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The journal you are about to read is the eighth volume of Logos Sophia, the journal of the
PSU Philosophical Society. The Society was founded in May of 1987 and published its first
journal in the Fall of 1988. Today, as in 1988, we are proud to present a group of writings
that address many various philosophical questions through a varieity of literary styles.

Philosophical issues are discussed weekly by the group at Coffee by the Book (special
thanks go out to Jan and Roger O’Conner, proprietors). Officers for the 1995-96 school
year were Russ Prophet, President and Jennifer Janak, Vice-President. The group co-
sponsored two panel discussions on religion on April 5, 1995, and November 14, 1995,
with the International Students Association. Also co-sponsored, this time with the
Department of Social Science, was a lecture entitled “Science and Nature: A Gender
Question?” by Dr. Mahasweta Chadhury of Calcutta, India, on November 14, 1994. On
October 19, 1994, an informal discussion with Dr. Charles Hedrick, a member of the
Jesus Seminar and a teacher at Southwest Missouri State University in Springfield, on
Biblical Criticism was sponsored. Finally, the group has petitioned the administration to
hire an additional philosopher at PSU.

Members of the PSU Philosophical Society have been active in individual pursuits as
well. Anita Miller Chancey presented her paper on Hartshorne to the Sixth Annual
Undergraduate Philosophy and Religion Conference in Kirksville, Missouri, on November
4,1995. Furthermore, Anita will present the paper again at the Society of Christian
Philosophers meeting in Logan, Utah, on March 27-28, 1996. Jennifer Janak and Aaron
Bruenger attended the Society of Christian Philosophers meeting in Boulder, Colorado, on
March 25, 1995. Russ Prophet presented two papers at the Great Plains Honors Academy.
Finally, members Anita Miller Chancey, Anna Atanasova, and Russ Prophet attended the
Kansas Philosophical Society meeting in Manhattan, Kansas, on February 10, 1996.

The PSU Philosophical Society is happy to present Logos Sophia, reason and wisdom.
Always — question and enjoy.

Peace,

Sarah Niegsch
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Charles Hartshorne:
A Philosopher’s View of Abortion
Anita Miller Chancey

Charles Hartshorne has written dynamically about abortion in the latter part of his career, yet his opinions and
thinking on this issue have never been gathered into a cohesive whole. This essay delineates Hartshorne’s position
that rationality contributes the highest form of experiencing, and therefore the highest value, to the Divine life.
Hartshorne’s views on contributionism, aesthetic value, linguistic clarity, and genetic identity underpin his position
on abortion, contributing powerfully to his focus on rationality as the attribute by which human persons, as he
defines them, surpass all other creatures.

Charles Hartshorne is not a household name, but for those familