites. Jews are not so much a race as
a community, united in age-old traditions and beliefs, lore
and myths, history and language. Anyone can become a
Jew by following a set of clear (though, admittedly,
demanding) rules. There is absolutely no biological test or
restriction on joining the collective that is known as the
Jewish people or the religion that is Judaism.

It is true that some Jews are differentiated from their
gentile environments. But this distinction has largely been
imposed on us by countless generations of hostile hosts
and neighbors. The yellow Star of David was only the
latest in a series of measures to isolate the Jews, clearly
mark them, restrict their economic and intellectual
activities, and limit their social interactions. The only way
to survive was to stick together. Can you blame us for



responding to what you yourselves have so
enthusiastically instigated?

The Anti-Semite:

Argument number two - The Jews regard themselves as
Chosen, Superior, or Pure

Vehement protestations to the contrary notwithstanding -
this is largely true. Orthodox Jews and secular Jews differ,
of course, in their perception of this supremacy. The
religious attribute it to divine will, intellectuals to the
outstanding achievements of Jewish scientists and
scholars, the modern Israeli is proud of his invincible
army and thriving economy. But they all share a sense of
privilege and commensurate obligation to civilize their
inferiors and to spread progress and enlightenment
wherever they are. This is a pernicious rendition of the
colonial White Man's Burden and it is coupled with
disdain and contempt for the lowly and the great
unwashed (namely, the gentiles).

The Jewish Response:

There were precious few Jews among the great colonizers
and ideologues of imperialism (Disraeli being the
exception). Moreover, to compare the dissemination of
knowledge and enlightenment to colonialism is, indeed, a
travesty.

We, the Jews, are proud of our achievements. Show me
one group of people (including the anti-Semites) who
isn't? But there is an abyss between being justly proud of
one's true accomplishments and feeling superior as a
result. Granted, there are narcissists and megalomaniacs
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everywhere and among the members of any human
collective. Hitler and his Aryan superiority is a good
example.

The Anti-Semite:
Argument number three - Jews have divided loyalties

It is false to say that Jews are first and foremost Jews and
only then are they the loyal citizens of their respective
countries. Jews have unreservedly fought and sacrificed in
the service of their homelands, often killing their
coreligionists in the process. But it is true that Jews
believe that what is good for the Jews is good for the
country they reside in. By aligning the interests of their
adopted habitat with their narrower and selfish agenda,
Jews feel justified to promote their own interests to the
exclusion of all else and all others.

Moreover, the rebirth of the Jewish State presented the
Jews with countless ethical dilemmas which they typically
resolved by adhering uncritically to Tel-Aviv's official
line. This often brought them into direct conflict with their
governments and non-Jewish compatriots and enhanced
their reputation as untrustworthy and treacherous.

Hence the Jewish propensity to infiltrate decision-making
centers, such as politics and the media. Their aim is to
minimize conflicts of interests by transforming their
peculiar concerns and preferences into official, if not
always consensual, policy. This viral hijacking of the host
country's agenda is particularly evident in the United
States where the interest of Jewry and of the only
superpower have become inextricable.



It is a fact - not a rant - that Jews are over-represented in
certain, influential, professions (in banking, finance, the
media, politics, the film industry, publishing, science, the
humanities, etc.). This is partly the result of their
emphases on education and social upward mobility. But it
is also due to the tendency of well-placed Jews to promote
their brethren and provide them with privileged access to
opportunities, funding, and jobs.

The Jewish Response:

Most modern polities are multi-ethnic and multi-cultural
(an anathema to anti-Semites, I know). Every ethnic,
religious, cultural, political, intellectual, and economic or
business group tries to influence policy-making by various
means. This is both legitimate and desirable. Lobbying
has been an integral and essential part of democracy since
it was invented in Athens 2500 years ago. The Jews and
Israelis are no exception.

Jews are, indeed, over-represented in certain professions
in the United States. But they are under-represented in
other, equally important, vocations (for instance, among
company CEOs, politicians, diplomats, managers of
higher education institutions, and senior bankers).
Globally, Jews are severely under-represented or not-
existent in virtually all professions due to their
demography (aging population, low birth-rates, unnatural
deaths in wars and slaughters).



The Anti-Semite:
Argument number four - Jews act as a cabal or mafia

There is no organized, hierarchical, and centralized
worldwide Jewish conspiracy. Rather the Jews act in a
manner similar to al-Qaida: they freelance and self-
assemble ad hoc in cross-border networks to tackle
specific issues. Jewish organizations - many in cahoots
with the Israeli government - serve as administrative
backup, same as some Islamic charities do for militant
Islam. The Jews' ability and readiness to mobilize and act
to further their plans is a matter of record and the source
of the inordinate influence of their lobby organizations in
Washington, for instance.

When two Jews meet, even randomly, and regardless of
the disparities in their background, they immediately
endeavor to see how they can further each other's
interests, even and often at the expense of everyone else's.

Still, the Jewish diaspora, now two millennia old, is the
first truly global phenomenon in world affairs. Bound by a
common history, a common set of languages, a common
ethos, a common religion, common defenses and
ubiquitous enemies - Jews learned to closely cooperate in
order to survive.

No wonder that all modern global networks - from
Rothschild to Reuters - were established by Jews. Jews
also featured prominently in all the revolutionary
movements of the past three centuries. Individual Jews -
though rarely the Jewish community as a whole - seem to
benefit no matter what.



When Czarist Russia collapsed, Jews occupied 7 out of 10
prominent positions in both the Kerensky (a Jew himself)
government and in the Lenin and early Stalin
administrations. When the Soviet Union crumbled, Jews
again benefited mightily. Three quarters of the famous
"oligarchs" (robber barons) that absconded with the bulk
of the defunct empire's assets were - you guessed it -
Jews.

The Jewish Response:

Ignoring the purposefully inflammatory language for a
minute, what group does not behave this way? Harvard
alumni, the British Commonwealth, the European Union,
the Irish or the Italians in the United States, political
parties the world over ... As long as people co-operate
legally and for legal ends, without breaching ethics and
without discriminating against deserving non-members -
what is wrong with that?

The Anti-Semite:

Argument number five - The Jews are planning to take
over the world and establish a world government

This is the kind of nonsense that discredits a serious study
of the Jews and their role in history, past and present.
Endless lists of prominent people of Jewish descent are
produced in support of the above contention. Yet,
governments are not the mere sum of their constituent
individuals. The dynamics of power subsist on more than
the religious affiliation of office-holders, kingmakers, and
string-pullers.



Granted, Jews are well introduced in the echelons of
power almost everywhere. But this is still a very far cry
from a world government. Neither were Jews prominent
in any of the recent moves - mostly by the Europeans - to
strengthen the role of international law and attendant
supranational organizations.

The Jewish Response:

What can I say? I agree with you. I would only like to set
the record straight by pointing out the fact that Jews are
actually under-represented in the echelons of power
everywhere (including in the United States). Only in Israel
- where they constitute an overwhelming majority - do
Jews run things.

The Anti-Semite:

Argument number six - Jews are selfish, narcissistic,
haughty, double-faced, dissemblers. Zionism is an
extension of this pathological narcissism as a colonial
movement

Judaism is not missionary. It is elitist. But Zionism has
always regarded itself as both a (19th century) national
movement and a (colonial) civilizing force. Nationalist
narcissism transformed Zionism into a mission of
acculturation ("White Man's Burden").

In "Altneuland" (translated to Hebrew as "Tel Aviv"), the
feverish tome composed by Theodore Herzl, Judaism's
improbable visionary - Herzl refers to the Arabs as pliant
and compliant butlers, replete with gloves and tarbushes.
In the book, a German Jewish family prophetically lands
at Jaffa, the only port in erstwhile Palestine. They are


http://samvak.tripod.com/14.html
http://samvak.tripod.com/14.html

welcomed and escorted by "Briticized" Arab gentlemen's
gentlemen who are only too happy to assist their future
masters and colonizers to disembark.

This age-old narcissistic defence - the Jewish superiority
complex - was only exacerbated by the Holocaust.

Nazism posed as a rebellion against the "old ways" -
against the hegemonic culture, the upper classes, the
established religions, the superpowers, the European
order. The Nazis borrowed the Leninist vocabulary and
assimilated it effectively. Hitler and the Nazis were an
adolescent movement, a reaction to narcissistic injuries
inflicted upon a narcissistic (and rather psychopathic)
toddler nation-state. Hitler himself was a malignant
narcissist, as Fromm correctly noted.

The Jews constituted a perfect, easily identifiable,
embodiment of all that was "wrong" with Europe. They
were an old nation, they were eerily disembodied (without
a territory), they were cosmopolitan, they were part of the
establishment, they were "decadent", they were hated on
religious and socio-economic grounds (see Goldhagen's
"Hitler's Willing Executioners"), they were different, they
were narcissistic (felt and acted as morally superior), they
were everywhere, they were defenseless, they were
credulous, they were adaptable (and thus could be co-
opted to collaborate in their own destruction). They were
the perfect hated father figure and parricide was in
fashion.

The Holocaust was a massive trauma not because of its
dimensions - but because Germans, the epitome of
Western civilization, have turned on the Jews, the self-
proclaimed missionaries of Western civilization in the



Levant and Arabia. It was the betrayal that mattered.
Rejected by East (as colonial stooges) and West (as agents
of racial contamination) alike - the Jews resorted to a
series of narcissistic responses reified by the State of
Israel.

The long term occupation of territories (metaphorical or
physical) is a classic narcissistic behavior (of
"annexation" of the other). The Six Days War was a war
of self defence - but the swift victory only exacerbated the
grandiose fantasies of the Jews. Mastery over the
Palestinians became an important component in the
psychological makeup of the nation (especially the more
rightwing and religious elements) because it constitutes
"Narcissistic Supply".

The Jewish Response:

Happily, sooner or later most anti-Semitic arguments
descend into incoherent diatribe. This dialog is no
exception.

Zionism was not conceived out of time. It was born in an
age of colonialism, Kipling's "white man's burden", and
Western narcissism. Regrettably, Herzl did not transcend
the political discourse of his period. But Zionism is far
more than Altneuland. Herzl died in 1904, having actually
been deposed by Zionists from Russia who espoused
ideals of equality for all, Jews and non-Jews alike.

The Holocaust was an enormous trauma and a clarion call.
It taught the Jews that they cannot continue with their
historically abnormal existence and that all the formulas
for accommodation and co-existence failed. There
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remained only one viable solution: a Jewish state as a
member of the international community of nations.

The Six Days War was, indeed, a classic example of
preemptive self-defense. Its outcomes, however, deeply
divide Jewish communities everywhere, especially in
Israel. Many of us believe that occupation corrupts and
reject the Messianic and millennial delusions of some
Jews as dangerous and nefarious.

Perhaps this is the most important thing to remember:

Like every other group of humans, though molded by
common experience, Jews are not a monolith. There are
liberal Jews and orthodox Jews, narcissists and altruists,
unscrupulous and moral, educated and ignorant, criminals
and law-abiding citizens. Jews, in other words, are like
everyone else. Can we say the same about anti-Semites? I
wonder.

The Anti-Israeli:

The State of Israel is likely to end as did the seven
previous stabs at Jewish statehood - in total annihilation.
And for the same reasons: conflicts between secular and
religious Jews and a racist-colonialist pattern of
deplorable behavior. The UN has noted this recidivist
misconduct in numerous resolutions and when it justly
compared Zionism to racism.

The Jewish Response:
Zionism is undoubtedly a typical 19th century national

movement, promoting the interests of an ethnically-
homogeneous nation. But it is not and never has been a



racist movement. Zionists of all stripes never believed in
the inherent inferiority or malevolence or impurity of any
group of people (however arbitrarily defined or
capriciously delimited) just because of their common
origin or habitation. The State of Israel is not
exclusionary. There are a million Israelis who are Arabs,
both Christians and Muslims.

It is true, though, that Jews have a special standing in
Israel. The Law of Return grants them immediate
citizenship. Because of obvious conflicts of interest,
Arabs cannot serve in the Israel Defense Forces (IDF).
Consequently, they don't enjoy the special benefits
conferred on war veterans and ex-soldiers.

Regrettably, it is also true that Arabs are discriminated
against and hated by many Israelis, though rarely as a
matter of official policy. These are the bitter fruits of the
ongoing conflict. Budget priorities are also heavily
skewed in favor of schools and infrastructure in Jewish
municipalities. A lot remains to be done.

The Anti-Israeli:

Zionism started off as a counter-revolution. It presented
itself as an alternative to both orthodox religion and to
assimilation in the age of European "Enlightenment”. But
it was soon hijacked by East European Jews who
espoused a pernicious type of Stalinism and virulent anti-
Arab racism.

The Jewish Response:

East European Jews were no doubt more nationalistic and
etatist than the West European visionaries who gave birth



to Zionism. But, again, they were not racist. On the very
contrary. Their socialist roots called for close
collaboration and integration of all the ethnicities and
nationalities in Israel/Palestine.

The Anti-Israeli:

The "Status Quo" promulgated by Israel's first Prime
Minister, David Ben-Gurion, confined institutionalized
religion to matters of civil law and to communal issues.
All affairs of state became the exclusive domain of the
secular-leftist nomenclature and its attendant bureaucratic
apparatus.

All this changed after the Six Days War in 1967 and, even
more so, after the Yom Kippur War. Militant Messianic
Jews with radical fundamentalist religious ideologies
sought to eradicate the distinction between state and
synagogue. They propounded a political agenda, thus
invading the traditionally secular turf; to the great
consternation of their compatriots.

This schism is unlikely to heal and will be further
exacerbated by the inevitable need to confront harsh
demographic and geopolitical realities. No matter how
much occupied territory Israel gives up and how many
ersatz Jews it imports from East Europe, the Palestinians
are likely to become a majority within the next 50 years.

Israel will sooner or later face the need to choose whether
to institute a policy of strict and racist apartheid - or
shrink into an indefensible (though majority Jewish)
enclave. The fanatics of the religious right are likely to
enthusiastically opt for the first alternative. All the rest of
the Jews in Israel are bound to recoil. Civil war will then



become unavoidable and with it the demise of yet another
short-lived Jewish polity.

The Jewish Response:

Israel is, indeed, faced with the unpalatable choice and
demographic realities described above. But don't bet on
civil war and total annihilation just yet. There are
numerous other political solutions - for instance, a
confederacy of two national states, or one state with two
nations. But, | agree, this is a serious problem further
compounded by Palestinian demands for the right to
return to their ancestral territories, now firmly within the
Jewish State, even in its pre-1967 borders.

With regards to the hijacking of the national agenda by
right-wing, religious fundamentalist Jewish militants - as
the recent pullout from Gaza and some of the West Bank
proves conclusively, Israelis are pragmatists. The
influence of Messianic groups on Israeli decision-making
is blown out of proportion. They are an increasingly
isolated - though vocal and sometimes violent - minority.

The Anti-Israeli:

Israel could, perhaps, have survived, had it not committed
a second mortal sin by transforming itself into an outpost
and beacon of Western (first British-French, then
American) neo-colonialism. As the representative of the
oppressors, it was forced to resort to an official policy of
unceasing war crimes and repeated grave violations of
human and civil rights.



The Jewish Response:

Israel aligned itself with successive colonial powers in the
region because it felt it had no choice, surrounded and
outnumbered as it was by hostile, trigger-happy, and
heavily armed neighbors. Israel did miss, though, quite a
few chances to make peace, however intermittent and
hesitant, with its erstwhile enemies. It is also true that it
committed itself to a policy of settlements and oppression
within the occupied territories which inevitably gave rise
to grave and repeated violations on international law.
Overlording another people had a corrosive corrupting
influence on Israeli society.

The Anti-Israeli:

The Arabs, who first welcomed the Jewish settlers and the
economic opportunities they represented, turned against
the new emigrants when they learned of their agenda of
occupation, displacement, and ethnic cleansing. Israel
became a pivot of destabilization in the Middle East,
embroiled in conflicts and wars too numerous to count.
Unscrupulous and corrupt Arab rulers used its existence
and the menace it reified as a pretext to avoid
democratization, transparency, and accountability.

The Jewish Response:

With the exception of the 1919 Faisal-Weitzman
declaration, Arabs never really welcomed the Jews.
Attacks on Jewish outposts and settlers started as early as
1921 and never ceased. The wars in 1948 and in 1967
were initiated or provoked by the Arab states. It is true,
though, that Israel unwisely leveraged its victories to



oppress the Palestinians and for territorial gains,
sometimes in cahoots with much despised colonial
powers, such as Britain and France in 1956.

The Anti-Israeli:

This volatile mixture of ideological racism, Messianic
empire-building, malignant theocracy much resented by
the vast majority of secular Jews, and alignment with all
entities anti-Arab and anti-Muslim will doom the Jewish
country. In the long run, the real inheritors and proprietors
of the Middle East are its long-term inhabitants, the
Arabs. A strong army is not a guarantee of longevity - see
the examples of the USSR and Yugoslavia.

Even now, it is not too late. Israel can transform itself into
an important and benevolent regional player by embracing
its Arab neighbors and by championing the causes of
economic and scientific development, integration, and
opposition to outside interference in the region's internal
affairs. The Arabs, exhausted by decades of conflict and
backwardness, are likely to heave a collective sigh of
relief and embrace Israel - reluctantly at first and more
warmly as it proves itself a reliable ally and friend.

Israel's demographic problem is more difficult to resolve.
It requires Israel to renounce its exclusive racist and
theocratic nature. Israel must suppress, by force if need
be, the lunatic fringe of militant religious fanatics that has
been haunting its politics in the last three decades. And it
must extend a welcoming hand to its Arab citizens by
legislating and enforcing a set of Civil Rights Laws.



The Jewish Response:

Whether this Jewish state is doomed or not, time will tell.
Peace with our Arab neighbors and equal treatment of our
Arab citizens should be our two over-riding strategic
priorities. The Jewish State cannot continue to live by the
sword, lest it perishes by it.

If the will is there it can be done. The alternative is too
horrible to contemplate.

Art (as Private Language)

"I know of no 'new programme'. Only that art is forever
manifesting itself in new forms, since there are forever
new personalities-its essence can never alter, I believe.
Perhaps I am wrong. But speaking for myself, I know
that I have no programme, only the unaccountable
longing to grasp what I see and feel, and to find the
purest means of expression for it."

Karl Schmidt-Rottluff

The psychophysical problem is long standing and,
probably, intractable.

We have a corporeal body. It is a physical entity, subject
to all the laws of physics. Yet, we experience ourselves,
our internal lives, external events in a manner which
provokes us to postulate the existence of a corresponding,
non-physical ontos, entity. This corresponding entity
ostensibly incorporates a dimension of our being which, in
principle, can never be tackled with the instruments and
the formal logic of science.



A compromise was proposed long ago: the soul is nothing
but our self awareness or the way that we experience
ourselves. But this is a flawed solution. It is flawed
because it assumes that the human experience is uniform,
unequivocal and identical. It might well be so - but there
is no methodologically rigorous way of proving it. We
have no way to objectively ascertain that all of us
experience pain in the same manner or that pain that we
experience is the same in all of us. This is even when the
causes of the sensation are carefully controlled and
monitored.

A scientist might say that it is only a matter of time before
we find the exact part of the brain which is responsible for
the specific pain in our gedankenexperiment. Moreover,
will add our gedankenscientist, in due course, science will
even be able to demonstrate a monovalent relationship
between a pattern of brain activity in situ and the
aforementioned pain. In other words, the scientific claim
is that the patterns of brain activity ARE the pain itself.

Such an argument is, prima facie, inadmissible. The fact
that two events coincide (even if they do so forever) does
not make them identical. The serial occurrence of two
events does not make one of them the cause and the other
the effect, as is well known. Similarly, the
contemporaneous occurrence of two events only means
that they are correlated. A correlate is not an alter ego. It
is not an aspect of the same event. The brain activity is
what appears WHEN pain happens - it by no means
follows that it IS the pain itself.

A stronger argument would crystallize if it was
convincingly and repeatedly demonstrated that playing
back these patterns of brain activity induces the same



pain. Even in such a case, we would be talking about
cause and effect rather than identity of pain and its
correlate in the brain.

The gap is even bigger when we try to apply natural
languages to the description of emotions and sensations.
This seems close to impossible. How can one even half
accurately communicate one's anguish, love, fear, or
desire? We are prisoners in the universe of our emotions,
never to emerge and the weapons of language are useless.
Each one of us develops his or her own, idiosyncratic,
unique emotional language. It is not a jargon, or a dialect
because it cannot be translated or communicated. No
dictionary can ever be constructed to bridge this lingual
gap. In principle, experience is incommunicable. People -
in the very far future - may be able to harbour the same
emotions, chemically or otherwise induced in them. One
brain could directly take over another and make it feel the
same. Yet, even then these experiences will not be
communicable and we will have no way available to us to
compare and decide whether there was an identity of
sensations or of emotions.

Still, when we say "sadness", we all seem to understand
what we are talking about. In the remotest and furthest
reaches of the earth people share this feeling of being sad.
The feeling might be evoked by disparate circumstances -
yet, we all seem to share some basic element of "being
sad". So, what is this element?

We have already said that we are confined to using
idiosyncratic emotional languages and that no dictionary
is possible between them.



Now we will postulate the existence of a meta language.
This is a language common to all humans, indeed, it
seems to be the language of being human. Emotions are
but phrases in this language. This language must exist -
otherwise all communication between humans would have
ceased to exist. It would appear that the relationship
between this universal language and the idiosyncratic,
individualistic languages is a relation of correlation. Pain
is correlated to brain activity, on the one hand - and to this
universal language, on the other. We would, therefore,
tend to parsimoniously assume that the two correlates are
but one and the same. In other words, it may well be that
the brain activity which "goes together" is but the physical
manifestation of the meta-lingual element "PAIN". We
feel pain and this is our experience, unique,
incommunicable, expressed solely in our idiosyncratic
language.

We know that we are feeling pain and we communicate it
to others. As we do so, we use the meta, universal
language. The very use (or even the thought of using) this
language provokes the brain activity which is so closely
correlated with pain.

It is important to clarify that the universal language could
well be a physical one. Possibly, even genetic. Nature
might have endowed us with this universal language to
improve our chances to survive. The communication of
emotions is of an unparalleled evolutionary importance
and a species devoid of the ability to communicate the
existence of pain - would perish. Pain is our guardian
against the perils of our surroundings.



To summarize: we manage our inter-human emotional
communication using a universal language which is either
physical or, at least, has strong physical correlates.

The function of bridging the gap between an idiosyncratic
language (his or her own) and a more universal one was
relegated to a group of special individuals called artists.
Theirs is the job to experience (mostly emotions), to
mould it into a the grammar, syntax and vocabulary of a
universal language in order to communicate the echo of
their idiosyncratic language. They are forever mediating
between us and their experience. Rightly so, the quality of
an artist is measured by his ability to loyally represent his
unique language to us. The smaller the distance between
the original experience (the emotion of the artist) and its
external representation - the more prominent the artist.

We declare artistic success when the universally
communicable representation succeeds at recreating the
original emotion (felt by the artist) with us. It is very
much like those science fiction contraptions which allow
for the decomposition of the astronaut's body in one spot -
and its recreation, atom for atom in another
(teleportation).

Even if the artist fails to do so but succeeds in calling
forth any kind of emotional response in his
viewers/readers/listeners, he is deemed successful.

Every artist has a reference group, his audience. They
could be alive or dead (for instance, he could measure
himself against past artists). They could be few or many,
but they must exist for art, in its fullest sense, to exist.
Modern theories of art speak about the audience as an



integral and defining part of the artistic creation and even
of the artefact itself.

But this, precisely, is the source of the dilemma of the
artist:

Who is to determine who is a good, qualitative artist and
who is not?

Put differently, who is to measure the distance between
the original experience and its representation?

After all, if the original experience is an element of an
idiosyncratic, non-communicable, language - we have no
access to any information regarding it and, therefore, we
are in no position to judge it. Only the artist has access to
it and only he can decide how far is his representation
from his original experience. Art criticism is impossible.

Granted, his reference group (his audience, however
limited, whether among the living, or among the dead) has
access to that meta language, that universal dictionary
available to all humans. But this is already a long way
towards the representation (the work of art). No one in the
audience has access to the original experience and their
capacity to pass judgement is, therefore, in great doubt.

On the other hand, only the reference group, only the
audience can aptly judge the representation for what it is.
The artist is too emotionally involved. True, the cold,
objective facts concerning the work of art are available to
both artist and reference group - but the audience is in a
privileged status, its bias is less pronounced.



Normally, the reference group will use the meta language
embedded in us as humans, some empathy, some vague
comparisons of emotions to try and grasp the emotional
foundation laid by the artist. But this is very much like
substituting verbal intercourse for the real thing. Talking
about emotions - let alone making assumptions about
what the artist may have felt that we also, maybe, share -
is a far cry from what really transpired in the artist's mind.

We are faced with a dichotomy:

The epistemological elements in the artistic process
belong exclusively and incommunicably to the artist.

The ontological aspects of the artistic process belong
largely to the group of reference but they have no access
to the epistemological domain.

And the work of art can be judged only by comparing the
epistemological to the ontological.

Nor the artist, neither his group of reference can do it.
This mission is nigh impossible.

Thus, an artist must make a decision early on in his
career:

Should he remain loyal and close to his emotional
experiences and studies and forgo the warmth and comfort
of being reassured and directed from the outside, through
the reactions of the reference group, or should he consider
the views, criticism and advice of the reference group in
his artistic creation - and, most probably, have to
compromise the quality and the intensity of his original
emotion in order to be more communicative.



I wish to thank my brother, Sharon Vaknin, a gifted
painter and illustrator, for raising these issues.

ADDENDUM - Art as Self-Mutilation

The internalized anger of Jesus - leading to his suicidal
pattern of behaviour - pertained to all of Mankind. His
sacrifice "benefited" humanity as a whole. A self-
mutilator, in comparison, appears to be "selfish".

His anger is autistic, self-contained, self-referential and,
therefore, "meaningless" as far as we are concerned. His
catharsis is a private language.

But what people fail to understand is that art itself is an
act of self mutilation, the etching of ephemeral pain into a
lasting medium, the ultimate private language.

They also ignore, at their peril, the fact that only a very
thin line separates self-mutilation - whether altruistic
(Jesus) or "egoistic" - and the mutilation of others (serial
killers, Hitler).

About inverted saints:
http://samvak.tripod.com/hitler.html

About serial killers:
http://samvak.tripod.com/serialkillers.html
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Birthdays

Why do we celebrate birthdays? What is it that we are
toasting? Is it the fact that we have survived another year
against many odds? Are we marking the progress we have
made, our cumulative achievements and possessions? Is a
birthday the expression of hope sprung eternal to live
another year?

None of the above, it would seem.

If it is the past year that we are commemorating, would
we still drink to it if we were to receive some bad news
about our health and imminent demise? Not likely. But
why? What is the relevance of information about the
Sfuture (our own looming death) when one is celebrating
the past? The past is immutable. No future event can
vitiate the fact that we have made it through another 12
months of struggle. Then why not celebrate this fact?

Because it is not the past that is foremost on our minds.
Our birthdays are about the future, not about the past. We
are celebrating having arrived so far because such
successful resilience allows us to continue forward. We
proclaim our potential to further enjoy the gifts of life.
Birthdays are expressions of unbridled, blind faith in our
own suspended mortality.

But, if this were true, surely as we grow older we have
less and less cause to celebrate. What reason do
octogenarians have to drink to another year if that gift is



far from guaranteed? Life offers diminishing returns: the
longer you are invested, the less likely you are to reap the
dividenda of survival. Indeed, based on actuary tables, it
becomes increasingly less rational to celebrate one's future
the older one gets.

Thus, we are forced into the conclusion that birthdays are
about self-delusionally defying death. Birthdays are about
preserving the illusion of immortality. Birthdays are forms
of acting out our magical thinking. By celebrating our
existence, we bestow on ourselves protective charms
against the meaninglessness and arbitrariness of a cold,
impersonal, and often hostile universe.

And, more often than not, it works. Happy birthday!

Brain, Metaphors of

The brain (and, by implication, the mind) have been
compared to the latest technological innovation in every
generation. The computer metaphor is now in vogue.
Computer hardware metaphors were replaced by software
metaphors and, lately, by (neuronal) network metaphors.

Metaphors are not confined to the philosophy of
neurology. Architects and mathematicians, for instance,
have lately come up with the structural concept of
"tensegrity" to explain the phenomenon of life. The
tendency of humans to see patterns and structures
everywhere (even where there are none) is well
documented and probably has its survival value.

Another trend is to discount these metaphors as erroneous,
irrelevant, deceptive, and misleading. Understanding the
mind is a recursive business, rife with self-reference. The



entities or processes to which the brain is compared are
also "brain-children", the results of "brain-storming",
conceived by "minds". What is a computer, a software
application, a communications network if not a (material)
representation of cerebral events?

A necessary and sufficient connection surely exists
between man-made things, tangible and intangible, and
human minds. Even a gas pump has a "mind-correlate". It
is also conceivable that representations of the "non-
human" parts of the Universe exist in our minds, whether
a-priori (not deriving from experience) or a-posteriori
(dependent upon experience). This "correlation",
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"emulation", "simulation", "representation" (in short :
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close connection) between the "excretions", "output",
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"spin-offs", "products" of the human mind and the human
mind itself - is a key to understanding it.

This claim is an instance of a much broader category of
claims: that we can learn about the artist by his art, about
a creator by his creation, and generally: about the origin
by any of the derivatives, inheritors, successors, products
and similes thereof.

This general contention is especially strong when the
origin and the product share the same nature. If the origin
is human (father) and the product is human (child) - there
is an enormous amount of data that can be derived from
the product and safely applied to the origin. The closer the
origin to the product - the more we can learn about the
origin from the product.

We have said that knowing the product - we can usually
know the origin. The reason is that knowledge about
product "collapses" the set of probabilities and increases



our knowledge about the origin. Yet, the converse is not
always true. The same origin can give rise to many types
of entirely unrelated products. There are too many free
variables here. The origin exists as a "wave function": a
series of potentialities with attached probabilities, the
potentials being the logically and physically possible
products.

What can we learn about the origin by a crude perusal to
the product? Mostly observable structural and functional
traits and attributes. We cannot learn a thing about the
"true nature" of the origin. We can not know the "true
nature" of anything. This is the realm of metaphysics, not
of physics.

Take Quantum Mechanics. It provides an astonishingly
accurate description of micro-processes and of the
Universe without saying much about their "essence".
Modern physics strives to provide correct predictions -
rather than to expound upon this or that worldview. It
describes - it does not explain. Where interpretations are
offered (e.g., the Copenhagen interpretation of Quantum
Mechanics) they invariably run into philosophical snags.
Modern science uses metaphors (e.g., particles and
waves). Metaphors have proven to be useful scientific
tools in the "thinking scientist's" kit. As these metaphors
develop, they trace the developmental phases of the
origin.

Consider the software-mind metaphor.

The computer is a "thinking machine" (however limited,
simulated, recursive and mechanical). Similarly, the brain
is a "thinking machine" (admittedly much more agile,
versatile, non-linear, maybe even qualitatively different).



Whatever the disparity between the two, they must be
related to one another.

This relation is by virtue of two facts: (1) Both the brain
and the computer are "thinking machines" and (2) the
latter is the product of the former. Thus, the computer
metaphor is an unusually tenable and potent one. It is
likely to be further enhanced should organic or quantum
computers transpire.

At the dawn of computing, software applications were
authored serially, in machine language and with strict
separation of data (called: "structures") and instruction
code (called: "functions" or "procedures"). The machine
language reflected the physical wiring of the hardware.

This is akin to the development of the embryonic brain
(mind). In the early life of the human embryo, instructions
(DNA) are also insulated from data (i.e., from amino acids
and other life substances).

In early computing, databases were handled on a "listing"
basis ("flat file"), were serial, and had no intrinsic
relationship to one another. Early databases constituted a
sort of substrate, ready to be acted upon. Only when
"intermixed" in the computer (as a software application
was run) were functions able to operate on structures.

This phase was followed by the "relational" organization
of data (a primitive example of which is the spreadsheet).
Data items were related to each other through
mathematical formulas. This is the equivalent of the
increasing complexity of the wiring of the brain as
pregnancy progresses.



The latest evolutionary phase in programming is OOPS
(Object Oriented Programming Systems). Objects are
modules which encompass both data and instructions in
self contained units. The user communicates with the
Sfunctions performed by these objects - but not with their
structure and internal processes.

Programming objects, in other words, are "black boxes"
(an engineering term). The programmer is unable to tell
how the object does what it does, or how does an external,
useful function arise from internal, hidden functions or
structures. Objects are epiphenomenal, emergent, phase
transient. In short: much closer to reality as described by
modern physics.

Though these black boxes communicate - it is not the
communication, its speed, or efficacy which determine the
overall efficiency of the system. It is the hierarchical and
at the same time fuzzy organization of the objects which
does the trick. Objects are organized in classes which
define their (actualized and potential) properties. The
object's behaviour (what it does and what it reacts to) is
defined by its membership of a class of objects.

Moreover, objects can be organized in new (sub) classes
while inheriting all the definitions and characteristics of
the original class in addition to new properties. In a way,
these newly emergent classes are the products while the
classes they are derived from are the origin. This process
so closely resembles natural - and especially biological -
phenomena that it lends additional force to the software
metaphor.

Thus, classes can be used as building blocks. Their
permutations define the set of all soluble problems. It can



be proven that Turing Machines are a private instance of a
general, much stronger, class theory (a-la Principia
Mathematica). The integration of hardware (computer,
brain) and software (computer applications, mind) is done
through "framework applications" which match the two
elements structurally and functionally. The equivalent in
the brain is sometimes called by philosophers and
psychologists "a-priori categories", or "the collective
unconscious".

Computers and their programming evolve. Relational
databases cannot be integrated with object oriented ones,
for instance. To run Java applets, a "virtual machine"
needs to be embedded in the operating system. These
phases closely resemble the development of the brain-
mind couplet.

When is a metaphor a good metaphor? When it teaches us
something new about the origin. It must possess some
structural and functional resemblance. But this
quantitative and observational facet is not enough. There
is also a qualitative one: the metaphor must be instructive,
revealing, insightful, aesthetic, and parsimonious - in
short, it must constitute a theory and produce falsifiable
predictions. A metaphor is also subject to logical and
aesthetic rules and to the rigors of the scientific method.

If the software metaphor is correct, the brain must contain
the following features:

1. Parity checks through back propagation of signals.
The brain's electrochemical signals must move
back (to the origin) and forward, simultaneously,
in order to establish a feedback parity loop.



The neuron cannot be a binary (two state) machine
(a quantum computer is multi-state). It must have
many levels of excitation (i.e., many modes of
representation of information). The threshold ("all
or nothing" firing) hypothesis must be wrong.

Redundancy must be built into all the aspects and
dimensions of the brain and its activities.
Redundant hardware -different centers to perform
similar tasks. Redundant communications channels
with the same information simultaneously
transferred across them. Redundant retrieval of
data and redundant usage of obtained data
(through working, "upper" memory).

The basic concept of the workings of the brain
must be the comparison of "representational
elements" to "models of the world". Thus, a
coherent picture is obtained which yields
predictions and allows to manipulate the
environment effectively.

Many of the functions tackled by the brain must be
recursive. We can expect to find that we can
reduce all the activities of the brain to
computational, mechanically solvable, recursive
functions. The brain can be regarded as a Turing
Machine and the dreams of Artificial Intelligence
are likely come true.

The brain must be a learning, self organizing,
entity. The brain's very hardware must
disassemble, reassemble, reorganize, restructure,
reroute, reconnect, disconnect, and, in general,
alter itself in response to data. In most man-made
machines, the data is external to the processing
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unit. It enters and exits the machine through
designated ports but does not affect the machine's
structure or functioning. Not so the brain. It
reconfigures itself with every bit of data. One can
say that a new brain is created every time a single
bit of information is processed.

Only if these six cumulative requirements are met - can
we say that the software metaphor is useful.



C

Cannibalism (and Human Sacrifice)

"I believe that when man evolves a civilization higher
than the mechanized but still primitive one he has now,
the eating of human flesh will be sanctioned. For then
man will have thrown off all of his superstitions and
irrational taboos."

(Diego Rivera)

"One calls 'barbarism' whatever he is not accustomed
to."

(Montaigne, On Cannibalism)

"Then Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto
you, Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and
drink his blood, ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth my
flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath eternal life; and 1
will raise him up at the last day. For my flesh is meat
indeed, and my blood is drink indeed."

(New Testament, John 6:53-55)

Cannibalism (more precisely, anthropophagy) is an age-
old tradition that, judging by a constant stream of
flabbergasted news reports, is far from extinct. Much-
debated indications exist that our Neanderthal, Proto-
Neolithic, and Neolithic (Stone Age) predecessors were
cannibals. Similarly contested claims were made with
regards to the 12th century advanced Anasazi culture in



the southwestern United States and the Minoans in Crete
(today's Greece).

The Britannica Encyclopedia (2005 edition) recounts how
the ""Binderwurs of central India ate their sick and aged
in the belief that the act was pleasing to their goddess,
Kali." Cannibalism may also have been common among
followers of the Shaktism cults in India.

Other sources attribute cannibalism to the 16th century
Imbangala in today's Angola and Congo, the Fang in
Cameroon, the Mangbetu in Central Africa, the Ache in
Paraguay, the Tonkawa in today's Texas, the Calusa in
current day Florida, the Caddo and Iroquois confederacies
of Indians in North America, the Cree in Canada, the
Witoto, natives of Colombia and Peru, the Carib in the
Lesser Antilles (whose distorted name - Canib - gave rise
to the word "cannibalism"), to Maori tribes in today's New
Zealand, and to various peoples in Sumatra (like the
Batak).

The Wikipedia numbers among the practitioners of
cannibalism the ancient Chinese, the Korowai tribe of
southeastern Papua, the Fore tribe in New Guinea (and
many other tribes in Melanesia), the Aztecs, the people of
Yucatan, the Purchas from Popayan, Colombia, the
denizens of the Marquesas Islands of Polynesia, and the
natives of the captaincy of Sergipe in Brazil.

From Congo and Central Africa to Germany and from
Mexico to New Zealand, cannibalism is enjoying a
morbid revival of interest, if not of practice. A veritable
torrent of sensational tomes and movies adds to our
ambivalent fascination with man-eaters.



Cannibalism is not a monolithic affair. It can be divided
thus:

I. Non-consensual consumption of human flesh post-
mortem

For example, when the corpses of prisoners of war are
devoured by their captors. This used to be a common
exercise among island tribes (e.g., in Fiji, the Andaman
and Cook islands) and is still the case in godforsaken
battle zones such as Congo (formerly Zaire), or among the
defeated Japanese soldiers in World War II.

Similarly, human organs and fetuses as well as mummies
are still being gobbled up - mainly in Africa and Asia - for
remedial and medicinal purposes and in order to enhance
one's libido and vigor.

On numerous occasions the organs of dead companions,
colleagues, family, or neighbors were reluctantly ingested
by isolated survivors of horrid accidents (the Uruguay
rugby team whose plane crashed in the Andes, the boat
people fleeing Asia), denizens of besieged cities (e.g.,
during the siege of Leningrad), members of exploratory
expeditions gone astray (the Donner Party in Sierra
Nevada, California and John Franklin's Polar expedition),
famine-stricken populations (Ukraine in the 1930s, China
in the 1960s), and the like.

Finally, in various pre-nation-state and tribal societies,
members of the family were encouraged to eat specific
parts of their dead relatives as a sign of respect or in order
to partake of the deceased's wisdom, courage, or other
positive traits (endocannibalism).



11. Non-consensual consumption of human flesh from a
live source

For example, when prisoners of war are butchered for the
express purpose of being eaten by their victorious
enemies.

A notorious and rare representative of this category of
cannibalism is the punitive ritual of being eaten alive. The
kings of the tribes of the Cook Islands were thought to
embody the gods. They punished dissent by dissecting
their screaming and conscious adversaries and consuming
their flesh piecemeal, eyeballs first.

The Sawney Bean family in Scotland, during the reign of
King James I, survived for decades on the remains (and
personal belongings) of victims of their murderous sprees.

Real-life serial killers, like Jeffrey Dahmer, Albert Fish,
Sascha Spesiwtsew, Fritz Haarmann, Issei Sagawa, and
Ed Gein, lured, abducted, and massacred countless people
and then consumed their flesh and preserved the inedible
parts as trophies. These lurid deeds inspired a slew of
books and films, most notably The Silence of the Lambs
with Hannibal (Lecter) the Cannibal as its protagonist.

1I1. Consensual consumption of human flesh from live
and dead human bodies

Armin Meiwes, the "Master Butcher (Der
Metzgermeister)", arranged over the Internet to meet
Bernd Jurgen Brandes on March 2001. Meiwes amputated
the penis of his guest and they both ate it. He then
proceeded to kill Brandes (with the latter's consent
recorded on video), and snack on what remained of him.
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Sexual cannibalism is a paraphilia and an extreme - and
thankfully, rare - form of fetishism.

The Aztecs willingly volunteered to serve as human
sacrifices (and to be tucked into afterwards). They firmly
believed that they were offerings, chosen by the gods
themselves, thus being rendered immortal.

Dutiful sons and daughters in China made their amputated
organs and sliced tissues (mainly the liver) available to
their sick parents (practices known as Ko Ku and Ko
Kan). Such donation were considered remedial. Princess
Miao Chuang who surrendered her severed hands to her
ailing father was henceforth deified.

Non-consensual cannibalism is murder, pure and simple.
The attendant act of cannibalism, though aesthetically and
ethically reprehensible, cannot aggravate this supreme
assault on all that we hold sacred.

But consensual cannibalism is a lot trickier. Modern
medicine, for instance, has blurred the already thin line
between right and wrong.

What is the ethical difference between consensual, post-
mortem, organ harvesting and consensual, post-mortem
cannibalism?

Why is stem cell harvesting (from aborted fetuses)
morally superior to consensual post-mortem cannibalism?

When members of a plane-wrecked rugby team, stranded
on an inaccessible, snow-piled, mountain range resort to
eating each other in order to survive, we turn a blind eye
to their repeated acts of cannibalism - but we condemn the



very same deed in the harshest terms if it takes place
between two consenting, and even eager adults in
Germany. Surely, we don't treat murder, pedophilia, and
incest the same way!

As the Auxiliary Bishop of Montevideo said after the
crash:

"... Eating someone who has died in order to survive is
incorporating their substance, and it is quite possible to
compare this with a graft. Flesh survives when
assimilated by someone in extreme need, just as it does
when an eye or heart of a dead man is grafted onto a
living man..."

(Read, P.P. 1974. Alive. Avon, New York)

Complex ethical issues are involved in the apparently
straightforward practice of consensual cannibalism.

Consensual, in vivo, cannibalism (a-la Messrs. Meiwes
and Brandes) resembles suicide. The cannibal is merely
the instrument of voluntary self-destruction. Why would
we treat it different to the way we treat any other form of
suicide pact?

Consensual cannibalism is not the equivalent of drug
abuse because it has no social costs. Unlike junkies, the
cannibal and his meal are unlikely to harm others. What
gives society the right to intervene, therefore?

If we own our bodies and, thus, have the right to smoke,
drink, have an abortion, commit suicide, and will our
organs to science after we die - why don't we possess the
inalienable right to will our delectable tissues to a



discerning cannibal post-mortem (or to victims of famine
in Africa)?

When does our right to dispose of our organs in any way
we see fit crystallize? Is it when we die? Or after we are
dead? If so, what is the meaning and legal validity of a
living will? And why can't we make a living will and
bequeath our cadaverous selves to the nearest cannibal?

Do dead people have rights and can they claim and invoke
them while they are still alive? Is the live person the same
as his dead body, does he "own" it, does the state have
any rights in it? Does the corpse stll retain its previous
occupant's "personhood"? Are cadavers still human, in
any sense of the word?

We find all three culinary variants abhorrent. Yet, this
instinctive repulsion is a curious matter. The onerous
demands of survival should have encouraged cannibalism
rather than make it a taboo. Human flesh is protein-rich.
Most societies, past and present (with the exception of the
industrialized West), need to make efficient use of rare
protein-intensive resources.

If cannibalism enhances the chances of survival - why is it
universally prohibited? For many a reason.

1. The Sanctity of Life

Historically, cannibalism preceded, followed, or
precipitated an act of murder or extreme deprivation (such
as torture). It habitually clashed with the principle of the
sanctity of life. Once allowed, even under the strictest
guidelines, cannibalism tended to debase and devalue
human life and foster homicide, propelling its
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practitioners down a slippery ethical slope towards
bloodlust and orgiastic massacres.

1. The Afterlife

Moreover, in life, the human body and form are
considered by most religions (and philosophers) to be the
abode of the soul, the divine spark that animates us all.
The post-mortem integrity of this shrine is widely thought
to guarantee a faster, unhindered access to the afterlife, to
immortality, and eventual reincarnation (or karmic cycle
in eastern religions).

For this reason, to this very day, orthodox Jews refuse to
subject their relatives to a post-mortem autopsy and organ
harvesting. Fijians and Cook Islanders used to consume
their enemies' carcasses in order to prevent their souls
from joining hostile ancestors in heaven.

II1. Chastening Reminders

Cannibalism is a chilling reminder of our humble origins
in the animal kingdom. To the cannibal, we are no better
and no more than cattle or sheep. Cannibalism confronts
us with the irreversibility of our death and its finality.
Surely, we cannot survive our demise with our cadaver
mutilated and gutted and our skeletal bones scattered,
gnawed, and chewed on?

1V. Medical Reasons

Infrequently, cannibalism results in prion diseases of the
nervous system, such as kuru. The same paternalism that
gave rise to the banning of drug abuse, the outlawing of
suicide, and the Prohibition of alcoholic drinks in the
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1920s - seeks to shelter us from the pernicious medical
outcomes of cannibalism and to protect others who might
become our victims.

V. The Fear of Being Objectified

Being treated as an object (being objectified) is the most
torturous form of abuse. People go to great lengths to seek
empathy and to be perceived by others as three
dimensional entities with emotions, needs, priorities,
wishes, and preferences.

The cannibal reduces others by treating them as so much
meat. Many cannibal serial killers transformed the organs
of their victims into trophies. The Cook Islanders sought
to humiliate their enemies by eating, digesting, and then
defecating them - having absorbed their mana (prowess,
life force) in the process.

VI. The Argument from Nature

Cannibalism is often castigated as "unnatural". Animals,
goes the myth, don't prey on their own kind.

Alas, like so many other romantic lores, this is untrue.
Most species - including our closest relatives, the
chimpanzees - do cannibalize. Cannibalism in nature is
widespread and serves diverse purposes such as
population control (chickens, salamanders, toads), food
and protein security in conditions of scarcity
(hippopotamuses, scorpions, certain types of dinosaurs),
threat avoidance (rabbits, mice, rats, and hamsters), and
the propagation of genetic material through exclusive
mating (Red-back spider and many mantids).
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Moreover, humans are a part of nature. Our deeds and
misdeeds are natural by definition. Seeking to tame nature
is a natural act. Seeking to establish hierarchies and
subdue or relinquish our enemies are natural propensities.
By avoiding cannibalism we seek to transcend nature.
Refraining from cannibalism is the unnatural act.

VIII. The Argument from Progress

It is a circular syllogism involving a tautology and goes
like this:

Cannibalism is barbaric. Cannibals are, therefore,
barbarians. Progress entails the abolition of this practice.

The premises - both explicit and implicit - are axiomatic
and, therefore, shaky. What makes cannibalism barbarian?
And why is progress a desirable outcome? There is a
prescriptive fallacy involved, as well:

Because we do not eat the bodies of dead people - we
ought not to eat them.

VIII. Arguments from Religious Ethics

The major monotheistic religions are curiously mute when
it comes to cannibalism. Human sacrifice is denounced
numerous times in the Old Testament - but man-eating
goes virtually unmentioned. The Eucharist in Christianity
- when the believers consume the actual body and blood
of Jesus - is an act of undisguised cannibalism:

"That the consequence of Transubstantiation, as a
conversion of the total substance, is the transition of the
entire substance of the bread and wine into the Body



and Blood of Christ, is the express doctrine of the
Church ...."

(Catholic Encyclopedia)

"CANON II.-If any one saith, that, in the sacred and
holy sacrament of the Eucharist, the substance of the
bread and wine remains conjointly with the body and
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, and denieth that
wonderful and singular conversion of the whole
substance of the bread into the Body, and of the whole
substance of the wine into the Blood-the species Only of
the bread and wine remaining-which conversion indeed
the Catholic Church most aptly calls
Transubstantiation; let him be anathema.

CANON VIIL-If any one saith, that Christ, given in the
Eucharist, is eaten spiritually only, and not also
sacramentally and really; let him be anathema."

(The Council of Trent, The Thirteenth Session - The
canons and decrees of the sacred and oecumenical
Council of Trent, Ed. and trans. J. Waterworth
(London: Dolman, 1848), 75-91.)

Still, most systems of morality and ethics impute to Man a
privileged position in the scheme of things (having been
created in the "image of God"). Men and women are
supposed to transcend their animal roots and inhibit their
baser instincts (an idea incorporated into Freud's tripartite
model of the human psyche). The anthropocentric
chauvinistic view is that it is permissible to kill all other
animals in order to consume their flesh. Man, in this
respect, 1S sui generis.
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Yet, it is impossible to rigorously derive a prohibition to
eat human flesh from any known moral system. As
Richard Routley-Silvan observes in his essay "In Defence
of Cannibalism", that something is innately repugnant
does not make it morally prohibited. Moreover, that we
find cannibalism nauseating is probably the outcome of
upbringing and conditioning rather than anything innate.

Causes, External

Some philosophers say that our life is meaningless
because it has a prescribed end. This is a strange assertion:
is a movie rendered meaningless because of its finiteness?
Some things acquire a meaning precisely because they are
finite: consider academic studies, for instance. It would
seem that meaningfulness does not depend upon matters
temporary.

We all share the belief that we derive meaning from
external sources. Something bigger than us — and outside
us — bestows meaning upon our lives: God, the State, a
social institution, an historical cause.

Yet, this belief is misplaced and mistaken. If such an
external source of meaning were to depend upon us for its
definition (hence, for its meaning) — how could we derive
meaning from it? A cyclical argument ensues. We can
never derive meaning from that whose very meaning (or
definition) is dependent on us. The defined cannot define
the definer. To use the defined as part of its own
definition (by the vice of its inclusion in the definer) is the
very definition of a tautology, the gravest of logical
fallacies.



On the other hand: if such an external source of meaning
were NOT dependent on us for its definition or meaning —
again it would have been of no use in our quest for
meaning and definition. That which is absolutely
independent of us — is absolutely free of any interaction
with us because such an interaction would inevitably have
constituted a part of its definition or meaning. And that,
which is devoid of any interaction with us — cannot be
known to us. We know about something by interacting
with it. The very exchange of information — through the
senses - is an interaction.

Thus, either we serve as part of the definition or the
meaning of an external source — or we do not. In the first
case, it cannot constitute a part of our own definition or
meaning. In the second case, it cannot be known to us
and, therefore, cannot be discussed at all. Put differently:
no meaning can be derived from an external source.

Despite the above said, people derive meaning almost
exclusively from external sources. If a sufficient number
of questions is asked, we will always reach an external
source of meaning. People believe in God and in a divine
plan, an order inspired by Him and manifest in both the
inanimate and the animate universe. Their lives acquire
meaning by realizing the roles assigned to them by this
Supreme Being. They are defined by the degree with
which they adhere to this divine design. Others relegate
the same functions to the Universe (to Nature). It is
perceived by them to be a grand, perfected, design, or
mechanism. Humans fit into this mechanism and have
roles to play in it. It is the degree of their fulfilment of
these roles which characterizes them, provides their lives
with meaning and defines them.



Other people attach the same endowments of meaning and
definition to human society, to Mankind, to a given
culture or civilization, to specific human institutions (the
Church, the State, the Army), or to an ideology. These
human constructs allocate roles to individuals. These roles
define the individuals and infuse their lives with meaning.
By becoming part of a bigger (external) whole — people
acquire a sense of purposefulness, which is confused with
meaningfulness. Similarly, individuals confuse their
functions, mistaking them for their own definitions. In
other words: people become defined by their functions
and through them. They find meaning in their striving to
attain goals.

Perhaps the biggest and most powerful fallacy of all is
teleology. Again, meaning is derived from an external
source: the future. People adopt goals, make plans to
achieve them and then turn these into the raisons d'etre of
their lives. They believe that their acts can influence the
future in a manner conducive to the achievement of their
pre-set goals. They believe, in other words, that they are
possessed of free will and of the ability to exercise it in a
manner commensurate with the attainment of their goals
in accordance with their set plans. Furthermore, they
believe that there is a physical, unequivocal, monovalent
interaction between their free will and the world.

This is not the place to review the mountainous literature
pertaining to these (near eternal) questions: is there such a
thing as free will or is the world deterministic? Is there
causality or just coincidence and correlation? Suffice it to
say that the answers are far from being clear-cut. To base
one's notions of meaningfulness and definition on any of
them would be a rather risky act, at least philosophically.



But, can we derive meaning from an inner source? After
all, we all "emotionally, intuitively, know" what is
meaning and that it exists. If we ignore the evolutionary
explanation (a false sense of meaning was instilled in us
by Nature because it is conducive to survival and it
motivates us to successfully prevail in hostile
environments) - it follows that it must have a source
somewhere. If the source is internal — it cannot be
universal and it must be idiosyncratic. Each one of us has
a different inner environment. No two humans are alike. A
meaning that springs forth from a unique inner source —
must be equally unique and specific to each and every
individual. Each person, therefore, is bound to have a
different definition and a different meaning. This may not
be true on the biological level. We all act in order to
maintain life and increase bodily pleasures. But it should
definitely hold true on the psychological and spiritual
levels. On those levels, we all form our own narratives.
Some of them are derived from external sources of
meaning — but all of them rely heavily on inner sources of
meaning. The answer to the last in a chain of questions
will always be: "Because it makes me feel good".

In the absence of an external, indisputable, source of
meaning — no rating and no hierarchy of actions are
possible. An act is preferable to another (using any
criterion of preference) only if there is an outside source
of judgement or of comparison.

Paradoxically, it is much easier to prioritize acts with the
use of an inner source of meaning and definition. The
pleasure principle ("what gives me more pleasure") is an
efficient (inner-sourced) rating mechanism. To this
eminently and impeccably workable criterion, we usually
attach another, external, one (ethical and moral, for



instance). The inner criterion is really ours and is a
credible and reliable judge of real and relevant
preferences. The external criterion is nothing but a
defence mechanism embedded in us by an external source
of meaning. It comes to defend the external source from
the inevitable discovery that it is meaningless.

Child Labor

From the comfort of their plush offices and five to six
figure salaries, self-appointed NGO's often denounce
child labor as their employees rush from one five star
hotel to another, $3000 subnotebooks and PDA's in hand.
The hairsplitting distinction made by the ILO between
"child work" and "child labor" conveniently targets
impoverished countries while letting its budget
contributors - the developed ones - off-the-hook.

Reports regarding child labor surface periodically.
Children crawling in mines, faces ashen, body deformed.
The agile fingers of famished infants weaving soccer balls
for their more privileged counterparts in the USA. Tiny
figures huddled in sweatshops, toiling in unspeakable
conditions. It is all heart-rending and it gave rise to a
veritable ~ not-so-cottage  industry = of  activists,
commentators, legal eagles, scholars, and
opportunistically sympathetic politicians.

Ask the denizens of Thailand, sub-Saharan Africa, Brazil,
or Morocco and they will tell you how they regard this
altruistic hyperactivity - with suspicion and resentment.
Underneath the compelling arguments lurks an agenda of
trade protectionism, they wholeheartedly believe.
Stringent - and expensive - labor and environmental
provisions in international treaties may well be a ploy to



fend off imports based on cheap labor and the competition
they wreak on well-ensconced domestic industries and
their political stooges.

This is especially galling since the sanctimonious West
has amassed its wealth on the broken backs of slaves and
kids. The 1900 census in the USA found that 18 percent
of all children - almost two million in all - were gainfully
employed. The Supreme Court ruled unconstitutional laws
banning child labor as late as 1916. This decision was
overturned only in 1941.

The GAO published a report last week in which it
criticized the Labor Department for paying insufficient
attention to working conditions in manufacturing and
mining in the USA, where many children are still
employed. The Bureau of Labor Statistics pegs the
number of working children between the ages of 15-17 in
the USA at 3.7 million. One in 16 of these worked in
factories and construction. More than 600 teens died of
work-related accidents in the last ten years.

Child labor - let alone child prostitution, child soldiers,
and child slavery - are phenomena best avoided. But they
cannot and should not be tackled in isolation. Nor should
underage labor be subjected to blanket -castigation.
Working in the gold mines or fisheries of the Philippines
is hardly comparable to waiting on tables in a Nigerian or,
for that matter, American restaurant.

There are gradations and hues of child labor. That
children should not be exposed to hazardous conditions,
long working hours, used as means of payment, physically
punished, or serve as sex slaves is commonly agreed. That



they should not help their parents plant and harvest may
be more debatable.

As Miriam Wasserman observes in "Eliminating Child
Labor", published in the Federal Bank of Boston's
"Regional Review", second quarter of 2000, it depends on
"family = income, education policy, production
technologies, and cultural norms." About a quarter of
children under-14 throughout the world are regular
workers. This statistic masks vast disparities between
regions like Africa (42 percent) and Latin America (17
percent).

In many impoverished locales, child labor is all that
stands between the family unit and all-pervasive, life
threatening, destitution. Child labor declines markedly as
income per capita grows. To deprive these bread-earners
of the opportunity to lift themselves and their families
incrementally above malnutrition, disease, and famine - is
an apex of immoral hypocrisy.

Quoted by "The Economist", a representative of the much
decried Ecuador Banana Growers Association and
Ecuador's Labor Minister, summed up the dilemma
neatly: "Just because they are under age doesn't mean we
should reject them, they have a right to survive. You can't
just say they can't work, you have to provide alternatives."

Regrettably, the debate is so laden with emotions and self-
serving arguments that the facts are often overlooked.

The outcry against soccer balls stitched by children in
Pakistan led to the relocation of workshops ran by Nike
and Reebok. Thousands lost their jobs, including
countless women and 7000 of their progeny. The average



family income - anyhow meager - fell by 20 percent.
Economists Drusilla Brown, Alan Deardorif, and Robert
Stern observe wryly:

"While Baden Sports can quite credibly claim that their
soccer balls are not sewn by children, the relocation of
their production facility undoubtedly did nothing for their
former child workers and their families."

Such examples abound. Manufacturers - fearing legal
reprisals and "reputation risks" (naming-and-shaming by
overzealous NGO's) - engage in preemptive sacking.
German garment workshops fired 50,000 children in
Bangladesh in 1993 in anticipation of the American
never-legislated Child Labor Deterrence Act.

Quoted by Wasserstein, former Secretary of Labor, Robert
Reich, notes:

"Stopping child labor without doing anything else could
leave children worse off. If they are working out of
necessity, as most are, stopping them could force them
into prostitution or other employment with greater
personal dangers. The most important thing is that they be
in school and receive the education to help them leave
poverty."

Contrary to hype, three quarters of all children work in
agriculture and with their families. Less than 1 percent
work in mining and another 2 percent in construction.
Most of the rest work in retail outlets and services,
including "personal services" - a euphemism for
prostitution. UNICEF and the ILO are in the throes of
establishing school networks for child laborers and
providing their parents with alternative employment.



But this is a drop in the sea of neglect. Poor countries
rarely proffer education on a regular basis to more than
two thirds of their eligible school-age children. This is
especially true in rural areas where child labor is a
widespread blight. Education - especially for women - is
considered an unaffordable luxury by many hard-pressed
parents. In many cultures, work is still considered to be
indispensable in shaping the child's morality and strength
of character and in teaching him or her a trade.

"The Economist" elaborates:

"In Africa children are generally treated as mini-adults;
from an early age every child will have tasks to perform in
the home, such as sweeping or fetching water. It is also
common to see children working in shops or on the
streets. Poor families will often send a child to a richer
relation as a housemaid or houseboy, in the hope that he
will get an education."

A solution recently gaining steam is to provide families in
poor countries with access to loans secured by the future
earnings of their educated offspring. The idea - first
proposed by Jean-Marie Baland of the University of
Namur and James A. Robinson of the University of
California at Berkeley - has now permeated the
mainstream.

Even the World Bank has contributed a few studies,
notably, in June, "Child Labor: The Role of Income
Variability and Access to Credit Across Countries"
authored by Rajeev Dehejia of the NBER and Roberta
Gatti of the Bank's Development Research Group.



Abusive child labor is abhorrent and should be banned
and eradicated. All other forms should be phased out
gradually. Developing countries already produce millions
of unemployable graduates a year - 100,000 in Morocco
alone. Unemployment is rife and reaches, in certain
countries - such as Macedonia - more than one third of the
workforce. Children at work may be harshly treated by
their supervisors but at least they are kept off the far more
menacing streets. Some kids even end up with a skill and
are rendered employable.

Chinese Room

Whole forests have been wasted in the effort to refute the
Chinese Room Thought Experiment proposed by Searle in
1980 and refined (really derived from axioms) in 1990.
The experiment envisages a room in which an English
speaker sits, equipped with a book of instructions in
English. Through one window messages in Chinese are
passed on to him (in the original experiment, two types of
messages). He is supposed to follow the instructions and
correlate the messages received with other pieces of
paper, already in the room, also in Chinese. This collage
he passes on to the outside through yet another window.
The comparison with a computer is evident. There is
input, a processing unit and output. What Searle tried to
demonstrate is that there is no need to assume that the
central processing unit (the English speaker) understands
(or, for that matter, performs any other cognitive or
mental function) the input or the output (both in Chinese).
Searle generalized and stated that this shows that
computers will never be capable of thinking, being
conscious, or having other mental states. In his
picturesque language "syntax is not a sufficient base for
semantics". Consciousness is not reducible to



computations. It takes a certain "stuff" (the brain) to get
these results.

Objections to the mode of presentation selected by Searle
and to the conclusions that he derived were almost
immediately raised. Searle fought back effectively. But
throughout these debates a few points seemed to have
escaped most of those involved.

First, the English speaker inside the room himself is a
conscious entity, replete and complete with mental states,
cognition, awareness and emotional powers. Searle went
to the extent of introducing himself to the Chinese Room
(in his disputation). Whereas Searle would be hard
pressed to prove (to himself) that the English speaker in
the room is possessed of mental states — this is not the
case if he himself were in the room. The Cartesian maxim
holds: "Cogito, ergo sum". But this argument — though
valid — is not strong. The English speaker (and Searle, for
that matter) can easily be replaced in the thought
experiment by a Turing machine. His functions are
recursive and mechanical.

But there is a much more serious objection. Whomever
composed the book of instructions must have been
conscious, possessed of mental states and of cognitive
processes. Moreover, he must also have had a perfect
understanding of Chinese to have authored it. It must have
been an entity capable of thinking, analysing, reasoning,
theorizing and predicting in the deepest senses of the
words. In other words: it must have been intelligent. So,
intelligence (we will use it hitherto as a catchphrase for
the gamut of mental states) was present in the Chinese
Room. It was present in the book of instructions and it
was present in the selection of the input of Chinese



messages and it was present when the results were
deciphered and understood. An intelligent someone must
have judged the results to have been coherent and "right".
An intelligent agent must have fed the English speaker
with the right input. A very intelligent, conscious, being
with a multitude of cognitive mental states must have
authored the "program" (the book of instructions).
Depending on the content of correlated inputs and outputs,
it is conceivable that this intelligent being was also
possessed of emotions or an aesthetic attitude as we know
it. In the case of real life computers — this would be the
programmer.

But it is the computer that Searle is talking about — not its
programmer, or some other, external source of
intelligence. The computer is devoid of intelligence, the
English speaker does not understand Chinese
(="Mentalese")— not the programmer (or who authored the
book of instructions). Yet, is the SOURCE of the
intelligence that important? Shouldn't we emphasize the
LOCUS (site) of the intelligence, where it is stored and
used?

Surely, the programmer is the source of any intelligence
that a computer possesses. But is this relevant? If the
computer were to effectively make use of the intelligence
bestowed upon it by the programmer — wouldn't we say
that it is intelligent? If tomorrow we will discover that our
mental states are induced in us by a supreme intelligence
(known to many as God) — should we then say that we are
devoid of mental states? If we were to discover in a
distant future that what we call "our" intelligence is really
a clever program run from a galactic computer centre —
will we then feel less entitled to say that we are
intelligent? Will our subjective feelings, the way that we



experience our selves, change in the wake of this newly
acquired knowledge? Will we no longer feel the mental
states and the intelligence that we used to feel prior to
these discoveries? If Searle were to live in that era —
would he have declared himself devoid of mental,
cognitive, emotional and intelligent states — just because
the source and the mechanism of these phenomena have
been found out to be external or remote? Obviously, not.
Where the intelligence emanates from, what is its source,
how it is conferred, stored, what are the mechanisms of its
bestowal — are all irrelevant to the question whether a
given entity is intelligent. The only issue relevant is
whether the discussed entity is possessed of intelligence,
contains intelligence, has intelligent components, stores
intelligence and is able to make a dynamic use of it. The
locus and its properties (behaviour) matter. If a
programmer chose to store intelligence in a computer —
then he created an intelligent computer. He conferred his
intelligence onto the computer. Intelligence can be
replicated endlessly. There is no quantitative law of
conservation of mental states. We teach our youngsters —
thereby replicating our knowledge and giving them copies
of it without "eroding" the original. We shed tears in the
movie theatre because the director succeeded to replicate
an emotion in us — without losing one bit of original
emotion captured on celluloid.

Consciousness, mental states, intelligence are transferable
and can be stored and conferred. Pregnancy is a process of
conferring intelligence. The book of instructions is stored
in our genetic material. We pass on this book to our off
spring. The decoding and unfolding of the book are what
we call the embryonic phases. Intelligence, therefore, can
(and is) passed on (in this case, through the genetic
material, in other words: through hardware).



We can identify an emitter (or transmitter) of mental
states and a receiver of mental states (equipped with an
independent copy of a book of instructions). The receiver
can be passive (as television is). In such a case we will not
be justified in saying that it is "intelligent" or has a mental
life. But — if it possesses the codes and the instructions — it
could make independent use of the data, process it, decide
upon it, pass it on, mutate it, transform it, react to it. In the
latter case we will not be justified in saying that the
receiver does NOT possess intelligence or mental states.
Again, the source, the trigger of the mental states are
irrelevant. What is relevant is to establish that the receiver
has a copy of the intelligence or of the other mental states
of the agent (the transmitter). If so, then it is intelligent in
its own right and has a mental life of its own.

Must the source be point-like, an identifiable unit? Not
necessarily. A programmer is a point-like source of
intelligence (in the case of a computer). A parent is a
point-like source of mental states (in the case of his child).
But other sources are conceivable.

For instance, we could think about mental states as
emergent. Each part of an entity might not demonstrate
them. A neurone cell in the brain has no mental states of it
own. But when a population of such parts crosses a
quantitatively critical threshold — an epiphenomenon
occurs. When many neurones are interlinked — the results
are mental states and intelligence. The quantitative critical
mass — happens also to be an important qualitative
threshold.

Imagine a Chinese Gymnasium instead of a Chinese
Room. Instead of one English speaker — there is a
multitude of them. Each English speaker is the equivalent



of a neurone. Altogether, they constitute a brain. Searle
says that if one English speaker does not understand
Chinese, it would be ridiculous to assume that a multitude
of English speakers would. But reality shows that this is
exactly what will happen. A single molecule of gas has no
temperature or pressure. A mass of them — does. Where
did the temperature and pressure come from? Not from
any single molecule — so we are forced to believe that
both these qualities emerged. Temperature and pressure
(in the case of gas molecules), thinking (in the case of
neurones) — are emergent phenomena.

All we can say is that there seems to be an emergent
source of mental states. As an embryo develops, it is only
when it crosses a certain quantitative threshold (number of
differentiated cells) — that he begins to demonstrate

mental states. The source is not clear — but the locus is.
The residence of the mental states is always known —
whether the source is point-like and identifiable, or
diffusely emerges as an epiphenomenon.

It is because we can say very little about the source of
mental states — and a lot about their locus, that we
developed an observer bias. It is much easier to observe
mental states in their locus — because they create
behaviour. By observing behaviour — we deduce the
existence of mental states. The alternative is solipsism (or
religious panpsychism, or mere belief). The dichotomy is
clear and painful: either we, as observers, cannot
recognize mental states, in principle — or, we can
recognize them only through their products.

Consider a comatose person. Does he have a mental life
going on? Comatose people have been known to have
reawakened in the past. So, we know that they are alive in



more than the limited physiological sense. But, while still,
do they have a mental life of any sort?

We cannot know. This means that in the absence of
observables (behaviour, communication) — we cannot be
certain that mental states exist. This does not mean that
mental states ARE those observables (a common fallacy).
This says nothing about the substance of mental states.
This statement is confined to our measurements and
observations and to their limitations. Yet, the Chinese
Room purports to say something about the black box that
we call "mental states". It says that we can know (prove or
refute) the existence of a TRUE mental state — as distinct
from a simulated one. That, despite appearances, we can
tell a "real" mental state apart from its copy. Confusing
the source of the intelligence with its locus is at the
bottom of this thought experiment. It is conceivable to
have an intelligent entity with mental states — that derives
(or derived) its intelligence and mental states from a
point-like source or acquired these properties in an
emergent, epiphenomenal way. The identity of the source
and the process through which the mental states were
acquired are irrelevant. To say that the entity is not
intelligent (the computer, the English speaker) because it
got its intelligence from the outside (the programmer) — is
like saying that someone is not rich because he got his
millions from the national lottery.

Cloning

In a paper, published in "Science" in May 2005, 25
scientists, led by Woo Suk Hwang of Seoul National
University, confirmed that they were able to clone dozens
of blastocysts (the clusters of tiny cells that develop into
embryos). Blastocysts contain stem cells that can be used



to generate replacement tissues and, perhaps, one day,
whole organs. The fact that cloned cells are identical to
the original cell guarantees that they will not be rejected
by the immune system of the recipient.

The results were later proven faked by the disgraced
scientist - but they pointed the way for future research non
the less.

There are two types of cloning. One involves harvesting
stem cells from embryos ("therapeutic cloning"). Stem
cells are the biological equivalent of a template or a
blueprint. They can develop into any kind of mature
functional cell and thus help cure many degenerative and
auto-immune diseases.

The other kind of cloning, known as "nuclear transfer", is
much decried in popular culture - and elsewhere - as the
harbinger of a Brave, New World. A nucleus from any
cell of a donor is embedded in an (either mouse or human)
egg whose own nucleus has been removed. The egg can
then be coaxed into growing specific kinds of tissues (e.g.,
insulin-producing cells or nerve cells). These can be used
in a variety of treatments.

Opponents of the procedure point out that when a treated
human egg is implanted in a woman's womb a cloned
baby will be born nine months later. Biologically, the
infant is a genetic replica of the donor. When the donor of
both nucleus and egg is the same woman, the process is
known as "auto-cloning" (which was achieved by Woo
Suk Hwang).

Cloning is often confused with other advances in bio-
medicine and bio-engineering - such as genetic selection.



It cannot - in itself - be used to produce "perfect humans"
or select sex or other traits. Hence, some of the arguments
against cloning are either specious or fuelled by
ignorance.

It is true, though, that cloning, used in conjunction with
other bio-technologies, raises serious bio-ethical
questions. Scare scenarios of humans cultivated in sinister
labs as sources of spare body parts, "designer babies",
"master races", or "genetic sex slaves" - formerly the
preserve of B sci-fi movies - have invaded mainstream
discourse.

Still, cloning touches upon Mankind's most basic fears
and hopes. It invokes the most intractable ethical and
moral dilemmas. As an inevitable result, the debate is
often more passionate than informed.

See the Appendix - Areuments from the Right to Life

But is the Egg - Alive?

This question is NOT equivalent to the ancient quandary
of "when does life begin". Life crystallizes, at the earliest,
when an egg and a sperm unite (i.e., at the moment of
fertilization). Life is not a potential - it is a process
triggered by an event. An unfertilized egg is neither a
process - nor an event. It does not even possess the
potential to become alive unless and until it merges with a
sperm. Should such merger not occur - it will never
develop life.

The potential to become X is not the ontological
equivalent of actually being X, nor does it spawn moral
and ethical rights and obligations pertaining to X. The
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transition from potential to being is not trivial, nor is it
automatic, or inevitable, or independent of context. Atoms
of various elements have the potential to become an egg
(or, for that matter, a human being) - yet no one would
claim that they ARE an egg (or a human being), or that
they should be treated as one (i.e., with the same rights
and obligations).

Moreover, it is the donor nucleus embedded in the egg
that endows it with life - the life of the cloned baby. Yet,
the nucleus is usually extracted from a muscle or the skin.
Should we treat a muscle or a skin cell with the same
reverence the critics of cloning wish to accord an
unfertilized egg?

Is This the Main Concern?

The main concern is that cloning - even the therapeutic
kind - will produce piles of embryos. Many of them -
close to 95% with current biotechnology - will die. Others
can be surreptitiously and illegally implanted in the
wombs of "surrogate mothers".

It is patently immoral, goes the precautionary argument,
to kill so many embryos. Cloning is such a novel
technique that its success rate is still unacceptably low.
There are alternative ways to harvest stem cells - less
costly in terms of human life. If we accept that life begins
at the moment of fertilization, this argument is valid. But
it also implies that - once cloning becomes safer and
scientists more adept - cloning itself should be permitted.

This is anathema to those who fear a slippery slope. They
abhor the very notion of "unnatural" conception. To them,
cloning is a narcissistic act and an ignorant and dangerous
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interference in nature's sagacious ways. They would ban
procreative cloning, regardless of how safe it is.
Therapeutic cloning - with its mounds of discarded fetuses
- will allow rogue scientists to cross the boundary between
permissible (curative cloning) and illegal (baby cloning).

Why Should Baby Cloning be Illegal?

Cloning's opponents object to procreative cloning because
it can be abused to design babies, skew natural selection,
unbalance nature, produce masters and slaves and so on.
The "argument from abuse" has been raised with every
scientific advance - from in vitro fertilization to space
travel.

Every technology can be potentially abused. Television
can be either a wonderful educational tool - or an
addictive and mind numbing pastime. Nuclear fission is a
process that yields both nuclear weapons and atomic
energy. To claim, as many do, that cloning touches upon
the "heart" of our existence, the "kernel" of our being, the
very "essence" of our nature - and thus threatens life itself
- would be incorrect.

There is no "privileged" form of technological abuse and
no hierarchy of potentially abusive technologies. Nuclear
fission tackles natural processes as fundamental as life.
Nuclear weapons threaten life no less than cloning. The
potential for abuse is not a sufficient reason to arrest
scientific research and progress - though it is a necessary
condition.

Some fear that cloning will further the government's
enmeshment in the healthcare system and in scientific
research. Power corrupts and it is not inconceivable that



governments will ultimately abuse and misuse cloning and
other biotechnologies. Nazi Germany had a state-
sponsored and state-mandated eugenics program in the
1930's.

Yet, this is another variant of the argument from abuse.
That a technology can be abused by governments does not
imply that it should be avoided or remain undeveloped.
This is because all technologies - without a single
exception - can and are abused routinely - by governments
and others. This is human nature.

Fukuyama raised the possibility of a multi-tiered
humanity in which "natural" and "genetically modified"
people enjoy different rights and privileges. But why is
this inevitable? Surely this can easily by tackled by
proper, prophylactic, legislation?

All humans, regardless of their pre-natal history, should
be treated equally. Are children currently conceived in
vitro treated any differently to children conceived in
utero? They are not. There is no reason that cloned or
genetically-modified children should belong to distinct
legal classes.

Unbalancing Nature

It is very anthropocentric to argue that the proliferation of
genetically enhanced or genetically selected children will
somehow unbalance nature and destabilize the precarious
equilibrium it maintains. After all, humans have been
modifying, enhancing, and eliminating hundreds of
thousands of species for well over 10,000 years now.
Genetic modification and bio-engineering are as natural as



agriculture. Human beings are a part of nature and its
manifestation. By definition, everything they do is natural.

Why would the genetic alteration or enhancement of one
more species - homo sapiens - be of any consequence? In
what way are humans "more important" to nature, or
"more crucial" to its proper functioning? In our short
history on this planet, we have genetically modified and
enhanced wheat and rice, dogs and cows, tulips and
orchids, oranges and potatoes. Why would interfering
with the genetic legacy of the human species be any
different?

Effects on Society

Cloning - like the Internet, the television, the car,
electricity, the telegraph, and the wheel before it - is
bound to have great social consequences. It may foster
"embryo industries". It may lead to the exploitation of
women - either willingly ("egg prostitution") or
unwillingly ("womb slavery"). Charles Krauthammer, a
columnist and psychiatrist, quoted in "The Economist",
says:

"(Cloning) means the routinisation, the
commercialisation, the commodification of the human
embryo."

Exploiting anyone unwillingly is a crime, whether it
involves cloning or white slavery. But why would egg
donations and surrogate motherhood be considered
problems? If we accept that life begins at the moment of
fertilization and that a woman owns her body and
everything within it - why should she not be allowed to
sell her eggs or to host another's baby and how would



these voluntary acts be morally repugnant? In any case,
human eggs are already being bought and sold and the
supply far exceeds the demand.

Moreover, full-fledged humans are routinely "routinised,
commercialized, and commodified" by governments,
corporations, religions, and other social institutions.
Consider war, for instance - or commercial advertising.
How is the "routinisation, commercialization, and
commodification" of embryos more reprehensible that the
"routinisation, commercialization, and commodification"
of fully formed human beings?

Curing and Saving Life

Cell therapy based on stem cells often leads to tissue
rejection and necessitates costly and potentially dangerous
immunosuppressive therapy. But when the stem cells are
harvested from the patient himself and cloned, these
problems are averted. Therapeutic cloning has vast
untapped - though at this stage still remote - potential to
improve the lives of hundreds of millions.

As far as "designer babies" go, pre-natal cloning and
genetic engineering can be used to prevent disease or cure
it, to suppress unwanted traits, and to enhance desired
ones. It is the moral right of a parent to make sure that his
progeny suffers less, enjoys life more, and attains the
maximal level of welfare throughout his or her life.

That such technologies can be abused by over-zealous, or
mentally unhealthy parents in collaboration with
avaricious or unscrupulous doctors - should not prevent
the vast majority of stable, caring, and sane parents from
gaining access to them.



Appendix - Arguments from the Right to Life
I. Right to Life Arguments

According to cloning's detractors, the nucleus removed
from the egg could otherwise have developed into a
human being. Thus, removing the nucleus amounts to
murder.

It is a fundamental principle of most moral theories that
all human beings have a right to life. The existence of a
right implies obligations or duties of third parties towards
the right-holder. One has a right AGAINST other people.
The fact that one possesses a certain right - prescribes to
others certain obligatory behaviours and proscribes certain
acts or omissions. This Janus-like nature of rights and
duties as two sides of the same ethical coin - creates great
confusion. People often and easily confuse rights and their
attendant duties or obligations with the morally decent, or
even with the morally permissible. What one MUST do as
a result of another's right - should never be confused with
one SHOULD or OUGHT to do morally (in the absence
of a right).

The right to life has eight distinct strains:

IA. The right to be brought to life

IB. The right to be born

IC. The right to have one's life maintained

ID. The right not to be killed

IE. The right to have one's life saved
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IF. The right to save one's life (erroneously limited to the
right to self-defence)

IG. The right to terminate one's life

IH. The right to have one's life terminated

IA. The Right to be Brought to Life

Only living people have rights. There is a debate whether
an egg is a living person - but there can be no doubt that it
exists. Its rights - whatever they are - derive from the fact
that it exists and that it has the potential to develop life.
The right to be brought to life (the right to become or to
be) pertains to a yet non-alive entity and, therefore, is null
and void. Had this right existed, it would have implied an
obligation or duty to give life to the unborn and the not
yet conceived. No such duty or obligation exist.

IB. The Right to be Born

The right to be born crystallizes at the moment of
voluntary and intentional fertilization. If a scientist
knowingly and intentionally causes in vitro fertilization
for the explicit and express purpose of creating an embryo
- then the resulting fertilized egg has a right to mature and
be born. Furthermore, the born child has all the rights a
child has against his parents: food, shelter, emotional
nourishment, education, and so on.

It is debatable whether such rights of the fetus and, later,
of the child, exist if there was no positive act of
fertilization - but, on the contrary, an act which prevents

possible fertilization, such as the removal of the nucleus
(see IC below).
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IC. The Right to Have One's Life Maintained

Does one have the right to maintain one's life and prolong
them at other people's expense? Does one have the right to
use other people's bodies, their property, their time, their
resources and to deprive them of pleasure, comfort,
material possessions, income, or any other thing?

The answer is yes and no.

No one has a right to sustain his or her life, maintain, or
prolong them at another INDIVIDUAL's expense (no
matter how minimal and insignificant the sacrifice
required is). Still, if a contract has been signed - implicitly
or explicitly - between the parties, then such a right may
crystallize in the contract and create corresponding duties
and obligations, moral, as well as legal.

Example:

No fetus has a right to sustain its life, maintain, or prolong
them at his mother's expense (no matter how minimal and
insignificant the sacrifice required of her is). Still, if she
signed a contract with the fetus - by knowingly and
willingly and intentionally conceiving it - such a right has
crystallized and has created corresponding duties and
obligations of the mother towards her fetus.

On the other hand, everyone has a right to sustain his or
her life, maintain, or prolong them at SOCIETY's expense
(no matter how major and significant the resources
required are). Still, if a contract has been signed -
implicitly or explicitly - between the parties, then the
abrogation of such a right may crystallize in the contract



and create corresponding duties and obligations, moral, as
well as legal.

Example:

Everyone has a right to sustain his or her life, maintain, or
prolong them at society's expense. Public hospitals, state
pension schemes, and police forces may be required to
fulfill society's obligations - but fulfill them it must, no
matter how major and significant the resources are. Still,
if a person volunteered to join the army and a contract has
been signed between the parties, then this right has been
thus abrogated and the individual assumed certain duties
and obligations, including the duty or obligation to give
up his or her life to society.

ID. The Right not to be Killed

Every person has the right not to be killed unjustly. What
constitutes "just killing" is a matter for an ethical calculus
in the framework of a social contract.

But does A's right not to be killed include the right against
third parties that they refrain from enforcing the rights of
other people against A? Does A's right not to be killed
preclude the righting of wrongs committed by A against
others - even if the righting of such wrongs means the
killing of A?

Not so. There is a moral obligation to right wrongs (to
restore the rights of other people). If A maintains or
prolongs his life ONLY by violating the rights of others
and these other people object to it - then A must be killed
if that is the only way to right the wrong and re-assert
their rights.



This is doubly true if A's existence is, at best, debatable.
An egg does not a human being make. Removal of the
nucleus is an important step in life-saving research. An
unfertilized egg has no rights at all.

IE. The Right to Have One's Life Saved

There is no such right as there is no corresponding moral
obligation or duty to save a life. This "right" is a
demonstration of the aforementioned muddle between the
morally commendable, desirable and decent ("ought",
"should") and the morally obligatory, the result of other
people's rights ("must").

In some countries, the obligation to save life is legally
codified. But while the law of the land may create a
LEGAL right and corresponding LEGAL obligations - it
does not always or necessarily create a moral or an ethical
right and corresponding moral duties and obligations.

IF. The Right to Save One's Own Life

The right to self-defence is a subset of the more general
and all-pervasive right to save one's own life. One has the
right to take certain actions or avoid taking certain actions
in order to save his or her own life.

It is generally accepted that one has the right to kill a
pursuer who knowingly and intentionally intends to take
one's life. It is debatable, though, whether one has the
right to kill an innocent person who unknowingly and
unintentionally threatens to take one's life.



IG. The Right to Terminate One's Life

See "The Murder of Oneself".

IH. The Right to Have One's Life Terminated

The right to euthanasia, to have one's life terminated at
will, is restricted by numerous social, ethical, and legal
rules, principles, and considerations. In a nutshell - in
many countries in the West one is thought to has a right to
have one's life terminated with the help of third parties if
one is going to die shortly anyway and if one is going to
be tormented and humiliated by great and debilitating
agony for the rest of one's remaining life if not helped to
die. Of course, for one's wish to be helped to die to be
accommodated, one has to be in sound mind and to will
one's death knowingly, intentionally, and forcefully.

I1. Issues in the Calculus of Rights
IIA. The Hierarchy of Rights

All human cultures have hierarchies of rights. These
hierarchies reflect cultural mores and lores and there
cannot, therefore, be a universal, or eternal hierarchy.

In Western moral systems, the Right to Life supersedes all
other rights (including the right to one's body, to comfort,
to the avoidance of pain, to property, etc.).

Yet, this hierarchical arrangement does not help us to
resolve cases in which there is a clash of EQUAL rights
(for instance, the conflicting rights to life of two people).
One way to decide among equally potent claims is
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randomly (by flipping a coin, or casting dice).
Alternatively, we could add and subtract rights in a
somewhat macabre arithmetic. If a mother's life is
endangered by the continued existence of a fetus and
assuming both of them have a right to life we can decide
to kill the fetus by adding to the mother's right to life her
right to her own body and thus outweighing the fetus'
right to life.

IIB. The Difference between Killing and Letting Die

There is an assumed difference between killing (taking
life) and letting die (not saving a life). This is supported
by IE above. While there is a right not to be killed - there
1s no right to have one's own life saved. Thus, while there
is an obligation not to kill - there is no obligation to save a
life.

HIC. Killing the Innocent

Often the continued existence of an innocent person (IP)
threatens to take the life of a victim (V). By "innocent" we
mean "not guilty" - not responsible for killing V, not
intending to kill V, and not knowing that V will be killed
due to IP's actions or continued existence.

It is simple to decide to kill IP to save V if IP is going to
die anyway shortly, and the remaining life of V, if saved,
will be much longer than the remaining life of IP, if not
killed. All other variants require a calculus of
hierarchically weighted rights. (See "Abortion and the
Sanctity of Human Life" by Baruch A. Brody).

One form of calculus is the utilitarian theory. It calls for
the maximization of utility (life, happiness, pleasure). In
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other words, the life, happiness, or pleasure of the many
outweigh the life, happiness, or pleasure of the few. It is
morally permissible to kill IP if the lives of two or more
people will be saved as a result and there is no other way
to save their lives. Despite strong philosophical objections
to some of the premises of utilitarian theory - I agree with
its practical prescriptions.

In this context - the dilemma of killing the innocent - one
can also call upon the right to self defence. Does V have a
right to kill IP regardless of any moral calculus of rights?
Probably not. One is rarely justified in taking another's
life to save one's own. But such behaviour cannot be
condemned. Here we have the flip side of the confusion -
understandable and perhaps inevitable behaviour (self
defence) is mistaken for a MORAL RIGHT. That most
V's would kill IP and that we would all sympathize with V
and understand its behaviour does not mean that V had a
RIGHT to kill IP. V may have had a right to kill IP - but
this right is not automatic, nor is it all-encompassing.

Communism

The core countries of Central Europe (the Czech
Republic, Hungary and, to a lesser extent, Poland)
experienced industrial capitalism in the inter-war period.
But the countries comprising the vast expanses of the New
Independent States, Russia and the Balkan had no real
acquaintance with it. To them its zealous introduction is
nothing but another ideological experiment and not a very
rewarding one at that.

It is often said that there is no precedent to the extant
fortean transition from totalitarian communism to liberal
capitalism. This might well be true. Yet, nascent



capitalism is not without historical example. The study of
the birth of capitalism in feudal Europe may yet lead to
some surprising and potentially useful insights.

The Barbarian conquest of the teetering Roman Empire
(410-476 AD) heralded five centuries of existential
insecurity and mayhem. Feudalism was the countryside's
reaction to this damnation. It was a Hobson's choice and
an explicit trade-off. Local lords defended their vassals
against nomad intrusions in return for perpetual service
bordering on slavery. A small percentage of the
population lived on trade behind the massive walls of
Medieval cities.

In most parts of central, eastern and southeastern Europe,
feudalism endured well into the twentieth century. It was
entrenched in the legal systems of the Ottoman Empire
and of Czarist Russia. Elements of feudalism survived in
the mellifluous and prolix prose of the Habsburg codices
and patents. Most of the denizens of these moribund
swathes of Europe were farmers - only the profligate and
parasitic members of a distinct minority inhabited the
cities. The present brobdignagian agricultural sectors in
countries as diverse as Poland and Macedonia attest to this
continuity of feudal practices.

Both manual labour and trade were derided in the Ancient
World. This derision was partially eroded during the Dark
Ages. It survived only in relation to trade and other "non-
productive" financial activities and even that not past the
thirteenth century. Max Weber, in his opus, "The City"
(New York, MacMillan, 1958) described this mental shift
of paradigm thus: "The medieval citizen was on the way
towards becoming an economic man ... the ancient citizen
was a political man."



What communism did to the lands it permeated was to
freeze this early feudal frame of mind of disdain towards
"non-productive", "city-based" vocations. Agricultural
and industrial occupations were romantically extolled.
The cities were berated as hubs of moral turpitude,
decadence and greed. Political awareness was made a
precondition for personal survival and advancement. The
clock was turned back. Weber's "Homo Economicus"
yielded to communism's supercilious version of the
ancient Greeks' "Zoon Politikon". John of Salisbury might
as well have been writing for a communist agitprop
department when he penned this in "Policraticus" (1159
AD): "...if (rich people, people with private property) have
been stuffed through excessive greed and if they hold in
their contents too obstinately, (they) give rise to countless
and incurable illnesses and, through their vices, can bring
about the ruin of the body as a whole". The body in the
text being the body politic.

This inimical attitude should have come as no surprise to
students of either urban realities or of communism, their
parricidal off-spring. The city liberated its citizens from
the bondage of the feudal labour contract. And it acted as
the supreme guarantor of the rights of private property. It
relied on its trading and economic prowess to obtain and
secure political autonomy. John of Paris, arguably one of
the first capitalist cities (at least according to Braudel),
wrote: "(The individual) had a right to property which was
not with impunity to be interfered with by superior
authority - because it was acquired by (his) own efforts"
(in Georges Duby, "The age of the Cathedrals: Art and
Society, 980-1420, Chicago, Chicago University Press,
1981). Despite the fact that communism was an urban
phenomenon (albeit with rustic roots) - it abnegated these
"bourgeoisie" values. Communal ownership replaced



individual property and servitude to the state replaced
individualism. In communism, feudalism was restored.
Even geographical mobility was severely curtailed, as was
the case in feudalism. The doctrine of the Communist
party monopolized all modes of thought and perception -
very much as the church-condoned religious strain did
700 years before. Communism was characterized by
tensions between party, state and the economy - exactly as
the medieval polity was plagued by conflicts between
church, king and merchants-bankers. Paradoxically,
communism was a faithful re-enactment of pre-capitalist
history.

Communism should be well distinguished from Marxism.
Still, it is ironic that even Marx's "scientific materialism"
has an equivalent in the twilight times of feudalism. The
eleventh and twelfth centuries witnessed a concerted
effort by medieval scholars to apply "scientific" principles
and human knowledge to the solution of social problems.
The historian R. W. Southern called this period "scientific
humanism" (in "Flesh and Stone" by Richard Sennett,
London, Faber and Faber, 1994). We mentioned John of
Salisbury's "Policraticus". It was an effort to map political
functions and interactions into their human physiological
equivalents. The king, for instance, was the brain of the
body politic. Merchants and bankers were the insatiable
stomach. But this apparently simplistic analogy masked a
schismatic debate. Should a person's position in life be
determined by his political affiliation and "natural" place
in the order of things - or should it be the result of his
capacities and their exercise (merit)? Do the ever
changing contents of the economic "stomach", its
kaleidoscopic innovativeness, its "permanent revolution"
and its propensity to assume "irrational" risks - adversely
affect this natural order which, after all, is based on



tradition and routine? In short: is there an inherent
incompatibility between the order of the world (read: the
church doctrine) and meritocratic (democratic)
capitalism? Could Thomas Aquinas' "Summa Theologica"
(the world as the body of Christ) be reconciled with "Stadt
Luft Macht Frei" ("city air liberates" - the sign above the
gates of the cities of the Hanseatic League)?

This is the eternal tension between the individual and the
group. Individualism and communism are not new to
history and they have always been in conflict. To compare
the communist party to the church is a well-worn cliché.
Both religions - the secular and the divine - were
threatened by the spirit of freedom and initiative
embodied in urban culture, commerce and finance. The
order they sought to establish, propagate and perpetuate
conflicted with basic human drives and desires.
Communism was a throwback to the days before the
ascent of the urbane, capitalistic, sophisticated,
incredulous, individualistic and risqué West. it sought to
substitute one kind of "scientific" determinism (the body
politic of Christ) by another (the body politic of "the
Proletariat"). It failed and when it unravelled, it revealed a
landscape of toxic devastation, frozen in time, an ossified
natural order bereft of content and adherents. The post-
communist countries have to pick up where it left them,
centuries ago. It is not so much a problem of lacking
infrastructure as it is an issue of pathologized minds, not
so much a matter of the body as a dysfunction of the
psyche.

The historian Walter Ullman says that John of Salisbury
thought (850 years ago) that "the individual's standing
within society... (should be) based upon his office or his
official function ... (the greater this function was) the



more scope it had, the weightier it was, the more rights the
individual had." (Walter Ullman, "The Individual and
Society in the Middle Ages", Baltimore, Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1966). I cannot conceive of a member of
the communist nomenklatura who would not have adopted
this formula wholeheartedly. If modern capitalism can be
described as "back to the future", communism was surely
"forward to the past".

Competition
A. THE PHILOSOPHY OF COMPETITION

The aims of competition (anti-trust) laws are to ensure
that consumers pay the lowest possible price (=the most
efficient price) coupled with the highest quality of the
goods and services which they consume. This, according
to current economic theories, can be achieved only
through effective competition. Competition not only
reduces particular prices of specific goods and services - it
also tends to have a deflationary effect by reducing the
general price level. It pits consumers against producers,
producers against other producers (in the battle to win the
heart of consumers) and even consumers against
consumers (for example in the healthcare sector in the
USA). This everlasting conflict does the miracle of
increasing quality with lower prices. Think about the vast
improvement on both scores in electrical appliances. The
VCR and PC of yesteryear cost thrice as much and
provided one third the functions at one tenth the speed.

Competition has innumerable advantages:

a. It encourages manufacturers and service providers
to be more efficient, to better respond to the needs of their



customers, to innovate, to initiate, to venture. In
professional words: it optimizes the allocation of
resources at the firm level and, as a result, throughout the
national economy.

More simply: producers do not waste resources (capital),
consumers and businesses pay less for the same goods and
services and, as a result, consumption grows to the benefit
of all involved.

b. The other beneficial effect seems, at first sight, to
be an adverse one: competition weeds out the
failures, the incompetents, the inefficient, the fat
and slow to respond. Competitors pressure one
another to be more efficient, leaner and meaner.
This is the very essence of capitalism. It is wrong
to say that only the consumer benefits. If a firm
improves itself, re-engineers its production
processes, introduces new management
techniques, modernizes - in order to fight the
competition, it stands to reason that it will reap the
rewards. Competition benefits the economy, as a
whole, the consumers and other producers by a
process of natural economic selection where only
the fittest survive. Those who are not fit to survive
die out and cease to waste the rare resources of
humanity.

Thus, paradoxically, the poorer the country, the less
resources it has - the more it is in need of competition.
Only competition can secure the proper and most efficient
use of its scarce resources, a maximization of its output
and the maximal welfare of its citizens (consumers).
Moreover, we tend to forget that the biggest consumers
are businesses (firms). If the local phone company is
inefficient (because no one competes with it, being a



monopoly) - firms will suffer the most: higher charges,
bad connections, lost time, effort, money and business. If
the banks are dysfunctional (because there is no foreign
competition), they will not properly service their clients
and firms will collapse because of lack of liquidity. It is
the business sector in poor countries which should head
the crusade to open the country to competition.

Unfortunately, the first discernible results of the
introduction of free marketry are unemployment and
business closures. People and firms lack the vision, the
knowledge and the wherewithal needed to support
competition. They fiercely oppose it and governments
throughout the world bow to protectionist measures. To
no avail. Closing a country to competition will only
exacerbate the very conditions which necessitate its
opening up. At the end of such a wrong path awaits
economic disaster and the forced entry of competitors. A
country which closes itself to the world - will be forced to
sell itself cheaply as its economy will become more and
more inefficient, less and less competitive.

The Competition Laws aim to establish fairness of
commercial conduct among entrepreneurs and competitors
which are the sources of said competition and innovation.

Experience - later buttressed by research - helped to
establish the following four principles:

1. There should be no barriers to the entry of new
market players (barring criminal and moral
barriers to certain types of activities and to certain
goods and services offered).



1. A larger scale of operation does introduce
economies of scale (and thus lowers prices).
This, however, is not infinitely true. There is a
Minimum Efficient Scale - MES - beyond which
prices will begin to rise due to monopolization of
the markets. This MES was empirically fixed at
10% of the market in any one good or service. In
other words: companies should be encouraged to
capture up to 10% of their market (=to lower
prices) and discouraged to cross this barrier, lest
prices tend to rise again.

1. Efficient competition does not exist when a market
is controlled by less than 10 firms with big size
differences. An oligopoly should be declared
whenever 4 firms control more than 40% of the
market and the biggest of them controls more than
12% of'it.

1. A competitive price will be comprised of a
minimal cost plus an equilibrium profit which does
not encourage either an exit of firms (because it is
too low), nor their entry (because it is too high).

Left to their own devices, firms tend to liquidate
competitors (predation), buy them out or collude with
them to raise prices. The 1890 Sherman Antitrust Act in
the USA forbade the latter (section 1) and prohibited
monopolization or dumping as a method to eliminate
competitors. Later acts (Clayton, 1914 and the Federal
Trade Commission Act of the same year) added forbidden
activities: tying arrangements, boycotts, territorial
divisions, non-competitive mergers, price discrimination,
exclusive dealing, unfair acts, practices and methods.
Both consumers and producers who felt offended were



given access to the Justice Department and to the FTC or
the right to sue in a federal court and be eligible to receive
treble damages.

It is only fair to mention the "intellectual competition",
which opposes the above premises. Many important
economists thought (and still do) that competition laws
represent an unwarranted and harmful intervention of the
State in the markets. Some believed that the State should
own important industries (J.K. Galbraith), others - that
industries should be encouraged to grow because only size
guarantees survival, lower prices and innovation (Ellis
Hawley). Yet others supported the cause of laissez faire
(Marc Eisner).

These three antithetical approaches are, by no means,
new. One led to socialism and communism, the other to
corporatism and monopolies and the third to jungle-
ization of the market (what the Europeans derisively call:
the Anglo-Saxon model).

B. HISTORICAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

Why does the State involve itself in the machinations of
the free market? Because often markets fail or are unable
or unwilling to provide goods, services, or competition.
The purpose of competition laws is to secure a
competitive marketplace and thus protect the consumer
from unfair, anti-competitive practices. The latter tend to
increase prices and reduce the availability and quality of
goods and services offered to the consumer.

Such state intervention is usually done by establishing a
governmental Authority with full powers to regulate the
markets and ensure their fairness and accessibility to new



entrants. Lately, international collaboration between such
authorities yielded a measure of harmonization and
coordinated action (especially in cases of trusts which are
the results of mergers and acquisitions).

Yet, competition law embodies an inherent conflict: while
protecting local consumers from monopolies, cartels and
oligopolies - it ignores the very same practices when
directed at foreign consumers. Cartels related to the
country's foreign trade are allowed even under
GATT/WTO rules (in cases of dumping or excessive
export subsidies). Put simply: governments regard acts
which are criminal as legal if they are directed at foreign
consumers or are part of the process of foreign trade.

A country such as Macedonia - poor and in need of
establishing its export sector - should include in its
competition law at least two protective measures against
these discriminatory practices:

1. Blocking Statutes - which prohibit its legal entities
from collaborating with legal procedures in other
countries to the extent that this collaboration
adversely affects the local export industry.

1. Clawback Provisions - which will enable the local
courts to order the refund of any penalty payment
decreed or imposed by a foreign court on a local
legal entity and which exceeds actual damage
inflicted by unfair trade practices of said local
legal entity. US courts, for instance, are allowed to
impose treble damages on infringing foreign
entities. The clawback provisions are used to battle
this judicial aggression.



Competition policy is the antithesis of industrial policy.
The former wishes to ensure the conditions and the rules
of the game - the latter to recruit the players, train them
and win the game. The origin of the former is in the 19"
century USA and from there it spread to (really was
imposed on) Germany and Japan, the defeated countries in
the 2™ World War. The European Community (EC)
incorporated a competition policy in articles 85 and 86 of
the Rome Convention and in Regulation 17 of the Council
of Ministers, 1962.

Still, the two most important economic blocks of our time
have different goals in mind when implementing
competition policies. The USA is more interested in
economic (and econometric) results while the EU
emphasizes social, regional development and political
consequences. The EU also protects the rights of small
businesses more vigorously and, to some extent, sacrifices
intellectual property rights on the altar of fairness and the
free movement of goods and services.

Put differently: the USA protects the producers and the
EU shields the consumer. The USA is interested in the
maximization of output at whatever social cost - the EU is
interested in the creation of a just society, a liveable
community, even if the economic results will be less than
optimal.

There is little doubt that Macedonia should follow the EU
example. Geographically, it is a part of Europe and, one
day, will be integrated in the EU. It is socially sensitive,
export oriented, its economy is negligible and its
consumers are poor, it is besieged by monopolies and
oligopolies.



In my view, its competition laws should already
incorporate the important elements of the EU
(Community) legislation and even explicitly state so in the
preamble to the law. Other, mightier, countries have done
so. Italy, for instance, modelled its Law number 287 dated
10/10/90 "Competition and Fair Trading Act" after the EC
legislation. The law explicitly says so.

The first serious attempt at international harmonization of
national antitrust laws was the Havana Charter of 1947. It
called for the creation of an umbrella operating
organization (the International Trade Organization or
"ITO") and incorporated an extensive body of universal
antitrust rules in nine of its articles. Members were
required to "prevent business practices affecting
international trade which restrained competition, limited
access to markets, or fostered monopolistic control
whenever such practices had harmful effects on the
expansion of production or trade". the latter included:

a. Fixing prices, terms, or conditions to be observed
in dealing with others in the purchase, sale, or lease of any
product;

b. Excluding enterprises from, or allocating or
dividing, any territorial market or field of business
activity, or allocating customers, or fixing sales
quotas or purchase quotas;

c. Discriminating against particular enterprises;

d. Limiting production or fixing production quotas;



e. Preventing by agreement the development or
application of technology or invention, whether
patented or non-patented; and

f. Extending the use of rights under intellectual
property protections to matters which, according to
a member's laws and regulations, are not within
the scope of such grants, or to products or
conditions of production, use, or sale which are
not likewise the subject of such grants.

GATT 1947 was a mere bridging agreement but the
Havana Charter languished and died due to the objections
of a protectionist US Senate.

There are no antitrust/competition rules either in GATT
1947 or in GATT/WTO 1994, but their provisions on
antidumping and countervailing duty actions and
government subsidies constitute some elements of a more
general antitrust/competition law.

GATT, though, has an International Antitrust Code
Writing Group which produced a "Draft International
Antitrust Code" (10/7/93). It is reprinted in §11, 64
Antitrust & Trade Regulation Reporter (BNA), Special
Supplement at S-3 (19/8/93).

Four principles guided the (mostly German) authors:

1. National laws should be applied to solve
international competition problems;

1. Parties, regardless of origin, should be treated as
locals;



1. A minimum standard for national antitrust rules
should be set (stricter measures would be
welcome); and

1. The establishment of an international authority to
settle disputes between parties over antitrust
issues.

The 29 (well-off) members of the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) formed
rules governing the harmonization and coordination of
international antitrust/competition regulation among its
member nations ("The Revised Recommendation of the
OECD Council Concerning Cooperation between Member
Countries on Restrictive Business Practices Affecting
International Trade," OECD Doc. No. C(86)44 (Final)
(June 5, 1986), also in 25 International Legal Materials
1629 (1986). A revised version was reissued. According
to it, " ...Enterprises should refrain from abuses of a
dominant market position; permit purchasers, distributors,
and suppliers to freely conduct their businesses; refrain
from cartels or restrictive agreements; and consult and
cooperate with competent authorities of interested
countries".

An agency in one of the member countries tackling an
antitrust case, usually notifies another member country
whenever an antitrust enforcement action may affect

important interests of that country or its nationals (see:
OECD Recommendations on Predatory Pricing, 1989).

The United States has bilateral antitrust agreements with
Australia, Canada, and Germany, which was followed by
a bilateral agreement with the EU in 1991. These provide
for coordinated antitrust investigations and prosecutions.



The United States thus reduced the legal and political
obstacles which faced its extraterritorial prosecutions and
enforcement. The agreements require one party to notify
the other of imminent antitrust actions, to share relevant
information, and to consult on potential policy changes.
The EU-U.S. Agreement contains a "comity" principle
under which each side promises to take into consideration
the other's interests when considering antitrust
prosecutions. A similar principle is at the basis of Chapter
15 of the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) - cooperation on antitrust matters.

The United Nations Conference on Restrictive Business
Practices adopted a code of conduct in 1979/1980 that was
later integrated as a U.N. General Assembly Resolution
[U.N. Doc. TD/RBP/10 (1980)]: "The Set of
Multilaterally Agreed Equitable Principles and Rules".

According to its provisions, "independent enterprises
should refrain from certain practices when they would
limit access to markets or otherwise unduly restrain
competition".

The following business practices are prohibited:

1. Agreements to fix prices (including export and
import prices);

1. Collusive tendering;

1. Market or customer allocation (division)
arrangements;

1. Allocation of sales or production by quota;



Collective action to enforce arrangements, e.g., by
concerted refusals to deal;

Concerted refusal to sell to potential importers;
and

Collective denial of access to an arrangement, or
association, where such access is crucial to
competition and such denial might hamper it. In
addition, businesses are forbidden to engage in the
abuse of a dominant position in the market by
limiting access to it or by otherwise restraining
competition by:

a. Predatory behaviour
towards competitors;
b. Discriminatory pricing or

terms or conditions in the supply or
purchase of goods or services;

C. Mergers, takeovers, joint
ventures, or other acquisitions of
control;

d. Fixing prices for exported
goods or resold imported goods;

e. Import restrictions on
legitimately-marked trademarked
goods;

f. Unjustifiably - whether
partially or completely - refusing to
deal on an enterprise's customary
commercial terms, making the
supply of goods or services
dependent on restrictions on the
distribution or manufacturer of
other goods, imposing restrictions



on the resale or exportation of the
same or other goods, and purchase
"tie-ins".

C. ANTI - COMPETITIVE STRATEGIES

Any Competition Law in Macedonia should, in my view,
excplicitly include strict prohibitions of the following
practices (further details can be found in Porter's book -
"Competitive Strategy").

These practices characterize the Macedonian market.
They influence the Macedonian economy by discouraging
foreign investors, encouraging inefficiencies and
mismanagement, sustaining artificially high prices,
misallocating very scarce resources, increasing
unemployment, fostering corrupt and criminal practices
and, in general, preventing the growth that Macedonia
could have attained.

Strategies for Monopolization

Exclude competitors from distribution channels. - This is
common practice in many countries. Open threats are
made by the manufacturers of popular products: "If you
distribute my competitor's products - you cannot distribute
mine. So, choose." Naturally, retail outlets, dealers and
distributors will always prefer the popular product to the
new. This practice not only blocks competition - but also
innovation, trade and choice or variety.

Buy up competitors and potential competitors. - There is
nothing wrong with that. Under certain circumstances, this
is even desirable. Think about the Banking System: it is
always better to have fewer banks with bigger capital than



many small banks with capital inadequacy (remember the
TAT affair). So, consolidation is sometimes welcome,
especially where scale represents viability and a higher
degree of consumer protection. The line is thin and is
composed of both quantitative and qualitative criteria.
One way to measure the desirability of such mergers and
acquisitions (M&A) is the level of market concentration
following the M&A. Is a new monopoly created? Will the
new entity be able to set prices unperturbed? stamp out its
other competitors? If so, it is not desirable and should be
prevented.

Every merger in the USA must be approved by the
antitrust authorities. When multinationals merge, they
must get the approval of all the competition authorities in
all the territories in which they operate. The purchase of
"Intuit" by "Microsoft" was prevented by the antitrust
department (the "Trust-busters"). A host of airlines was
conducting a drawn out battle with competition authorities
in the EU, UK and the USA lately.

Use predatory [below-cost] pricing (also known as
dumping) to eliminate competitors. - This tactic is mostly
used by manufacturers in developing or emerging
economies and in Japan. It consists of "pricing the
competition out of the markets". The predator sells his
products at a price which is lower even than the costs of
production. The result is that he swamps the market,
driving out all other competitors. Once he is left alone - he
raises his prices back to normal and, often, above normal.
The dumper loses money in the dumping operation and
compensates for these losses by charging inflated prices
after having the competition eliminated.



Raise scale-economy barriers. - Take unfair advantage of
size and the resulting scale economies to force conditions
upon the competition or upon the distribution channels. In
many countries Big Industry lobbies for a legislation
which will fit its purposes and exclude its (smaller)
competitors.

Increase ""market power (share) and hence profit
potential.

Study the industry's ""potential”’ structure and ways it
can be made less competitive. - Even thinking about sin
or planning it should be prohibited. Many industries have
"think tanks" and experts whose sole function is to show
the firm the way to minimize competition and to increase
its market shares. Admittedly, the line is very thin: when
does a Marketing Plan become criminal?

Arrange for a "rise in entry barriers to block later
entrants' and "inflict losses on the entrant'. - This
could be done by imposing bureaucratic obstacles (of
licencing, permits and taxation), scale hindrances (no
possibility to distribute small quantities), "old boy
networks" which share political clout and research and
development, using intellectual property right to block
new entrants and other methods too numerous to recount.
An effective law should block any action which prevents
new entry to a market.

Buy up firms in other industries "'as a base from which
to change industry structures' there. - This is a way of
securing exclusive sources of supply of raw materials,
services and complementing products. If a company owns
its suppliers and they are single or almost single sources
of supply - in effect it has monopolized the market. If a



software company owns another software company with a
product which can be incorporated in its own products -
and the two have substantial market shares in their
markets - then their dominant positions will reinforce each
other's.

"Find ways to encourage particular competitors out of
the industry"'. - If you can't intimidate your competitors
you might wish to "make them an offer that they cannot
refuse". One way is to buy them, to bribe the key
personnel, to offer tempting opportunities in other
markets, to swap markets (I will give you my market
share in a market which I do not really care about and you
will give me your market share in a market in which we
are competitors). Other ways are to give the competitors
assets, distribution channels and so on providing that they
collude in a cartel.

""Send signals to encourage competition to exit" the
industry. - Such signals could be threats, promises, policy
measures, attacks on the integrity and quality of the
competitor, announcement that the company has set a
certain market share as its goal (and will, therefore, not
tolerate anyone trying to prevent it from attaining this
market share) and any action which directly or indirectly
intimidates or convinces competitors to leave the industry.
Such an action need not be positive - it can be negative,
need not be done by the company - can be done by its
political proxies, need not be planned - could be
accidental. The results are what matters.

Macedonia's Competition Law should outlaw the
following, as well:

'Intimidate' Competitors



Raise "mobility" barriers to keep competitors in the
least-profitable segments of the industry. - This is a tactic
which preserves the appearance of competition while
subverting it. Certain segments, usually less profitable or
too small to be of interest, or with dim growth prospects,
or which are likely to be opened to fierce domestic and
foreign competition are left to the competition. The more
lucrative parts of the markets are zealously guarded by the
company. Through legislation, policy measures,
withholding of technology and know-how - the firm
prevents its competitors from crossing the river into its
protected turf.

Let little firms "develop' an industry and then come in
and take it over. - This is precisely what Netscape is
saying that Microsoft is doing to it. Netscape developed
the now lucrative Browser Application market. Microsoft
was wrong in discarding the Internet as a fad. When it was
found to be wrong - Microsoft reversed its position and
came up with its own (then, technologically inferior)
browser (the Internet Explorer). It offered it free (sound
suspiciously like dumping) to buyers of its operating
system, "Windows". Inevitably it captured more than 30%
of the market, crowding out Netscape. It is the view of the
antitrust authorities in the USA that Microsoft utilized its
dominant position in one market (that of the Operating
Systems) to annihilate a competitor in another (that of the
browsers).

Engage in "promotional warfare" by "attacking shares
of others". - This is when the gist of a marketing,
lobbying, or advertising campaign is to capture the market
share of the competition. Direct attack is then made on the
competition just in order to abolish it. To sell more in
order to maximize profits, is allowed and meritorious - to



sell more in order to eliminate the competition is wrong
and should be disallowed.

Use price retaliation to "discipline' competitors. -
Through dumping or even unreasonable and excessive
discounting. This could be achieved not only through the
price itself. An exceedingly long credit term offered to a
distributor or to a buyer is a way of reducing the price.
The same applies to sales, promotions, vouchers, gifts.
They are all ways to reduce the effective price. The
customer calculates the money value of these benefits and
deducts them from the price.

Establish a "pattern"’ of severe retaliation against
challengers to "communicate commitment" to resist
efforts to win market share. - Again, this retaliation can
take a myriad of forms: malicious advertising, a media
campaign, adverse legislation, blocking distribution
channels, staging a hostile bid in the stock exchange just
in order to disrupt the proper and orderly management of
the competitor. Anything which derails the competitor
whenever he makes a headway, gains a larger market
share, launches a new product - can be construed as a
"pattern of retaliation".

Maintain excess capacity to be used for "fighting'"
purposes to discipline ambitious rivals. - Such excess
capacity could belong to the offending firm or - through
cartel or other arrangements - to a group of offending
firms.

Publicize one's ""commitment to resist entry' into the
market.



Publicize the fact that one has a "monitoring system' to
detect any aggressive acts of competitors.

Announce in advance "market share targets' to
intimidate competitors into yielding their market share.

Proliferate Brand Names

Contract with customers to ""meet or match all price cuts
(offered by the competition)' thus denying rivals any
hope of growth through price competition.

Secure a big enough market share to ""corner'’ the
"learning curve," thus denying rivals an opportunity to
become efficient. - Efficiency is gained by an increase in
market share. Such an increase leads to new demands
imposed by the market, to modernization, innovation, the
introduction of new management techniques (example:
Just In Time inventory management), joint ventures,
training of personnel, technology transfers, development
of proprietary intellectual property and so on. Deprived of
a growing market share - the competitor will not feel
pressurized to learn and to better itself. In due time, it will
dwindle and die.

Acquire a wall of ""defensive' patents to deny
competitors access to the latest technology.

"Harvest" market position in a no-growth industry by
raising prices, lowering quality, and stopping all
investment and advertising in it.

Create or encourage capital scarcity. - By colluding with
sources of financing (e.g., regional, national, or
investment banks), by absorbing any capital offered by the



State, by the capital markets, through the banks, by
spreading malicious news which serve to lower the credit-
worthiness of the competition, by legislating special tax
and financing loopholes and so on.

Introduce high advertising-intensity. - This is very
difficult to measure. There could be no objective criteria
which will not go against the grain of the fundamental
right to freedom of expression. However, truth in
advertising should be strictly imposed. Practices such as
dragging a competitor through the mud or derogatorily
referring to its products or services in advertising
campaigns should be banned and the ban should be
enforced.

Proliferate ""brand names' to make it too expensive for
small firms to grow. - By creating and maintaining a host
of absolutely unnecessary brandnames, the competition's
brandnames are crowded out. Again, this cannot be
legislated against. A firm has the right to create and
maintain as many brandnames as it wishes. The market
will exact a price and thus punish such a company
because, ultimately, its own brandname will suffer from
the proliferation.

Get a ""corner” (control, manipulate and regulate) on
raw materials, government licenses, contracts, subsidies,
and patents (and, of course, prevent the competition
from having access to them).

Build up "political capital” with government bodies;
overseas, get "protection' from "'the host government"’.

'Vertical' Barriers



Practice a "preemptive strategy' by capturing all
capacity expansion in the industry (simply buying it,
leasing it or taking over the companies that own or
develop it).

This serves to "deny competitors enough residual
demand". Residual demand, as we previously explained,
causes firms to be efficient. Once efficient, they develop
enough power to "credibly retaliate" and thereby "enforce
an orderly expansion process" to prevent overcapacity

Create "'switching'' costs. - Through legislation,
bureaucracy, control of the media, cornering advertising
space in the media, controlling infrastructure, owning
intellectual property, owning, controlling or intimidating
distribution channels and suppliers and so on.

Impose vertical "price squeezes''. - By owning,
controlling, colluding with, or intimidating suppliers and
distributors, marketing channels and wholesale and retail
outlets into not collaborating with the competition.

Practice vertical integration (buying suppliers and
distribution and marketing channels).

This has the following effects:

The firm gains a "tap (access) into technology" and
marketing information in an adjacent industry. It defends
itself against a supplier's too-high or even realistic prices.

It defends itself against foreclosure, bankruptcy and
restructuring or reorganization. Owning suppliers means
that the supplies do not cease even when payment is not
affected, for instance.



It "protects proprietary information from suppliers" -
otherwise the firm might have to give outsiders access to
its technology, processes, formulas and other intellectual

property.

It raises entry and mobility barriers against competitors.
This is why the State should legislate and act against any
purchase, or other types of control of suppliers and
marketing channels which service competitors and thus
enhance competition.

It serves to "prove that a threat of full integration is
credible" and thus intimidate competitors.

Finally, it gets "detailed cost information" in an adjacent
industry (but doesn't integrate it into a "highly competitive

industry").

"Capture distribution outlets" by vertical integration to
"increase barriers".

'Consolidate' the Industry

Send "'signals" to threaten, bluff, preempt, or collude
with competitors.

Use a "'fighting brand" (a low-price brand used only for
price-cutting).

Use ""cross parry' (retaliate in another part of a
competitor's market).

Harass competitors with antitrust suits and other
litigious techniques.



Use "brute force' (""massed resources" applied "with
finesse") to attack competitors

or use ""focal points"' of pressure to collude with
competitors on price.

"Load up customers" at cut-rate prices to "deny new
entrants a base'" and force them to "withdraw" from
market.

Practice "buyer selection," focusing on those that are
the most "vulnerable" (easiest to overcharge) and
discriminating against and for certain types of
consumers.

"Consolidate' the industry so as to ""overcome industry
fragmentation'".

This arguments is highly successful with US federal
courts in the last decade. There is an intuitive feeling that
few is better and that a consolidated industry is bound to
be more efficient, better able to compete and to survive
and, ultimately, better positioned to lower prices, to
conduct costly research and development and to increase
quality. In the words of Porter: "(The) pay-oft to
consolidating a fragmented industry can be high because...
small and weak competitors offer little threat of
retaliation."

Time one's own capacity additions; never sell old
capacity ""to anyone who will use it in the same
industry' and buy out "and retire competitors'
capacity"’.



Complexity

""Everything is simpler than you think and at the same
time more complex than you imagine."
(Johann Wolfgang von Goethe)

Complexity rises spontaneously in nature through
processes such as self-organization. Emergent phenomena
are common as are emergent traits, not reducible to basic
components, interactions, or properties.

Complexity does not, therefore, imply the existence of a
designer or a design. Complexity does not imply the
existence of intelligence and sentient beings. On the
contrary, complexity usually points towards a natural
source and a random origin. Complexity and artificiality
are often incompatible.

Artificial designs and objects are found only in
unexpected ("unnatural") contexts and environments.
Natural objects are totally predictable and expected.
Artificial creations are efficient and, therefore, simple and
parsimonious. Natural objects and processes are not.

As Seth Shostak notes in his excellent essay, titled "SETI
and Intelligent Design", evolution experiments with
numerous dead ends before it yields a single adapted
biological entity. DNA is far from optimized: it contains
inordinate amounts of junk. Our bodies come replete with
dysfunctional appendages and redundant organs.
Lightning bolts emit energy all over the electromagnetic
spectrum. Pulsars and interstellar gas clouds spew
radiation over the entire radio spectrum. The energy of the
Sun is ubiquitous over the entire optical and thermal


http://www.space.com/searchforlife/seti_intelligentdesign_051201.html
http://www.space.com/searchforlife/seti_intelligentdesign_051201.html

range. No intelligent engineer - human or not - would be
so wasteful.

Confusing artificiality with complexity is not the only
terminological conundrum.

Complexity and simplicity are often, and intuitively,
regarded as two extremes of the same continuum, or
spectrum. Yet, this may be a simplistic view, indeed.

Simple procedures (codes, programs), in nature as well as
in computing, often yield the most complex results.
Where does the complexity reside, if not in the simple
program that created it? A minimal number of primitive
interactions occur in a primordial soup and, presto, life.
Was life somehow embedded in the primordial soup all
along? Or in the interactions? Or in the combination of
substrate and interactions?

Complex processes yield simple products (think about
products of thinking such as a newspaper article, or a
poem, or manufactured goods such as a sewing thread).
What happened to the complexity? Was it somehow
reduced, "absorbed, digested, or assimilated"? Is it a
general rule that, given sufficient time and resources, the
simple can become complex and the complex reduced to
the simple? Is it only a matter of computation?

We can resolve these apparent contradictions by closely
examining the categories we use.

Perhaps simplicity and complexity are categorical
illusions, the outcomes of limitations inherent in our
system of symbols (in our language).



We label something "complex" when we use a great
number of symbols to describe it. But, surely, the choices
we make (regarding the number of symbols we use) teach
us nothing about complexity, a real phenomenon!

A straight line can be described with three symbols (A, B,
and the distance between them) - or with three billion
symbols (a subset of the discrete points which make up
the line and their inter-relatedness, their function). But
whatever the number of symbols we choose to employ,
however complex our level of description, it has nothing
to do with the straight line or with its "real world" traits.
The straight line is not rendered more (or less) complex or
orderly by our choice of level of (meta) description and
language elements.

The simple (and ordered) can be regarded as the tip of the
complexity iceberg, or as part of a complex,
interconnected whole, or hologramically, as encompassing
the complex (the same way all particles are contained in
all other particles). Still, these models merely reflect
choices of descriptive language, with no bearing on
reality.

Perhaps complexity and simplicity are not related at all,
either quantitatively, or qualitatively. Perhaps complexity
is not simply more simplicity. Perhaps there is no
organizational principle tying them to one another.
Complexity is often an emergent phenomenon, not
reducible to simplicity.

The third possibility is that somehow, perhaps through
human intervention, complexity yields simplicity and
simplicity yields complexity (via pattern identification,
the application of rules, classification, and other human



pursuits). This dependence on human input would explain
the convergence of the behaviors of all complex systems
on to a tiny sliver of the state (or phase) space (sort of a
mega attractor basin). According to this view, Man is the
creator of simplicity and complexity alike but they do
have a real and independent existence thereafter (the
Copenhagen interpretation of a Quantum Mechanics).

Still, these twin notions of simplicity and complexity give
rise to numerous theoretical and philosophical
complications.

Consider life.

In human (artificial and intelligent) technology, every
thing and every action has a function within a "scheme of
things". Goals are set, plans made, designs help to
implement the plans.

Not so with life. Living things seem to be prone to
disorientated thoughts, or the absorption and processing of
absolutely irrelevant and inconsequential data. Moreover,
these laboriously accumulated databases vanish
instantaneously with death. The organism is akin to a
computer which processes data using elaborate software
and then turns itself off after 15-80 years, erasing all its
work.

Most of us believe that what appears to be meaningless
and functionless supports the meaningful and functional
and leads to them. The complex and the meaningless (or
at least the incomprehensible) always seem to resolve to
the simple and the meaningful. Thus, if the complex is
meaningless and disordered then order must somehow be



connected to meaning and to simplicity (through the
principles of organization and interaction).

Moreover, complex systems are inseparable from their
environment whose feedback induces their self-
organization. Our discrete, observer-observed, approach
to the Universe is, thus, deeply inadequate when applied
to complex systems. These systems cannot be defined,
described, or understood in isolation from their
environment. They are one with their surroundings.

Many complex systems display emergent properties.
These cannot be predicted even with perfect knowledge
about said systems. We can say that the complex systems
are creative and intuitive, even when not sentient, or
intelligent. Must intuition and creativity be predicated on
intelligence, consciousness, or sentience?

Thus, ultimately, complexity touches upon very essential
questions of who we, what are we for, how we create, and
how we evolve. It is not a simple matter, that...

Note on Learning

There are two types of learning: natural and sapient (or
intelligent).

Natural learning is based on feedback. When water
waves hit rocks and retreat, they communicate to the
ocean at large information about the obstacles they have
encountered (their shape, size, texture, location, etc.). This
information modifies the form and angle of attack (among
other physical properties) of future waves.
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Natural learning is limited in its repertory. For all
practical purposes, the data processed are invariable, the
feedback immutable, and the outcomes predictable
(though this may not hold true over eons). Natural
learning is also limited in time and place (local and
temporal and weakly communicable).

Sapient or Intelligent Learning is similarly based on
feedback, but it involves other mechanisms, most of them
self-recursive (introspective). It alters the essence of the
learning entities (i.e., the way they function), not only
their physical parameters. The input, processing
procedures, and output are all interdependent, adaptive,
ever-changing, and, often, unpredictable. Sapient learning
is nonlocal and nontemporal. It is, therefore, highly
communicable (akin to an extensive parameter): learning
in one part of a system is efficiently conveyed to all other
divisions.

TECHNICAL NOTE - Complexity Theory and
Ambiguity or Vagueness

A Glossary of the terms used here

Ambiguity (or indeterminacy, in deconstructivist
parlance) is when a statement or string (word, sentence,
theorem, or expression) has two or more distinct meanings
either lexically (e.g., homonyms), or because of its
grammar or syntax (e.g., amphiboly). It is the context,
which helps us to choose the right or intended meaning
("contextual disambiguating" which often leads to a focal
meaning).

Vagueness arises when there are "borderline cases" of the
existing application of a concept (or a predicate). When is
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a person tall? When does a collection of sand grains
become a heap (the sorites or heap paradox)?, etc. Fuzzy
logic truth values do not eliminate vagueness - they only
assign continuous values ("fuzzy sets") to concepts

("prototypes").

Open texture is when there may be "borderline cases" in
the future application of a concept (or a predicate). While
vagueness can be minimized by specifying rules (through
precisifaction, or supervaluation) - open texture cannot
because we cannot predict future "borderline cases".

It would seem that a complexity theory formalism can
accurately describe both ambiguity and vagueness:

Language can be construed as a self-organizing network,
replete with self-organized criticality.

Language can also be viewed as a Production System
(Iterated Function Systems coupled with Lindenmeyer L-
Systems and Schemas to yield Classifiers Systems). To
use Holland's vocabulary, language is a set of Constrained
Generating Procedures.

"Vague objects" (with vague spatial or temporal
boundaries) are, actually, best represented by fractals.
They are not indeterminate (only their boundaries are).
Moreover, self-similarity is maintained. Consider a
mountain - where does it start or end and what, precisely,
does it include? A fractal curve (boundary) is an apt
mathematical treatment of this question.

Indeterminacy can be described as the result of bifurcation
leading to competing, distinct, but equally valid,
meanings.



Borderline cases (and vagueness) arise at the "edge of
chaos" - in concepts and predicates with co-evolving static
and chaotic elements.

(Focal) meanings can be thought of as attractors.

Contexts can be thought of as attractor landscapes in the
phase space of language. They can also be described as
fitness landscapes with optimum epistasis
(interdependence of values assigned to meanings).

The process of deriving meaning (or disambiguating) is
akin to tracing a basin of attraction. It can be described as
a perturbation in a transient, leading to a stable state.

Context, Background, Boundary, and Trace
I. The Meaning-Egg and the Context-chicken

Did the Laws of Nature precede Nature or were they
created with it, in the Big Bang? In other words, did they
provide Nature with the context in which it unfolded?
Some, like Max Tegmark, an MIT cosmologist, go as far
as to say that mathematics is not merely the language
which we use to describe the Universe - it is the Universe
itself. The world is an amalgam of mathematical
structures, according to him. The context is the meaning is
the context ad infinitum.

By now, it is a trite observation that meaning is context-
dependent and, therefore, not invariant or immutable.
Contextualists in aesthetics study a work of art's historical
and cultural background in order to appreciate it.
Philosophers of science have convincingly demonstrated
that theoretical constructs (such as the electron or dark
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matter) derive their meaning from their place in complex
deductive systems of empirically-testable theorems.
Ethicists repeat that values are rendered instrumental and
moral problems solvable by their relationships with a-
priori moral principles. In all these cases, context precedes
meaning and gives interactive birth to it.

However, the reverse is also true: context emerges from
meaning and is preceded by it. This is evident in a
surprising array of fields: from language to social norms,
from semiotics to computer programming, and from logic
to animal behavior.

In 1700, the English empiricist philosopher, John Locke,
was the first to describe how meaning is derived from
context in a chapter titled "Of the Association of Ideas" in
the second edition of his seminal "Essay Concerning
Human Understanding". Almost a century later, the
philosopher James Mill and his son, John Stuart Mill,
came up with a calculus of contexts: mental elements that
are habitually proximate, either spatially or temporally,
become associated (contiguity law) as do ideas that co-
occur frequently (frequency law), or that are similar
(similarity law).

But the Mills failed to realize that their laws relied heavily
on and derived from two organizing principles: time and
space. These meta principles lend meaning to ideas by
rendering their associations comprehensible. Thus, the
contiguity and frequency laws leverage meaningful spatial
and temporal relations to form the context within which
ideas associate. Context-effects and Gestalt and other
vision grouping laws, promulgated in the 20th century by
the likes of Max Wertheimer, Irvin Rock, and Stephen



Palmer, also rely on the pre-existence of space for their
operation.

Contexts can have empirical or exegetic properties. In
other words: they can act as webs or matrices and merely
associate discrete elements; or they can provide an
interpretation to these recurrent associations, they can
render them meaningful. The principle of causation is an
example of such interpretative faculties in action: A is
invariably followed by B and a mechanism or process C
can be demonstrated that links them both. Thereafter, it is
safe to say that A causes B. Space-time provides the
backdrop of meaning to the context (the recurrent
association of A and B) which, in turn, gives rise to more
meaning (causation).

But are space and time "real", objective entities - or are
they instruments of the mind, mere conventions, tools it
uses to order the world? Surely the latter. It is possible to
construct theories to describe the world and yield
falsifiable predictions without using space or time or by
using counterintuitive and even "counterfactual' variants
of space and time.

Another Scottish philosopher, Alexander Bains, observed,
in the 19th century, that ideas form close associations also
with behaviors and actions. This insight is at the basis for
most modern learning and conditioning (behaviorist)
theories and for connectionism (the design of neural
networks where knowledge items are represented by
patterns of activated ensembles of units).

Similarly, memory has been proven to be state-dependent:
information learnt in specific mental, physical, or
emotional states is most easily recalled in similar states.



Conversely, in a process known as redintegration, mental
and emotional states are completely invoked and restored
when only a single element is encountered and
experienced (a smell, a taste, a sight).

It seems that the occult organizing mega-principle is the
mind (or "self"). Ideas, concepts, behaviors, actions,
memories, and patterns presuppose the existence of minds
that render them meaningful. Again, meaning (the mind or
the self) breeds context, not the other way around. This
does not negate the views expounded by externalist
theories: that thoughts and utterances depend on factors
external to the mind of the thinker or speaker (factors such
as the way language is used by experts or by society).
Even avowed externalists, such as Kripke, Burge, and
Davidson admit that the perception of objects and events
(by an observing mind) is a prerequisite for thinking about
or discussing them. Again, the mind takes precedence.

But what is meaning and why is it thought to be
determined by or dependent on context?

1I. Meaning and Language: it's all in the Mind

Many theories of meaning are contextualist and proffer
rules that connect sentence type and context of use to
referents of singular terms (such as egocentric
particulars), truth-values of sentences and the force of
utterances and other linguistic acts. Meaning, in other
words, is regarded by most theorists as inextricably
intertwined with language. Language is always context-
determined: words depend on other words and on the
world to which they refer and relate. Inevitably, meaning
came to be described as context-dependent, too. The study
of meaning was reduced to an exercise in semantics. Few



noticed that the context in which words operate depends
on the individual meanings of these words.

Gottlob Frege coined the term Bedeutung (reference) to
describe the mapping of words, predicates, and sentences
onto real-world objects, concepts (or functions, in the
mathematical sense) and truth-values, respectively. The
truthfulness or falsehood of a sentence are determined by
the interactions and relationships between the references
of the various components of the sentence. Meaning relies
on the overall values of the references involved and on
something that Frege called Sinn (sense): the way or
"mode" an object or concept is referred to by an
expression. The senses of the parts of the sentence
combine to form the "thoughts" (senses of whole
sentences).

Yet, this is an incomplete and mechanical picture that fails
to capture the essence of human communication. It is
meaning (the mind of the person composing the sentence)
that breeds context and not the other way around. Even J.
S. Mill postulated that a term's connotation (its meaning
and attributes) determines its denotation (the objects or
concepts it applies to, the term's universe of applicability).

As the Oxford Companion to Philosophy puts it (p.
411):

""A context of a form of words is intensional if its truth
is dependent on the meaning, and not just the reference,
of its component words, or on the meanings, and not
just the truth-value, of any of its sub-clauses."

It is the thinker, or the speaker (the user of the expression)
that does the referring, not the expression itself!



Moreover, as Kaplan and Kripke have noted, in many
cases, Frege's contraption of "sense" is, well, senseless
and utterly unnecessary: demonstratives, proper names,
and natural-kind terms, for example, refer directly,
through the agency of the speaker. Frege intentionally
avoided the vexing question of why and how words refer
to objects and concepts because he was weary of the
intuitive answer, later alluded to by H. P. Grice, that users
(minds) determine these linkages and their corresponding
truth-values. Speakers use language to manipulate their
listeners into believing in the manifest intentions behind
their utterances. Cognitive, emotive, and descriptive
meanings all emanate from speakers and their minds.

Initially, W. V. Quine put context before meaning: he not
only linked meaning to experience, but also to
empirically-vetted (non-introspective) world-theories. It is
the context of the observed behaviors of speakers and
listeners that determines what words mean, he said. Thus,
Quine and others attacked Carnpa's meaning postulates
(logical connections as postulates governing predicates)
by demonstrating that they are not necessary unless one
possesses a separate account of the status of logic (i.e., the
context).

Yet, this context-driven approach led to so many problems
that soon Quine abandoned it and relented: translation - he
conceded in his seminal tome, "Word and Object" - is
indeterminate and reference is inscrutable. There are no
facts when it comes to what words and sentences mean.
What subjects say has no single meaning or determinately
correct interpretation (when the various interpretations on
offer are not equivalent and do not share the same truth
value).



As the Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy summarily puts
it (p. 194):

""Inscrutability (Quine later called it indeterminacy -
SV) of reference (is) (Y he doctrine ... that no empirical
evidence relevant to interpreting a speaker's utterances
can decide among alternative and incompatible ways of
assigning referents to the words used; hence there is no
fact that the words have one reference or another'" -
even if all the interpretations are equivalent (have the
same truth value).

Meaning comes before context and is not determined by
it. Wittgenstein, in his later work, concurred.

Inevitably, such a solipsistic view of meaning led to an
attempt to introduce a more rigorous calculus, based on
concept of truth rather than on the more nebulous
construct of "meaning". Both Donald Davidson and
Alfred Tarski suggested that truth exists where sequences
of objects satisfy parts of sentences. The meanings of
sentences are their truth-conditions: the conditions under
which they are true.

But, this reversion to a meaning (truth)-determined-by-
context results in bizarre outcomes, bordering on
tautologies: (1) every sentence has to be paired with
another sentence (or even with itself!) which endows it
with meaning and (2) every part of every sentence has to
make a systematic semantic contribution to the sentences
in which they occur.

Thus, to determine if a sentence is truthful (i.e.,
meaningful) one has to find another sentence that gives it
meaning. Yet, how do we know that the sentence that



gives it meaning is, in itself, truthful? This kind of
ratiocination leads to infinite regression. And how to we
measure the contribution of each part of the sentence to
the sentence if we don't know the a-priori meaning of the
sentence itself?! Finally, what is this "contribution" if not
another name for .... meaning?!

Moreover, in generating a truth-theory based on the
specific utterances of a particular speaker, one must
assume that the speaker is telling the truth ("the principle
of charity"). Thus, belief, language, and meaning appear
to be the facets of a single phenomenon. One cannot have
either of these three without the others. It, indeed, is all in
the mind.

We are back to the minds of the interlocutors as the source
of both context and meaning. The mind as a field of
potential meanings gives rise to the various contexts in
which sentences can and are proven true (i.e.,
meaningful). Again, meaning precedes context and, in
turn, fosters it. Proponents of Epistemic or Attributor
Contextualism link the propositions expressed even in
knowledge sentences (X knows or doesn't know that Y) to
the attributor's psychology (in this case, as the context that
endows them with meaning and truth value).

I11. The Meaning of Life: Mind or Environment?

On the one hand, to derive meaning in our lives, we
frequently resort to social or cosmological contexts: to
entities larger than ourselves and in which we can safely
feel subsumed, such as God, the state, or our Earth.
Religious people believe that God has a plan into which
they fit and in which they are destined to play a role;
nationalists believe in the permanence that nations and
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states afford their own transient projects and ideas (they
equate permanence with worth, truth, and meaning);
environmentalists implicitly regard survival as the fount
of meaning that is explicitly dependent on the
preservation of a diversified and functioning ecosystem
(the context).

Robert Nozick posited that finite beings ("conditions")
derive meaning from "larger" meaningful beings
(conditions) and so ad infinitum. The buck stops with an
infinite and all-encompassing being who is the source of
all meaning (God).

On the other hand, Sidgwick and other philosophers
pointed out that only conscious beings can appreciate life
and its rewards and that, therefore, the mind
(consciousness) is the ultimate fount of all values and
meaning: minds make value judgments and then proceed
to regard certain situations and achievements as desirable,
valuable, and meaningful. Of course, this presupposes that
happiness is somehow intimately connected with
rendering one's life meaningful.

So, which is the ultimate contextual fount of meaning: the
subject's mind or his/her (mainly social) environment?

This apparent dichotomy is false. As Richard Rorty and
David Annis noted, one can't safely divorce epistemic
processes, such as justification, from the social contexts in
which they take place. As Sosa, Harman, and, later, John
Pollock and Michael Williams remarked, social
expectations determine not only the standards of what
constitutes knowledge but also what is it that we know
(the contents). The mind is a social construct as much as a
neurological or psychological one.
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To derive meaning from utterances, we need to have
asymptotically perfect information about both the subject
discussed and the knowledge attributor's psychology and
social milieu. This is because the attributor's choice of
language and ensuing justification are rooted in and
responsive to both his psychology and his environment
(including his personal history).

Thomas Nagel suggested that we perceive the world from
a series of concentric expanding perspectives (which he
divides into internal and external). The ultimate point of
view is that of the Universe itself (as Sidgwick put it).
Some people find it intimidating - others, exhilarating.
Here, too, context, mediated by the mind, determines
meaning.

Note on the Concepts of Boundary and Trace

The concepts of boundary and trace are intimately
intertwined and are both fuzzy. Physical boundaries are
often the measurable manifestations of the operation of
boundary conditions. They, therefore, have to do with
discernible change which, in turn, is inextricably linked to
memory: a changed state or entity are always compared to
some things (states or entities) that preceded them or
that are coterminous and co-spatial with them but
different to them. We deduce change by remembering
what went before.

We must distinguish memory from trace, though. In
nature, memory is reversible (metals with memories
change back to erstwhile forms; people forget;
information disappears as entropy increases). Since
memory is reversible, we have to rely on traces to



reconstruct the past. Traces are (thermodynamically)
irreversible. Black holes preserve - in their event horizons
- all the information (traces) regarding the characteristics
(momentum, spin) of the stars that constituted them or
that they have assimilated. Indeed, the holographic
principle in string theory postulates that the entire
information regarding a volume of space can be fully
captured by specifying the data regarding its (lightlike)
boundary (e.g., its gravitational horizon).

Thus, boundaries can be defined as the area that delimits
one set of traces and separates them from another. The
very essence of physical (including biological) bodies is
the composite outcome of multiple, cumulative, intricately
interacting traces of past processes and events. These
interactions are at the core of entropy on both the physical
and the informational levels. As Jacob Bekenstein wrote
in 2003:

"Thermodynamic entropy and Shannon entropy are
conceptually equivalent: the number of arrangements
that are counted by Boltzmann entropy reflects the
amount of Shannon information one would need to
implement any particular arrangement (of matter and
energy).”

Yet, how does one apply these twin concepts - of trace
and boundary - to less tangible and more complex
situations? What is the meaning of psychological
boundaries or political ones? These types of boundaries
equally depend on boundary conditions, albeit man-made
ones. Akin to their physical-biological brethren,
boundaries that pertain to Humankind in its myriad
manifestations are rule-based. Where the laws of Nature
generate boundaries by retaining traces of physical and
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biological change, the laws of Man create boundaries by
retaining traces (history) of personal, organizational, and
political change. These traces are what we mistakenly and
colloquially call "memory".

Appendix: Why Waste?
1. Waste in Nature

Waste is considered to be the by-product of both natural
and artificial processes: manufacturing, chemical
reactions, and events in biochemical pathways. But how
do we distinguish the main products of an activity from its
by-products? In industry, we intend to manufacture the
former and often get the latter as well. Thus, our intention
seems to be the determining factor: main products we
want and plan to obtain, by-products are the unfortunate,
albeit inevitable outcomes of the process. We strive to
maximize the former even as we minimize the latter.

This distinction is not iron-clad. Sometimes, we generate
waste on purpose and its fostering becomes our goal.
Consider, for instance, diuretics whose sole aim to
enhance the output of urine, widely considered to be a
waste product. Dogs use urine to mark and demarcate
their territory. They secrete it deliberately on trees, shrubs,
hedges, and lawns. Is the dog's urine waste? To us, it
certainly is. And to the dog?

Additionally, natural processes involve no intention.
There, to determine what constitute by-products, we need
another differential criterion.

We know that Nature is parsimonious. Yet, all natural
systems yield waste. It seems that waste is an integral part
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of Nature's optimal solution and that, therefore, it is
necessary, efficient, and useful.

It is common knowledge that one's waste is another's food
or raw materials. This is the principle behind
bioremediation and the fertilizers industry. Recycling is,
therefore, a misleading and anthropocentric term because
it implies that cycles of production and consumptions
invariably end and have to somehow be restarted. But, in
reality, substances are constantly used, secreted, re-used,
expelled, absorbed, and so on, ad infinitum.

Moreover, what is unanimously considered to be waste at
one time or in one location or under certain circumstances
is frequently regarded to be a precious and much sought-
after commodity in a different epoch, elsewhere, and with
the advance and advantage of knowledge. It is safe to say
that, subject to the right frame of reference, there is no
such thing as waste. Perhaps the best examples are an
inter-galactic spaceship, a space colony, or a space station,
where nothing "goes to waste" and literally every refuse
has its re-use.

It is helpful to consider the difference in how waste is
perceived in open versus closed systems.

From the self-interested point of view of an open system,
waste is wasteful: it requires resources to get rid of,
exports energy and raw materials when it is discharged,
and endangers the system if it accumulates.

From the point of view of a closed system (e.g., the
Universe) all raw materials are inevitable, necessary, and
useful. Closed systems produce no such thing as waste.
All the subsystems of a closed system merely process and



convey to each other the very same substances, over and
over again, in an eternal, unbreakable cycle.

But why the need for such transport and the expenditure
of energy it entails? Why do systems perpetually trade
raw materials among themselves?

In an entropic Universe, all activity will cease and the
distinction between waste and "useful" substances and
products will no longer exist even for open systems.
Luckily, we are far from there. Order and complexity still
thrive in isolated pockets (on Earth, for example). As they
increase, so does waste.

Indeed, waste can be construed to be the secretion and
expulsion from orderly and complex systems of disorder
and low-level order. As waste inside an open system
decreases, order is enhanced and the system becomes
more organized, less chaotic, more functional, and more
complex.

11. Waste in Human Society

It behooves us to distinguish between waste and garbage.
Waste is the inadvertent and coincidental (though not
necessarily random or unpredictable) outcome of
processes while garbage is integrated into manufacturing
and marketing ab initio. Thus, packing materials end up as
garbage as do disposable items.

It would seem that the usability of a substance determines
if it is thought of as waste or not. Even then, quantities
and qualities matter. Many stuffs are useful in measured
amounts but poisonous beyond a certain quantitative
threshold. The same substance in one state is raw material
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and in another it is waste. As long as an object or a
substance function, they are not waste, but the minute they
stop serving us they are labeled as such (consider defunct
e-waste and corpses).

In an alien environment, how would we be able to tell
waste from the useful? The short and the long of it is: we
wouldn't. To determine is something is waste, we would
need to observe it, its interactions with its environment,
and the world in which it operates (in order to determine
its usefulness and actual uses). Our ability to identify
waste is, therefore, the result of accumulated knowledge.
The concept of waste is so anthropocentric and dependent
on human prejudices that it is very likely spurious, a mere
construct, devoid of any objective, ontological content.

This view is further enhanced by the fact that the words
"waste" and "wasteful" carry negative moral and social
connotations. It is wrong and "bad" to waste money, or
time, or food. Waste is, thus, rendered a mere value
judgment, specific to its time, place, and purveyors.

Continuum

The problem of continuum versus discreteness seems to
be related to the issue of infinity and finiteness. The
number of points in a line served as the logical floodgate
which led to the development of Set Theory by Cantor at
the end of the 19" century. It took almost another century
to demonstrate the problematic nature of some of Cantor's
thinking (Cohen completed Godel's work in 1963). But
continuity can be finite and the connection is, most times,
misleading rather than illuminating.



Intuition tells us that the world is continuous and
contiguous. This seems to be a state of things which is
devoid of characteristics other than its very existence. And
yet, whenever we direct the microscope of scientific
discipline at the world, we encounter quantized,
segregated, distinct and discrete pictures. This atomization
seems to be the natural state of things - why did evolution
resort to the false perception of continuum? And how can
a machine which is bound to be discrete by virtue of its
"naturalness" - the brain - perceive a continuum?

The continuum is an external, mental category which is
imposed by us on our observations and on the resulting
data. It serves as an idealized approximation of reality, a
model which is asymptotic to the Universe "as it is". It
gives rise to the concepts of quality, emergence, function,
derivation, influence (force), interaction, fields, (quantum)
measurement, processes and a host of other holistic ways
of relating to our environment. The other pole, the
quantized model of the world conveniently gives rise to
the complementary set of concepts: quantity, causality,
observation, (classic) measurement, language, events,
quants, units and so on.

The private, macroscopic, low velocity instances of our
physical descriptions of the universe (theories) tend to be
continuous. Newtonian time is equated to a river. Space is
a yarn. Einstein was the last classicist (relativity just
means that no classical observer has any preference over
another in formulating the laws of physics and in
performing measurements). His space-time is a four
dimensional continuum. What commenced as a matter of
mathematical convenience was transformed into a
hallowed doctrine: homogeneity, isotropy, symmetry
became enshrined as the cornerstones of an almost



religious outlook ("God does not play dice"). These were
assumed to be "objective", "observer independent"
qualities of the Universe. There was supposed to be no
preferred direction, no clustering of mass or of energy, no
time, charge, or parity asymmetry in elementary particles.
The notion of continuum was somehow inter-related. A
continuum does not have to be symmetric, homogenous or
isotropic - and, yet, somehow, we will be surprised if it
turns out not to be.

As physical knowledge deepened, a distressful mood
prevailed. The smooth curves of Einstein gave way to the
radiating singularities of Hawking's black holes. These
black holes might eventually violate conservation laws by
permanently losing all the information stored in them
(which pertained to the masses and energies that they
assimilated). Singularities imply a tear in the fabric of
spacetime and the ubiquity of these creature completely
annuls its continuous character. Modern superstrings and
supermembranes theories (like Witten's M-Theory) talk
about dimensions which curl upon themselves and, thus
become non discernible. Particles, singularities and curled
up dimensions are close relatives and together seriously
erode the tranquil continuity of yore.

But the first serious crack in the classical (intuitive)
weltanschauung was opened long ago with the invention
of the quantum theoretical device by Max Planck. The
energy levels of particles no longer lay along an
unhindered continuum. A particle emitted energy in
discrete units, called quanta. Others developed a model of
the atom, in which particles did not roam the entire inter-
atomic space. Rather, they "circled" the nucleus in paths
which represented discrete energy levels. No two particles
could occupy the same energy level simultaneously and



the space between these levels (orbits) was not inhabitable
(non existent, actually).

The counter-continuum revolution spread into most fields
of science. Phase transitions were introduced to explain
the behaviour of materials when parameters such as
pressure and temperature are changed. All the materials
behave the same in the critical level of phase transition.
Yet, phase transitions are discrete, rather surprising,
events of emergent order. There is no continuum which
can accommodate phase transitions.

The theory of dynamical systems (better known as "Chaos
Theory") has also violated long held notions of
mathematical continuity. The sets of solutions of many
mathematical theories were proven to be distributed
among discrete values (called attractors). Functions
behave "catastrophically" in that minute changes in the
values of the parameters result in gigantic, divergent
changes in where the system "settles down" (finds a
solution). In biology Gould and others have modified the
theory of evolution to incorporate qualitative, non-gradual
"jumps" from one step of the ladder to another. The
Darwinian notion of continuous, smooth development
with strewn remnants ("missing links") attesting to each
incremental shift — has all but expired. Psychology, on the
other hand, has always assumed that the difference
between "normal" and deranged is a qualitative one and
that the two do not lie along a continuous line. A
psychological disorder is not a normal state exaggerated.

The continuum way of seeing things is totally inapplicable
philosophically and practically. There is a continuum of
intelligence quotients (I1.Q.s) and, yet, the gifted person is
not an enhanced version of the mentally retarded. There is



a non-continuous difference between 70 IQ and 170 IQ.
They are utterly distinct and not reducible to one another.
Another example: "many" and "few" are value
judgements or cultural judgements of elements of a
language used (and so are "big" and "small"). Though,
theoretically, both are points on a continuous line — they
are qualitatively disparate. We cannot deduce what is big
by studying the small unless we have access to some rules
of derivation and decision making. The same applies to
the couplets: order / disorder, element / system,
evolution / revolution and "not alive" / alive. The latter is
at the heart of the applied ethical issue of abortion: when
should a foetus begin to be considered a live thing? Life
springs suddenly. It is not "more of the same". It is not a
matter of quantity of matter. It is a qualitative issue,
almost in the eye of the beholder. All these are problems
that call for a non-continuum approach, for the discrete
emergence of new phases (order, life, system). The
epiphenomenal aspect (properties that characterize the
whole that are nowhere to be found when the parts
comprising the whole are studied) is accidental to the
main issue. The main issue being the fact that the world
behaves in a sudden, emergent, surprising, discrete
manner. There is no continuum out there, except in some
of our descriptions of nature and even this seems to be for
the sake of convenience and aesthetics.

But renaming or redefining a problem can hardly be called
a solution. We selected the continuum idealization to
make our lives easier. But WHY does it achieve this
effect? In which ways does it simplify our quest to know
the world in order to control it and thus enhance our
chances to survive?



There are two types of continuum: spatial and temporal.
All the other notions of continuum are reducible to these
two. Take a wooden stick. It is continuous (though finite —
the two, we said, are not mutually exclusive or mutually
exhaustive). Yet, if [ were to break it in two — its
continuity will have vanished. Why? What in my action
made continuity disappear and how can my action
influence what seems to be an inherent, extensive property
of the stick?

We are forced to accept that continuity is a property of the
system that is contingent and dependent on external
actions. This is normal, most properties are like this
(temperature and pressure, to mention two). But what
made the log continuous BEFORE I broke it — and
discontinuous following my action and (so it would seem)
because of it? It is the identical response to the outside
world. All the points in the (macroscopic) stick would
have reacted identically to outside pressure, torsion,
twisting, temperature, etc. It is this identical reaction that
augments, defines and supports the mental category of
"continuum". Where it ends — discontinuity begins. This is
the boundary or threshold. Breaking the wooden stick
created new boundaries. Now, pressure applied to one part
of the stick will not influence the other. The requirement
of identical reaction will not be satisfied and the two
(newly broken) parts of the stick are no longer part of the
continuum.

The existence of a boundary or threshold is intuitively
assumed even for infinite systems, like the Universe. This
plus the identical reaction principle are what give the
impression of continuity. The pre-broken wooden stick
satisfied these two requirements: it had a boundary and all
its points reacted simultaneously to the outside world.



Yet, these are necessary but insufficient conditions.
Discrete entities can have boundaries and react
simultaneously (as a group) and still be highly
discontinuous. Take a set of the first 10 integers. This set
has a boundary and will react in the same way,
simultaneously, to a mathematical action (say, to a
multiplication by a constant). But here arises the crucial
difference:

All the points in the Stick will retain their identity under
any transformation and under any physical action. If burnt
— they will all turn into ash, to take a radical example.

All the points in the stick will also retain their relationship
to one another, the structure of the stick, the mutual
arrangement of the points, the channels between them.

The integers in the set will not. Each will produce a result
and the results will be disparate and will form a set of
discrete numbers which is absolutely distinct from the
original set. The second generation set will have no
resemblance whatsoever to the first generation set.

An example: heating the wooden stick will not influence
our ability to instantly recognize it as a wooden stick and
as THE wooden stick. If burnt, we will be able to say with
assuredness that a wooden stick has been burnt (at least,
that wood has been burnt).

But a set of integers in itself does not contain the
information needed to tell us whence it came, what was
the set that preceded it. Here, additional knowledge will
be required: the exact laws of transformation, the function
which was used to derive this set.



The wooden stick conserves and preserves the information
relating to itself — the set of integers does not. We can
generalize and say that a continuum preserves its
information content under transformations while discrete
entities or values behave idiosyncratically and, thus, do
not. In the case of a continuum, no knowledge of the laws
of transformation is needed in order to extract the
information content of the continuum. The converse is
true in the case of discrete entities or values.

These conditions: the existence of a boundary or
threshold, the preservation of local information and the
uniform reaction to transformation or action — are what
made the continuum such a useful tool in scientific
thought. Paradoxically, the very theory that introduced
non-continuous thinking to physics (quantum mechanics)
is the one that is trying to reintroduce it now. The notion
of "fields" is manifestly continuous (the field exists
everywhere, simultaneously). Action at a distance (which
implies a unity of the Universe and its continuity) was
supposedly exorcised by quantum mechanics — only to
reappear in "space-like" interactions. Elaborate — and
implausible — theoretical constructs are dreamt up in order
to get rid of the "contamination" of continuity. But it is a
primordial sin, not so easily atoned for. The measurement
problem (see: "The Decoherence of Measurement") is at
the very heart of Quantum Mechanics: if the observer
actively participates in the determination of the state of
the observed system (which, admittedly, is only one
possible interpretation) — then we are all (observer and
observed) members of one and the same continuum and it
is discreteness which is imposed on the true, continuous,
nature of the Universe.
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Corruption

To do the fashionable thing and to hold the moral high
ground is rare. Yet, denouncing corruption and fighting it
satisfies both conditions. Yet, corruption is not a
monolithic practice. Nor are its outcomes universally
deplorable or damaging. One would do best to adopt a
utilitarian approach to it. The advent of moral relativism
has taught us that "right" and "wrong" are flexible, context
dependent and culture-sensitive yardsticks. What amounts
to venality in one culture is considered no more than
gregariousness or hospitality in another.

Moreover, corruption is often "imported" by
multinationals, foreign investors, and expats. It is
introduced by them to all levels of governments, often in
order to expedite matters or secure a beneficial outcome.
To eradicate corruption, one must tackle both giver and
taker.

Thus, we are better off asking "cui bono" than "is it the
right thing to do". Phenomenologically, "corruption" is a
common - and misleading - label for a group of
behaviours. One of the following criteria must apply:

a. The withholding of a service, information, or
goods that, by law, and by right, should have been
provided or divulged.

b. The provision of a service, information, or goods
that, by law, and by right, should not have been
provided or divulged.



C.

That the withholding or the provision of said
service, information, or goods are in the power of
the withholder or the provider to withhold or to
provide AND That the withholding or the
provision of said service, information, or goods
constitute an integral and substantial part of the
authority or the function of the withholder or the
provider.

That the service, information, or goods that are
provided or divulged are provided or divulged
against a benefit or the promise of a benefit from
the recipient and as a result of the receipt of this
specific benefit or the promise to receive such
benefit.

That the service, information, or goods that are
withheld are withheld because no benefit was
provided or promised by the recipient.

Even then, we should distinguish a few types of corrupt

and venal behaviours in accordance with their
OUTCOMES (utilities):

(1) Income Supplement

Corrupt actions whose sole outcome is the supplementing
of the income of the provider without affecting the "real

world" in any manner. Though the perception of

corruption itself is a negative outcome - it is so only when

corruption does not constitute an acceptable and

normative part of the playing field. When corruption
becomes institutionalized - it also becomes predictable
and is easily and seamlessly incorporated into decision
making processes of all economic players and moral



agents. They develop "by-passes" and "techniques" which
allow them to restore an efficient market equilibrium. In a
way, all-pervasive corruption is transparent and, thus, a
form of taxation.

(2) Acceleration Fees

Corrupt practices whose sole outcome is to
ACCELERATE decision making, the provision of goods
and services or the divulging of information. None of the
outcomes or the utility functions are altered. Only the
speed of the economic dynamics is altered. This kind of
corruption is actually economically BENEFICIAL. Itis a
limited transfer of wealth (or tax) which increases
efficiency. This is not to say that bureaucracies and venal
officialdoms, over-regulation and intrusive political
involvement in the workings of the marketplace are good
(efficient) things. They are not. But if the choice is
between a slow, obstructive and passive-aggressive civil
service and a more forthcoming and accommodating one
(the result of bribery) - the latter is preferable.

(3) Decision Altering Fees

This is where the line is crossed from the point of view of
aggregate utility. When bribes and promises of bribes
actually alter outcomes in the real world - a less than
optimal allocation of resources and distribution of means
of production is obtained. The result is a fall in the general
level of production. The many is hurt by the few. The
economy is skewed and economic outcomes are distorted.
This kind of corruption should be uprooted on utilitarian
grounds as well as on moral ones.



(4) Subversive Qutcomes

Some corrupt collusions lead to the subversion of the flow
of information within a society or an economic unit.
Wrong information often leads to disastrous outcomes.
Consider a medical doctor or an civil engineer who bribed
their way into obtaining a professional diploma. Human
lives are at stake. The wrong information, in this case is
the professional validity of the diplomas granted and the
scholarship (knowledge) that such certificates stand for.
But the outcomes are lost lives. This kind of corruption, of
course, is by far the most damaging.

(5) Reallocation Fees

Benefits paid (mainly to politicians and political decision
makers) in order to affect the allocation of economic
resources and material wealth or the rights thereto.
Concessions, licences, permits, assets privatized, tenders
awarded are all subject to reallocation fees. Here the
damage is materially enormous (and visible) but, because
it is widespread, it is "diluted" in individual terms. Still, it
is often irreversible (like when a sold asset is purposefully
under-valued) and pernicious. a factory sold to avaricious
and criminally minded managers is likely to collapse and
leave its workers unemployed.

Corruption pervades daily life even in the prim and often
hectoring countries of the West. It is a win-win game (as
far as Game Theory goes) - hence its attraction. We are all
corrupt to varying degrees. It is the kind of corruption
whose evil outcomes outweigh its benefits that should be
fought. This fine (and blurred) distinction is too often lost
on decision makers and law enforcement agencies.



ERADICATING CORRUPTION

An effective program to eradicate corruption must include
the following elements:

a.

Egregiously corrupt, high-profile, public figures,
multinationals, and institutions (domestic and
foreign) must be singled out for harsh (legal)
treatment and thus demonstrate that no one is
above the law and that crime does not pay.

All international aid, credits, and investments must
be conditioned upon a clear, performance-based,
plan to reduce corruption levels and intensity.
Such a plan should be monitored and revised as
needed. Corruption retards development and
produces instability by undermining the
credentials of democracy, state institutions, and
the political class. Reduced corruption is,
therefore, a major target of economic and
institutional developmental.

Corruption cannot be reduced only by punitive
measures. A system of incentives to avoid
corruption must be established. Such incentives
should include a higher pay, the fostering of civic
pride, educational campaigns, "good behaviour"
bonuses, alternative income and pension plans,
and so on.

Opportunities to be corrupt should be minimized
by liberalizing and deregulating the economy. Red
tape should be minimized, licensing abolished,
international trade freed, capital controls
eliminated, competition introduced, monopolies



broken, transparent public tendering be made
mandatory, freedom of information enshrined, the
media should be directly supported by the
international community, and so on. Deregulation
should be a developmental target integral to every
program of international aid, investment, or credit
provision.

Corruption is a symptom of systemic institutional
failure. Corruption guarantees efficiency and
favorable outcomes. The strengthening of
institutions is of critical importance. The police,
the customs, the courts, the government, its
agencies, the tax authorities, the state owned
media - all must be subjected to a massive
overhaul. Such a process may require foreign
management and supervision for a limited period
of time. It most probably would entail the
replacement of most of the current - irredeemably
corrupt - personnel. It would need to be open to
public scrutiny.

Corruption is a symptom of an all-pervasive sense
of helplessness. The citizen (or investor, or firm)
feels dwarfed by the overwhelming and capricious
powers of the state. It is through corruption and
venality that the balance is restored. To minimize
this imbalance, potential participants in corrupt
dealings must be made to feel that they are real
and effective stakeholders in their societies. A
process of public debate coupled with
transparency and the establishment of just
distributive mechanisms will go a long way
towards rendering corruption obsolete.



Note - The Psychology of Corruption

Most politicians bend the laws of the land and steal
money or solicit bribes because they need the funds to
support networks of patronage. Others do it in order to
reward their nearest and dearest or to maintain a lavish
lifestyle when their political lives are over.

But these mundane reasons fail to explain why some
officeholders go on a rampage and binge on endless
quantities of lucre. All rationales crumble in the face of a
Mobutu Sese Seko or a Saddam Hussein or a Ferdinand
Marcos who absconded with billions of US dollars from
the coffers of Zaire, Iraq, and the Philippines,
respectively.

These inconceivable dollops of hard cash and valuables
often remain stashed and untouched, moldering in bank
accounts and safes in Western banks. They serve no
purpose, either political or economic. But they do fulfill a
psychological need. These hoards are not the
megalomaniacal equivalents of savings accounts. Rather
they are of the nature of compulsive collections.

Erstwhile president of Sierra Leone, Momoh, amassed
hundreds of video players and other consumer goods in
vast rooms in his mansion. As electricity supply was
intermittent at best, his was a curious choice. He used to
sit among these relics of his cupidity, fondling and
counting them insatiably.

While Momoh relished things with shiny buttons, people
like Sese Seko, Hussein, and Marcos drooled over money.
The ever-heightening mountains of greenbacks in their
vaults soothed them, filled them with confidence,



regulated their sense of self-worth, and served as a love
substitute. The balances in their bulging bank accounts
were of no practical import or intent. They merely catered
to their psychopathology.

These politicos were not only crooks but also
kleptomaniacs. They could no more stop thieving than
Hitler could stop murdering. Venality was an integral part
of their psychological makeup.

Kleptomania is about acting out. It is a compensatory act.
Politics is a drab, uninspiring, unintelligent, and, often
humiliating business. It is also risky and rather arbitrary. It
involves enormous stress and unceasing conflict.
Politicians with mental health disorders (for instance,
narcissists or psychopaths) react by decompensation. They
rob the state and coerce businessmen to grease their palms
because it makes them feel better, it helps them to repress
their mounting fears and frustrations, and to restore their
psychodynamic equilibrium. These politicians and
bureaucrats "let off steam" by looting.

Kleptomaniacs fail to resist or control the impulse to steal,
even if they have no use for the booty. According to the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual IV-TR (2000), the bible
of psychiatry, kleptomaniacs feel "pleasure, gratification,
or relief when committing the theft." The good book
proceeds to say that " ... (T)he individual may hoard the
stolen objects ...".

As most kleptomaniac politicians are also psychopaths,
they rarely feel remorse or fear the consequences of their
misdeeds. But this only makes them more culpable and
dangerous.
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Creativity

The creative person is often described as suffering from
dysfunctional communication skills. Unable to
communicate his thoughts (cognition) and his emotions
(affect) normally, he resorts to the circumspect, highly
convoluted and idiosyncratic form of communication
known as Art (or Science, depending on his inclination
and predilections).

But this cold, functional, phenomenological analysis fails
to capture the spirit of the creative act. Nor does it amply
account for our responses to acts of creation (ranging from
enthusiasm to awe and from criticism to censorship).
True, this range of responses characterizes everyday
communications as well — but then it is imbued with much
less energy, commitment, passion, and conviction. This is
a classical case of quantity turned into quality.

The creative person provokes and evokes the Child in us
by himself behaving as one. This rude violation of our
social conventions and norms (the artist is,
chronologically, an adult) shocks us into an utter loss of
psychological defenses. This results in enlightenment: a
sudden flood of insights, the release of hitherto suppressed
emotions, memories and embryonic forms of cognition
and affect. The artist probes our subconscious, both
private and collective.

Crime

"Those who have the command of the arms in a country
are masters of the state, and have it in their power to
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make what revolutions they please. [Thus,] there is no
end to observations on the difference between the
measures likely to be pursued by a minister backed by a
standing army, and those of a court awed by the fear of
an armed people."

Aristotle (384-322 BC), Greek philosopher

"Murder being the very foundation of our social
institutions, it is consequently the most imperious
necessity of civilised life. If there were no murder,
government of any sort would be inconceivable. For the
admirable fact is that crime in general, and murder in
particular, not simply excuses it but represents its only
reason to exist ... Otherwise we would live in complete
anarchy, something we find unimaginable ..."

Octave Mirbeau (1848-1917), The Torture Garden

The state has a monopoly on behaviour usually deemed
criminal. It murders, kidnaps, and locks up people.
Sovereignty has come to be identified with the unbridled -
and exclusive - exercise of violence. The emergence of
modern international law has narrowed the field of
permissible conduct. A sovereign can no longer commit
genocide or ethnic cleansing with impunity, for instance.

Many acts - such as the waging of aggressive war, the
mistreatment of minorities, the suppression of the freedom
of association - hitherto sovereign privilege, have
thankfully been criminalized. Many politicians, hitherto
immune to international prosecution, are no longer so.
Consider Yugoslavia's Milosevic and Chile's Pinochet.



But, the irony is that a similar trend of criminalization -
within national legal systems - allows governments to
oppress their citizenry to an extent previously unknown.
Hitherto civil torts, permissible acts, and common
behaviour patterns are routinely criminalized by
legislators and regulators. Precious few are
decriminalized.

Consider, for instance, the criminalization in the
Economic Espionage Act (1996) of the misappropriation
of trade secrets and the criminalization of the violation of
copyrights in the Digital Millennium Copyright Act
(2000) — both in the USA. These used to be civil torts.
They still are in many countries. Drug use, common
behaviour in England only 50 years ago — is now criminal.
The list goes on.

Criminal laws pertaining to property have malignantly
proliferated and pervaded every economic and private
interaction. The result is a bewildering multitude of laws,
regulations statutes, and acts.

The average Babylonian could have memorizes and
assimilated the Hammurabic code 37 centuries ago - it
was short, simple, and intuitively just.

English criminal law - partly applicable in many of its
former colonies, such as India, Pakistan, Canada, and
Australia - is a mishmash of overlapping and
contradictory statutes - some of these hundreds of years
old - and court decisions, collectively known as "case
law".

Despite the publishing of a Model Penal Code in 1962 by
the American Law Institute, the criminal provisions of



various states within the USA often conflict. The typical
American can't hope to get acquainted with even a
negligible fraction of his country's fiendishly complex and
hopelessly brobdignagian criminal code. Such inevitable
ignorance breeds criminal behaviour - sometimes
inadvertently - and transforms many upright citizens into
delinquents.

In the land of the free - the USA - close to 2 million adults
are behind bars and another 4.5 million are on probation,
most of them on drug charges. The costs of
criminalization - both financial and social - are mind
boggling. According to "The Economist", America's
prison system cost it $54 billion a year - disregarding the
price tag of law enforcement, the judiciary, lost product,
and rehabilitation.

What constitutes a crime? A clear and consistent
definition has yet to transpire.

There are five types of criminal behaviour: crimes against
oneself, or "victimless crimes" (such as suicide, abortion,
and the consumption of drugs), crimes against others
(such as murder or mugging), crimes among consenting
adults (such as incest, and in certain countries,
homosexuality and euthanasia), crimes against collectives
(such as treason, genocide, or ethnic cleansing), and
crimes against the international community and world
order (such as executing prisoners of war). The last two
categories often overlap.

The Encyclopaedia Britannica provides this definition of a
crime: ""The intentional commission of an act usually
deemed socially harmful or dangerous and specifically
defined, prohibited, and punishable under the criminal



law."

But who decides what is socially harmful? What about
acts committed unintentionally (known as "strict liability
offences" in the parlance)? How can we establish
intention - "mens rea", or the "guilty mind" - beyond a
reasonable doubt?

A much tighter definition would be: ""The commission of
an act punishable under the criminal law." A crime is
what the law - state law, kinship law, religious law, or any
other widely accepted law - says is a crime. Legal systems
and texts often conflict.

Murderous blood feuds are legitimate according to the
15th century "Qanoon", still applicable in large parts of
Albania. Killing one's infant daughters and old relatives is
socially condoned - though illegal - in India, China,
Alaska, and parts of Africa. Genocide may have been
legally sanctioned in Germany and Rwanda - but is
strictly forbidden under international law.

Laws being the outcomes of compromises and power
plays, there is only a tenuous connection between justice
and morality. Some "crimes" are categorical imperatives.
Helping the Jews in Nazi Germany was a criminal act -
yet a highly moral one.

The ethical nature of some crimes depends on
circumstances, timing, and cultural context. Murder is a
vile deed - but assassinating Saddam Hussein may be
morally commendable. Killing an embryo is a crime in
some countries - but not so killing a fetus. A "status
offence" is not a criminal act if committed by an adult.
Mutilating the body of a live baby is heinous - but this is



the essence of Jewish circumcision. In some societies,
criminal guilt is collective. All Americans are held
blameworthy by the Arab street for the choices and
actions of their leaders. All Jews are accomplices in the
"crimes" of the "Zionists".

In all societies, crime is a growth industry. Millions of
professionals - judges, police officers, criminologists,
psychologists, journalists, publishers, prosecutors,
lawyers, social workers, probation officers, wardens,
sociologists, non-governmental-organizations, weapons
manufacturers, laboratory technicians, graphologists, and
private detectives - derive their livelihood, parasitically,
from crime. They often perpetuate models of punishment
and retribution that lead to recidivism rather than to to the
reintegration of criminals in society and their
rehabilitation.

Organized in vocal interest groups and lobbies, they harp
on the insecurities and phobias of the alienated urbanites.
They consume ever growing budgets and rejoice with
every new behaviour criminalized by exasperated
lawmakers. In the majority of countries, the justice system
is a dismal failure and law enforcement agencies are part
of the problem, not its solution.

The sad truth is that many types of crime are considered
by people to be normative and common behaviours and,
thus, go unreported. Victim surveys and self-report studies
conducted by criminologists reveal that most crimes go
unreported. The protracted fad of criminalization has
rendered criminal many perfectly acceptable and recurring
behaviours and acts. Homosexuality, abortion, gambling,
prostitution, pornography, and suicide have all been
criminal offences at one time or another.



But the quintessential example of over-criminalization is
drug abuse.

There is scant medical evidence that soft drugs such as
cannabis or MDMA ("Ecstasy") - and even cocaine - have
an irreversible effect on brain chemistry or functioning.
Last month an almighty row erupted in Britain when Jon
Cole, an addiction researcher at Liverpool University,
claimed, to quote "The Economist" quoting the
"Psychologist", that:

"Experimental evidence suggesting a link between
Ecstasy use and problems such as nerve damage and brain
impairment is flawed ... using this ill-substantiated cause-
and-effect to tell the 'chemical generation' that they are
brain damaged when they are not creates public health
problems of its own."

Moreover, it is commonly accepted that alcohol abuse and
nicotine abuse can be at least as harmful as the abuse of
marijuana, for instance. Yet, though somewhat curbed,
alcohol consumption and cigarette smoking are legal. In
contrast, users of cocaine - only a century ago
recommended by doctors as tranquilizer - face life in jail
in many countries, death in others. Almost everywhere pot
smokers are confronted with prison terms.

The "war on drugs" - one of the most expensive and
protracted in history - has failed abysmally. Drugs are
more abundant and cheaper than ever. The social costs
have been staggering: the emergence of violent crime
where none existed before, the destabilization of drug-
producing countries, the collusion of drug traffickers with
terrorists, and the death of millions - law enforcement
agents, criminals, and users.



Few doubt that legalizing most drugs would have a
beneficial effect. Crime empires would crumble
overnight, users would be assured of the quality of the
products they consume, and the addicted few would not
be incarcerated or stigmatized - but rather treated and
rehabilitated.

That soft, largely harmless, drugs continue to be illicit is
the outcome of compounded political and economic
pressures by lobby and interest groups of manufacturers
of legal drugs, law enforcement agencies, the judicial
system, and the aforementioned long list of those who
benefit from the status quo.

Only a popular movement can lead to the
decriminalization of the more innocuous drugs. But such a
crusade should be part of a larger campaign to reverse the
overall tide of criminalization. Many "crimes" should
revert to their erstwhile status as civil torts. Others should
be wiped off the statute books altogether. Hundreds of
thousands should be pardoned and allowed to reintegrate
in society, unencumbered by a past of transgressions
against an inane and inflationary penal code.

This, admittedly, will reduce the leverage the state has
today against its citizens and its ability to intrude on their
lives, preferences, privacy, and leisure. Bureaucrats and
politicians may find this abhorrent. Freedom loving
people should rejoice.

APPENDIX - Should Drugs be Legalized?
The decriminalization of drugs is a tangled issue

involving many separate moral/ethical and practical
strands which can, probably, be summarized thus:



(a) Whose body is it anyway? Where do I start and the
government begins? What gives the state the right to
intervene in decisions pertaining only to my self and
contravene them?

PRACTICAL:

The government exercises similar "rights" in other cases
(abortion, military conscription, sex)

(b) Is the government the optimal moral agent, the best or
the right arbiter, as far as drug abuse is concerned?

PRACTICAL:

For instance, governments collaborate with the illicit drug
trade when it fits their realpolitik purposes.

(c) Is substance abuse a personal or a social choice? Can
one limit the implications, repercussions and outcomes of
one's choices in general and of the choice to abuse drugs,
in particular? If the drug abuser in effect makes decisions
for others, too - does it justify the intervention of the
state? Is the state the agent of society, is it the only agent
of society and is it the right agent of society in the case of
drug abuse?

(d) What is the difference (in rigorous philosophical
principle) between legal and illegal substances? Is it
something in the nature of the substances? In the usage
and what follows? In the structure of society? Is it a moral
fashion?



PRACTICAL:

Does scientific research support or refute common myths
and ethos regarding drugs and their abuse?

Is scientific research influenced by the current anti-drugs
crusade and hype? Are certain facts suppressed and
certain subjects left unexplored?

(e) Should drugs be decriminalized for certain purposes
(e.g., marijuana and glaucoma)? If so, where should the
line be drawn and by whom?

PRACTICAL:

Recreational drugs sometimes alleviate depression.
Should this use be permitted?

Note: The Rule of Law vs. Obedience to the Law

We often misconstrue the concept of the ""rule of Law"
and take it to mean automatic ""obedience to laws"'. But
the two are antithetical.

Laws have to earn observance and obeisance. To do so,
they have to meet a series of rigorous criteria: they have to
be unambiguous, fair, just, pragmatic, and equitable; they
have to be applied uniformly and universally to one and
all, regardless of sex, age, class, sexual preference, race,
ethnicity, skin color, or opinion; they must not entrench
the interests of one group or structure over others; they
must not be leveraged to yield benefits to some at the
expense of others; and, finally, they must accord with
universal moral and ethical tenets.



Most dictatorships and tyrannies are "legal", in the strict
sense of the word. The spirit of the Law and how it is
implemented in reality are far more important that its
letter. There are moral and, under international law, legal
obligations to oppose and resist certain laws and to
frustrate their execution.

Cultures, Classificatory System of

Culture is a hot topic. Scholars (Fukoyama, Huntington, to
mention but two) disagree about whether this is the end of
history or the beginning of a particularly nasty chapter of
it.

What makes cultures tick and why some of them tick
discernibly better than others — is the main bone of
contention.

We can view cultures through the prism of their attitude
towards their constituents: the individuals they are
comprised of. More so, we can classify them in
accordance with their approach towards "humanness", the
experience of being human.

Some cultures are evidently anthropocentric — others are
anthropo-transcendental. These two lingual coins need
elaboration to be fully comprehended.

A culture which cherishes the human potential and strives
to create the conditions needed for its fullest
materialization and manifestation is an anthropocentric
culture. Such striving is the top priority, the crowning
achievement, the measuring rod of such a culture, its
attainment - its criterion of success or failure.



On the other pole of the dichotomy we find cultures which
look beyond humanity. This "transcendental" look has
multiple purposes.

Some cultures want to transcend human limitations, others
to derive meaning, yet others to maintain social
equilibrium. But what is common to all of them —
regardless of purpose — is the subjugation of human
endeavour, of human experience, human potential, all
things human to this transcendence.

Granted: cultures resemble living organisms. They evolve,
they develop, they procreate. None of them was "created"
the way it is today. Cultures go through Differential
Phases — wherein they re-define and re-invent themselves
using varied parameters. Once these phases are over — the
results are enshrined during the Inertial Phases. The
Differential Phases are period of social dislocation and
upheaval, of critical, even revolutionary thinking, of new
technologies, new methods of achieving set social goals,
identity crises, imitation and differentiation.

They are followed by phases of a diametrically opposed
character:

Preservation, even stagnation, ritualism, repetition,
rigidity, emphasis on structures rather than contents.

Anthropocentric cultures have differential phases which
are longer than the inertial ones.

Anthropotranscendental ones tend to display a reverse
pattern.

This still does not solve two basic enigmas:



What causes the transition between differential and
inertial phases?

Why is it that anthropocentricity coincides with
differentiation and progress / evolution — while other
types of cultures with an inertial framework?

A culture can be described by using a few axes:
Distinguishing versus Consuming Cultures

Some cultures give weight and presence (though not
necessarily equal) to each of their constituent elements
(the individual and social structures). Each such element
is idiosyncratic and unique. Such cultures would
accentuate attention to details, private enterprise,
initiative, innovation, entrepreneurship, inventiveness,
youth, status symbols, consumption, money, creativity,
art, science and technology.

These are the things that distinguish one individual from
another.

Other cultures engulf their constituents, assimilate them to
the point of consumption. They are deemed, a priori, to be
redundant, their worth a function of their actual
contribution to the whole.

Such cultures emphasize generalizations, stereotypes,
conformity, consensus, belonging, social structures,
procedures, forms, undertakings involving the labour or
other input of human masses.



Future versus Past Oriented Cultures

Some cultures look to the past — real or imaginary — for
inspiration, motivation, sustenance, hope, guidance and
direction. These cultures tend to direct their efforts and
resources and invest them in what IS. They are, therefore,
bound to be materialistic, figurative, substantive, earthly.

They are likely to prefer old age to youth, old habits to
new, old buildings to modern architecture, etc. This
preference of the Elders (a term of veneration) over the
Youngsters (a denigrating term) typifies them strongly.
These cultures are likely to be risk averse.

Other cultures look to the future — always projected — for
the same reasons.

These cultures invest their efforts and resources in an
ephemeral future (upon the nature or image of which there
1s no agreement or certainty).

These cultures are, inevitably, more abstract (living in an
eternal Gedankenexperiment), more imaginative, more
creative (having to design multiple scenarios just to
survive). They are also more likely to have a youth cult: to
prefer the young, the new, the revolutionary, the fresh — to
the old, the habitual, the predictable. They are be risk-
centered and risk-assuming cultures.

Static versus Dynamic (Emergent) Cultures
Consensus versus Conflictual Cultures

Some cultures are more cohesive, coherent, rigid and
well-bounded and constrained. As a result, they will



maintain an unchanging nature and be static. They
discourage anything which could unbalance them or
perturb their equilibrium and homeostasis. These cultures
encourage consensus-building, teamwork, togetherness
and we-ness, mass experiences, social sanctions and social
regulation, structured socialization, peer loyalty,
belonging, homogeneity, identity formation through
allegiance to a group. These cultures employ numerous
self-preservation mechanisms and strict hierarchy,
obedience, discipline, discrimination (by sex, by race,
above all, by age and familial affiliation).

Other cultures seem more "ruffled", "arbitrary", or
disturbed. They are pluralistic, heterogeneous and torn.
These are the dynamic (or, fashionably, the emergent)
cultures. They encourage conflict as the main arbiter in
the social and economic spheres ("the invisible hand of
the market" or the American "checks and balances"),
contractual and transactional relationships, partisanship,
utilitarianism, heterogeneity, self fulfilment, fluidity of the
social structures, democracy.

Exogenic-Extrinsic Meaning Cultures
Versus Endogenic-Intrinsic Meaning Cultures

Some cultures derive their sense of meaning, of direction
and of the resulting wish-fulfillment by referring to
frameworks which are outside them or bigger than them.
They derive meaning only through incorporation or
reference.

The encompassing framework could be God, History, the
Nation, a Calling or a Mission, a larger Social Structure, a
Doctrine, an Ideology, or a Value or Belief System, an



Enemy, a Friend, the Future — anything qualifies which is
bigger and outside the meaning-seeking culture.

Other cultures derive their sense of meaning, of direction
and of the resulting wish fulfilment by referring to
themselves — and to themselves only. It is not that these
cultures ignore the past — they just do not re-live it. It is
not that they do not possess a Values or a Belief System
or even an ideology — it is that they are open to the
possibility of altering it.

While in the first type of cultures, Man is meaningless
were it not for the outside systems which endow him with
meaning — in the latter the outside systems are
meaningless were it not for Man who endows them with
meaning.

Virtually Revolutionary Cultures
Versus Structurally-Paradigmatically Revolutionary
Cultures

All cultures — no matter how inert and conservative —
evolve through the differential phases.

These phases are transitory and, therefore, revolutionary
in nature.

Still, there are two types of revolution:

The Virtual Revolution is a change (sometimes, radical)
of the structure — while the content is mostly preserved. It
is very much like changing the hardware without
changing any of the software in a computer.



The other kind of revolution is more profound. It usually
involves the transformation or metamorphosis of both
structure and content. In other cases, the structures remain
intact — but they are hollowed out, their previous content
replaced by new one. This is a change of paradigm
(superbly described by the late Thomas Kuhn in his
masterpiece: "The Structure of Scientific Revolutions").

The Post Traumatic Stress Syndrome Differentiating
Factor

As a result of all the above, cultures react with shock
either to change or to its absence.

A taxonomy of cultures can be established along these
lines:

Those cultures which regard change as a trauma — and
those who traumatically react to the absence of change, to

paralysis and stagnation.

This is true in every sphere of life: the economic, the
social, in the arts, the sciences.

Neurotic Adaptive versus Normally Adaptive Cultures
This is the dividing line:
Some cultures feed off fear and trauma. To adapt, they

developed neuroses. Other cultures feed off hope and love
— they have adapted normally.



Neurotic Cultures Normal Cultures
Consuming Distinguishing
Past Oriented Future Oriented
Static Dynamic (Emergent)
Consensual Confflictive
Exogenic-Extrinsic Endogenic-Intrinsic
Virtual Revolutionary Structurally-Paradigmatically Revolut
PTSS reaction to change PTSS reaction to stagnation

So, are these types of cultures doomed to clash, as the
current fad goes — or can they cohabitate?

It seems that the Neurotic cultures are less adapted to win
the battle to survive. The fittest are those cultures flexible
enough to respond to an ever changing world — and at an
ever increasing pace, at that. The neurotic cultures are
slow to respond, rigid and convulsive. Being past-
orientated means that they emulate and imitate the normal
cultures — but only when they have become part of the
past. Alternatively, they assimilate and adopt some of the
attributes of the past of normal cultures. This is why a
traveller who visits a neurotic culture (and is coming from
a normal one) often has the feeling that he has been thrust
to the past, that he is experiencing a time travel.



A War of Cultures is, therefore, not very plausible. The
neurotic cultures need the normal cultures. The latter are
the generators of the former’s future. A normal culture’s
past is a neurotic culture’s future.

Deep inside, the neurotic cultures know that something is
wrong with them, that they are ill-adapted. That is why
members of these cultural spheres entertain overt
emotions of envy, hostility even hatred — coupled with
explicit sensations of inferiority, inadequacy,
disappointment, disillusionment and despair. The eruptive
nature (the neurotic rage) of these cultures is exactly the
result of these inner turmoils. On the other hand, soliloquy
is not action, often it is a substitute to it. Very few
neurotic cultures are suicidal — and then for very brief
periods of time.

To forgo the benefits of learning from the experience of
normal cultures how to survive would be suicidal, indeed.
This is why I think that the transition to a different
cultural model, replete with different morals, will be
completed with success. But it will not eliminate all
previous models - I foresee cohabitation.

Note about Adolescent Cultures

The tripling of the world's population in the last century or
so fostered a rift between the majority of industrial nations
(with the exception of the United States) and all the
developing and less developing countries (the "third
world"). The populace in places like Western Europe and
Japan (and even Russia) is ageing and dwindling. These
are middle-aged, sedate, cultures with a middle-class,
mature outlook on life. They are mostly liberal,
consensual, pragmatic, inert, and compassionate.
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The denizens of Asia, the Middle East, and Africa are still
multiplying. The "baby boom" in the USA - and
subsequent waves of immigration - kept its population
young and growing. Together they form the "adolescent
block" of cultures and societies.

In the Adolescent Block, tastes and preferences (in film,
music, the Internet, fashion, literature) are juvenile
because most of its citizens are under the age of 21.
Adolescent cultures are ideological, mobilized,
confrontational, dynamic, inventive, and narcissistic.

History is the record of the clashes between and within
adolescent civilizations. As societies age and mature, they
generate "less history". The conflict between the Muslim
world and the USA is no exception. It is a global
confrontation between two cultures and societies made up
mostly of youngsters. It will end only when either or both
ages (chronologically) or matures (psychologically).

Societies age naturally, as the birth rate drops, life
expectancy increases, pension schemes are introduced,
wealth is effectively redistributed, income and education
levels grow, and women are liberated. The transition from
adolescent to adult societies is not painless (witness the
1960s in Europe and the USA). It is bound to be
protracted, complicated by such factors as the AIDS
epidemic. But it is inevitable - and so, in the end, is world
peace and prosperity.

Note about Founding Fathers and The Character of
States

Even mega-states are typically founded by a small nucleus
of pioneers, visionaries, and activists. The United States is
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a relatively recent example. The character of the collective
of Founding Fathers has a profound effect on the nature of
the polity that they create: nations spawned by warriors
tend to be belligerent and to nurture and cherish military
might throughout their history (e.g., Rome); When traders
and businessman establish a country, it is likely to
cultivate capitalistic values and thrive on commerce and
shipping (e.g., Netherlands); The denizens of countries
formed by lawyers are likely to be litigious.

The influence of the Founding Fathers does not wane with
time. On the very contrary: the mold that they have forged
for their successors tends to rigidify and be sanctified. It is
buttressed by an appropriate ethos, code of conduct, and
set of values. Subsequent and massive waves of
immigrants conform with these norms and adapt
themselves to local traditions, lores, and mores.



Danger

When we, mobile organisms, are confronted with danger,
we move. Coping with danger is one of the defining
characteristics and determinants of life: how we cope with
danger defines and determines us, that is: forms part of
our identity.

To move is to change our identity. This is composed of
spatial-temporal parameters (co-ordinates) and of intrinsic
parameters. No being is sufficiently defined without
designating its locus in space-time. Where we are and
when we are is as important as what we are made of, or
what are our internal processes. Changing the values of
our space time parameters is really tantamount to
changing ourselves, to altering our definition sufficiently
to confound the source of danger.

Mobile organisms, therefore, resort to changing their
space-time determinants as a means towards the end of
changing their identity. This is not to say that their
intrinsic parameters remain unchanged. Hormonal
discharges, neural conductivity, biochemical reactions —
all acquire new values. But these are secondary reactions.
The dominant pattern of reaction is flight (spatial-
temporal), rather than fright (intrinsic).

The repertoire of static organisms (plants, for instance) is
rather more limited. Their ability to alter the values of
their space-time co-ordinates is very narrow. They can get
away from aridity by extending their roots. They can
spread spores all over. But their main body is constrained



and cannot change location. This is why it is reasonable to
expect that immobile organisms will resort to changing
the values of their intrinsic parameters when faced with
danger. We could reasonably expect them to change their
chemical reactions, the compounds that they contain,
other electrical and chemical parameters, hormones,
enzymes, catalysts — anything intrinsic and which does not
depend on space and time.

Death
What exactly is death?

A classical point of departure in defining death, seems to
be life itself. Death is perceived either as a cessation of
life - or as a "transit area", on the way to a continuation of
life by other means. While the former approach presents a
disjunction, the latter is a continuum, death being nothing
but a corridor into another plane of existence (the
hereafter).

But who does the dying when death occurs?

In other words, capturing the identity of the dying entity
(that which "commits" death) is essential in defining
death. But how can we establish the dying entity's
unambiguous and unequivocal identity? Can this identity
be determined by using quantitative parameters? Is it
dependent, for instance, upon the number of discrete units
which comprise the functioning whole? If so, at which
level are useful distinctions and observations replaced by
useless scholastic mind-warps?

Example: can human identity be defined by the number
and organization of one's limbs, cells, or atoms? Cells in



the human body are replaced (with the exception of the
nervous system) every 5 years. Would this phenomenon
imply that we gain a new identity each time this cycle is
completed and most our cells are replaced?

Adopting this course of thinking leads to absurd results:

When humans die, the replacement rate of their cells is
null. Does this zero replacement rate mean that their
identity is better and longer preserved once dead? No one
would say this. Death is tantamount to a loss of identity -
not to its preservation. So, it would seem that, to ascertain
one's identity, we should prefer a qualitative yardstick to a
quantitative one.

The brain is a natural point of departure.

We can start by asking if one's identity will change if we
were to substitute one's brain with another person's brain?
"He is not the same" - we say of someone with a brain
injury. If partial damage to the brain causes such a sea
change in the determinants of individuality - it seems safe
to assume that replacing one's entire brain will result in a
total change of one's identity, akin to the emergence of
another, distinct, self.

If the brain is the locus of identity, we should be able to
assert that when (the cells of) all the other organs of the
body are replaced (with the exception of the brain) - one's
identity is still preserved.

The human hardware (body) and software (the wiring of
the brain) have often been compared to a computer (see:
"Metaphors of Mind"). But this analogy is misleading.
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If we were to change all the software running on a
computer - it would still remain the same (though more or
less capable) computer. This is the equivalent of growing
up in humans. However, if we were to change the
computer's processor - it would no longer be the same
computer.

This, partly, is the result of the separation of hardware
(the microprocessor) from software (the programmes that
it processes). There is no such separation in the human
brain. The 1300 grams of grey matter in our heads are
both hardware and software.

Still, the computer analogy seems to indicate that our
identity resides not in our learning, knowledge, or
memories. It is an epiphenomenon. It emerges when a
certain level of hardware complexity is attained.

Even so, things are not that simple. If we were to
eliminate someone's entire store of learning and memories
(without affecting his physical brain) - would he still be
the same person, would he still retain the same identity?
Probably not.

In reality, erasing one's learning and memories without
affecting his brain - is impossible. In humans, learning
and memories are the brain. They affect the hardware that
processes them in an irreversible manner. Still, in certain
abnormal conditions, such radical erasure does occur (see
"Shattered Identity").

This, naturally, cannot be said of a computer. There, the
distinction between hardware and software is clear.
Change a computer's hardware and you change its
identity. Computers are software - invariant.
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We are, therefore, able to confidently conclude that the
brain is the sole determinant of identity, its seat and
signifier. This is because our brain is both our processing
hardware and our processed software. It is also a
repository of processed data. A human brain detached
from a body is still assumed to possess identity. And a
monkey implanted with a human brain will host the
identity of the former owner of the brain.

Many of the debates in the first decade of the new
discipline of Artificial Intelligence (AI) revolved around
these thought experiments. The Turing Test pits invisible
intelligences against one another. The answers which they
provide (by teleprinter, hidden behind partitions)
determine their presumed identity (human or not). Identity
is determined merely on the basis of the outputs (the
responses). No direct observation of the hardware is
deemed necessary by the test.

The brain's status as the privileged identity system is such
that even when it remain incommunicado, we assume that
it harbors a person. If for some medical, logistical, or
technological problem, one's brain is unable to provide
output, answers, and interactions - we are still likely to
assume that it has the potential to do so. Thus, in the case
of an inactive brain, the presumed identity is a derivative
of its potential to interact, rather than of any actual
interaction.

Paleo-anthropologists attempt to determine the identity of
our forefathers by studying their skulls and, by inference,
their brains and their mental potentials. True, they
investigate other types of bones. Ultimately, they hope to
be able to draw an accurate visual description of our
ancestors. But perusing other bones leads merely to an
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image of their former owners - while the scrutiny of skulls
presumably reveals our ancestors' very identities.

When we die, what dies, therefore, is the brain and only
the brain.

Death is discernible as the cessation of the exercise of
force over physical systems. It is the sudden absence of
physical effects previously associated with the dead
object, a singularity, a discontinuity. But it should not be
confused with inertia.

Inertia is a balance of forces - while death is the absence
of forces. Death is, therefore, also not an entropic climax.
Entropy is an isotropic, homogeneous distribution of
energy. Death is the absence of any and all energies.
While, outwardly, the two might_appear to be identical -
they are actually the two poles of a dichotomy.

So, death, as opposed to inertia or entropy, is not
something that modern physics is fully equipped to deal
with. Physics, by definition, deals with forces and
measurable effects. It has nothing to say about force-less,
energy-devoid physical states (oxymora).

Still, if death is merely the terminal cessation of all
impact on all physical systems (the absence of physical
effects), how can we account for memories of the
deceased?

Memory is a physical effect (electrochemical activity of
the brain) upon a physical system (the Brain). It can be
preserved and shipped across time and space in capsules
called books or or artwork. These are containers of
triggers of physical effects (in recipient brains). They



seem to defy death. Though the physical system which
produced the memory capsule surely ceases to exist - it
continues to physically impact other physical systems
long after its demise, long after it was supposed to stop
doing so.

Memory makes death a transcendental affair. As long as
we (or what we create) are remembered - we continue to
have a physical effect on physical systems (i.e., on other
people's brains). And as long as this is happening - we are
not technically (or, at least, fully) dead. Our death, our
destruction are fully accomplished only after our memory
is wiped out completely, not even having the potential of
being resurrected in future. Only then do we cease to exist
(i.e., to have an effect on other physical systems).

Philosophically, there is no difference between being
influenced by a real-life conversation with Kant - and
being effected by his words preserved in a time-space
capsule, such as a book. As far as the reader is concerned,
Kant is very much alive, more so than contemporaneous
people whom the reader never met.

It is conceivable that, in the future, we will be able to
preserve a three-dimensional facsimile (a hologram) of a
person, replete with his smells, temperature, and tactile
effects. Why would the flesh and blood version be judged
superior to such a likeness?

There is no self-evident hierarchy of representations based
on their media. Organic 3-d representations ("bodies") are
not inherently superior to inorganic 3-d representations. In
other words, our futuristic hologram should not be
deemed inferior to the classic, organic version as long as



they both possess the same information content and are
able to assimilate information, regenerate and create.

The only defensible hierarchy is of potentials and, thus,
pertains to the future. Non-organic representations
("representations") of intelligent and conscious entities -
of "organic originals" - are finite. The organic originals
are infinite in their potential to create and to procreate, to
change themselves and their environment, to act and be
acted upon within ever more complex feedback loops.

The non-organic versions, the representations, are self
contained and final. The organic originals and their
representations may contain identical information. But the
amount of information will increase in the organic version
and decrease in the non-organic one (due to the second
Law of Thermodynamics). This inevitable divergence is
what renders the organic original privileged.

This property - of an increasing amount of information
(=order) - characterizes not only organic originals but also
anything that emanates from them. It characterizes works
of art and science, or human off-spring, for instance. All
these tend to increase information (indeed, they are, in
themselves, information packets).

So, could we say that the propagation and the continuation
of physical effects (through memory) is life after death?
Life and memory share an important trait. They both have
a negentropic (=order and information increasing) impact
on their surroundings. Does that make them synonymous?
Is death only a transitory phase from one form of Life
(organic) to another (informational, spiritual)?



However tempting this equation is - in most likelihood, it
is false.

The reason is that there are two sources of increase in
information and what sets them apart is not trivial. As
long as the organic original lives, all creation depends
upon it. After it dies, the works that it has created and the
memories that are associated with it, continue to affect
physical systems.

However, their ability to foster new creative work, to
generate new memories, in short: their capacity to
increase order by spawning information is totally
dependent upon other, living, organic originals. In the
absence of other organic originals, they stagnate and go
through an entropic decrease of information (i.e., increase
of disorder).

This is the crux of the distinction between Life and Death:

LIFE is the potential, possessed by organic originals, to
create (=to fight entropy by increasing information and
order), using their own software. Such software can be
coded in hardware - e.g., one's DNA - but then the
creative act is limited to the replication of the organic
original or parts thereof.

Upon the original's DEATH, the potential to create is
passed through one's memory. Creative acts, works of art
and science, or other forms of creativity are propagated
only within the software (=the brains) of other, living,
organic originals.

Both forms of creation (i.e., using one's software and
using others' software) can co-exist during the original's



life. Death, however, incapacitates the first type of
creation (i.e., creation by an organic original, independent
of others, and using its software). Upon death, the
surrogate form of creation (i.e., creation, by other organic
originals who use their software to process the works and
memories of the dead) becomes the only one.

Memories created by one organic original resonate
through the brains of others. This generates information
and provokes the creative potential in recipient brains.
Some of them do react by creating and, thus, play host to
the parasitic, invading memory, infecting other members
of the memory-space (=the meme space).

Death is, therefore, the assimilation of the products of an
organic original in a Collective. It is, indeed, the
continuation of Life but in a collective, rather than
individually.

Alternatively, Death could be defined as a terminal

change in the state of the hardware. Segments of the
software colonize brains in the Collective. The software
now acquires a different hardware - others' brains. This, of
course, is reminiscent of certain viral mechanisms. The
comparison may be superficial and misleading - or may
lead to the imagery of the individual as a cell in the large
organism of humanity. Memory has a role in this new
form of social-political evolution which superseded
Biological Evolution, as an instrument of adaptation.

Should we adopt this view, certain human reactions - e.g.,
opposition to change and religious and ideological wars -
can perhaps be regarded as immunological reactions of
the Collective to viral infection by the software



(memories, works of art or science, ideas, in short:
memes) of an individual.

Decoherence — See: Measurement
Definition

The sentence "all cats are black" is evidently untrue even
if only one cat in the whole universe were to be white.
Thus, the property "being black" cannot form a part of the
definition of a cat. The lesson to be learnt is that
definitions must be universal. They must apply to all the
members of a defined set (the set of "all cats" in our
example).

Let us try to define a chair. In doing so we are trying to
capture the essence of being a chair, its "chairness". It is
chairness that is defined — not this or that specific chair.
We want to be able to identify chairness whenever and
wherever we come across it. But chairness cannot be
captured without somehow tackling and including the uses
of a chair — what is it made for, what does it do or help to
do. In other words, a definition must include an operative
part, a function. In many cases the function of the
Definiendum (the term defined) constitutes its meaning.
The function of a vinyl record is its meaning. It has no
meaning outside its function. The Definiens (the
expression supplying the definition) of a vinyl record both
encompasses and consists of its function or use.

Yet, can a vinyl record be defined in vacuum, without
incorporating the record player in the definiens? After all,
a vinyl record is an object containing audio information
decoded by a record player. Without the "record player"



bit, the definiens becomes ambiguous. It can fit an audio
cassette, or a compact disc. So, the context is essential. A
good definition includes a context, which serves to
alleviate ambiguity.

Ostensibly, the more details provided in the definition —
the less ambiguous it becomes. But this is not true.
Actually, the more details provided the more prone is the
definition to be ambiguous. A definition must strive to be
both minimal and aesthetic. In this sense it is much like a
scientific theory. It talks about the match or the
correlation between language and reality. Reality is
parsimonious and to reflect it, definitions must be as
parsimonious as it is.

Let us summarize the characteristics of a good definition
and then apply them and try to define a few very mundane
terms.

First, a definition must reveal the meaning of the term or
concept defined. By "meaning" I mean the independent
and invariant meaning — not the culturally dependent,
narrative derived, type. The invariant meaning has to do
with a function, or a use. A term or a concept can have
several uses or functions, even conflicting ones. But all of
the uses and functions must be universally recognized.
Think about Marijuana or tobacco. They have medical
uses and recreational uses. These uses are expressly
contradictory. But both are universally acknowledged, so
both define the meaning of marijuana or tobacco and form
a part of their definitions.

Let us try to construct the first, indisputable, functional,
part of the definitions of a few terms.



"Chair" — Intended for sitting.
"Game" — Deals with the accomplishment of goals.

"Window" — Allows to look through it, or for the
penetration of light or air (when open or not covered).

"Table" — Intended for laying things on its surface.

It is only when we know the function or use of the
definiendum that we can begin to look for it. The
function/use FILTERS the world and narrows the set of
candidates to the definiendum. A definition is a series of
superimposed language filters. Only the definendum can
penetrate this lineup of filters. It is like a high-specificity
membrane: only one term can slip in.

The next parameter to look for is the characteristics of the
definiendum. In the case of physical objects, we will be
looking for physical characteristics, of course. Otherwise,
we will be looking for more ephemeral traits.

"Chair" — Solid structure Intended for sitting.

"Game" — Mental or physical activity of one or more
people (the players), which deals with the
accomplishment of goals.

"Window" — Planar discontinuity in a solid surface, which
allows to look through it, or for the penetration of light or
air (when open or not covered).

"Table" — Structure with at least one leg and one flat
surface, intended for laying things on its surface.



A contrast begins to emerge between a rigorous
"dictionary-language-lexical definition" and a "stipulative
definition" (explaining how the term is to be used). The
first might not be immediately recognizable, the second
may be inaccurate, non-universal or otherwise lacking.

Every definition contrasts the general with the particular.
The first part of the definiens is almost always the genus
(the wider class to which the term belongs). It is only as
we refine the definition that we introduce the differentia
(the distinguishing features). A good definition allows for
the substitution of the defined by its definition (a bit
awkward if we are trying to define God, for instance, or
love). This would be impossible without a union of the
general and the particular. A case could be made that the
genus is more "lexical" while the differentia are more
stipulative. But whatever the case, a definition must
include a genus and a differentia because, as we said, it is
bound to reflect reality and reality is hierarchical and
inclusive ("The Matriushka Doll Principle").

"Chair" — Solid structure Intended for sitting (genus).
Makes use of at least one bodily axis of the sitter
(differentia). Without the differentia — with the genus
alone — the definition can well fit a bed or a divan.

"Game" — Mental or physical activity of one or more
people (the players), which deals with the
accomplishment of goals (genus), in which both the
activities and the goals accomplished are reversible
(differentia). Without the differentia — with the genus
alone — the definition can well fit most other human
activities.



"Window" — Planar discontinuity in a solid surface
(genus), which allows to look through it, or for the
penetration of light or air (when open or not covered)
(differentia). Without the differentia — with the genus
alone — the definition can well fit a door.

"Table" — Structure with at least one leg and one flat
surface (genus), intended for laying things on its
surface(s) (differentia). Without the differentia — with the
genus alone — the definition can well fit the statue of a
one-legged soldier holding a tray.

It was Locke who realized that there are words whose
meaning can be precisely explained but which cannot be
DEFINED in this sense. This is either because the
explanatory equivalent may require more than genus and
differentia — or because some words cannot be defined by
means of others (because those other words also have to
be defined and this leads to infinite regression). If we
adopt the broad view that a definition is the explanation of
meaning by other words, how can we define "blue"? Only
by pointing out examples of blue. Thus, names of
elementary ideas (colors, for instance) cannot be defined
by words. They require an "ostensive definition"
(definition by pointing out examples). This is because
elementary concepts apply to our experiences (emotions,
sensations, or impressions) and to sensa (sense data).
These are usually words in a private language, our private
language. How does one communicate (let alone define)
the emotions one experiences during an epiphany? On the
contrary: dictionary definitions suffer from gross
inaccuracies precisely because they are confined to
established meanings. They usually include in the
definition things that they should have excluded, exclude
things that they should have included or get it altogether



wrong. Stipulative or ostensive definitions cannot be
wrong (by definition). They may conflict with the lexical
(dictionary) definition and diverge from established
meanings. This may prove to be both confusing and costly
(for instance, in legal matters). But this has nothing to do
with their accuracy or truthfulness. Additionally, both
types of definition may be insufficiently explanatory.
They may be circular, or obscure, leaving more than one
possibility open (ambiguous or equivocal).

Many of these problems are solved when we introduce
context to the definition. Context has four conceptual
pillars: time, place, cultural context and mental context (or
mental characteristics). A definition, which is able to
incorporate all four elements is monovalent, unequivocal,
unambiguous, precise, universal, appropriately exclusive
and inclusive, aesthetic and parsimonious.

"Chair" — Artificial (context) solid structure Intended for
sitting (genus). Makes use of at least one bodily axis of
the sitter (differentia). Without the context, the definition
can well fit an appropriately shaped rock.

"Game" — Mental or physical activity of one or more
people (the players), subject to agreed rules of
confrontation, collaboration and scoring (context), which
deals with the accomplishment of goals (genus), in which
both the activities and the goals accomplished are
reversible (differentia). Without the context, the definition
can well fit most other non-playing human activities.

"Window" — Planar discontinuity in a solid artificial
(context) surface (genus), which allows to look through it,
or for the penetration of light or air (when not covered or



open) (differentia). Without the context, the definition can
well fit a hole in a rock.

It is easy to notice that the distinction between the
differentia and the context is rather blurred. Many of the
diffrerentia are the result of cultural and historical context.
A lot of the context emerges from the critical mass of
differentia.

We have confined our discussion hitherto to the structural
elements of a definition. But a definition is a dynamic
process. It involves the sentence doing the defining, the
process of defining and the resulting defining expression
(definiens). This interaction between different definitions
of definition gives rise to numerous forms of equivalence,
all called "definitions". Real definitions, nominal
definitions, prescriptive, contextual, recursive, inductive,
persuasive, impredicative, extensional and intensional
definitions, are stars in a galaxy of alternative modes of
explanation.

But it all boils down to the same truth: it is the type of
definition chosen and the rigorousness with which we
understand the meaning of "definition" that determine
which words can and cannot be defined. In my view, there
is still a mistaken belief that there are terms which can be
defined without going outside a specified realm(=set of
terms). People are trying to define life or love by resorting
to chemical reactions. This reductionism inevitably and
invariably leads to the Locke paradoxes. It is true that a
definition must include all the necessary conditions to the
definiendum. Chemical reactions are a necessary
condition to life. But they are not sufficient conditions. A
definition must include all the sufficient conditions as
well.



Now we can try to define "definition" itself:

"Definition" — A statement which captures the meaning,
the use, the function and the essence of a term or a
concept.

Democracy, Participatory vs. Representative

Governors are recalled in midterm ballot initiatives,
presidents deposed through referenda - the voice of the
people is increasingly heard above the din of politics as
usual. Is this Swiss-like participatory, direct democracy -
or nascent mob rule?

The wave of direct involvement of the masses in politics
is fostered by a confluence of trends:

1. The emergence of a class of full-time, "professional"
politicians who are qualified to do little else and whose
personal standing in the community is low. These
"politicos" are generally perceived to be incompetent,
stupid, hypocritical, liars, bigoted, corrupt, and
narcissistically self-interested. It is a powerful universal
stereotype.

2. Enhanced transparency in all levels of government and
growing accountability of politicians, political parties,
governments, corporations, and institutions.

3. Wider and faster dissemination of information
regarding bad governance, corruption, venality, cronyism,
and nepotism. This leads to widespread paranoia of the
average citizen and distrust of all social institutions and
structures.



4. More efficient mechanisms of mobilization (for
instance, the Internet).

But is it the end of representative democracy as we know
it?

Hopefully it is. "Democracy" has long been hijacked by a
plutocrats and bureaucrats. In between elections, they rule
supreme, virtually unanswerable to the electorate. The
same people circulate between the various branches of
government, the legislature, the judiciary, and the world
of business. This clubbish rendition of the democratic
ideals is a travesty and a mockery. People power is the
inevitable - though unwelcome - response.

""Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful
concerned individuals can precipitate change in the
world ... indeed, it is the only thing that ever has"'

(Margaret Mead)
1. The Democratic Ideal and New Colonialism

"Democracy" is not the rule of the people. It is
government by periodically vetted representatives of the
people.

Democracy is not tantamount to a continuous expression
of the popular will as it pertains to a range of issues.
Functioning and fair democracy is representative and not
participatory. Participatory "people power" is mob rule
(ochlocracy), not democracy.

Granted, "people power" is often required in order to
establish democracy where it is unprecedented.



Revolutions - velvet, rose, and orange - recently
introduced democracy in Eastern Europe, for instance.
People power - mass street demonstrations - toppled
obnoxious dictatorships from Iran to the Philippines and
from Peru to Indonesia.

But once the institutions of democracy are in place and
more or less functional, the people can and must rest.
They should let their chosen delegates do the job they
were elected to do. And they must hold their emissaries
responsible and accountable in fair and free ballots once
every two or four or five years.

Democracy and the rule of law are bulwarks against "the
tyranny of the mighty (the privileged elites)". But, they
should not yield a "dictatorship of the weak".

As heads of the state in Latin America, Africa, Asia, and
East Europe can attest, these vital lessons are lost on the
dozens of "new democracies" the world over. Many of
these presidents and prime ministers, though
democratically elected (multiply, in some cases), have
fallen prey to enraged and vigorous "people power"
movements in their countries.

And these breaches of the democratic tradition are not the
only or most egregious ones.

The West boasts of the three waves of democratization
that swept across the world since 1975. Yet, in most
developing countries and nations in transition,
"democracy" is an empty word. Granted, the hallmarks of
democracy are there: candidate lists, parties, election
propaganda, a plurality of media, and voting. But its
quiddity is absent. The democratic principles are



institutions are being consistently hollowed out and
rendered mock by election fraud, exclusionary policies,
cronyism, corruption, intimidation, and collusion with
Western interests, both commercial and political.

The new "democracies" are thinly-disguised and
criminalized plutocracies (recall the Russian oligarchs),
authoritarian regimes (Central Asia and the Caucasus), or
pupeteered heterarchies (Macedonia, Bosnia, and Iraq, to
mention three recent examples).

The new "democracies" suffer from many of the same ills
that afflict their veteran role models: murky campaign
finances; venal revolving doors between state
administration and private enterprise; endemic corruption,
nepotism, and cronyism; self-censoring media; socially,
economically, and politically excluded minorities; and so
on. But while this malaise does not threaten the
foundations of the United States and France - it does
imperil the stability and future of the likes of Ukraine,
Serbia, and Moldova, Indonesia, Mexico, and Bolivia.

Many nations have chosen prosperity over democracy.
Yes, the denizens of these realms can't speak their mind or
protest or criticize or even joke lest they be arrested or
worse - but, in exchange for giving up these trivial
freedoms, they have food on the table, they are fully
employed, they receive ample health care and proper
education, they save and spend to their hearts' content.

In return for all these worldly and intangible goods
(popularity of the leadership which yields political
stability; prosperity; security; prestige abroad; authority at
home; a renewed sense of nationalism, collective and
community), the citizens of these countries forgo the right



to be able to criticize the regime or change it once every
four years. Many insist that they have struck a good
bargain - not a Faustian one.

Worse still, the West has transformed the ideal of
democracy into an ideology at the service of imposing a
new colonial regime on its former colonies. Spearheaded
by the United States, the white and Christian nations of
the West embarked with missionary zeal on a
transformation, willy-nilly, of their erstwhile charges into
profitable paragons of "democracy" and "good
governance".

And not for the first time. Napoleon justified his gory
campaigns by claiming that they served to spread French
ideals throughout a barbarous world. Kipling bemoaned
the "White Man's (civilizing) burden", referring
specifically to Britain's role in India. Hitler believed
himself to be the last remaining barrier between the
hordes of Bolshevism and the West. The Vatican
concurred with him.

This self-righteousness would have been more tolerable
had the West actually meant and practiced what it
preached, however self-delusionally. Yet, in dozens of
cases in the last 60 years alone, Western countries
intervened, often by force of arms, to reverse and nullify
the outcomes of perfectly legal and legitimate popular and
democratic elections. They did so because of economic
and geopolitical interests and they usually installed rabid
dictators in place of the deposed elected functionaries.

This hypocrisy cost them dearly. Few in the poor and
developing world believe that the United States or any of
its allies are out to further the causes of democracy,



human rights, and global peace. The nations of the West
have sown cynicism and they are reaping strife and
terrorism in return.

Moreover, democracy is far from what it is made out to
be. Confronted with history, the myth breaks down.

For instance, it is maintained by their chief proponents
that democracies are more peaceful than dictatorships. But
the two most belligerent countries in the world are, by a
wide margin, Israel and the United States (closely
followed by the United Kingdom). As of late, China is
one of the most tranquil polities.

Democracies are said to be inherently stable (or to
successfully incorporate the instability inherent in
politics). This, too, is a confabulation. The Weimar
Republic gave birth to Adolf Hitler and Italy had almost
50 governments in as many years. The bloodiest civil
wars in history erupted in Republican Spain and, seven
decades earlier, in the United States. Czechoslovakia, the
USSR, and Yugoslavia imploded upon becoming
democratic, having survived intact for more than half a
century as tyrannies.

Democracies are said to be conducive to economic growth
(indeed, to be a prerequisite to such). But the fastest
economic growth rates in history go to imperial Rome,
Nazi Germany, Stalin's USSR, Putin's Russia, and post-
Mao China.

Granted, democracy allows for the free exchange of
information and, thus, renders markets more efficient and
local-level bureaucracies less corrupt. This ought to be
conducive to economic growth. But who says that the



airing of municipal grievances and the exchange of non-
political (business and economic) ideas cannot be
achieved in a dictatorship?

Even in North Korea, only the Dear Leader is above
criticism and reproach - all others: politicians, civil
servants, party hacks, and army generals can become and
are often the targets of grassroots criticism and purges.
The ruling parties in most tyrannies are umbrella
organizations that represent the pluralistic interests of
numerous social and economic segments and strata. For
many people, this approximation of democracy - the party
as a "Big Tent" - is a more than satisfactory solution to
their need to be heard.

Finally, how represented is the vox populi even in
established democracies?

In a democracy, people can freely protest and make their
opinions known, no doubt. Sometimes, they can even
change their representatives (though the rate of turnover
in the US Congress in the last two decades is lower than it
was in the last 20 years of the Politburo).

But is this a sufficient incentive (or deterrent)? The
members of the various elites in Western democracies are
mobile - they ceaselessly and facilely hop from one
lucrative sinecure to another. Lost the elections as a
Senator? How about a multi-million dollar book contract,
a consultant position with a firm you formerly oversaw or
regulated, your own talk show on television, a cushy job
in the administration?

The truth is that voters are powerless. The rich and mighty
take care of their own. Malfeasance carries little risk and



rarely any sanction. Western democracies are ossified
bastions of self-perpetuating interest groups aided and
abetted and legitimized by the ritualized spectacle that we
call "elections". And don't you think the denizens of
Africa and Asia and eastern Europe and the Middle East
are blissfully unaware of this charade.

1I. Democracy and Empire

As the United states is re-discovering in Iraq and Israel in
Palestine, maintaining democratic institutions and empire-
building are incompatible activities. History repeatedly
shows that one cannot preserve a democratic core in
conjunction with an oppressed periphery of colonial real
estate.

The role of imperial power entails the suppression,
subversion, or manipulation of all forms of free speech,
governance, and elections. It usually involves unsavory
practices such as torture, illegal confinement,
assassinations, and collusion with organized crime.
Empires typically degenerate into an abyss of corruption,
megalomaniacal projects, deceit, paranoia, and self-
directed aggression.

The annals of both Rome and Britain teach us that, as
democracy grows entrenched, empires disintegrate
fitfully. Rome chose to keep its empire by sacrificing its
republic. Britain chose to democratize by letting go of its
unwieldy holdings overseas. Both polities failed to uphold
their erstwhile social institutions while they grappled with
their smothering possessions.



III. Globalization - Liberalism's Disastrous Gamble

From Venezuela to Thailand, democratic regimes are
being toppled by authoritarian substitutes: the military,
charismatic left-wingers, or mere populists. Even in the
USA, the bastion of constitutional rule, civil and human

rights are being alarmingly eroded (though not without
precedent in wartime).

The prominent ideologues of liberal democracy have
committed a grave error by linking themselves
inextricably with the doctrine of freemarketry and the
emerging new order of globalization. As Thomas
Friedman correctly observes in "The Lexus and the Olive
Tree", both strains of thought are strongly identified with
the United States of America (USA).

Thus, liberal democracy came to be perceived by the
multitudes as a ruse intended to safeguard the interests of
an emerging, malignantly narcissistic empire (the USA)
and of rapacious multinationals. Liberal democracy came
to be identified with numbing, low-brow cultural
homogeneity, encroachment on privacy and the
individual, and suppression of national and other
idiosyncratic sentiments.

Liberal democracy came to be confused and confuted with
neo-colonial exploitation, social Darwinism, and the
crumbling of social compacts and long-standing treaties,
both explicit and implicit. It even came to be associated
with materialism and a bewildering variety of social ills:
rising crime rates, unemployment, poverty, drug
addiction, prostitution, organ trafficking, monopolistic
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behavior, corporate malfeasance, and other antisocial
forms of conduct.

Moreover, rapacious Anglo-Saxon capitalism, ostensibly
based on the law of the jungle, survival of the fittest, and
natural selection did not provide the panacea it promised
to all ills, social and economic. Instead, prone to systemic
crises, it repeatedly seemed to threaten the very
architecture and fabric of the global order: market and
regulatory failures forced the hand of even the most
fervent laissez-faire regimes to nationalize, bailout, and
implement Keynesian stimulatory measures. By
comparison, the economic systems of etatist-authoritarian
polities seemed to provide the private sector with a
smoother trajectory of development.

This is the paradox: unbridled capitalism always leads to
state intervention and ownership (as the crisis of the
financial system in the USA in 2008 has proven yet again)
- while state ownership and intervention seem to give rise
to flourishing forms of capitalism (for instance, in China
and Russia).

The backlash was, thus, inevitable.
1V. The Inversion of Colonial Roles

The traditional mercantilist roles of colonizer and colonies
were inverted over the last few decades. For millennia,
colonial empires consisted of a center which consumed
raw materials and produced and sold finished goods to the
periphery whose role was to extract minerals and cultivate
commodities, edible and not.
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in the wake of the Second World War (a failed German
colonial experiment in the heartland of Europe) and as a
result of escalating scarcity, caused by a variety of
economic and geopolitical factors, the center of
geopolitical-military gravity shifted to the producers and
owners of mineral and agricultural wealth.

These countries have outsourced and offshored the
manufacturing of semi-finished and finished products to
the poorest corners of the Earth. Thus, in stark contrast to
the past, nowadays, "colonies" spew out a stream of
consumer goods and consume raw materials imported
from their colonial masters.

Colonial relationships are no longer based on bayonets
and are mostly commercial in nature. Still, it is not
difficult to discern 19th century patterns in these 21st
century exchanges with one of the parties dominant and
supreme and the other obsequious and subservient and
with the economic benefits flowing and accruing
inexorably in one direction.

The unraveling of the financial system of the United
States in 2007-8 only served to speed up the process as
American prime assets were snatched up at bargain
basement prices by Asian and Middle-Eastern
powerhouses and sovereign wealth funds.

Destructibility (Film Review “Dreamcatcher”)

In the movie "Dreamcatcher”, four childhood friends,
exposed to an alien, disguised as a retarded child, develop
psychic powers. Years later they reunite only to confront a
vicious extraterrestrial life-form. Only two survive but
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they succeed to eradicate the monster by incinerating it
and crushing its tiny off-spring underfoot.

Being mortal ourselves, we cannot conceive of an
indestructible entity. The artifacts of popular culture -
thrillers, action and sci-fi films, video games, computer
viruses - assume that all organisms, organizations and
automata possess fatal vulnerabilities. Medicine and
warfare are predicated on a similar contention.

We react with shock and horror when we are faced with
"resistant stains" of bacteria or with creatures, machines,
or groups able to survive and thrive in extremely hostile
environments.

Destruction is multi-faceted. Even the simplest system has
a structure and performs functions. If the spatial
continuity or arrangement of an entity's structure is
severed or substantially transformed - its functions are
usually adversely affected. Direct interference with a
system's functionality is equally deleterious.

We can render a system dysfunctional by inhibiting or
reversing any stage in the complex processes involved - or
by preventing the entity's communication with its
environs. Another method of annihilation involves the
alteration of the entity's context - its surroundings, its
codes and signals, its interactive patterns, its potential
partners, friends and foes.

Finding the lethal weaknesses of an organism, an
apparatus, or a society is described as a process of trial
and error. But the outcome is guaranteed: mortal
susceptibility is assumed to be a universal trait. No one



and nothing is perfectly immune, utterly invulnerable, or
beyond extermination.

Yet, what is poison to one species is nectar to another.
Water can be either toxic or indispensable, depending on
the animal, the automaton, or the system. Scorching
temperatures, sulfur emissions, ammonia or absolute lack
of oxygen are, to some organisms, the characteristics of
inviting habitats. To others, the very same are deadly.

Can we conceive of an indestructible thing - be it
unicellular or multicellular, alive or robotic, composed of
independent individuals or acting in perfect, centrally-
dictated unison? Can anything be, in principle, eternal?

This question is not as outlandish as it sounds. By fighting
disease and trying to postpone death, for instance, we
aspire to immortality and imperishability. Some of us
believe in God - an entity securely beyond ruin.
Intuitively, we consider the Universe - if not time and
space - to be everlasting, though constantly
metamorphosing.

What is common to these examples of infinite resilience is
their unbounded and unparalleled size and might. Lesser
objects are born or created. Since there has been a time,
prior to their genesis, in which they did not exist - it is
easy to imagine a future without them.

Even where the distinction between individual and
collective is spurious their end is plausible. True, though
we can obliterate numerous "individual" bacteria - others,
genetically identical, will always survive our onslaught.
Yet, should the entire Earth vanish - so would these



organisms. The extinction of all bacteria, though
predicated on an unlikely event, is still thinkable.

But what about an entity that is "pure energy", a matrix of
fields, a thought, immaterial yet very real, omnipresent
and present nowhere? Such a being comes perilously
close to the divine. For if it is confined to certain space -
however immense - it is perishable together with that
space. If it is not - then it is God, as perceived by its
believers.

But what constitutes "destruction" or "annihilation"? We
are familiar with death - widely considered the most
common form of inexistence. But some people believe
that death is merely a transformation from one state of
being to another. Sometimes all the constituents of a
system remain intact but cease to interact. Does this
amount to obliteration? And what about a machine that
stops interacting with its environment altogether - though
its internal processes continue unabated. Is it still
"functioning"?

It is near impossible to say when a "live" or "functioning"
entity ceases to be so. Death is the form of destruction we
are most acquainted with. For a discussion of death and
the human condition - read this Death, Meaning, and

Identity.
Disease

We are all terminally ill. It is a matter of time before we
all die. Aging and death remain almost as mysterious as
ever. We feel awed and uncomfortable when we
contemplate these twin afflictions. Indeed, the very word
denoting illness contains its own best definition: dis-ease.


http://samvak.tripod.com/death.html
http://samvak.tripod.com/death.html

A mental component of lack of well being must exist
SUBJECTIVELY. The person must FEEL bad, must
experience discomfiture for his condition to qualify as a
disease. To this extent, we are justified in classifying all
diseases as "spiritual" or "mental".

Is there any other way of distinguishing health from
sickness - a way that does NOT depend on the report that
the patient provides regarding his subjective experience?

Some diseases are manifest and others are latent or
immanent. Genetic diseases can exist - unmanifested - for
generations. This raises the philosophical problem or
whether a potential disease IS a disease? Are AIDS and
Haemophilia carriers - sick? Should they be treated,
ethically speaking? They experience no dis-ease, they
report no symptoms, no signs are evident. On what moral
grounds can we commit them to treatment? On the
grounds of the "greater benefit" is the common response.
Carriers threaten others and must be isolated or otherwise
neutered. The threat inherent in them must be eradicated.
This is a dangerous moral precedent. All kinds of people
threaten our well-being: unsettling ideologists, the
mentally handicapped, many politicians. Why should we
single out our physical well-being as worthy of a
privileged moral status? Why is our mental well being, for
instance, of less import?

Moreover, the distinction between the psychic and the
physical is hotly disputed, philosophically. The
psychophysical problem is as intractable today as it ever
was (if not more so). It is beyond doubt that the physical
affects the mental and the other way around. This is what
disciplines like psychiatry are all about. The ability to
control "autonomous" bodily functions (such as heartbeat)



and mental reactions to pathogens of the brain are proof of
the artificialness of this distinction.

It is a result of the reductionist view of nature as divisible
and summable. The sum of the parts, alas, is not always
the whole and there is no such thing as an infinite set of
the rules of nature, only an asymptotic approximation of
it. The distinction between the patient and the outside
world is superfluous and wrong. The patient AND his
environment are ONE and the same. Disease is a
perturbation in the operation and management of the
complex ecosystem known as patient-world. Humans
absorb their environment and feed it in equal measures.
This on-going interaction IS the patient. We cannot exist
without the intake of water, air, visual stimuli and food.
Our environment is defined by our actions and output,
physical and mental.

Thus, one must question the classical differentiation
between "internal" and "external". Some illnesses are
considered "endogenic" (=generated from the inside).
Natural, "internal", causes - a heart defect, a biochemical
imbalance, a genetic mutation, a metabolic process gone
awry - cause disease. Aging and deformities also belong
in this category.

In contrast, problems of nurturance and environment -
early childhood abuse, for instance, or malnutrition - are
"external" and so are the "classical" pathogens (germs and
viruses) and accidents.

But this, again, is a counter-productive approach.
Exogenic and Endogenic pathogenesis is inseparable.
Mental states increase or decrease the susceptibility to
externally induced disease. Talk therapy or abuse



(external events) alter the biochemical balance of the
brain. The inside constantly interacts with the outside and
is so intertwined with it that all distinctions between them
are artificial and misleading. The best example is, of
course, medication: it is an external agent, it influences
internal processes and it has a very strong mental correlate
(=its efficacy is influenced by mental factors as in the
placebo effect).

The very nature of dysfunction and sickness is highly
culture-dependent. Societal parameters dictate right and
wrong in health (especially mental health). It is all a
matter of statistics. Certain diseases are accepted in
certain parts of the world as a fact of life or even a sign of
distinction (e.g., the paranoid schizophrenic as chosen by
the gods). If there is no dis-ease there is no disease. That
the physical or mental state of a person CAN be different -
does not imply that it MUST be different or even that it is
desirable that it should be different. In an over-populated
world, sterility might be the desirable thing - or even the
occasional epidemic. There is no such thing as
ABSOLUTE dysfunction. The body and the mind
ALWAYS function. They adapt themselves to their
environment and if the latter changes - they change.
Personality disorders are the best possible responses to
abuse. Cancer may be the best possible response to
carcinogens. Aging and death are definitely the best
possible response to over-population. Perhaps the point of
view of the single patient is incommensurate with the
point of view of his species - but this should not serve to
obscure the issues and derail rational debate.

As aresult, it is logical to introduce the notion of "positive
aberration". Certain hyper- or hypo- functioning can yield
positive results and prove to be adaptive. The difference
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between positive and negative aberrations can never be
"objective". Nature is morally-neutral and embodies no
"values" or "preferences". It simply exists. WE, humans,
introduce our value systems, prejudices and priorities into
our activities, science included. It is better to be healthy,
we say, because we feel better when we are healthy.
Circularity aside - this is the only criterion that we can
reasonably employ. If the patient feels good - it is not a
disease, even if we all think it is. If the patient feels bad,
ego-dystonic, unable to function - it is a disease, even
when we all think it isn't. Needless to say that [ am
referring to that mythical creature, the fully informed
patient. If someone is sick and knows no better (has never
been healthy) - then his decision should be respected only
after he is given the chance to experience health.

All the attempts to introduce "objective" yardsticks of
health are plagued and philosophically contaminated by
the insertion of values, preferences and priorities into the
formula - or by subjecting the formula to them altogether.
One such attempt is to define health as "an increase in
order or efficiency of processes" as contrasted with illness
which is "a decrease in order (=increase of entropy) and in
the efficiency of processes". While being factually
disputable, this dyad also suffers from a series of implicit
value-judgements. For instance, why should we prefer life
over death? Order to entropy? Efficiency to inefficiency?

Health and sickness are different states of affairs. Whether
one is preferable to the other is a matter of the specific
culture and society in which the question is posed. Health
(and its lack) is determined by employing three "filters" as
it were:

1. Is the body affected?



2. Is the person affected? (dis-ease, the bridge
between "physical" and "mental illnesses)
3. Is society affected?

In the case of mental health the third question is often
formulated as "is it normal" (=is it statistically the norm of
this particular society in this particular time)?

We must re-humanize disease. By imposing upon issues
of health the pretensions of the accurate sciences, we
objectified the patient and the healer alike and utterly
neglected that which cannot be quantified or measured -
the human mind, the human spirit.

Note: Classification of Social Attitudes to Health

Somatic societies place emphasis on bodily health and
performance. They regard mental functions as secondary
or derivative (the outcomes of corporeal processes,
"healthy mind in a healthy body").

Cerebral societies emphasize mental functions over
physiological and biochemical processes. They regard
corporeal events as secondary or derivative (the outcome
of mental processes, "mind over matter").

Elective societies believe that bodily illnesses are beyond
the patient's control. Not so mental health problems: these
are actually choices made by the sick. It is up to them to
"decide" to "snap out" of their conditions ("heal thyself").
The locus of control is internal.

Providential societies believe that health problems of
both kinds - bodily as well as mental - are the outcomes of
the intervention or influence of a higher power (God,



fate). Thus, diseases carry messages from God and are the
expressions of a universal design and a supreme volition.
The locus of control is external and healing depends on
supplication, ritual, and magic.

Medicalized societies believe that the distinction between
physiological disorders and mental ones (dualism) is
spurious and is a result of our ignorance. All health-
related processes and functions are bodily and are
grounded in human biochemistry and genetics. As our
knowledge regarding the human body grows, many
dysfunctions, hitherto considered "mental", will be
reduced to their corporeal components.

Dispute Resolution and Settlement

Wherever interests meet - they tend to clash. Disputes are
an inevitable and inseparable part of commercial life.
Mankind invented many ways to settle disputes. Each way
relies on a different underlying principle. Generally
speaking, there are four such principles: justice, law, logic
and force.

Disputes can be resolved by resorting to force. One party
can force the other to accept his opinion and to comply by
his conditions and demands. Obeisance should not be
confused with acceptance. The coerced party is likely to at
least sabotage the interests of the coercing one. In due
time, a mutiny is more likely than not. Force is always
met by force, as Newton discovered.

This revolution and counter-revolution has a devastating
effect on wealth formation. The use of force does ensure
that the distribution of wealth will be skewed and biased
in favour of the forceful party. But the cake to be divided
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grows smaller and smaller, wealth diminishes and, in due
course, there is almost nothing left to fight over.

Another mechanism of dispute settlement involves the
application of the law. This mechanism also relies
(ultimately) on enforcement (therefore, on force). But it
maintains the semblance of objectivity and unbiased
treatment of the contestants. It does so by relegating both
functions - of legislating and of adjudication - to third,
uninterested parties. Bu this misses the crucial point. The
problem is not "who makes the laws" or "who administers
them". The problem is "how are the laws applied". If a
bias exists, if a party is favoured it is at the stage of
administering justice and the impartiality of the arbitrator
(the judge) does not guarantee a fair outcome. The results
of trials have been shown to depend greatly on the social
and economic standing of the disputants, on the social
background and ethnic affiliation of the judge. Above all:
the more money a party is - the more the court is tilted in
its favour. The laws of procedure are such that wealthy
applicants (represented by wealthy lawyers) are more
likely to win. The substantive law contains preferences:
ethnic, economic, ideological, historical, social and so on.
Applying the law to the settlement of disputes is
tantamount to applying force to them. The difference is in
style, rather than in substance. When law enforcement
agencies get involved - even this minor stylistic difference
tends to evaporate.

Perhaps a better system would have been the application
of the principles of justice to disputes - had people been
able to agree what they were. Justice is an element in the
legal system, but it is "tainted" by ulterior considerations
(social, etc.) In its purified form it reflects impartiality of
administering principles of settlement - as well as



impartiality of forming, or of formulating them. The
application of just principles is entrusted to non-
professional people, who are thought to possess or to
embody justice ("just" or "honest" people). The system of
application is not encumbered by laws of procedure and
the parties have no built-in advantages. Arbitration
processes are middle-ground between principles of law
and principles of justice.

Both the law and justice tend, as a minimal condition, to
preserve wealth. In many cases they tend to increase it.
No "right" distribution is guaranteed by either system -
but, at least, no destruction of wealth is possible. The
reason is the principle of consent. Embedded in both
systems is the implicit agreement to abide by the rules, to
accept final judgements, to succumb to legal instructions,
not to use force to try and enforce unfavourable outcomes.
A revolution is, of course, possible, or, on a smaller scale,
a violation of a decision or a judgement rendered by a
competent, commonly accepted court. But, then, we are
dealing with the application of the principle of force,
rather than of law or justice.

An even stronger statement of law and justice is logic. Not
logic in the commonsensical rendition of it - rather, the
laws of nature. By "logic" we mean the immutable ways
in which the world is governed, in which forces are
channelled, under which circumstances arise or subside.
The laws of nature should (and in many respects) do
underlie all the human systems of law and order. This is
the meaning of "natural justice" in the most profound
sense of the phrase.

Dreams and Dreaming



Are dreams a source of reliable divination? Generations
upon generations seem to have thought so. They incubated
dreams by travelling afar, by fasting and by engaging in
all other manners of self deprivation or intoxication. With
the exception of this highly dubious role, dreams do seem
to have three important functions:

1. To process repressed emotions (wishes, in Freud's
speech) and other mental content which was
suppressed and stored in the unconscious.

2. To order, classify and, generally, to pigeonhole
conscious experiences of the day or days
preceding the dreaming ("day residues"). A partial
overlap with the former function is inevitable:
some sensory input is immediately relegated to the
darker and dimmer kingdoms of the subconscious
and unconscious without being consciously
processed at all.

3. To "stay in touch" with the outside world. External
sensory input is interpreted by the dream and
represented in its unique language of symbols and
disjunction. Research has shown this to be a rare
event, independent of the timing of the stimuli:
during sleep or immediately prior to it. Still, when
it does happen, it seems that even when the
interpretation is dead wrong — the substantial
information is preserved. A collapsing bedpost (as
in Maury's famous dream) will become a French
guillotine, for instance. The message conserved:
there is physical danger to the neck and head.

All three functions are part of a much larger one:



The continuous adjustment of the model one has of one's
self and of one's place in the world — to the incessant
stream of sensory (external) input and of mental (internal)
input. This "model modification" is carried out through an
intricate, symbol laden, dialogue between the dreamer and
himself. It probably also has therapeutic side benefits. It
would be an over-simplification to say that the dream
carries messages (even if we were to limit it to
correspondence with one's self). The dream does not seem
to be in a position of privileged knowledge. The dream
functions more like a good friend would: listening,
advising, sharing experiences, providing access to remote
territories of the mind, putting events in perspective and in
proportion and provoking. It, thus, induces relaxation and
acceptance and a better functioning of the "client". It does
so, mostly, by analysing discrepancies and
incompatibilities. No wonder that it is mostly associated
with bad emotions (anger, hurt, fear). This also happens in
the course of successful psychotherapy. Defences are
gradually dismantled and a new, more functional, view of
the world is established. This is a painful and frightening
process. This function of the dream is more in line with
Jung's view of dreams as "compensatory". The previous
three functions are "complementary" and, therefore,
Freudian.

It would seem that we are all constantly engaged in
maintenance, in preserving that which exists and
inventing new strategies for coping. We are all in constant
psychotherapy, administered by ourselves, day and night.
Dreaming is just the awareness of this on-going process
and its symbolic content. We are more susceptible,
vulnerable, and open to dialogue while we sleep. The
dissonance between how we regard ourselves, and what
we really are and between our model of the world and



reality — this dissonance is so enormous that it calls for a
(continuous) routine of evaluation, mending and re-
invention. Otherwise, the whole edifice might crumble.
The delicate balance between we, the dreamers, and the
world might be shattered, leaving us defenceless and
dysfunctional.

To be effective, dreams must come equipped with the key
to their interpretation. We all seem to possess an intuitive
copy of just such a key, uniquely tailored to our needs, to
our data and to our circumstances. This Areiocritica helps
us to decipher the true and motivating meaning of the
dialogue. This is one reason why dreaming is
discontinuous: time must be given to interpret and to
assimilate the new model. Four to six sessions take place
every night. A session missed will be held the night after.
If a person is prevented from dreaming on a permanent
basis, he will become irritated, then neurotic and then
psychotic. In other words: his model of himself and of the
world will no longer be usable. It will be out of synch. It
will represent both reality and the non-dreamer wrongly.
Put more succinctly: it seems that the famous "reality test"
(used in psychology to set apart the "functioning, normal"
individuals from those who are not) is maintained by
dreaming. It fast deteriorates when dreaming is
impossible. This link between the correct apprehension of
reality (reality model), psychosis and dreaming has yet to
be explored in depth. A few predictions can be made,
though:

a. The dream mechanisms and/or
dream contents of psychotics must be
substantially different and distinguished
from ours. Their dreams must be
"dysfunctional", unable to tackle the



unpleasant, bad emotional residue of
coping with reality. Their dialogue must be
disturbed. They must be represented rigidly
in their dreams. Reality must not be present
in them not at all.

b. Most of the dreams, most of the
time must deal with mundane matters.
Their content must not be exotic, surrealist,
extraordinary. They must be chained to the
dreamer's realities, his (daily) problems,
people that he knows, situations that he
encountered or is likely to encounter,
dilemmas that he is facing and conflicts
that he would have liked resolved. This,
indeed, is the case. Unfortunately, this is
heavily disguised by the symbol language
of the dream and by the disjointed,
disjunctive, dissociative manner in which it
proceeds. But a clear separation must be
made between subject matter (mostly
mundane and "dull", relevant to the
dreamer's life) and the script or mechanism
(colourful symbols, discontinuity of space,
time and purposeful action).

C. The dreamer must be the main
protagonist of his dreams, the hero of his
dreamy narratives. This, overwhelmingly,
is the case: dreams are egocentric. They are
concerned mostly with the "patient" and
use other figures, settings, locales,
situations to cater to his needs, to
reconstruct his reality test and to adapt it to



the new input from outside and from
within.

d. If dreams are mechanisms, which
adapt the model of the world and the
reality test to daily inputs — we should find
a difference between dreamers and dreams
in different societies and cultures. The
more "information heavy" the culture, the
more the dreamer is bombarded with
messages and data — the fiercer should the
dream activity be. Every external datum
likely generates a shower of internal data.
Dreamers in the West should engage in a
qualitatively different type of dreaming.
We will elaborate on this as we continue.
Suffice it to say, at this stage, that dreams
in information-cluttered societies will
employ more symbols, will weave them
more intricately and the dreams will be
much more erratic and discontinuous. As a
result, dreamers in information-rich
societies will never mistake a dream for
reality. They will never confuse the two. In
information poor cultures (where most of
the daily inputs are internal) — such
confusion will arise very often and even be
enshrined in religion or in the prevailing
theories regarding the world. Anthropology
confirms that this, indeed, is the case. In
information poor societies dreams are less
symbolic, less erratic, more continuous,
more "real" and the dreamers often tend to
fuse the two (dream and reality) into a
whole and act upon it.



e. To complete their mission
successfully (adaptation to the world using
the model of reality modified by them) —
dreams must make themselves felt. They
must interact with the dreamer's real world,
with his behaviour in it, with his moods
that bring his behaviour about, in short:
with his whole mental apparatus. Dreams
seem to do just this: they are remembered
in half the cases. Results are, probably,
achieved without need for cognitive,
conscious processing, in the other,
unremembered, or disremembered cases.
They greatly influence the immediate
mood after awakening. They are discussed,
interpreted, force people to think and re-
think. They are dynamos of (internal and
external) dialogue long after they have
faded into the recesses of the mind.
Sometimes they directly influence actions
and many people firmly believe in the
quality of the advice provided by them. In
this sense, dreams are an inseparable part
of reality. In many celebrated cases they
even induced works of art or inventions or
scientific discoveries (all adaptations of
old, defunct, reality models of the
dreamers). In numerous documented cases,
dreams tackled, head on, issues that
bothered the dreamers during their waking
hours.

How does this theory fit with the hard facts?



Dreaming (D-state or D-activity) is associated with a
special movement of the eyes, under the closed eyelids,
called Rapid Eye Movement (REM). It is also associated
with changes in the pattern of electrical activity of the
brain (EEG). A dreaming person has the pattern of
someone who is wide awake and alert. This seems to sit
well with a theory of dreams as active therapists, engaged
in the arduous task of incorporating new (often
contradictory and incompatible) information into an
elaborate personal model of the self and the reality that it
occupies.

There are two types of dreams: visual and "thought-like"
(which leave an impression of being awake on the
dreamer). The latter happens without any REM cum EEG
fanfare. It seems that the "model-adjustment" activities
require abstract thinking (classification, theorizing,
predicting, testing, etc.). The relationship is very much
like the one that exists between intuition and formalism,
aesthetics and scientific discipline, feeling and thinking,
mentally creating and committing one's creation to a
medium.

All mammals exhibit the same REM/EEG patterns and
may, therefore, be dreaming as well. Some birds do it, and
some reptiles as well. Dreaming seems to be associated
with the brain stem (Pontine tegmentum) and with the
secretion of Norepinephrine and Serotonin in the brain.
The rhythm of breathing and the pulse rate change and the
skeletal muscles are relaxed to the point of paralysis
(presumably, to prevent injury if the dreamer should
decide to engage in enacting his dream). Blood flows to
the genitals (and induces penile erections in male
dreamers). The uterus contracts and the muscles at the
base of the tongue enjoy a relaxation in electrical activity.



These facts would indicate that dreaming is a very
primordial activity. It is essential to survival. It is not
necessarily connected to higher functions like speech but
it is connected to reproduction and to the biochemistry of
the brain. The construction of a "world-view", a model of
reality is as critical to the survival of an ape as it is to
ours. And the mentally disturbed and the mentally
retarded dream as much as the normal do. Such a model
can be innate and genetic in very simple forms of life
because the amount of information that needs to be
incorporated is limited. Beyond a certain amount of
information that the individual is likely to be exposed to
daily, two needs arise. The first is to maintain the model
of the world by eliminating "noise" and by realistically
incorporating negating data and the second is to pass on
the function of modelling and remodelling to a much more
flexible structure, to the brain. In a way, dreams are about
the constant generation, construction and testing of
theories regarding the dreamer and his ever-changing
internal and external environments. Dreams are the
scientific community of the Self. That Man carried it
further and invented Scientific Activity on a larger,
external, scale is small wonder.

Physiology also tells us the differences between dreaming
and other hallucinatory states (nightmares, psychoses,
sleepwalking, daydreaming, hallucinations, illusions and
mere imagination): the REM/EEG patterns are absent and
the latter states are much less "real". Dreams are mostly
set in familiar places and obey the laws of nature or some
logic. Their hallucinatory nature is a hermeneutic
imposition. It derives mainly from their erratic, abrupt
behaviour (space, time and goal discontinuities) which is
ONE of the elements in hallucinations as well.



Why is dreaming conducted while we sleep? Probably,
there is something in it which requires what sleep has to
offer: limitation of external, sensory, inputs (especially
visual ones — hence the compensatory strong visual
element in dreams). An artificial environment is sought in
order to maintain this periodical, self-imposed
deprivation, static state and reduction in bodily functions.
In the last 6-7 hours of every sleep session, 40% of the
people wake up. About 40% - possibly the same dreamers
—report that they had a dream in the relevant night. As we
descend into sleep (the hypnagogic state) and as we
emerge from it (the hypnopompic state) — we have visual
dreams. But they are different. It is as though we are
"thinking" these dreams. They have no emotional
correlate, they are transient, undeveloped, abstract and
expressly deal with the day residues. They are the
"garbage collectors", the "sanitation department" of the
brain. Day residues, which clearly do not need to be
processed by dreams — are swept under the carpet of
consciousness (maybe even erased).

Suggestible people dream what they have been instructed
to dream in hypnosis — but not what they have been so
instructed while (partly) awake and under direct
suggestion. This further demonstrates the independence of
the Dream Mechanism. It almost does not react to external
sensory stimuli while in operation. It takes an almost
complete suspension of judgement in order to influence
the contents of dreams.

It would all seem to point at another important feature of
dreams: their economy. Dreams are subject to four
"articles of faith" (which govern all the phenomena of
life):



1. Homeostasis - The preservation of the internal
environment, an equilibrium between (different
but interdependent) elements which make up the
whole.

2. Equilibrium - The maintenance of an internal
environment in balance with an external one.

3. Optimization (also known as efficiency) - The
securing of maximum results with minimum
invested resources and minimum damage to other
resources, not directly used in the process.

4. Parsimony (Occam's razor) - The utilization of a
minimal set of (mostly known) assumptions,
constraints, boundary conditions and initial
conditions in order to achieve maximum
explanatory or modelling power.

In compliance with the above four principles dreams
HAD to resort to visual symbols. The visual is the most
condensed (and efficient) form of packaging information.
"A picture is worth a thousand words" the saying goes and
computer users know that to store images requires more
memory than any other type of data. But dreams have an
unlimited capacity of information processing at their
disposal (the brain at night). In dealing with gigantic
amounts of information, the natural preference (when
processing power is not constrained) would be to use
visuals. Moreover, non-isomorphic, polyvalent forms will
be preferred. In other words: symbols that can be
"mapped" to more than one meaning and those that carry a
host of other associated symbols and meanings with them
will be preferred. Symbols are a form of shorthand. They
haul a great amount of information — most of it stored in



the recipient's brain and provoked by the symbol. This is a
little like the Java applets in modern programming: the
application is divided to small modules, which are stored
in a central computer. The symbols generated by the user's
computer (using the Java programming language)
"provoke" them to surface. The result is a major
simplification of the processing terminal (the net-PC) and
an increase in its cost efficiency.

Both collective symbols and private symbols are used.
The collective symbols (Jung's archetypes?) prevent the
need to re-invent the wheel. They are assumed to
constitute a universal language usable by dreamers
everywhere. The dreaming brain has, therefore, to attend
to and to process only the "semi-private language"
elements. This is less time consuming and the conventions
of a universal language apply to the communication
between the dream and the dreamer.

Even the discontinuities have their reason. A lot of the
information that we absorb and process is either "noise" or
repetitive. This fact is known to the authors of all the file
compression applications in the world. Computer files can
be compressed to one tenth their size without appreciably
losing information. The same principle is applied in speed
reading — skimming the unnecessary bits, getting straight
to the point. The dream employs the same principles: it
skims, it gets straight to the point and from it — to yet
another point. This creates the sensation of being erratic,
of abruptness, of the absence of spatial or temporal logic,
of purposelessness. But this all serves the same purpose:
to succeed to finish the Herculean task of refitting the
model of the Self and of the World in one night.



Thus, the selection of visuals, symbols, and collective
symbols and of the discontinuous mode of presentation,
their preference over alternative methods of representation
is not accidental. This is the most economic and
unambiguous way of representation and, therefore, the
most efficient and the most in compliance with the four
principles. In cultures and societies, where the mass of
information to be processed is less mountainous — these
features are less likely to occur and indeed, they don't.

Excerpts from an Interview about DREAMS - First_
published in Suitel01

Dreams are by far the most mysterious phenomenon in
mental life. On the face of it, dreaming is a colossal waste
of energy and psychic resources. Dreams carry no overt
information content. They bear little resemblance to
reality. They interfere with the most critical biological
maintenance function - with sleep. They don't seem to be
goal oriented, they have no discernible objective. In this
age of technology and precision, efficiency and
optimization - dreams seem to be a somewhat
anachronistically quaint relic of our life in the savannah.
Scientists are people who believe in the aesthetic
preservation of resources. They believe that nature is
intrinsically optimal, parsimonious and "wise". They
dream up symmetries, "laws" of nature, minimalist
theories. They believe that everything has a reason and a
purpose. In their approach to dreams and dreaming,
scientists commit all these sins combined. They
anthropomorphesize nature, they engage in teleological
explanations, they attribute purpose and paths to dreams,
where there might be none. So, they say that dreaming is a
maintenance function (the processing of the preceding
day's experiences) - or that it keeps the sleeping person
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alert and aware of his environment. But no one knows for
sure. We dream, no one knows why. Dreams have
elements in common with dissociation or hallucinations
but they are neither. They employ visuals because this is
the most efficient way of packing and transferring
information. But WHICH information? Freud's
"Interpretation of Dreams" is a mere literary exercise. It is
not a serious scientific work (which does not detract from
its awesome penetration and beauty).

I have lived in Africa, the Middle East, North America,
Western Europe and Eastern Europe. Dreams fulfil
different societal functions and have distinct cultural roles
in each of these civilizations. In Africa, dreams are
perceived to be a mode of communication, as real as the
internet is to us.

Dreams are pipelines through which messages flow: from
the beyond (life after death), from other people (such as
shamans - remember Castaneda), from the collective
(Jung), from reality (this is the closest to Western
interpretation), from the future (precognition), or from
assorted divinities. The distinction between dream states
and reality is very blurred and people act on messages
contained in dreams as they would on any other
information they obtain in their "waking" hours. This state
of affairs is quite the same in the Middle East and Eastern
Europe where dreams constitute an integral and important
part of institutionalized religion and the subject of serious
analyses and contemplation. In North America - the most
narcissistic culture ever - dreams have been construed as
communications WITHIN the dreaming person. Dreams
no longer mediate between the person and his
environment. They are the representation of interactions
between different structures of the "self". Their role is,



therefore, far more limited and their interpretation far
more arbitrary (because it is highly dependent on the
personal circumstances and psychology of the specific
dreamer).

Narcissism IS a dream state. The narcissist is totally
detached from his (human) milieu. Devoid of empathy
and obsessively centred on the procurement of narcissistic
supply (adulation, admiration, etc.) - the narcissist is
unable to regard others as three dimensional beings with
their own needs and rights. This mental picture of
narcissism can easily serve as a good description of the
dream state where other people are mere representations,
or symbols, in a hermeneutically sealed thought system.
Both narcissism and dreaming are AUTISTIC states of
mind with severe cognitive and emotional distortions. By
extension, one can talk about "narcissistic cultures'" as
"dream cultures" doomed to a rude awakening. It is
interesting to note that most narcissists I know from my
correspondence or personally (myself included) have a
very poor dream-life and dreamscape. They remember
nothing of their dreams and are rarely, if ever, motivated
by insights contained in them.

The Internet is the sudden and voluptuous embodiment of
my dreams. It is too good to me to be true - so, in many
ways, it isn't. I think Mankind (at least in the rich,
industrialized countries) is moonstruck. It surfs this
beautiful, white landscape, in suspended disbelief. It holds
it breath. It dares not believe and believes not its hopes.
The Internet has, therefore, become a collective phantasm
- at times a dream, at times a nightmare. Entrepreneurship
involves massive amounts of dreaming and the net is pure
entrepreneurship.
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Drugs, Decriminalization of

The decriminalization of drugs is a tangled issue
involving many separate moral/ethical and practical
strands which can, probably, be summarized thus:

a. Whose body is it anyway? Where do "I" start and
the government begins? What gives the state the
right to intervene in decisions pertaining only to
my self and countervene them?

PRACTICAL:

The government exercises similar "rights" in other
cases (abortion, military conscription, sex)

b. Is the government the optimal moral agent, the
best or the right arbiter, as far as drug abuse is
concerned?

PRACTICAL:

For instance, governments collaborate with the illicit
drug trade when it fits their realpolitik purposes.

c. Is substance abuse a PERSONAL or a SOCIAL
choice? Can one LIMIT the implications,
repercussions and outcomes of one's choices in
general and of the choice to abuse drugs, in
particular? If the drug abuser in effect makes
decisions for others, too - does it justify the
intervention of the state? Is the state the agent of



society, is it the ONLY agent of society and is it
the RIGHT agent of society in the case of drug
abuse?

d. What is the difference (in rigorous philosophical
principle) between legal and illegal substances? Is
it something in the NATURE of the substances? In
the USAGE and what follows? In the structure of
SOCIETY? Is it a moral fashion?

PRACTICAL:

Does scientific research supprt or refute common
myths and ethos regarding drugs and their abuse?
Is scientific research INFLUENCED by the current
anti-drugs crusade and hype? Are certain facts
suppressed and certain subjects left unexplored?

e. Should drugs be decriminalized for certain
purposes (e.g., marijuana and glaucoma)? If so,
where should the line be drawn and by whom?

PRACTICAL:

Recreative drugs sometimes alleviate depression.
Should this use be permitted?



E

Economics, Behavioral Aspects of

""It is impossible to describe any human action if one
does not refer to the meaning the actor sees in the
stimulus as well as in the end his response is aiming at."
Ludwig von Mises

Economics - to the great dismay of economists - is merely
a branch of psychology. It deals with individual behaviour
and with mass behaviour. Many of its practitioners seek to
disguise its nature as a social science by applying complex
mathematics where common sense and direct
experimentation would have yielded far better results. The
outcome is an embarrassing divorce between economic
theory and its subjects.

The economic actor is assumed to be constantly engaged
in the rational pursuit of self interest. This is not a realistic
model - merely a useful (and flattering) approximation.
According to this latter day - rational - version of the
dismal science, people refrain from repeating their
mistakes systematically. They seek to optimize their
preferences. Altruism can be such a preference, as well.

We like to believe that we are rational. Such self-
perception is ego-syntonic. Yet the truth is that many
people are non-rational or only nearly rational in certain
situations. And the definition of "self-interest" as the
pursuit of the fulfillment of preferences is a tautology.



The theory fails to predict important phenomena such as
"strong reciprocity": the propensity to "irrationally"
sacrifice resources to reward forthcoming collaborators
and punish free-riders. It even fails to account for simpler
forms of apparent selflessness, such as reciprocal altruism
(motivated by hopes of reciprocal benevolent treatment in
the future).

Even the authoritative and mainstream 1995 "Handbook
of Experimental Economics", by John Hagel and Alvin
Roth (eds.) admits that people do not behave in
accordance with the predictions of basic economic
theories, such as the standard theory of utility and the
theory of general equilibrium. Irritatingly for economists,
people change their preferences mysteriously and
irrationally. This is called "preference reversals".

Moreover, people's preferences, as evidenced by their
choices and decisions in carefully controlled experiments,
are inconsistent. They tend to lose control of their actions
or procrastinate because they place greater importance
(i.e., greater "weight") on the present and the near future
than on the far future. This makes most people both
irrational and unpredictable.

Either one cannot design an experiment to rigorously and
validly test theorems and conjectures in economics - or

something is very flawed with the intellectual pillars and
models of this field.

Finally, what is rational on the level of the individual
consumer, household, firm, saver, or investor may be
detrimentally irrational as far as the welfare of the
collective goes. The famous "thrift paradox" is a case in
point: in times of crisis, it makes sense to consume less



and save more if you are a household or firm. However,
the good of the economy as a whole requires you to act
irrationally: save less and go on frequent shopping sprees.

Neo-classical economics has failed on several fronts
simultaneously. This multiple failure led to despair and
the re-examination of basic precepts and tenets.

Consider this sample of outstanding issues:

Unlike other economic actors and agents, governments are
accorded a special status and receive special treatment in
economic theory. Government is alternately cast as a
saint, seeking to selflessly maximize social welfare - or as
the villain, seeking to perpetuate and increase its power
ruthlessly, as per public choice theories. Both views are
caricatures of reality. Governments indeed seek to
perpetuate their clout and increase it - but they do so
mostly in order to redistribute income and rarely for self-
enrichment.

Still, government's bad reputation is often justified:

In imperfect or failing systems, a variety of actors and
agents make arbitrage profits, seek rents, and accrue
income derived from "facilitation" and other venally-
rendered services. Not only do these functionaries lack
motivation to improve the dysfunctional system that so
enriches them - they have every reason in the world to
obstruct reform efforts and block fundamental changes
aimed at rendering it more efficient.

Economics also failed until recently to account for the role
of innovation in growth and development. The discipline
often ignored the specific nature of knowledge industries
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(where returns increase rather than diminish and network
effects prevail). Thus, current economic thinking is
woefully inadequate to deal with information monopolies
(such as Microsoft), path dependence, and pervasive
externalities.

Classic cost/benefit analyses fail to tackle very long term
investment horizons (i.e., periods). Their underlying
assumption - the opportunity cost of delayed consumption
- fails when applied beyond the investor's useful economic
life expectancy. People care less about their
grandchildren's future than about their own. This is
because predictions concerned with the far future are
highly uncertain and investors refuse to base current
decisions on fuzzy "what ifs".

This is a problem because many current investments, such
as the fight against global warming, are likely to yield
results only decades hence. There is no effective method
of cost/benefit analysis applicable to such time horizons.

How are consumer choices influenced by advertising and
by pricing? No one seems to have a clear answer.
Advertising is concerned with the dissemination of
information. Yet it is also a signal sent to consumers that a
certain product is useful and qualitative and that the
advertiser's stability, longevity, and profitability are
secure. Advertising communicates a long term
commitment to a winning product by a firm with deep
pockets. This is why patrons react to the level of visual
exposure to advertising - regardless of its content.

Humans may be too multi-dimensional and hyper-
complex to be usefully captured by econometric models.
These either lack predictive powers or lapse into logical



fallacies, such as the "omitted variable bias" or "reverse
causality". The former is concerned with important
variables unaccounted for - the latter with reciprocal
causation, when every cause is also caused by its own
effect.

These are symptoms of an all-pervasive malaise.
Economists are simply not sure what precisely constitutes
their subject matter. Is economics about the construction
and testing of models in accordance with certain basic
assumptions? Or should it revolve around the mining of
data for emerging patterns, rules, and "laws"?

On the one hand, patterns based on limited - or, worse,
non-recurrent - sets of data form a questionable
foundation for any kind of "science". On the other hand,
models based on assumptions are also in doubt because
they are bound to be replaced by new models with new,
hopefully improved, assumptions.

One way around this apparent quagmire is to put human
cognition (i.e., psychology) at the heart of economics.
Assuming that being human is an immutable and
knowable constant - it should be amenable to scientific
treatment. "Prospect theory", "bounded rationality
theories", and the study of "hindsight bias" as well as
other cognitive deficiencies are the outcomes of this
approach.

To qualify as science, economic theory must satisfy the
following cumulative conditions:

a. All-inclusiveness (anamnetic) — It must
encompass, integrate, and incorporate all the facts
known about economic behaviour.



Coherence — It must be chronological, structured
and causal. It must explain, for instance, why a
certain economic policy leads to specific economic
outcomes - and why.

Consistency — It must be self-consistent. Its
sub-"units" cannot contradict one another or go
against the grain of the main "theory". It must also
be consistent with the observed phenomena, both
those related to economics and those pertaining to
non-economic human behaviour. It must
adequately cope with irrationality and cognitive
deficits.

Logical compatibility — It must not violate the
laws of its internal logic and the rules of logic "out
there", in the real world.

Insightfulness — It must cast the familiar in a new
light, mine patterns and rules from big bodies of
data ("data mining"). Its insights must be the
inevitable conclusion of the logic, the language,
and the evolution of the theory.

Aesthetic — Economic theory must be both
plausible and "right", beautiful (aesthetic), not
cumbersome, not awkward, not discontinuous,
smooth, and so on.

Parsimony — The theory must employ a minimum
number of assumptions and entities to explain the
maximum number of observed economic
behaviours.



h. Explanatory Powers — It must explain the
behaviour of economic actors, their decisions, and
why economic events develop the way they do.

i. Predictive (prognostic) Powers — Economic theory
must be able to predict future economic events and
trends as well as the future behaviour of economic
actors.

j. Prescriptive Powers — The theory must yield
policy prescriptions, much like physics yields
technology. Economists must develop "economic
technology" - a set of tools, blueprints, rules of
thumb, and mechanisms with the power to change
the " economic world".

k. Imposing — It must be regarded by society as the
preferable and guiding organizing principle in the
economic sphere of human behaviour.

\.  Elasticity — Economic theory must possess the
intrinsic abilities to self organize, reorganize, give
room to emerging order, accommodate new data
comfortably, and avoid rigid reactions to attacks
from within and from without.

Many current economic theories do not meet these
cumulative criteria and are, thus, merely glorified
narratives.

But meeting the above conditions is not enough. Scientific
theories must also pass the crucial hurdles of testability,
verifiability, refutability, falsifiability, and repeatability.
Yet, many economists go as far as to argue that no



experiments can be designed to test the statements of
economic theories.

It is difficult - perhaps impossible - to test hypotheses in
economics for four reasons.

a. Ethical — Experiments would have to involve
human subjects, ignorant of the reasons for the
experiments and their aims. Sometimes even the
very existence of an experiment will have to
remain a secret (as with double blind
experiments). Some experiments may involve
unpleasant experiences. This is ethically
unacceptable.

b. Design Problems - The design of experiments in
economics is awkward and difficult. Mistakes are
often inevitable, however careful and meticulous
the designer of the experiment is.

c. The Psychological Uncertainty Principle — The
current mental state of a human subject can be
(theoretically) fully known. But the passage of
time and, sometimes, the experiment itself,
influence the subject and alter his or her mental
state - a problem known in economic literature as
"time inconsistencies". The very processes of
measurement and observation influence the subject
and change it.

d. Uniqueness — Experiments in economics,
therefore, tend to be unique. They cannot be
repeated even when the SAME subjects are
involved, simply because no human subject
remains the same for long. Repeating the



experiments with other subjects casts in doubt the
scientific value of the results.

e. The undergeneration of testable hypotheses —
Economic theories do not generate a sufficient
number of hypotheses, which can be subjected to
scientific testing. This has to do with the fabulous
(i.e., storytelling) nature of the discipline.

In a way, economics has an affinity with some private
languages. It is a form of art and, as such, it is self-
sufficient and self-contained. If certain structural, internal
constraints and requirements are met — a statement in
economics is deemed to be true even if it does not satisfy
external (scientific) requirements. Thus, the standard
theory of utility is considered valid in economics despite
overwhelming empirical evidence to the contrary - simply
because it is aesthetic and mathematically convenient.

So, what are economic "theories" good for?

Economic "theories" and narratives offer an organizing
principle, a sense of order, predictability, and justice.
They postulate an inexorable drive toward greater welfare
and utility (i.e., the idea of progress). They render our
chaotic world meaningful and make us feel part of a larger
whole. Economics strives to answer the "why’s" and
"how’s" of our daily life. It is dialogic and prescriptive
(i.e., provides behavioural prescriptions). In certain ways,
it is akin to religion.

In its catechism, the believer (let's say, a politician) asks:
"Why... (and here follows an economic problem or
behaviour)".



The economist answers:

"The situation is like this not because the world is
whimsically cruel, irrational, and arbitrary - but because ...
(and here follows a causal explanation based on an
economic model). If you were to do this or that the
situation is bound to improve".

The believer feels reassured by this explanation and by the
explicit affirmation that there is hope providing he follows
the prescriptions. His belief in the existence of linear
order and justice administered by some supreme,
transcendental principle is restored.

This sense of "law and order" is further enhanced when
the theory yields predictions which come true, either
because they are self-fulfilling or because some real
"law", or pattern, has emerged. Alas, this happens rarely.
As "The Economist" notes gloomily, economists have the
most disheartening record of failed predictions - and
prescriptions.

Economics, Science of

"It is impossible to describe any human action if one does
not refer to the meaning the actor sees in the stimulus as
well as in the end his response is aiming at."

Ludwig von Mises

I. Introduction

Storytelling has been with us since the days of campfire
and besieging wild animals. It served a number of
important functions: amelioration of fears, communication
of vital information (regarding survival tactics and the



characteristics of animals, for instance), the satisfaction of
a sense of order (predictability and justice), the
development of the ability to hypothesize, predict and
introduce theories and so on.

We are all endowed with a sense of wonder. The world
around us in inexplicable, baffling in its diversity and
myriad forms. We experience an urge to organize it, to
"explain the wonder away", to order it so that we know
what to expect next (predict). These are the essentials of
survival. But while we have been successful at imposing
our mind on the outside world — we have been much less
successful when we tried to explain and comprehend our
internal universe and our behaviour.

Economics is not an exact science, nor can it ever be. This
is because its "raw material" (humans and their behaviour
as individuals and en masse) is not exact. It will never
yield natural laws or universal constants (like physics).
Rather, it is a branch of the psychology of masses. It deals
with the decisions humans make. Richard Thaler, the
prominent economist, argues that a model of human
cognition should lie at the heart of every economic theory.
In other words he regards economics to be an extension of

psychology.

II. Philosophical Considerations - The Issue of Mind
(Psychology)

The relationships between the structure and functioning of
our (ephemeral) mind, the structure and modes of
operation of our (physical) bodies and the structure and
conduct of social collectives have been the matter of
heated debate for millennia.



There are those who, for all practical purposes, identify
the mind with its product (mass behaviour). Some of them
postulate the existence of a lattice of preconceived, born,
categorical knowledge about the universe — the vessels
into which we pour our experience and which mould it.
Others have regarded the mind as a black box. While it is
possible in principle to know its input and output, it is
impossible, again in principle, to understand its internal
functioning and management of information.

The other camp is more "scientific" and "positivist". It
speculated that the mind (whether a physical entity, an
epiphenomenon, a non-physical principle of organization,
or the result of introspection) — has a structure and a
limited set of functions. They argue that a "user's manual"
can be composed, replete with engineering and
maintenance instructions. The most prominent of these
"psychodynamists" was, of course, Freud. Though his
disciples (Jung, Adler, Horney, the object-relations lot)
diverged wildly from his initial theories — they all shared
his belief in the need to "scientify" and objectify
psychology. Freud — a medical doctor by profession
(Neurologist) and Josef Breuer before him — came with a
theory regarding the structure of the mind and its
mechanics: (suppressed) energies and (reactive) forces.
Flow charts were provided together with a method of
analysis, a mathematical physics of the mind.

Yet, dismal reality is that psychological theories of the
mind are metaphors of the mind. They are fables and
myths, narratives, stories, hypotheses, conjunctures. They
play (exceedingly) important roles in the
psychotherapeutic setting — but not in the laboratory.
Their form is artistic, not rigorous, not testable, less
structured than theories in the natural sciences. The



language used is polyvalent, rich, effusive, and fuzzy — in
short, metaphorical. They are suffused with value
judgements, preferences, fears, post facto and ad hoc
constructions. None of this has methodological,
systematic, analytic and predictive merits.

Still, the theories in psychology are powerful instruments,
admirable constructs of the mind. As such, they probably
satisfy some needs. Their very existence proves it.

The attainment of peace of mind, for instance, is a need,
which was neglected by Maslow in his famous model.
People often sacrifice material wealth and welfare, forgo
temptations, ignore opportunities and put their lives in
danger — just to reach this bliss of tranquility. There is, in
other words, a preference of inner equilibrium over
homeostasis. It is the fulfilment of this overriding need
that psychological treatment modalities cater to. In this,
they are no different to other collective narratives (myths,
for instance).

But, psychology is desperately trying to link up to reality
and to scientific discipline by employing observation and
measurement and by organizing the results and presenting
them using the language of mathematics (rather,
statistics). This does not atone for its primordial "sin": that
its subject matter (humans) is ever-changing and its
internal states are inaccessible and incommunicable. Still,
it lends an air of credibility and rigorousness to it.

[1I. The Scientific Method

To qualify as science, an economic theory must satisfy the
following conditions:



All-inclusive (anamnetic) — It must encompass,
integrate and incorporate all the facts known.

Coherent — 1t must be chronological, structured
and causal.

Consistent — Self-consistent (its sub-"narratives"
cannot contradict one another or go against the
grain of the main "narrative") and consistent with
the observed phenomena (both those related to the
subject and those pertaining to the rest of the
universe).

Logically compatible — 1t must not violate the laws
of logic both internally (the narrative must abide
by some internally imposed logic) and externally
(the Aristotelian logic which is applicable to the
observable macro world).

Insightful — It must inspire a sense of awe and
astonishment, which is the result of seeing
something familiar in a new light or the result of
seeing a pattern emerging out of a big body of data
("data mining"). The insights must be the
inevitable conclusion of the logic, the language
and of the development of the narrative.

Aesthetic — The narrative must be both plausible
and "right", beautiful (aesthetic), not cumbersome,
not awkward, not discontinuous, smooth and so
on.

Parsimonious — The narrative must employ the
minimum number of assumptions and entities in
order to satisfy all the above conditions.



h. Explanatory — The narrative must explain the
behaviour of economic actors, their decisions, why
events develop the way they do.

i. Predictive (prognostic) — The narrative must
possess the ability to predict future events, the
future behaviour of economic actors and of other
meaningful figures and the inner emotional and
cognitive dynamics of said actors.

j. Prescriptive — With the power to induce change
(whether it is for the better, is a matter of
contemporary value judgements and fashions).

k. Imposing — The narrative must be regarded by
society as the preferable and guiding organizing
principle.

. Elastic — The narrative must possess the intrinsic
abilities to self organize, reorganize, give room to
emerging order, accommodate new data
comfortably, avoid rigidity in its modes of reaction
to attacks from within and from without.

In some of these respects, current economic narratives are
usually theories in disguise. But scientific theories must
satisfy not only most of the above conditions. They must
also pass the crucial hurdles of testability, verifiability,
refutability, falsifiability, and repeatability — all failed by
economic theories. Many economists argue that no
experiments can be designed to test the statements of
economic narratives, to establish their truth-value and,
thus, to convert them to theorems.



There are five reasons to account for this shortcoming -
the inability to test hypotheses in economics:

1. Ethical — Experiments would have to involve
humans. To achieve the necessary result, the
subjects will have to be ignorant of the reasons for
the experiments and their aims. Sometimes even
the very performance of an experiment will have
to remain a secret (double blind experiments).
Some experiments may involve unpleasant
experiences. This is ethically unacceptable.

2. Design Problems - The design of experiments in
economics is awkward and difficult. Mistakes are
often inevitable, however careful and meticulous
the designer of the experiment is.

3. The Psychological Uncertainty Principle — The
current position of a human subject can be
(theoretically) fully known. But the passage of
time and the experiment itself influence the subject
and void this knowledge ("time inconsistencies").
The very processes of measurement and
observation influence the subject and change him.

4. Uniqueness — Experiments in economics,
therefore, tend to be unique and cannot be
replicated elsewhere and at other times even if
they deal with the SAME subjects. The subjects
(the tested humans) are never the same due to the
aforementioned psychological uncertainty
principle. Repeating the experiments with other
subjects adversely affects the scientific value of
the results.



5. The undergeneration of testable hypotheses —
Economics does not generate a sufficient number
of hypotheses, which can be subjected to scientific
testing. This has to do with the fabulous
(=storytelling) nature of the discipline. In a way,
Economics has affinity with some private
languages. It is a form of art and, as such, is self-
sufficient. If structural, internal constraints and
requirements are met — a statement is deemed true
even if it does not satisfy external (scientific)
requirements. Thus, the standard theory of utility
is considered valid in economics despite empirical
evidence to the contrary - simply because it is
aesthetic and mathematically convenient.

So, what are economic narratives good for?

Narratives in economics offer an organizing principle, a
sense of order and ensuing justice, of an inexorable drive
toward well defined (though, perhaps, hidden) goals, the
ubiquity of meaning, being part of a whole. They strive to
answer the "why’s" and "how’s". They are dialogic and
prescriptive (=provide behavioural prescriptions). The
client (let's say, a politician) asks: "Why am I (and here
follows an economic problem or behaviour". Then, the
narrative is spun: "The situation is like this not because
the world is whimsically cruel but because...and if you
were to do this or that the situation is bound to improve".
The client is calmed by the very fact that there is an
explanation to that which until now bothered him, that
there is hope and - providing he follows the prescriptions -
he cannot be held responsible for a possible failure, that
there is who or what to blame (focussing diffused anger is
a very policy instrument) and, that, therefore, his belief in
order, justice and their administration by some supreme,



transcendental principle is restored. This sense of "law
and order" is further enhanced when the narrative yields
predictions which come true (either because they are self-
fulfilling or because some real "law"- really, a pattern -
has been discovered).

IV. Current Problems in Economics

Neo-classical economics has failed on several fronts
simultaneously. This multiple failure led to despair and
the re-examination of basic percepts and tenets:

1. The Treatment of Government

Government was accorded a special status and special
treatment in economic theory (unlike other actors and
agents). It was alternatively cast as a saint (seeking to
selflessly maximize social welfare) - or as the villain
(seeking to perpetuate and increase its power ruthlessly, as
in public choice theories). Both views are caricatures of
reality. Governments do seek to perpetuate and increase
power but they use it mostly to redistribute income and
not for self-enrichment.

Still, government's bad reputation is often justified:

In imperfect or failing systems, a variety of actors and
agents make arbitrage profits, seek rents, and accrue
income derived from "facilitation" and other venally-
rendered services. Not only do these functionaries lack
motivation to improve the dysfunctional system that so
enriches them - they have every reason in the world to
obstruct reform efforts and block fundamental changes
aimed at rendering it more efficient.
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2. Technology and Innovation

Economics failed to account for the role of innovation in
growth and development. It also ignored the specific
nature of knowledge industries (where returns increase
rather than diminish and network effects prevail). Thus,
current economic thinking is woefully inadequate to deal
with information monopolies (such as Microsoft), path
dependence and pervasive externalities.

3. Long Term Investment Horizons

Classic cost/benefit analyses fail to tackle very long term
investment horizons (periods). Their underlying
assumption (the opportunity cost of delayed consumption)
fails beyond the investor's useful economic life
expectancy. Put more plainly: investors care less about
their grandchildren's future than about their own. This is
because predictions concerned with the far future are
highly uncertain and people refuse to base current
decisions on fuzzy "what ifs". This is a problem because
many current investments (example: the fight against
global warming) are likely to yield results only in the
decades ahead. There is no effective method of
cost/benefit analysis applicable to such time horizons.

4. Homo Economicus

The economic actor is assumed to be constantly engaged
in the rational pursuit of self interest. This is not a realistic
model - merely a (useful) approximation. People don't
repeat their mistakes systematically (=rationality in
economics) and they seek to optimize their preferences
(altruism can be such a preference, as well).



Still, many people are non-rational or only nearly rational
in certain situations. And the definition of "self-interest"
as the pursuit of the fulfilment of preferences is a
tautology.

V. Consumer Choices

How are consumer choices influenced by advertising and
by pricing? No one seems to have a clear answer.
Advertising is both the dissemination of information and a
signal sent to consumers that a certain product is useful
and qualitative (otherwise, why would a manufacturer
invest in advertising it)? But experiments show that
consumer choices are influenced by more than these
elements (for instance, by actual visual exposure to
advertising).

VI. Experimental Economics

People do not behave in accordance with the predictions
of basic economic theories (such as the standard theory of
utility and the theory of general equilibrium). They
change their preferences mysteriously and irrationally
("preference reversals"). Moreover, their preferences (as
evidenced by their choices and decisions in experimental
settings) are incompatible with each other. Either
economics is not testable (no experiment to rigorously and
validly test it can be designed) - or something is very
flawed with the intellectual pillars and models of
€conomics.

VII. Time Inconsistencies

People tend to lose control of their actions or procrastinate
because they place greater importance (greater "weight")



on the present and the near future than on the far future.
This makes them both irrational and unpredictable.

VIII. Positivism versus Pragmatism

Should economics be about the construction and testing of
of models, which are consistent with basic assumptions?
Or should it revolve around the mining of data for
emerging patterns (=rules, "laws")? On the one hand,
patterns based on a limited set of data are, by definition,
inconclusive and temporary and, therefore, cannot serve
as a basis for any "science". On the other hand, models
based on assumptions are also temporary because they can
(and are bound to) be replaced by new models with new
(better?) assumptions.

One way around this apparent quagmire is to put human
cognition (=psychology) at the heart of economics.
Assuming that the human is immutable and knowable - it
should be amenable to scientific treatment. "Prospect
theory", "bounded rationality theories" and the study of
"hindsight bias" and other cognitive deficiencies are the
fruits of this approach.

IX. Econometrics

Humans and their world are a multi-dimensional, hyper-
complex universe. Mathematics (statistics, computational
mathematics, information theory, etc.) is ill equipped to
deal with such problems. Econometric models are either
weak and lack predictive powers or fall into the traps of
logical fallacies (such as the "omitted variable bias" or
"reverse causality").



Efficient Market Hypothesis

The authors of a paper published by NBER on March
2000 and titled "The Foundations of Technical Analysis" -
Andrew Lo, Harry Mamaysky, and Jiang Wang - claim
that:

"Technical analysis, also known as 'charting', has been
part of financial practice for many decades, but this
discipline has not received the same level of academic
scrutiny and acceptance as more traditional approaches
such as fundamental analysis.

One of the main obstacles is the highly subjective nature
of technical analysis - the presence of geometric shapes in
historical price charts is often in the eyes of the beholder.
In this paper we offer a systematic and automatic
approach to technical pattern recognition ... and apply the
method to a large number of US stocks from 1962 to
1996..."

And the conclusion:

" ... Over the 31-year sample period, several technical
indicators do provide incremental information and may
have some practical value."

These hopeful inferences are supported by the work of
other scholars, such as Paul Weller of the Finance
Department of the university of lowa. While he admits the
limitations of technical analysis - it is a-theoretic and data
intensive, pattern over-fitting can be a problem, its rules
are often difficult to interpret, and the statistical testing is
cumbersome - he insists that "trading rules are picking up
patterns in the data not accounted for by standard



statistical models" and that the excess returns thus
generated are not simply a risk premium.

Technical analysts have flourished and waned in line with
the stock exchange bubble. They and their multi-colored
charts regularly graced CNBC, the CNN and other
market-driving channels. "The Economist" found that
many successful fund managers have regularly resorted to
technical analysis - including George Soros' Quantum
Hedge fund and Fidelity's Magellan. Technical analysis
may experience a revival now that corporate accounts -
the fundament of fundamental analysis - have been
rendered moot by seemingly inexhaustible scandals.

The field is the progeny of Charles Dow of Dow Jones
fame and the founder of the "Wall Street Journal". He
devised a method to discern cyclical patterns in share
prices. Other sages - such as Elliott - put forth complex
"wave theories". Technical analysts now regularly employ
dozens of geometric configurations in their divinations.

Technical analysis is defined thus in "The Econometrics
of Financial Markets", a 1997 textbook authored by John
Campbell, Andrew Lo, and Craig MacKinlay:

"An approach to investment management based on the
belief that historical price series, trading volume, and
other market statistics exhibit regularities - often ... in the
form of geometric patterns ... that can be profitably
exploited to extrapolate future price movements."

A less fanciful definition may be the one offered by
Edwards and Magee in "Technical Analysis of Stock
Trends":



"The science of recording, usually in graphic form, the
actual history of trading (price changes, volume of
transactions, etc.) in a certain stock or in 'the averages' and
then deducing from that pictured history the probable
future trend."

Fundamental analysis is about the study of key statistics
from the financial statements of firms as well as
background information about the company's products,
business plan, management, industry, the economy, and
the marketplace.

Economists, since the 1960's, sought to rebuff technical
analysis. Markets, they say, are efficient and "walk"
randomly. Prices reflect all the information known to
market players - including all the information pertaining
to the future. Technical analysis has often been compared
to voodoo, alchemy, and astrology - for instance by
Burton Malkiel in his seminal work, "A Random Walk
Down Wall Street".

The paradox is that technicians are more orthodox than
the most devout academic. They adhere to the strong
version of market efficiency. The market is so efficient,
they say, that nothing can be gleaned from fundamental
analysis. All fundamental insights, information, and
analyses are already reflected in the price. This is why one
can deduce future prices from past and present ones.

Jack Schwager, sums it up in his book "Schwager on
Futures: Technical Analysis", quoted by Stockcharts.com:

"One way of viewing it is that markets may witness
extended periods of random fluctuation, interspersed with



shorter periods of nonrandom behavior. The goal of the
chartist is to identify those periods (i.e. major trends)."

Not so, retort the fundamentalists. The fair value of a
security or a market can be derived from available
information using mathematical models - but is rarely
reflected in prices. This is the weak version of the market
efficiency hypothesis.

The mathematically convenient idealization of the
efficient market, though, has been debunked in numerous
studies. These are efficiently summarized in Craig
McKinlay and Andrew Lo's tome "A Non-random Walk
Down Wall Street" published in 1999.

Not all markets are strongly efficient. Most of them sport
weak or "semi-strong" efficiency. In some markets, a
filter model - one that dictates the timing of sales and
purchases - could prove useful. This is especially true
when the equilibrium price of a share - or of the market as
a whole - changes as a result of externalities.

Substantive news, change in management, an oil shock, a
terrorist attack, an accounting scandal, an FDA approval,
a major contract, or a natural, or man-made disaster - all
cause share prices and market indices to break the
boundaries of the price band that they have occupied.
Technical analysts identify these boundaries and trace
breakthroughs and their outcomes in terms of prices.

Technical analysis may be nothing more than a self-
fulfilling prophecy, though. The more devotees it has, the
stronger it affects the shares or markets it analyses.
Investors move in herds and are inclined to seek patterns
in the often bewildering marketplace. As opposed to the



assumptions underlying the classic theory of portfolio
analysis - investors do remember past prices. They
hesitate before they cross certain numerical thresholds.

But this herd mentality is also the Achilles heel of
technical analysis. If everyone were to follow its guidance
- it would have been rendered useless. If everyone were to
buy and sell at the same time - based on the same
technical advice - price advantages would have been
arbitraged away instantaneously. Technical analysis is
about privileged information to the privileged few -
though not too few, lest prices are not swayed.

Studies cited in Edwin Elton and Martin Gruber's
"Modern Portfolio Theory and Investment Analysis" and
elsewhere show that a filter model - trading with technical
analysis - is preferable to a "buy and hold" strategy but
inferior to trading at random. Trading against
recommendations issued by a technical analysis model
and with them - yielded the same results. Fama-Blum
discovered that the advantage proffered by such models is
identical to transaction costs.

The proponents of technical analysis claim that rather than
forming investor psychology - it reflects their risk
aversion at different price levels. Moreover, the borders
between the two forms of analysis - technical and
fundamental - are less sharply demarcated nowadays.
"Fundamentalists" insert past prices and volume data in
their models - and "technicians" incorporate arcana such
as the dividend stream and past earnings in theirs.

It is not clear why should fundamental analysis be
considered superior to its technical alternative. If prices
incorporate all the information known and reflect it -



predicting future prices would be impossible regardless of
the method employed. Conversely, if prices do not reflect
all the information available, then surely investor
psychology is as important a factor as the firm's - now oft-
discredited - financial statements?

Prices, after all, are the outcome of numerous interactions
among market participants, their greed, fears, hopes,
expectations, and risk aversion. Surely studying this
emotional and cognitive landscape is as crucial as figuring
the effects of cuts in interest rates or a change of CEO?

Still, even if we accept the rigorous version of market
efficiency - i.e., as Aswath Damodaran of the Stern
Business School at NYU puts it, that market prices are
"unbiased estimates of the true value of investments" -
prices do react to new information - and, more
importantly, to anticipated information. It takes them time
to do so. Their reaction constitutes a trend and identifying
this trend at its inception can generate excess yields. On
this both fundamental and technical analysis are agreed.

Moreover, markets often over-react: they undershoot or
overshoot the "true and fair value". Fundamental analysis
calls this oversold and overbought markets. The
correction back to equilibrium prices sometimes takes
years. A savvy trader can profit from such market failures
and excesses.

As quality information becomes ubiquitous and
instantaneous, research issued by investment banks
discredited, privileged access to information by analysts
prohibited, derivatives proliferate, individual participation
in the stock market increases, and transaction costs turn



negligible - a major rethink of our antiquated financial
models is called for.

The maverick Andrew Lo, a professor of finance at the
Sloan School of Management at MIT, summed up the lure
of technical analysis in lyric terms in an interview he gave
to Traders.com's "Technical Analysis of Stocks and
Commodities", quoted by Arthur Hill in Stockcharts.com:

"The more creativity you bring to the investment process,
the more rewarding it will be. The only way to maintain
ongoing success, however, is to constantly innovate.
That's much the same in all endeavors. The only way to
continue making money, to continue growing and keeping
your profit margins healthy, is to constantly come up with
new ideas."

In American novels, well into the 1950's, one finds
protagonists using the future stream of dividends
emanating from their share holdings to send their kids to
college or as collateral. Yet, dividends seemed to have
gone the way of the Hula-Hoop. Few companies distribute
erratic and ever-declining dividends. The vast majority
don't bother. The unfavorable tax treatment of distributed
profits may have been the cause.

The dwindling of dividends has implications which are
nothing short of revolutionary. Most of the financial
theories we use to determine the value of shares were
developed in the 1950's and 1960's, when dividends were
in vogue. They invariably relied on a few implicit and
explicit assumptions:

1. That the fair "value" of a share is closely
correlated to its market price;



2. That price movements are mostly random, though
somehow related to the aforementioned "value" of
the share. In other words, the price of a security is
supposed to converge with its fair "value" in the
long term;

3. That the fair value responds to new information
about the firm and reflects it - though how
efficiently is debatable. The strong efficiency
market hypothesis assumes that new information is
fully incorporated in prices instantaneously.

But how is the fair value to be determined?

A discount rate is applied to the stream of all future
income from the share - i.e., its dividends. What should
this rate be is sometimes hotly disputed - but usually it is
the coupon of "riskless" securities, such as treasury bonds.
But since few companies distribute dividends -
theoreticians and analysts are increasingly forced to deal
with "expected" dividends rather than "paid out" or actual
ones.

The best proxy for expected dividends is net earnings. The
higher the earnings - the likelier and the higher the
dividends. Thus, in a subtle cognitive dissonance, retained
earnings - often plundered by rapacious managers - came
to be regarded as some kind of deferred dividends.

The rationale is that retained earnings, once re-invested,
generate additional earnings. Such a virtuous cycle
increases the likelihood and size of future dividends. Even
undistributed earnings, goes the refrain, provide a rate of
return, or a yield - known as the earnings yield. The



original meaning of the word "yield" - income realized by
an investor - was undermined by this Newspeak.

Why was this oxymoron - the "earnings yield" -
perpetuated?

According to all current theories of finance, in the absence
of dividends - shares are worthless. The value of an
investor's holdings is determined by the income he stands
to receive from them. No income - no value. Of course, an
investor can always sell his holdings to other investors
and realize capital gains (or losses). But capital gains -
though also driven by earnings hype - do not feature in
financial models of stock valuation.

Faced with a dearth of dividends, market participants -
and especially Wall Street firms - could obviously not live
with the ensuing zero valuation of securities. They
resorted to substituting future dividends - the outcome of
capital accumulation and re-investment - for present ones.
The myth was born.

Thus, financial market theories starkly contrast with
market realities.

No one buys shares because he expects to collect an
uninterrupted and equiponderant stream of future income
in the form of dividends. Even the most gullible novice
knows that dividends are a mere apologue, a relic of the
past. So why do investors buy shares? Because they hope
to sell them to other investors later at a higher price.

While past investors looked to dividends to realize income
from their shareholdings - present investors are more into
capital gains. The market price of a share reflects its



discounted expected capital gains, the discount rate being
its volatility. It has little to do with its discounted future
stream of dividends, as current financial theories teach us.

But, if so, why the volatility in share prices, i.e., why are
share prices distributed? Surely, since, in liquid markets,
there are always buyers - the price should stabilize around
an equilibrium point.

It would seem that share prices incorporate expectations
regarding the availability of willing and able buyers, i.e.,
of investors with sufficient liquidity. Such expectations
are influenced by the price level - it is more difficult to
find buyers at higher prices - by the general market
sentiment, and by externalities and new information,
including new information about earnings.

The capital gain anticipated by a rational investor takes
into consideration both the expected discounted earnings
of the firm and market volatility - the latter being a
measure of the expected distribution of willing and able
buyers at any given price. Still, if earnings are retained
and not transmitted to the investor as dividends - why
should they affect the price of the share, i.e., why should
they alter the capital gain?

Earnings serve merely as a yardstick, a calibrator, a
benchmark figure. Capital gains are, by definition, an
increase in the market price of a security. Such an increase
is more often than not correlated with the future stream of
income to the firm - though not necessarily to the
shareholder. Correlation does not always imply causation.
Stronger earnings may not be the cause of the increase in
the share price and the resulting capital gain. But



whatever the relationship, there is no doubt that earnings
are a good proxy to capital gains.

Hence investors' obsession with earnings figures. Higher
earnings rarely translate into higher dividends. But
earnings - if not fiddled - are an excellent predictor of the
future value of the firm and, thus, of expected capital
gains. Higher earnings and a higher market valuation of
the firm make investors more willing to purchase the
stock at a higher price - i.e., to pay a premium which
translates into capital gains.

The fundamental determinant of future income from share
holding was replaced by the expected value of share-
ownership. It is a shift from an efficient market - where all
new information is instantaneously available to all rational
investors and is immediately incorporated in the price of
the share - to an inefficient market where the most critical
information is elusive: how many investors are willing
and able to buy the share at a given price at a given
moment.

A market driven by streams of income from holding
securities is "open". It reacts efficiently to new
information. But it is also "closed" because it is a zero
sum game. One investor's gain is another's loss. The
distribution of gains and losses in the long term is pretty
even, i.e., random. The price level revolves around an
anchor, supposedly the fair value.

A market driven by expected capital gains is also "open"
in a way because, much like less reputable pyramid
schemes, it depends on new capital and new investors. As
long as new money keeps pouring in, capital gains



expectations are maintained - though not necessarily
realized.

But the amount of new money is finite and, in this sense,
this kind of market is essentially a "closed" one. When
sources of funding are exhausted, the bubble bursts and
prices decline precipitously. This is commonly described
as an "asset bubble".

This is why current investment portfolio models (like
CAPM) are unlikely to work. Both shares and markets
move in tandem (contagion) because they are exclusively
swayed by the availability of future buyers at given prices.
This renders diversification inefficacious. As long as
considerations of "expected liquidity" do not constitute an
explicit part of income-based models, the market will
render them increasingly irrelevant.

APPENDIX: Introduction to the book "Facts and
Fictions in the Securities Industry' (2009)

The securities industry worldwide is constructed upon the
quicksand of self-delusion and socially-acceptable
confabulations. These serve to hold together players and
agents whose interests are both disparate and
diametrically opposed. In the long run, the securities
markets are zero-sum games and the only possible
outcome is win-lose.

The first "dirty secret" is that a firm's market
capitalization often stands in inverse proportion to its
value and valuation (as measured by an objective, neutral,
disinterested party). This is true especially when agents

(management) are not also principals (owners).
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Owing to its compensation structure, invariably tied to the
firms' market capitalization, management strives to
maximize the former by manipulating the latter. Very
often, the only way to affect the firm's market
capitalization in the short-term is to sacrifice the firm's
interests and, therefore, its value in the medium to long-
term (for instance, by doling out bonuses even as the firm
is dying; by speculating on leverage; and by cooking the
books).

The second open secret is that all modern financial
markets are Ponzi (pyramid) schemes. The only viable
exit strategy is by dumping one's holdings on future
entrants. Fresh cash flows are crucial to sustaining ever
increasing prices. Once these dry up, markets collapse in a
heap.

Thus, the market prices of shares and, to a lesser extent
debt instruments (especially corporate ones) are
determined by three cash flows:

(1) The firm's future cash flows (incorporated into
valuation models, such as the CAPM or FAR)

(i1) Future cash flows in securities markets (i.e., the ebb
and flow of new entrants)

(i11) The present cash flows of current market participants

The confluence of these three cash streams translates into
what we call "volatility" and reflects the risks inherent in
the security itself (the firm's idiosyncratic risk) and the
hazards of the market (known as alpha and beta
coefficients).
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In sum, stocks and share certificates do not represent
ownership of the issuing enterprise at all. This is a myth, a
convenient piece of fiction intended to pacify losers and
lure "new blood" into the arena. Shareholders' claims on
the firm's assets in cases of insolvency, bankruptcy, or
liquidation are of inferior, or subordinate nature.

Stocks are shares are merely options (gambles) on the
three cash flows enumerated above. Their prices wax and
wane in accordance with expectations regarding the future
net present values of these flows. Once the music stops,
they are worth little.

Empathy

"If I am a thinking being, I must regard life other than
my own with equal reverence, for I shall know that it
longs for fullness and development as deeply as I do
myself. Therefore, I see that evil is what annihilates,
hampers, or hinders life.. Goodness, by the same token,
is the saving or helping of life, the enabling of whatever
life I can to attain its highest development."”

Albert Schweitzer, "Philosophy of Civilization," 1923

Normal people use a variety of abstract concepts and
psychological constructs to relate to other persons.
Emotions are such modes of inter-relatedness. Narcissists
and psychopaths are different. Their "equipment" is
lacking. They understand only one language: self-
interest. Their inner dialog and private language revolve
around the constant measurement of utility. They regard
others as mere objects, instruments of gratification, and
representations of functions.
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This deficiency renders the narcissist and psychopath rigid
and socially dysfunctional. They don't bond - they become
dependent (on narcissistic supply, on drugs, on adrenaline
rushes). They seek pleasure by manipulating their dearest
and nearest or even by destroying them, the way a

child interacts with his toys. Like autists, they fail to grasp
cues: their interlocutor's body language, the subtleties of
speech, or social etiquette.

Narcissists and psychopaths lack empathy. It is safe to say
that the same applies to patients with other personality
disorders, notably the Schizoid, Paranoid, Borderline,
Avoidant, and Schizotypal.

Empathy lubricates the wheels of interpersonal

relationships. The Encyclopaedia Britannica (1999
edition) defines empathy as:

""The ability to imagine oneself in anther's place and
understand the other's feelings, desires, ideas, and
actions. It is a term coined in the early 20th century,
equivalent to the German Einfiihlung and modelled on
"sympathy." The term is used with special (but not
exclusive) reference to aesthetic experience. The most
obvious example, perhaps, is that of the actor or singer
who genuinely feels the part he is performing. With
other works of art, a spectator may, by a kind of
introjection, feel himself involved in what he observes or
contemplates. The use of empathy is an important part
of the counselling technique developed by the American
psychologist Carl Rogers."

This is how empathy is defined in "Psychology - An
Introduction" (Ninth Edition) by Charles G. Morris,
Prentice Hall, 1996:
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""Closely related to the ability to read other people's
emotions is empathy - the arousal of an emotion in an
observer that is a vicarious response to the other
person's situation... Empathy depends not only on one's
ability to identify someone else's emotions but also on
one's capacity to put oneself in the other person's place
and to experience an appropriate emotional response.
Just as sensitivity to non-verbal cues increases with age,
so does empathy: The cognitive and perceptual abilities
required for empathy develop only as a child matures...

(page 442)

In empathy training, for example, each member of the
couple is taught to share inner feelings and to listen to
and understand the partner's feelings before responding
to them. The empathy technique focuses the couple's
attention on feelings and requires that they spend more
time listening and less time in rebuttal.” (page 576).

Empathy is the cornerstone of morality.

The Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1999 Edition:

"Empathy and other forms of social awareness are
important in the development of a moral sense. Morality
embraces a person's beliefs about the appropriateness or
goodness of what he does, thinks, or feels... Childhood is
... the time at which moral standards begin to develop in
a process that often extends well into adulthood. The
American psychologist Lawrence Kohlberg hypothesized
that people's development of moral standards passes
through stages that can be grouped into three moral
levels...
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At the third level, that of postconventional moral
reasoning, the adult bases his moral standards on
principles that he himself has evaluated and that he
accepts as inherently valid, regardless of society's
opinion. He is aware of the arbitrary, subjective nature
of social standards and rules, which he regards as
relative rather than absolute in authority.

Thus the bases for justifying moral standards pass from
avoidance of punishment to avoidance of adult
disapproval and rejection to avoidance of internal guilt
and self-recrimination. The person's moral reasoning
also moves toward increasingly greater social scope (i.e.,
including more people and institutions) and greater
abstraction (i.e., from reasoning about physical events
such as pain or pleasure to reasoning about values,
rights, and implicit contracts)."

"... Others have argued that because even rather young
children are capable of showing empathy with the pain
of others, the inhibition of aggressive behaviour arises
from this moral affect rather than from the mere
anticipation of punishment. Some scientists have found
that children differ in their individual capacity for
empathy, and, therefore, some children are more
sensitive to moral prohibitions than others.

Young children's growing awareness of their own
emotional states, characteristics, and abilities leads to
empathy--i.e., the ability to appreciate the feelings and
perspectives of others. Empathy and other forms of
social awareness are in turn important in the
development of a moral sense... Another important
aspect of children's emotional development is the
formation of their self-concept, or identity--i.e., their



sense of who they are and what their relation to other
people is.

According to Lipps's concept of empathy, a person
appreciates another person’s reaction by a projection of
the self into the other. In his Asthetik, 2 vol. (1903-06;
'Aesthetics’), he made all appreciation of art dependent
upon a similar self-projection into the object.”

Empathy - Social Conditioning or Instinct?

This may well be the key. Empathy has little to do with
the person with whom we empathize (the empathee).

It may simply be the result of conditioning and
socialization. In other words, when we hurt someone, we
don't experience his or her pain. We experience OUR
pain. Hurting somebody - hurts US. The reaction of pain
is provoked in US by OUR own actions. We have been
taught a learned response: to feel pain when we hurt
someone.

We attribute feelings, sensations and experiences to the
object of our actions. It is the psychological defence
mechanism of projection. Unable to conceive of inflicting
pain upon ourselves - we displace the source. It is the
other's pain that we are feeling, we keep telling ourselves,
not our own.

Additionally, we have been taught to feel responsible for
our fellow beings (guilt). So, we also experience pain
whenever another person claims to be anguished. We feel
guilty owing to his or her condition, we feel

somehow accountable even if we had nothing to do with
the whole affair.



In sum, to use the example of pain:

When we see someone hurting, we experience pain for
two reasons:

1. Because we feel guilty or somehow responsible for his
or her condition

2. It is a learned response: we experience our own pain
and project it on the empathee.

We communicate our reaction to the other person and
agree that we both share the same feeling (of being hurt,
of being in pain, in our example). This unwritten and
unspoken agreement is what we call empathy.

The Encyclopaedia Britannica:

""Perhaps the most important aspect of children's
emotional development is a growing awareness of their
own emotional states and the ability to discern and
interpret the emotions of others. The last half of the
second year is a time when children start becoming
aware of their own emotional states, characteristics,
abilities, and potential for action; this phenomenon is
called self-awareness... (coupled with strong narcissistic
behaviours and traits - SV)...

This growing awareness of and ability to recall one's
own emotional states leads to empathy, or the ability to
appreciate the feelings and perceptions of others. Young
children's dawning awareness of their own potential for
action inspires them to try to direct (or otherwise affect)
the behaviour of others...
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... With age, children acquire the ability to understand
the perspective, or point of view, of other people, a
development that is closely linked with the empathic
sharing of others' emotions...

One major factor underlying these changes is the child's
increasing cognitive sophistication. For example, in
order to feel the emotion of guilt, a child must
appreciate the fact that he could have inhibited a
particular action of his that violated a moral standard.
The awareness that one can impose a restraint on one's
own behaviour requires a certain level of cognitive
maturation, and, therefore, the emotion of guilt cannot
appear until that competence is attained."

Still, empathy may be an instinctual REACTION to
external stimuli that is fully contained within the
empathor and then projected onto the empathee. This is
clearly demonstrated by "inborn empathy". It is the ability
to exhibit empathy and altruistic behaviour in response to
facial expressions. Newborns react this way to their
mother's facial expression of sadness or distress.

This serves to prove that empathy has very little to do
with the feelings, experiences or sensations of the other
(the empathee). Surely, the infant has no idea what it is
like to feel sad and definitely not what it is like for his
mother to feel sad. In this case, it is a complex reflexive
reaction. Later on, empathy is still rather reflexive, the
result of conditioning.

The Encyclopaedia Britannica quotes some fascinating
research that support the model I propose:
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""An extensive series of studies indicated that positive
emotion feelings enhance empathy and altruism. It was
shown by the American psychologist Alice M. Isen that
relatively small favours or bits of good luck (like finding
money in a coin telephone or getting an unexpected gift)
induced positive emotion in people and that such
emotion regularly increased the subjects’ inclination to
sympathize or provide help.

Several studies have demonstrated that positive emotion
facilitates creative problem solving. One of these studies
showed that positive emotion enabled subjects to name
more uses for common objects. Another showed that
positive emotion enhanced creative problem solving by
enabling subjects to see relations among objects (and
other people - SV) that would otherwise go unnoticed. A
number of studies have demonstrated the beneficial
effects of positive emotion on thinking, memory, and
action in pre-school and older children."

If empathy increases with positive emotion, then it has
little to do with the empathee (the recipient or object of
empathy) and everything to do with the empathor (the
person who does the empathizing).

Cold Empathy vs. Warm Empathy

Contrary to widely held views, Narcissists and
Psychopaths may actually possess empathy. They may
even be hyper-empathic, attuned to the minutest signals
emitted by their victims and endowed with a penetrating
"X-ray vision". They tend to abuse their empathic skills
by employing them exclusively for personal gain, the
extraction of narcissistic supply, or in the pursuit of
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antisocial and sadistic goals. They regard their ability to
empathize as another weapon in their arsenal.

I suggest to label the narcissistic psychopath's version of
empathy: "cold empathy", akin to the "cold emotions"
felt by psychopaths. The cognitive element of empathy is
there, but not so its emotional correlate. It is,
consequently, a barren, cold, and cerebral kind of
intrusive gaze, devoid of compassion and a feeling of
affinity with one's fellow humans.

Empathy is predicated upon and must, therefore,
incorporate the following elements:

a. Imagination which is dependent on the ability to
imagine;

b. The existence of an accessible Self (self-awareness
or self-consciousness);

c. The existence of an available other (other-
awareness, recognizing the outside world);

d. The existence of accessible feelings, desires, ideas
and representations of actions or their outcomes
both in the empathizing Self ("Empathor") and in
the Other, the object of empathy ("Empathee");

e. The availability of an aesthetic frame of reference;

f. The availability of a moral frame of reference.

While (a) is presumed to be universally available to all
agents (though in varying degrees) - the existence of the
other components of empathy should not be taken for
granted.

Conditions (b) and (c), for instance, are not satisfied by
people who suffer from personality disorders, such as the
Narcissistic Personality Disorder. Condition (d) is not met
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in autistic people (e.g., those who suffer from Asperger's
Disorder). Condition (e) is so totally dependent on the
specifics of the culture, period and society in which it
exists - that it is rather meaningless and ambiguous as a
yardstick. Condition (f) suffer from both afflictions: it is
both culture-dependent AND is not satisfied in many
people (such as those who suffer from the Antisocial
Personality Disorder and who are devoid of any
conscience or moral sense).

Thus, the very existence of empathy should be questioned.
It is often confused with inter-subjectivity. The latter is
defined thus by ""The Oxford Companion to Philosophy,
1995":

"This term refers to the status of being somehow
accessible to at least two (usually all, in principle) minds
or 'subjectivities'. It thus implies that there is some sort
of communication between those minds; which in turn
implies that each communicating minds aware not only
of the existence of the other but also of its intention to
convey information to the other. The idea, for theorists,
is that if subjective processes can be brought into
agreement, then perhaps that is as good as the
(unattainable?) status of being objective - completely
independent of subjectivity. The question facing such
theorists is whether intersubjectivity is definable without
presupposing an objective environment in which
communication takes place (the 'wiring' from subject A
to subject B). At a less fundamental level, however, the
need for intersubjective verification of scientific
hypotheses has been long recognized". (page 414).

On the face of it, the difference between intersubjectivity
and empathy is double:
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a. Intersubjectivity requires an EXPLICIT,
communicated agreement between at least two
subjects.

b. It involves EXTERNAL things (so called
"objective" entities).

These "differences" are artificial.

Thus empathy does require the communication of feelings
AND an agreement on the appropriate outcome of the
communicated emotions (=affective agreement). In the
absence of such agreement, we are faced with
inappropriate affect (laughing at a funeral, for instance).

Moreover, empathy does relate to external objects and is
provoked by them. There is no empathy in the absence of
an empathee. Granted, intersubjectivity is intuitively
applied to the inanimate while empathy is applied to the
living (animals, humans, even plants). But this is a
difference in human preferences - not in definition.

Empathy can, thus, be re-defined as a form of
intersubjectivity which involves living things as "objects"
to which the communicated intersubjective agreement
relates. It is wrong to limit our understanding of empathy
to the communication of emotion. Rather, it is the
intersubjective, concomitant experience of BEING. The
empathor empathizes not only with the empathee's
emotions but also with his physical state and other
parameters of existence (pain, hunger, thirst, suffocation,
sexual pleasure etc.).

This leads to the important (and perhaps intractable)
psychophysical question.
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Intersubjectivity relates to external objects but the subjects
communicate and reach an agreement regarding the way
THEY have been affected by the objects.

Empathy relates to external objects (Others) but the
subjects communicate and reach an agreement regarding
the way THEY would have felt had they BEEN the object.

This is no minor difference, if it, indeed, exists. But does
it really exist?

What is it that we feel in empathy? Do we feel OUR
emotions/sensations, provoked by an external trigger
(classic intersubjectivity) or do we experience a
TRANSFER of the object's feelings/sensations to us?

Such a transfer being physically impossible (as far as we
know) - we are forced to adopt the former model.
Empathy is the set of reactions - emotional and cognitive -
to being triggered by an external object (the Other). It is
the equivalent of resonance in the physical sciences. But
we have NO WAY of ascertaining that the "wavelength"
of such resonance is identical in both subjects.

In other words, we have no way to verify that the feelings
or sensations invoked in the two (or more) subjects are the
same. What I call "sadness" may not be what you call
"sadness". Colours, for instance, have unique, uniform,
independently measurable properties (their energy). Even
s0, no one can prove that what I see as "red" is what
another person (perhaps a Daltonist) would call "red". If
this is true where "objective", measurable, phenomena,
like colors, are concerned - it is infinitely more true in the
case of emotions or feelings.



We are, therefore, forced to refine our definition:

Empathy is a form of intersubjectivity which involves
living things as "objects" to which the communicated
intersubjective agreement relates. It is the
intersubjective, concomitant experience of BEING. The
empathor empathizes not only with the empathee's
emotions but also with his physical state and other
parameters of existence (pain, hunger, thirst,
suffocation, sexual pleasure etc.).

BUT

The meaning attributed to the words used by the parties to
the intersubjective agreement known as empathy is totally
dependent upon each party. The same words are used, the
same denotates - but it cannot be proven that the same
connotates, the same experiences, emotions and
sensations are being discussed or communicated.

Language (and, by extension, art and culture) serve to
introduce us to other points of view ("what is it like to be
someone else" to paraphrase Thomas Nagle). By
providing a bridge between the subjective (inner
experience) and the objective (words, images, sounds),
language facilitates social exchange and interaction. It is a
dictionary which translates one's subjective private
language to the coin of the public medium. Knowledge
and language are, thus, the ultimate social glue, though
both are based on approximations and guesses (see
George Steiner's "After Babel").

But, whereas the intersubjective agreement regarding
measurements and observations concerning external
objects IS verifiable or falsifiable using INDEPENDENT



tools (e.g., lab experiments) - the intersubjective
agreement which concerns itself with the emotions,
sensations and experiences of subjects as communicated
by them IS NOT verifiable or falsifiable using
INDEPENDENT tools. The interpretation of this second
kind of agreement is dependent upon introspection and an
assumption that identical words used by different subjects
still possess identical meaning. This assumption is not
falsifiable (or verifiable). It is neither true nor false. It is a
probabilistic statement, but without a probability
distribution. It is, in short, a meaningless statement. As a
result, empathy itself is meaningless.

In human-speak, if you say that you are sad and I
empathize with you it means that we have an agreement. |
regard you as my object. You communicate to me a
property of yours ("sadness"). This triggers in me a
recollection of "what is sadness" or "what is to be sad". |
say that I know what you mean, I have been sad before, |
know what it is like to be sad. I empathize with you. We
agree about being sad. We have an intersubjective
agreement.

Alas, such an agreement is meaningless. We cannot (yet)
measure sadness, quantify it, crystallize it, access it in any
way from the outside. We are totally and absolutely
reliant on your introspection and on my introspection.
There is no way anyone can prove that my "sadness" is
even remotely similar to your sadness. I may be feeling or
experiencing something that you might find hilarious and
not sad at all. Still, I call it "sadness" and I empathize with
you.

This would not have been that grave if empathy hadn't
been the cornerstone of morality.



But, if moral reasoning is based on introspection and
empathy - it is, indeed, dangerously relative and not
objective in any known sense of the word. Empathy is a
unique agreement on the emotional and experiential
content of two or more introspective processes in two or
more subjective. Such an agreement can never have any
meaning, even as far as the parties to it are concerned.
They can never be sure that they are discussing the same
emotions or experiences. There is no way to compare,
measure, observe, falsify or verify (prove) that the "same"
emotion is experienced identically by the parties to the
empathy agreement. Empathy is meaningless and
introspection involves a private language despite what
Wittgenstein had to say. Morality is thus reduced to a set
of meaningless private languages.

The Encyclopaedia Britannica:

"... Others have argued that because even rather young
children are capable of showing empathy with the pain
of others, the inhibition of aggressive behaviour arises
from this moral affect rather than from the mere
anticipation of punishment. Some scientists have found
that children differ in their individual capacity for
empathy, and, therefore, some children are more
sensitive to moral prohibitions than others.

Young children's growing awareness of their own
emotional states, characteristics, and abilities leads to
empathy--i.e., the ability to appreciate the feelings and
perspectives of others. Empathy and other forms of
social awareness are in turn important in the
development of a moral sense... Another important
aspect of children's emotional development is the
formation of their self-concept, or identity--i.e., their
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sense of who they are and what their relation to other
people is.

According to Lipps's concept of empathy, a person
appreciates another person’s reaction by a projection of
the self into the other. In his Asthetik, 2 vol. (1903-06;
'Aesthetics’), he made all appreciation of art dependent
upon a similar self-projection into the object.”

This may well be the key. Empathy has little to do with
the other person (the empathee). It is simply the result of
conditioning and socialization. In other words, when we
hurt someone - we don't experience his pain. We
experience OUR pain. Hurting somebody - hurts US. The
reaction of pain is provoked in US by OUR own actions.
We have been taught a learned response of feeling pain
when we inflict it upon another. But we have also been
taught to feel responsible for our fellow beings (guilt). So,
we experience pain whenever another person claims to
experience it as well. We feel guilty.

In sum:

To use the example of pain, we experience it in tandem
with another person because we feel guilty or somehow
responsible for his condition. A learned reaction is
activated and we experience (our kind of) pain as well.
We communicate it to the other person and an agreement
of empathy is struck between us.

We attribute feelings, sensations and experiences to the
object of our actions. It is the psychological defence
mechanism of projection. Unable to conceive of inflicting
pain upon ourselves - we displace the source. It is the



other's pain that we are feeling, we keep telling ourselves,
not our own.

That empathy is a REACTION to external stimuli that is
fully contained within the empathor and then projected
onto the empathee is clearly demonstrated by "inborn
empathy". It is the ability to exhibit empathy and altruistic
behaviour in response to facial expressions. Newborns
react this way to their mother's facial expression of
sadness or distress.

This serves to prove that empathy has very little to do
with the feelings, experiences or sensations of the other
(the empathee). Surely, the infant has no idea what it is
like to feel sad and definitely not what it is like for his
mother to feel sad. In this case, it is a complex reflexive
reaction. Later on, empathy is still rather reflexive, the
result of conditioning.

The Encyclopaedia Britannica quotes fascinating
research which dramatically proves the object-
independent nature of empathy. Empathy is an internal
reaction, an internal process, triggered by external cue
provided by animate objects. It is communicated to the
empathee-other by the empathor but the communication
and the resulting agreement ("I know how you feel
therefore we agree on how you feel") is rendered
meaningless by the absence of a monovalent,
unambiguous dictionary.

If empathy increases with positive emotion (a result of
good luck, for instance) - then it has little to do with its
objects and a lot to do with the person in whom it is
provoked.
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ADDENDUM - Interview granted to the National Post,
Toronto, Canada, July 2003

Q. How important is empathy to proper psychological
functioning?

A. Empathy 1s more important socially than it is
psychologically. The absence of empathy - for instance in
the Narcissistic and Antisocial personality disorders -
predisposes people to exploit and abuse others. Empathy
is the bedrock of our sense of morality. Arguably,
aggressive behavior is as inhibited by empathy at least as
much as it is by anticipated punishment.

But the existence of empathy in a person is also a sign of
self-awareness, a healthy identity, a well-regulated sense
of self-worth, and self-love (in the positive sense). Its
absence denotes emotional and cognitive immaturity, an
inability to love, to truly relate to others, to respect their
boundaries and accept their needs, feelings, hopes, fears,
choices, and preferences as autonomous entities.

Q. How is empathy developed?

A. It may be innate. Even toddlers seem to empathize with
the pain - or happiness - of others (such as their
caregivers). Empathy increases as the child forms a self-
concept (identity). The more aware the infant is of his or
her emotional states, the more he explores his limitations
and capabilities - the more prone he is to projecting this
new found knowledge unto others. By attributing to
people around him his new gained insights about himself,
the child develop a moral sense and inhibits his anti-social
impulses. The development of empathy is, therefore, a
part of the process of socialization.
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But, as the American psychologist Carl Rogers taught us,
empathy is also learned and inculcated. We are coached to
feel guilt and pain when we inflict suffering on another
person. Empathy is an attempt to avoid our own self-
imposed agony by projecting it onto another.

Q. Is there an increasing dearth of empathy in society
today? Why do you think so?

A. The social institutions that reified, propagated and
administered empathy have imploded. The nuclear family,
the closely-knit extended clan, the village, the
neighborhood, the Church- have all unraveled. Society is
atomized and anomic. The resulting alienation fostered a
wave of antisocial behavior, both criminal and
"legitimate". The survival value of empathy is on the
decline. It is far wiser to be cunning, to cut corners, to
deceive, and to abuse - than to be empathic. Empathy has
largely dropped from the contemporary curriculum of
socialization.

In a desperate attempt to cope with these inexorable
processes, behaviors predicated on a lack of empathy have
been pathologized and "medicalized". The sad truth is that
narcissistic or antisocial conduct is both normative and
rational. No amount of "diagnosis", "treatment", and
medication can hide or reverse this fact. Ours is a cultural
malaise which permeates every single cell and strand of
the social fabric.

Q. Is there any empirical evidence we can point to of a
decline in empathy?

Empathy cannot be measured directly - but only through
proxies such as criminality, terrorism, charity, violence,



antisocial behavior, related mental health disorders, or
abuse.

Moreover, it is extremely difficult to separate the effects
of deterrence from the effects of empathy.

If I don't batter my wife, torture animals, or steal - is it
because I am empathetic or because I don't want to go to
jail?

Rising litigiousness, zero tolerance, and skyrocketing
rates of incarceration - as well as the ageing of the
population - have sliced intimate partner violence and
other forms of crime across the United States in the last
decade. But this benevolent decline had nothing to do
with increasing empathy.

The statistics are open to interpretation but it would be
safe to say that the last century has been the most violent
and least empathetic in human history. Wars and terrorism
are on the rise, charity giving on the wane (measured as
percentage of national wealth), welfare policies are being
abolished, Darwininan models of capitalism are

spreading. In the last two decades, mental health disorders
were added to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of the
American Psychiatric Association whose hallmark is the
lack of empathy. The violence is reflected in our popular
culture: movies, video games, and the media.

Empathy - supposedly a spontaneous reaction to the plight
of our fellow humans - is now channeled through self-
interested and bloated non-government organizations or
multilateral outfits. The vibrant world of private empathy
has been replaced by faceless state largesse. Pity, mercy,
the elation of giving are tax-deductible. It is a sorry sight.



Equality (Film Review of “Titanic”)

The film "Titanic" is riddled with moral dilemmas. In one
of the scenes, the owner of Star Line, the shipping
company that owned the now-sinking Unsinkable, joins a
lowered life-boat. The tortured expression on his face
demonstrates that even he experiences more than unease
at his own conduct. Prior to the disaster, he instructs the
captain to adopt a policy dangerous to the ship. Indeed, it
proves fatal. A complicating factor was the fact that only
women and children were allowed by the officers in
charge into the lifeboats. Another was the discrimination
against Third Class passengers. The boats sufficed only to
half the number of those on board and the First Class,
High Society passengers were preferred over the Low-
Life immigrants under deck.

Why do we all feel that the owner should have stayed on
and faced his inevitable death? Because we judge him
responsible for the demise of the ship. Additionally, his
wrong instructions — motivated by greed and the pursuit of
celebrity — were a crucial contributing factor. The owner
should have been punished (in his future) for things that
he has done (in his past). This is intuitively appealing.

Would we have rendered the same judgement had the
Titanic's fate been the outcome of accident and accident
alone? If the owner of the ship could have had no control
over the circumstances of its horrible ending — would we
have still condemned him for saving his life? Less
severely, perhaps. So, the fact that a moral entity has
ACTED (or omitted, or refrained from acting) in its past is
essential in dispensing with future rewards or
punishments.



The "product liability" approach also fits here. The owner
(and his "long arms": manufacturer, engineers, builders,
etc.) of the Titanic were deemed responsible because they
implicitly contracted with their passengers. They made a
representation (which was explicit in their case but is
implicit in most others): "This ship was constructed with
knowledge and forethought. The best design was
employed to avoid danger. The best materials to increase
pleasure." That the Titanic sank was an irreversible breach
of this contract. In a way, it was an act of abrogation of
duties and obligations. The owner/manufacturer of a
product must compensate the consumers should his
product harm them in any manner that they were not
explicitly, clearly, visibly and repeatedly warned against.
Moreover, he should even make amends if the product
failed to meet the reasonable and justified expectations of
consumers, based on such warrants and representations.
The payment should be either in kind (as in more ancient
justice systems) or in cash (as in modern Western
civilization). The product called "Titanic" took away the
lives of its end-users. Our "gut justice" tells us that the
owner should have paid in kind. Faulty engineering,
insufficient number of lifeboats, over-capacity, hubris,
passengers and crew not drilled to face emergencies,
extravagant claims regarding the ship's resilience,
contravening the captain's professional judgement. All
these seem to be sufficient grounds to the death penalty.

And yet, this is not the real question. The serious problem
is this : WHY should anyone pay in his future for his
actions in the past? First, there are some thorny issues to
be eliminated. Such as determinism: if there is no free
will, there can be no personal responsibility. Another is
the preservation of personal identity: are the person who
committed the act and the person who is made to pay for



it — one and the same? If the answer is in the affirmative,
in which sense are they the same, the physical, the
mental? Is the "overlap" only limited and probabilistic?
Still, we could assume, for this discussion's sake, that the
personal identity is undeniably and absolutely preserved
and that there is free will and, therefore, that people can
predict the outcomes of their actions, to a reasonable
degree of accuracy and that they elect to accept these
outcomes prior to the commission of their acts or to their
omission. All this does not answer the question that
opened this paragraph. Even if there were a contract
signed between the acting person and the world, in which
the person willingly, consciously and intelligently
(=without diminished responsibility) accepted the future
outcome of his acts, the questions would remain: WHY
should it be so? Why cannot we conceive of a world in
which acts and outcomes are divorced? It is because we
cannot believe in an a-causal world.

Causality is a relationship (mostly between two things, or,
rather, events, the cause and the effect). Something
generates or produces another. Therefore, it is the other's
efficient cause and it acts upon it (=it acts to bring it
about) through the mechanism of efficient causation. A
cause can be a direct physical mechanism or an
explanatory feature (historical cause). Of Aristotle's Four
Causes (Formal, Material, Efficient and Final), only the
efficient cause creates something distinguishable from
itself. The causal discourse, therefore, is problematic (how
can a cause lead to an effect, indistinguishable from
itself?). Singular Paradigmatic Causal Statements (Event
A caused Event B) differ from General ones (Event A
causes Event B). Both are inadequate in dealing with
mundane, routine, causal statements because they do not
reveal an OVERT relation between the two events



discussed. Moreover, in daily usage we treat facts (as well
as events) as causes. Not all the philosophers are in
agreement regarding factual causation. Davidson, for
instance, admits that facts can be RELEVANT to causal
explanations but refuses to accept them AS reasons. Acts
may be distinct from facts, philosophically, but not in day-
to-day regular usage. By laymen (the vast majority of
humanity, that is), though, they are perceived to be the
same.

Pairs of events that are each other's cause and effect are
accorded a special status. But, that one follows the other
(even if invariably) is insufficient grounds to endow them
with this status. This is the famous "Post hoc, ergo propter
hoc" fallacy. Other relations must be weighed and the
possibility of common causation must be seriously
contemplated. Such sequencing is, conceptually, not even
necessary: simultaneous causation and backwards
causation are part of modern physics, for instance. Time
seems to be irrelevant to the status of events, though both
time and causation share an asymmetric structure (A
causes B but B does not cause A). The direction (the
asymmetry) of the causal chain is not of the same type as
the direction (asymmetry) of time. The former is formal,
the latter, presumably, physical, or mental. A more serious
problem, to my mind, is the converse: what sets apart
causal (cause and effect) pairs of events from other pairs
in which both member-events are the outcomes of a
common cause? Event B can invariably follow Event A
and still not be its effect. Both events could have been
caused by a common cause. A cause either necessitates
the effect, or is a sufficient condition for its occurrence.
The sequence is either inevitable, or possible. The
meaninglessness of this sentence is evident.



Here, philosophers diverge. Some say (following Hume's
reasoning and his constant conjunction relation between
events) that a necessary causal relation exists between
events when one is the inevitable outcome (=follows) the
other. Others propound a weaker version: the necessity of
the effect is hypothetical or conditional, given the laws of
nature. Put differently: to say that A necessitates (=causes)
B is no more than to say that it is a result of the laws of
nature that when A happens, so does B. Hempel
generalized this approach. He said that a statement of a
fact (whether a private or a general fact) is explained only
if deduced from other statements, at least one of which is
a statement of a general scientific law. This is the
"Covering Law Model" and it implies a symmetry
between explaining and predicting (at least where private
facts are concerned). If an event can be explained, it could
have been predicted and vice versa. Needless to say that
Hempel's approach did not get us nearer to solving the
problems of causal priority and of indeterministic
causation.

The Empiricists went a step further. They stipulated that
the laws of nature are contingencies and not necessary
truths. Other chains of events are possible where the laws
of nature are different. This is the same tired regularity
theory in a more exotic guise. They are all descendants of
Hume's definition of causality: "An object followed by
another and where all the objects that resemble the first
are followed by objects that resemble the second."
Nothing in the world is, therefore, a causal necessity,
events are only constantly conjoined. Regularities in our
experience condition us to form the idea of causal
necessity and to deduce that causes must generate events.
Kant called this latter deduction "A bastard of the
imagination, impregnated by experience" with no



legitimate application in the world. It also constituted a
theological impediment. God is considered to be "Causa
Sui", His own cause. But any application of a causal chain
or force, already assumes the existence of a cause. This
existence cannot, therefore, be the outcome of the use
made of it. God had to be recast as the uncaused cause of
the existence of all things contingent and His existence
necessitated no cause because He, himself, is necessary.
This is flimsy stuff and it gets even flimsier when the
issue of causal deviance is debated.

A causal deviance is an abnormal, though causal, relation
between events or states of the world. It mainly arises
when we introduce intentional action and perception into
the theory of causation. Let us revert to the much-
maligned owner of the sinking Titanic. He intended to do
one thing and another happened. Granted, if he intended
to do something and his intention was the cause of his
doing so — then we could have said that he intentionally
committed an act. But what if he intended to do one thing
and out came another? And what if he intended to do
something, mistakenly did something else and, still,
accidentally, achieved what he set out to do? The popular
example is if someone intends to do something and gets
so nervous that it happens even without an act being
committed (intends to refuse an invitation by his boss,
gets so nervous that he falls asleep and misses the party).
Are these actions and intentions in their classical senses?
There is room for doubt. Davidson narrows down the
demands. To him, "thinking causes" (causally efficient
propositional attitudes) are nothing but causal relations
between events with the right application of mental
predicates which ascribe propositional attitudes
supervening the right application of physical predicates.



This approach omits intention altogether, not to mention
the ascription of desire and belief.

But shouldn't have the hapless owner availed his precious
place to women and children? Should not he have obeyed
the captain's orders (=the marine law)? Should we
succumb to laws that put our lives at risk (fight in a war,
sink with a ship)? The reason that women and children are
preferred over men is that they represent the future. They
are either capable of bringing life to the world (women) —
or of living longer (children). Societal etiquette reflects
the arithmetic of the species, in this (and in many another)
case. But if this were entirely and exclusively so, then
young girls and female infants would have been preferred
over all the other groups of passengers. Old women would
have been left with the men, to die. That the actual (and
declared) selection processes differed from our theoretical
exercise says a lot about the vigorousness and
applicability of our theories — and a lot about the real
world out there. The owner's behaviour may have been
deplorable — but it, definitely, was natural. He put his
interests (his survival) above the concerns of his society
and his species. Most of us would have done the same
under the same circumstances.

The owner of the ship — though "Newly Rich" —
undoubtedly belonged to the First Class, Upper Crust,
Cream of Society passengers. These were treated to the
lifeboats before the passengers of the lower classes and
decks. Was this a morally right decision? For sure, it was
not politically correct, in today's terms. Class and money
distinctions were formally abolished three decades ago in
the enlightened West. Discrimination between human
beings in now allowed only on the basis of merit (=on the
basis of one's natural endowments). Why should we think



one basis for discrimination preferable to another? Can we
eliminate discrimination completely and if it were
possible, would it have been desirable?

The answers, in my view, are that no basis of
discrimination can hold the moral high ground. They are
all morally problematic because they are deterministic and
assign independent, objective, exogenous values to
humans. On the other hand, we are not born equal, nor do
we proceed to develop equally, or live under the same
circumstances and conditions. It is impossible to equate
the unequal. Discrimination is not imposed by humans on
an otherwise egalitarian world. It is introduced by the
world into human society. And the elimination of
discrimination would constitute a grave error. The
inequalities among humans and the ensuing conflicts are
the fuel that feeds the engines of human development.
Hopes, desires, aspirations and inspiration are all the
derivatives of discrimination or of the wish to be
favoured, or preferred over others. Disparities of money
create markets, labour, property, planning, wealth and
capital. Mental inequalities lead to innovation and theory.
Knowledge differentials are at the heart of educational
institutions, professionalism, government and so on.
Osmotic and diffusive forces in human society are all the
results of incongruences, disparities, differences,
inequalities and the negative and positive emotions
attached to them. The passengers of the first class were
preferred because they paid more for their tickets.
Inevitably, a tacit portion of the price went to amortize the
costs of "class insurance": should anything bad happen to
this boat, persons who paid a superior price will be
entitled to receive a superior treatment. There is nothing
morally wrong with this. Some people get to sit in the
front rows of a theatre, or to travel in luxury, or to receive



superior medical treatment (or any medical treatment)
precisely because of this reason. There is no practical or
philosophical difference between an expensive liver
transplant and a place in a life boat. Both are lifesavers. A
natural disaster is no Great Equalizer. Nothing is. Even
the argument that money is "external" or "accidental" to
the rich individual is weak. Often, people who marry for
money considerations are judged to be insincere or worse
(cunning, conspiring, evil). "He married her for her
money", we say, as though the she-owner and the money
were two separate things. The equivalent sentence: "He
married her for her youth or for her beauty" sounds
flawed. But youth and beauty are more temporary and
transient than money. They are really accidental because
the individual has no responsibility for or share in their
generation and has no possibility to effect their long-term
preservation. Money, on the other hand, is generated or
preserved (or both) owing to the personality of its owner.
It is a better reflection of personality than youth, beauty
and many other (transient or situation-dependent)
"character" traits. Money is an integral part of its owner
and a reliable witness as to his mental disposition. It is,
therefore, a valid criterion for discrimination.

The other argument in favour of favouring the first class
passengers is their contribution to society. A rich person
contributes more to his society in the shorter and medium
term than a poor person. Vincent Van Gogh may have
been a million times more valuable to humanity, as a
whole, than his brother Theo — in the long run. But in the
intermediate term, Theo made it possible for Vincent and
many others (family, employees, suppliers, their
dependants and his country) to survive by virtue of his
wealth. Rich people feed and cloth poor people directly
(employment, donations) and indirectly (taxation). The



opposite, alas, is not the case. Yet, this argument is flawed
because it does not take time into account. We have no
way to predict the future with any certainty. Each person
carries the Marshall's baton in his bag, the painter's brush,
the author's fables. It is the potential that should count. A
selection process, which would have preferred Theo to
Vincent would have been erroneous. In the long run,
Vincent proved more beneficial to human society and in
more ways — including financially — then Theo could have
ever been.

Euthanasia
1. Definitions of Types of Euthanasia

Euthanasia, whether in a medical setting (hospital, clinic,
hospice) or not (at home) is often erroneously described as
"mercy killing". Most forms of euthanasia are, indeed,
motivated by (some say: misplaced) mercy. Not so others.
In Greek, "eu" means both "well" and "easy" and
"Thanatos" is death.

Euthanasia is the intentional premature termination of
another person's life either by direct intervention (active
euthanasia) or by withholding life-prolonging measures
and resources (passive euthanasia), either at the express
or implied request of that person (voluntary euthanasia),
or in the absence of such approval (non-voluntary
euthanasia). Involuntary euthanasia - where the
individual wishes to go on living - is an euphemism for
murder.

To my mind, passive euthanasia is immoral. The abrupt
withdrawal of medical treatment, feeding, and hydration
results in a slow and (potentially) torturous death. It took



Terri Schiavo 13 days to die, when her tubes were
withdrawn in the last two weeks of March 2005. Since it
is impossible to conclusively prove that patients in PVS
(Persistent Vegetative State) do not suffer pain, it is
morally wrong to subject them to such potential gratuitous
suffering. Even animals should be treated better.
Moreover, passive euthanasia allows us to evade personal
responsibility for the patient's death. In active euthanasia,
the relationship between the act (of administering a lethal
medication, for instance) and its consequences is direct
and unambiguous.

As the philosopher John Finnis notes, to qualify as
euthanasia, the termination of life has to be the main and
intended aim of the act or omission that lead to it. If the
loss of life is incidental (a side effect), the agent is still
morally responsible but to describe his actions and
omissions as euthanasia would be misleading.
Volntariness (accepting the foreseen but unintended
consequences of one's actions and omissions) should be
distinguished from intention.

Still, this sophistry obscures the main issue:

If the sanctity of life is a supreme and overriding value
("basic good"), it ought to surely preclude and proscribe
all acts and omissions which may shorten it, even when
the shortening of life is a mere deleterious side effect.

But this is not the case. The sanctity and value of life
compete with a host of other equally potent moral
demands. Even the most devout pro-life ethicist accepts
that certain medical decisions - for instance, to administer
strong analgesics - inevitably truncate the patient's life.
Yet, this is considered moral because the resulting



euthanasia is not the main intention of the pain-relieving
doctor.

Moreover, the apparent dilemma between the two values
(reduce suffering or preserve life) is non-existent.

There are four possible situations. Imagine a patient
writhing with insufferable pain.

1. The patient's life is not at risk if she is not medicated
with painkillers (she risks dying if she is medicated)

2. The patient's life is not at risk either way, medicated or
not

3. The patient's life is at risk either way, medicated or not

4. The patient's life is at risk if she is not medicated with
painkillers

In all four cases, the decisions our doctor has to make are
ethically clear cut. He should administer pain-alleviating
drugs, except when the patient risks dying (in 1 above).
The (possible) shortening of the patient's life (which is
guesswork, at best) is immaterial.

Conclusions:

It is easy to distinguish euthanasia from all other forms of
termination of life. Voluntary active euthanasia is morally
defensible, at least in principle (see below). Not so other
types of euthanasia.

11. Who is or Should Be Subject to Euthanasia? The
Problem of Dualism vs. Reductionism



With the exception of radical animal rights activists, most
philosophers and laymen consider people - human beings
- to be entitled to "special treatment", to be in possession
of unique rights (and commensurate obligations), and to
be capable of feats unparalleled in other species.

Thus, opponents of euthanasia universally oppose the
killing of "persons". As the (pro-euthanasia) philosopher
John Harris puts it:

" ... concern for their welfare, respect for their wishes,
respect for the intrinsic value of their lives and respect
for their interests."

Ronald Dworkin emphasizes the investments - made by
nature, the person involved, and others - which euthanasia
wastes. But he also draws attention to the person's "critical
interests" - the interests whose satisfaction makes life
better to live. The manner of one's own death may be such
a critical interest. Hence, one should have the right to
choose how one dies because the "right kind" of death
(e.g., painless, quick, dignified) reflects on one's entire
life, affirms and improves it.

But who is a person? What makes us human? Many
things, most of which are irrelevant to our discussion.

Broadly speaking, though, there are two schools of
thought:

(1) That we are rendered human by the very event of our
conception (egg meets sperm), or, at the latest, our birth;
or
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(i1) That we are considered human only when we act and
think as conscious humans do.

The proponents of the first case (i) claim that merely
possessing a human body (or the potential to come to
possess such a body) is enough to qualify us as "persons".
There is no distinction between mind and abode - thought,
feelings, and actions are merely manifestations of one
underlying unity. The fact that some of these
manifestations have yet to materialize (in the case of an
embryo) or are mere potentials (in the case of a comatose
patient) does not detract from our essential,
incontrovertible, and indivisible humanity. We may be
immature or damaged persons - but we are persons all the
same (and always will be persons).

Though considered "religious" and "spiritual", this notion
is actually a form of reductionism. The mind, "soul", and
"spirit" are mere expressions of one unity, grounded in
our "hardware" - in our bodies.

Those who argue the second case (i1) postulate that it is
possible to have a human body which does not host a
person. People in Persistent Vegetative States, for instance
- or fetuses, for that matter - are human but also non-
persons. This is because they do not yet - or are unable to
- exercise their faculties. Personhood is complexity. When
the latter ceases, so does the former. Personhood is
acquired and is an extensive parameter, a total, defining
state of being. One is either awake or asleep, either dead
or alive, either in a state of personhood or not

The latter approach involves fine distinctions between
potential, capacity, and skill. A human body (or fertilized
egg) have the potential to think, write poetry, feel pain,



and value life. At the right phase of somatic development,
this potential becomes capacity and, once it is
competently exercised - it is a skill.

Embryos and comatose people may have the potential to
do and think - but, in the absence of capacities and skills,
they are not full-fledged persons. Indeed, in all important
respects, they are already dead.

Taken to its logical conclusion, this definition of a person
also excludes newborn infants, the severely retarded, the
hopelessly quadriplegic, and the catatonic. "Who is a
person" becomes a matter of culturally-bound and
medically-informed judgment which may be influenced
by both ignorance and fashion and, thus, be arbitrary and
immoral.

Imagine a computer infected by a computer virus which
cannot be quarantined, deleted, or fixed. The virus
disables the host and renders it "dead". Is it still a
computer? If someone broke into my house and stole it,
can | file an insurance claim? If a colleague destroys it,
can I sue her for the damages? The answer is yes. A
computer is a computer for as long as it exists physically
and a cure is bound to be found even against the most
trenchant virus.

Conclusions:

The definition of personhood must rely on objective,
determinate and determinable criteria. The anti-euthanasia
camp relies on bodily existence as one such criterion. The

pro-euthanasia faction has yet to reciprocate.

II1. Euthanasia and Suicide



Self-sacrifice, avoidable martyrdom, engaging in life
risking activities, refusal to prolong one's life through
medical treatment, euthanasia, overdosing, and self-
destruction that is the result of coercion - are all closely
related to suicide. They all involve a deliberately self-
inflicted death.

But while suicide is chiefly intended to terminate a life —
the other acts are aimed at perpetuating, strengthening,
and defending values or other people. Many - not only
religious people - are appalled by the choice implied in
suicide - of death over life. They feel that it demeans life
and abnegates its meaning.

Life's meaning - the outcome of active selection by the
individual - is either external (such as "God's plan") or
internal, the outcome of an arbitrary frame of reference,
such as having a career goal. Our life is rendered
meaningful only by integrating into an eternal thing,
process, design, or being. Suicide makes life trivial
because the act is not natural - not part of the eternal
framework, the undying process, the timeless cycle of
birth and death. Suicide is a break with eternity.

Henry Sidgwick said that only conscious (i.e., intelligent)
beings can appreciate values and meanings. So, life is
significant to conscious, intelligent, though finite, beings -
because it is a part of some eternal goal, plan, process,
thing, design, or being. Suicide flies in the face of
Sidgwick's dictum. It is a statement by an intelligent and
conscious being about the meaninglessness of life.

If suicide is a statement, than society, in this case, is
against the freedom of expression. In the case of suicide,
free speech dissonantly clashes with the sanctity of a



meaningful life. To rid itself of the anxiety brought on by
this conflict, society cast suicide as a depraved or even
criminal act and its perpetrators are much castigated.

The suicide violates not only the social contract but, many
will add, covenants with God or nature. St. Thomas
Aquinas wrote in the "Summa Theologiae" that - since
organisms strive to survive - suicide is an unnatural act.
Moreover, it adversely affects the community and violates
the property rights of God, the imputed owner of one's
spirit. Christianity regards the immortal soul as a gift and,
in Jewish writings, it is a deposit. Suicide amounts to the
abuse or misuse of God's possessions, temporarily lodged
in a corporeal mansion.

This paternalism was propagated, centuries later, by Sir
William Blackstone, the codifier of British Law. Suicide -
being self-murder - is a grave felony, which the state has a
right to prevent and to punish for. In certain countries this
still is the case. In Israel, for instance, a soldier is
considered to be "military property" and an attempted
suicide is severely punished as "the corruption of an army
chattel".

Paternalism, a malignant mutation of benevolence, is
about objectifying people and treating them as
possessions. Even fully-informed and consenting adults
are not granted full, unmitigated autonomy, freedom, and
privacy. This tends to breed "victimless crimes". The
"culprits" - gamblers, homosexuals, communists, suicides,
drug addicts, alcoholics, prostitutes — are "protected from
themselves" by an intrusive nanny state.

The possession of a right by a person imposes on others a
corresponding obligation not to act to frustrate its



exercise. Suicide is often the choice of a mentally and
legally competent adult. Life is such a basic and deep set
phenomenon that even the incompetents - the mentally
retarded or mentally insane or minors - can fully gauge its
significance and make "informed" decisions, in my view.

The paternalists claim counterfactually that no competent
adult "in his right mind" will ever decide to commit
suicide. They cite the cases of suicides who survived and
felt very happy that they have - as a compelling reason to
intervene. But we all make irreversible decisions for
which, sometimes, we are sorry. It gives no one the right
to interfere.

Paternalism is a slippery slope. Should the state be
allowed to prevent the birth of a genetically defective
child or forbid his parents to marry in the first place?
Should unhealthy adults be forced to abstain from
smoking, or steer clear from alcohol? Should they be
coerced to exercise?

Suicide is subject to a double moral standard. People are
permitted - nay, encouraged - to sacrifice their life only in
certain, socially sanctioned, ways. To die on the
battlefield or in defense of one's religion is commendable.
This hypocrisy reveals how power structures - the state,
institutional religion, political parties, national movements
- aim to monopolize the lives of citizens and adherents to
do with as they see fit. Suicide threatens this monopoly.
Hence the taboo.

Does one have a right to take one's life?

The answer is: it depends. Certain cultures and societies
encourage suicide. Both Japanese kamikaze and Jewish



martyrs were extolled for their suicidal actions. Certain
professions are knowingly life-threatening - soldiers,
firemen, policemen. Certain industries - like the
manufacture of armaments, cigarettes, and alcohol - boost
overall mortality rates.

In general, suicide is commended when it serves social
ends, enhances the cohesion of the group, upholds its
values, multiplies its wealth, or defends it from external
and internal threats. Social structures and human
collectives - empires, countries, firms, bands, institutions -
often commit suicide. This is considered to be a healthy
process.

More about suicide, the meaning of life, and related
considerations - HERE.

Back to our central dilemma:

Is it morally justified to commit suicide in order to avoid
certain, forthcoming, unavoidable, and unrelenting torture,
pain, or coma?

Is it morally justified to ask others to help you to commit
suicide (for instance, if you are incapacitated)?

Imagine a society that venerates life-with-dignity by
making euthanasia mandatory (Trollope's Britannula in
"The Fixed Period") - would it then and there be morally
justified to refuse to commit suicide or to help in it?
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Conclusions:

Though legal in many countries, suicide is still frowned
upon, except when it amounts to socially-sanctioned self-
sacrifice.

Assisted suicide is both condemned and illegal in most
parts of the world. This is logically inconsistent but
reflects society's fear of a "slippery slope" which may lead
from assisted suicide to murder.

1V. Euthanasia and Murder

Imagine killing someone before we have ascertained her
preferences as to the manner of her death and whether she
wants to die at all. This constitutes murder even if, after
the fact, we can prove conclusively that the victim wanted
to die.

Is murder, therefore, merely the act of taking life,
regardless of circumstances - or is it the nature of the
interpersonal interaction that counts? If the latter, the
victim's will counts - if the former, it is irrelevant.

V. Euthanasia, the Value of Life, and the Right to Life

Few philosophers, legislators, and laymen support non-
voluntary or involuntary euthanasia. These types of
"mercy" killing are associated with the most heinous
crimes against humanity committed by the Nazi regime on
both its own people and other nations. They are and were
also an integral part of every program of active eugenics.
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The arguments against killing someone who hasn't
expressed a wish to die (let alone someone who has
expressed a desire to go on living) revolve around the
right to life. People are assumed to value their life, cherish
it, and protect it. Euthanasia - especially the non-voluntary
forms - amounts to depriving someone (as well as their
nearest and dearest) of something they value.

The right to life - at least as far as human beings are
concerned - is a rarely questioned fundamental moral
principle. In Western cultures, it is assumed to be
inalienable and indivisible (i.e., monolithic). Yet, it is
neither. Even if we accept the axiomatic - and therefore
arbitrary - source of this right, we are still faced with
intractable dilemmas. All said, the right to life may be
nothing more than a cultural construct, dependent on
social mores, historical contexts, and exegetic systems.

Rights - whether moral or legal - impose obligations or
duties on third parties towards the right-holder. One has a
right AGAINST other people and thus can prescribe to
them certain obligatory behaviors and proscribe certain
acts or omissions. Rights and duties are two sides of the
same Janus-like ethical coin.

This duality confuses people. They often erroneously
identify rights with their attendant duties or obligations,
with the morally decent, or even with the morally
permissible. One's rights inform other people how they
MUST behave towards one - not how they SHOULD or
OUGHT to act morally. Moral behavior is not dependent
on the existence of a right. Obligations are.

To complicate matters further, many apparently simple
and straightforward rights are amalgams of more basic



moral or legal principles. To treat such rights as unities is
to mistreat them.

Take the right to life. It is a compendium of no less than
eight distinct rights: the right to be brought to life, the
right to be born, the right to have one's life maintained,
the right not to be killed, the right to have one's life
saved, the right to save one's life (wrongly reduced to the
right to self-defence), the right to terminate one's life, and
the right to have one's life terminated.

None of these rights is self-evident, or unambiguous, or
universal, or immutable, or automatically applicable. It is
safe to say, therefore, that these rights are not primary as
hitherto believed - but derivative.

Go HERE to learn more about the Right to Life.

Of the eight strands comprising the right to life, we are
concerned with a mere two.

The Right to Have One's Life Maintained

This leads to a more general quandary. To what extent can
one use other people's bodies, their property, their time,
their resources and to deprive them of pleasure, comfort,
material possessions, income, or any other thing - in order
to maintain one's life?

Even if it were possible in reality, it is indefensible to
maintain that [ have a right to sustain, improve, or prolong
my life at another's expense. I cannot demand - though I
can morally expect - even a trivial and minimal sacrifice
from another in order to prolong my life. I have no right to
do so.
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Of course, the existence of an implicit, let alone explicit,

contract between myself and another party would change
the picture. The right to demand sacrifices commensurate
with the provisions of the contract would then crystallize
and create corresponding duties and obligations.

No embryo has a right to sustain its life, maintain, or
prolong it at its mother's expense. This is true regardless
of how insignificant the sacrifice required of her is.

Yet, by knowingly and intentionally conceiving the
embryo, the mother can be said to have signed a contract
with it. The contract causes the right of the embryo to
demand such sacrifices from his mother to crystallize. It
also creates corresponding duties and obligations of the
mother towards her embryo.

We often find ourselves in a situation where we do not
have a given right against other individuals - but we do
possess this very same right against society. Society owes
us what no constituent-individual does.

Thus, we all have a right to sustain our lives, maintain,
prolong, or even improve them at society's expense - no
matter how major and significant the resources required.
Public hospitals, state pension schemes, and police forces
may be needed in order to fulfill society's obligations to
prolong, maintain, and improve our lives - but fulfill them
it must.

Still, each one of us can sign a contract with society -
implicitly or explicitly - and abrogate this right. One can
volunteer to join the army. Such an act constitutes a
contract in which the individual assumes the duty or
obligation to give up his or her life.



The Right not to be Killed

It is commonly agreed that every person has the right not
to be killed unjustly. Admittedly, what is just and what is
unjust is determined by an ethical calculus or a social
contract - both constantly in flux.

Still, even if we assume an Archimedean immutable point
of moral reference - does A's right not to be killed mean
that third parties are to refrain from enforcing the rights of
other people against A? What if the only way to right
wrongs committed by A against others - was to kill A?
The moral obligation to right wrongs is about restoring the
rights of the wronged.

If the continued existence of A is predicated on the
repeated and continuous violation of the rights of others -
and these other people object to it - then A must be killed
if that is the only way to right the wrong and re-assert the
rights of A's victims.

The Right to have One's Life Saved

There is no such right because there is no moral obligation
or duty to save a life. That people believe otherwise
demonstrates the muddle between the morally
commendable, desirable, and decent ("ought", "should")
and the morally obligatory, the result of other people's
rights ("must"). In some countries, the obligation to save a
life is codified in the law of the land. But legal rights and
obligations do not always correspond to moral rights and
obligations, or give rise to them.



VI. Euthanasia and Personal Autonomy

The right to have one's life terminated at will (euthanasia),
is subject to social, ethical, and legal strictures. In some
countries - such as the Netherlands - it is legal (and
socially acceptable) to have one's life terminated with the
help of third parties given a sufficient deterioration in the
quality of life and given the imminence of death. One has
to be of sound mind and will one's death knowingly,
intentionally, repeatedly, and forcefully.

Should we have a right to die (given hopeless medical
circumstances)? When our wish to end it all conflicts with
society's (admittedly, paternalistic) judgment of what is
right and what is good for us and for others - what should
prevail?

One the one hand, as Patrick Henry put it, "give me
liberty or give me death". A life without personal
autonomy and without the freedom to make unpopular
and non-conformist decisions is, arguably, not worth
living at all!

As Dworkin states:

"Making someone die in a way that others approve, but
he believes a horrifying contradiction of his life, is a
devastating, odious form of tyranny".

Still, even the victim's express wishes may prove to be
transient and circumstantial (due to depression,
misinformation, or clouded judgment). Can we regard
them as immutable and invariable? Moreover, what if the
circumstances prove everyone - the victim included -



wrong? What if a cure to the victim's disease is found ten
minutes after the euthanasia?

Conclusions:

Personal autonomy is an important value in conflict with
other, equally important values. Hence the debate about
euthanasia. The problem is intractable and insoluble. No
moral calculus (itself based implicitly or explicitly on a
hierarchy of values) can tell us which value overrides
another and what are the true basic goods.

VII. Euthanasia and Society

It is commonly accepted that where two equally potent
values clash, society steps in as an arbiter. The right to
material welfare (food, shelter, basic possessions) often
conflicts with the right to own private property and to
benefit from it. Society strikes a fine balance by, on the
one hand, taking from the rich and giving to the poor
(through redistributive taxation) and, on the other hand,
prohibiting and punishing theft and looting.

Euthanasia involves a few such finely-balanced values:
the sanctity of life vs. personal autonomy, the welfare of
the many vs. the welfare of the individual, the relief of
pain vs. the prolongation and preservation of life.

Why can't society step in as arbiter in these cases as well?

Moreover, what if a person is rendered incapable of
expressing his preferences with regards to the manner and
timing of his death - should society step in (through the
agency of his family or through the courts or legislature)
and make the decision for him?



In a variety of legal situations, parents, court-appointed
guardians, custodians, and conservators act for, on behalf
of, and in lieu of underage children, the physically and
mentally challenged and the disabled. Why not here?

We must distinguish between four situations:

1. The patient foresaw the circumstances and provided an
advance directive (living will), asking explicitly for his
life to be terminated when certain conditions are met.

2. The patient did not provide an advanced directive but
expressed his preference clearly before he was
incapacitated. The risk here is that self-interested family
members may lie.

3. The patient did not provide an advance directive and
did not express his preference aloud - but the decision to
terminate his life is commensurate with both his character
and with other decisions he made.

4. There is no indication, however indirect, that the patient
wishes or would have wished to die had he been capable
of expression but the patient is no longer a "person" and,
therefore, has no interests to respect, observe, and protect.
Moreover, the patient is a burden to himself, to his nearest
and dearest, and to society at large. Euthanasia is the right,
just, and most efficient thing to do.

Conclusions:

Society can (and often does) legalize euthanasia in the
first case and, subject to rigorous fact checking, in the
second and third cases. To prevent economically-
motivated murder disguised as euthanasia, non-voluntary



and involuntary euthanasia (as set in the forth case above)
should be banned outright.

VIIL. Slippery Slope Arguments

Issues in the Calculus of Rights - The Hierarchy of
Rights

The right to life supersedes - in Western moral and legal
systems - all other rights. It overrules the right to one's
body, to comfort, to the avoidance of pain, or to
ownership of property. Given such lack of equivocation,
the amount of dilemmas and controversies surrounding
the right to life is, therefore, surprising.

When there is a clash between equally potent rights - for
instance, the conflicting rights to life of two people - we
can decide among them randomly (by flipping a coin, or
casting dice). Alternatively, we can add and subtract
rights in a somewhat macabre arithmetic.

Thus, if the continued life of an embryo or a fetus
threatens the mother's life - that is, assuming,
controversially, that both of them have an equal right to
life - we can decide to kill the fetus. By adding to the
mother's right to life her right to her own body we
outweigh the fetus' right to life.

The Difference between Killing and Letting Die

Counterintuitively, there is a moral gulf between killing
(taking a life) and letting die (not saving a life). The right
not to be killed is undisputed. There is no right to have
one's own life saved. Where there is a right - and only
where there is one - there is an obligation. Thus, while



there is an obligation not to kill - there is no obligation to
save a life.

Anti-euthanasia ethicists fear that allowing one kind of
euthanasia - even under the strictest and explicit
conditions - will open the floodgates. The value of life
will be depreciated and made subordinate to
considerations of economic efficacy and personal
convenience. Murders, disguised as acts of euthanasia,
will proliferate and none of us will be safe once we reach
old age or become disabled.

Years of legally-sanctioned euthanasia in the Netherlands,
parts of Australia, and a state or two in the United States
(living wills have been accepted and complied with
throughout the Western world for a well over a decade
now) tend to fly in the face of such fears. Doctors did not
regard these shifts in public opinion and legislative
climate as a blanket license to kill their charges. Family
members proved to be far less bloodthirsty and avaricious
than feared.

Conclusions:

As long as non-voluntary and involuntary types of
euthanasia are treated as felonies, it seems safe to allow
patients to exercise their personal autonomy and grant
them the right to die. Legalizing the institution of
"advance directive" will go a long way towards regulating
the field - as would a new code of medical ethics that will
recognize and embrace reality: doctors, patients, and
family members collude in their millions to commit
numerous acts and omissions of euthanasia every day. It is
their way of restoring dignity to the shattered lives and
bodies of loved ones.



Evil (and Narcissism)

In his bestselling "People of the Lie", Scott Peck claims
that narcissists are evil. Are they?

The concept of "evil" in this age of moral relativism is
slippery and ambiguous. The "Oxford Companion to
Philosophy" (Oxford University Press, 1995) defines it
thus: ""The suffering which results from morally wrong
human choices.”

To qualify as evil a person (Moral Agent) must meet these
requirements:

a. That he can and does consciously choose between
the (morally) right and wrong and constantly and
consistently prefers the latter;

b. That he acts on his choice irrespective of the
consequences to himself and to others.

Clearly, evil must be premeditated. Francis Hutcheson and
Joseph Butler argued that evil is a by-product of the
pursuit of one's interest or cause at the expense of other
people's interests or causes. But this ignores the critical
element of conscious choice among equally efficacious
alternatives. Moreover, people often pursue evil even
when it jeopardizes their well-being and obstructs their
interests. Sadomasochists even relish this orgy of mutual
assured destruction.

Narcissists satisfy both conditions only partly. Their evil
is utilitarian. They are evil only when being malevolent
secures a certain outcome. Sometimes, they consciously
choose the morally wrong — but not invariably so. They
act on their choice even if it inflicts misery and pain on



others. But they never opt for evil if they are to bear the
consequences. They act maliciously because it is
expedient to do so — not because it is "in their nature".

The narcissist is able to tell right from wrong and to
distinguish between good and evil. In the pursuit of his
interests and causes, he sometimes chooses to act
wickedly. Lacking empathy, the narcissist is rarely
remorseful. Because he feels entitled, exploiting others is
second nature. The narcissist abuses others absent-
mindedly, off-handedly, as a matter of fact.

The narcissist objectifies people and treats them as
expendable commodities to be discarded after use.
Admittedly, that, in itself, 1s evil. Yet, it is the mechanical,
thoughtless, heartless face of narcissistic abuse — devoid
of human passions and of familiar emotions — that renders
it so alien, so frightful and so repellent.

We are often shocked less by the actions of narcissist than
by the way he acts. In the absence of a vocabulary rich
enough to capture the subtle hues and gradations of the
spectrum of narcissistic depravity, we default to habitual
adjectives such as "good" and "evil". Such intellectual
laziness does this pernicious phenomenon and its victims
little justice.

Read Ann's response:
http://www.narcissisticabuse.com/evil.html

Note - Why are we Fascinated by Evil and Evildoers?

The common explanation is that one is fascinated with
evil and evildoers because, through them, one vicariously
expresses the repressed, dark, and evil parts of one's own
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personality. Evildoers, according to this theory, represent
the "shadow" nether lands of our selves and, thus, they
constitute our antisocial alter egos. Being drawn to
wickedness is an act of rebellion against social strictures
and the crippling bondage that is modern life. It is a mock
synthesis of our Dr. Jekyll with our Mr. Hyde. It is a
cathartic exorcism of our inner demons.

Yet, even a cursory examination of this account reveals its
flaws.

Far from being taken as a familiar, though suppressed,
element of our psyche, evil is mysterious. Though
preponderant, villains are often labeled "monsters" -
abnormal, even supernatural aberrations. It took Hanna
Arendt two thickset tomes to remind us that evil is banal
and bureaucratic, not fiendish and omnipotent.

In our minds, evil and magic are intertwined. Sinners
seem to be in contact with some alternative reality where
the laws of Man are suspended. Sadism, however
deplorable, is also admirable because it is the reserve of
Nietzsche's Supermen, an indicator of personal strength
and resilience. A heart of stone lasts longer than its carnal
counterpart.

Throughout human history, ferocity, mercilessness, and
lack of empathy were extolled as virtues and enshrined in
social institutions such as the army and the courts. The
doctrine of Social Darwinism and the advent of moral
relativism and deconstruction did away with ethical
absolutism. The thick line between right and wrong
thinned and blurred and, sometimes, vanished.


http://samvak.tripod.com/empathy.html
http://samvak.tripod.com/superman.html

Evil nowadays is merely another form of entertainment, a
species of pornography, a sanguineous art. Evildoers
enliven our gossip, color our drab routines and extract us
from dreary existence and its depressive correlates. It is a
little like collective self-injury. Self-mutilators report that
parting their flesh with razor blades makes them feel alive
and reawakened. In this synthetic universe of ours, evil
and gore permit us to get in touch with real, raw, painful
life.

The higher our desensitized threshold of arousal, the more
profound the evil that fascinates us. Like the stimuli-
addicts that we are, we increase the dosage and consume
added tales of malevolence and sinfulness and immorality.
Thus, in the role of spectators, we safely maintain our
sense of moral supremacy and self-righteousness even as
we wallow in the minutest details of the vilest crimes.

Existence

Knives and forks are objects external to us. They have an
objective - or at least an intersubjective - existence.
Presumably, they will be there even if no one watches or
uses them ever again. We can safely call them "Objective
Entities".

Our emotions and thoughts can be communicated - but
they are NOT the communication itself or its contents.
They are "Subjective Entities", internal, dependent upon
our existence as observers.

But what about numbers? The number one, for instance,
has no objective, observer-independent status. I am not
referring to the number one as adjective, as in "one apple".
I am referring to it as a stand-alone entity. As an entity it



seems to stand alone in some way (it's out there), yet be
subjective in other ways (dependent upon observers).
Numbers belong to a third category: "Bestowed Entities".
These are entities whose existence is bestowed upon them
by social agreement between conscious agents.

But this definition is so wide that it might well be useless.
Religion and money are two examples of entities which
owe their existence to a social agreement between
conscious entities - yet they don't strike us as universal
and out there (objective) as numbers do.

Indeed, this distinction is pertinent and our definition
should be refined accordingly.

We must distinguish "Social Entities" (like money or
religion) from "Bestowed Entities". Social Entities are not
universal, they are dependent on the society, culture and
period that gave them birth. In contrast, numbers are
Platonic ideas which come into existence through an act
of conscious agreement between ALL the agents capable
of reaching such an accord. While conscious agents can
argue about the value of money (i.e., about its attributes)
and about the existence of God - no rational, conscious
agent can have an argument regarding the number one.

Apparently, the category of bestowed entities is free from
the eternal dichotomy of internal versus external. It is both
and comfortably so. But this is only an illusion. The
dichotomy does persist. The bestowed entity is internal to
the group of consenting conscious-rational agents - but it
is external to any single agent (individual).

In other words, a group of rational conscious agents is
certain to bestow existence on the number one. But to



each and every member in the group the number one is
external. It is through the power of the GROUP that
existence is bestowed. From the individual's point of
view, this existence emanates from outside him (from the
group) and, therefore, is external. Existence is bestowed
by changing the frame of reference (from individual to

group).

But this is precisely how we attribute meaning to
something!!! We change our frame of reference and
meaning emerges. The death of the soldier is meaningful
from the point of view of the state and the rituals of the
church are meaningful from the point of view of God. By
shifting among frames of reference, we elicit and extract
and derive meaning.

If we bestow existence and derive meaning using the same
mental (cognitive) mechanism, does this mean that the
two processes are one and the same? Perhaps bestowing
existence is a fancy term for the more prosaic attribution
of meaning? Perhaps we give meaning to a number and
thereby bestow existence upon it? Perhaps the number's
existence is only its meaning and no more?

If so, all bestowed entities must be meaning-ful. In other
words: all of them must depend for their existence on
observers (rational-conscious agents). In such a scenario,
if all humans were to disappear (as well as all other
intelligent observers), numbers would cease to exist.

Intuitively, we know this is not true. To prove that it is
untrue is, however, difficult. Still, numbers are
acknowledged to have an independent, universal quality.
Their existence does depend on intelligent observers in
agreement. But they exist as potentialities, as Platonic



ideas, as tendencies. They materialize through the
agreement of intelligent agents rather the same way that
ectoplasm was supposed to have materialized through
spiritualist mediums. The agreement of the group is the
CHANNEL through which numbers (and other bestowed
entities, such as the laws of physics) are materialized,
come into being.

We are creators. In creation, one derives the new from the
old. There are laws of conservation that all entities, no
matter how supreme, are subject to. We can rearrange,
redefine, recombine physical and other substrates. But we
cannot create substrates ex nihilo. Thus, everything
MUST exist one way or another before we allow it
existence as we define it. This rule equally applies
bestowed entities.

BUT

Wherever humans are involved, springs the eternal
dichotomy of internal and external. Art makes use of a
physical substrate but it succumbs to external laws of
interpretation and thus derives its meaning (its existence
as ART). The physical world, in contrast (similar to
computer programmes) contains both the substrate and the
operational procedures to be applied, also known as the
laws of nature.

This is the source of the conceptual confusion. In creating,
we materialize that which is already there, we give it
venue and allow it expression. But we are also forever
bound to the dichotomy of internal and external: a
HUMAN dichotomy which has to do with our false
position as observers and with our ability to introspect.



So, we mistakenly confuse the two issues by applying this
dichotomy where it does not belong.

When we bestow existence upon a number it is not that
the number is external to us and we internalize it or that it
is internal and we merely externalize it. It is both external
and internal. By bestowing existence upon it, we merely
recognize it. In other words, it cannot be that, through
interaction with us, the number changes its nature (from
external to internal or the converse).

By merely realizing something and acknowledging this
newfound knowledge, we do not change its nature. This is
why meaning has nothing to do with existence, bestowed
or not. Meaning is a human category. It is the name we
give to the cognitive experience of shifting frames of
reference. It has nothing to do with entities, only with us.

The world has no internal and external to it. Only we do.
And when we bestow existence upon a number we only
acknowledge its existence. It exists either as neural
networks in our brains, or as some other entity (Platonic
Idea). But, it exists and no amount of interactions with us,
humans, is ever going to change this.

Experience, Common

The commonality of an experience, shared by unrelated
individuals in precisely the same way, is thought to
constitute proof of its veracity and objectivity. Some thing
is assumed to be "out there" if it identically affects the
minds of observers. A common experience, it is deduced,
imparts information about the world as it is.



But a shared experience may be the exclusive outcome of
the idiosyncrasies of the human mind. It may teach us
more about the observers' brains and neural processes than
about any independent, external "trigger". The
information manifested in an experience common to many
may pertain to the world, to the observers, or to the
interaction between the world and said observers.

Thus, Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs) have been
observed by millions in different parts of the world at
different times. Does this "prove" that they exist? No, it
does not. This mass experience can be the result of the
common wiring of the brains of human beings who
respond to stimuli identically (by spotting a UFO). Or it
can be some kind of shared psychosis.

Expectations, Economic

Economies revolve around and are determined by
"anchors": stores of value that assume pivotal roles and
lend character to transactions and economic players alike.
Well into the 19 century, tangible assets such as real estate
and commodities constituted the bulk of the exchanges
that occurred in marketplaces, both national and global.
People bought and sold land, buildings, minerals, edibles,
and capital goods. These were regarded not merely as
means of production but also as forms of wealth.

Inevitably, human society organized itself to facilitate
such exchanges. The legal and political systems sought to
support, encourage, and catalyze transactions by
enhancing and enforcing property rights, by providing
public goods, and by rectifying market failures.



Later on and well into the 1980s, symbolic representations
of ownership of real goods and property (e.g, shares,
commercial paper, collateralized bonds, forward
contracts) were all the rage. By the end of this period,
these surpassed the size of markets in underlying assets.
Thus, the daily turnover in stocks, bonds, and currencies
dwarfed the annual value added in all industries
combined.

Again, Mankind adapted to this new environment.
Technology catered to the needs of traders and
speculators, businessmen and middlemen. Advances in
telecommunications  and  transportation  followed
inexorably. The concept of intellectual property rights was
introduced. A financial infrastructure emerged, replete
with highly specialized institutions (e.g., central banks)
and businesses (for instance, investment banks, jobbers,
and private equity funds).

We are in the throes of a third wave. Instead of buying
and selling assets one way (as tangibles) or the other (as
symbols) - we increasingly trade in expectations (in other
words, we transfer risks). The markets in derivatives
(options,  futures, indices, swaps, collateralized
instruments, and so on) are flourishing.

Society is never far behind. Even the most conservative
economic structures and institutions now strive to manage
expectations. Thus, for example, rather than tackle
inflation directly, central banks currently seek to subdue it
by issuing inflation targets (in other words, they aim to
influence public expectations regarding future inflation).

The more abstract the item traded, the less cumbersome it
is and the more frictionless the exchanges in which it is



swapped. The smooth transmission of information gives
rise to both positive and negative outcomes: more
efficient markets, on the one hand - and contagion on the
other hand; less volatility on the one hand - and swifter
reactions to bad news on the other hand (hence the need
for market breakers); the immediate incorporation of new
data in prices on the one hand - and asset bubbles on the
other hand.

Hitherto, even the most arcane and abstract contract
traded was somehow attached to and derived from an
underlying tangible asset, no matter how remotely. But
this linkage may soon be dispensed with. The future may
witness the bartering of agreements that have nothing to
do with real world objects or values.

In days to come, traders and speculators will be able to
generate on the fly their own, custom-made, one-time,
investment vehicles for each and every specific
transaction. They will do so by combining "off-the-shelf",
publicly traded components. Gains and losses will be
determined by arbitrary rules or by reference to
extraneous events. Real estate, commodities, and capital
goods will revert to their original forms and functions:
bare necessities to be utilized and consumed, not
speculated on.

Eugenics

"It is clear that modern medicine has created a serious
dilemma ... In the past, there were many children who
never survived - they succumbed to various diseases ...
But in a sense modern medicine has put natural selection
out of commission. Something that has helped one
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individual over a serious illness can in the long run
contribute to weakening the resistance of the whole
human race to certain diseases. If we pay absolutely no
attention to what is called hereditary hygiene, we could
find ourselves facing a degeneration of the human race.
Mankind's hereditary potential for resisting serious
disease will be weakened."

Jostein Gaarder in ""Sophie's World'', a bestselling
philosophy textbook for adolescents published in Oslo,
Norway, in 1991 and, afterwards, throughout the world,
having been translated to dozens of languages.

The Nazis regarded the murder of the feeble-minded and
the mentally insane - intended to purify the race and
maintain hereditary hygiene - as a form of euthanasia.
German doctors were enthusiastic proponents of an
eugenics movements rooted in 19th century social
Darwinism. Luke Gormally writes, in his essay "Walton,
Davies, and Boyd" (published in "Euthanasia Examined -
Ethical, Clinical, and Legal Perspectives", ed. John
Keown, Cambridge University Press, 1995):

"When the jurist Karl Binding and the psychiatrist Alfred
Hoche published their tract The Permission to Destroy
Life that is Not Worth Living in 1920 ... their motive was
to rid society of the 'human ballast and enormous
economic burden' of care for the mentally ill, the
handicapped, retarded and deformed children, and the
incurably ill. But the reason they invoked to justify the
killing of human beings who fell into these categories was
that the lives of such human beings were 'not worth
living', were 'devoid of value'



It is this association with the hideous Nazi regime that
gave eugenics - a term coined by a relative of Charles
Darwin, Sir Francis Galton, in 1883 - its bad name.
Richard Lynn, of the University of Ulster of North
Ireland, thinks that this recoil resulted in "Dysgenics - the
genetic deterioration of modern (human) population", as
the title of his controversial tome puts it.

The crux of the argument for eugenics is that a host of
technological, cultural, and social developments conspired
to give rise to negative selection of the weakest, least
intelligent, sickest, the habitually criminal, the sexually
deviant, the mentally-ill, and the least adapted.

Contraception is more widely used by the affluent and the
well-educated than by the destitute and dull. Birth control
as practiced in places like China distorted both the sex
distribution in the cities - and increased the weight of the
rural population (rural couples in China are allowed to
have two children rather than the urban one).

Modern medicine and the welfare state collaborate in
sustaining alive individuals - mainly the mentally
retarded, the mentally ill, the sick, and the genetically
defective - who would otherwise have been culled by
natural selection to the betterment of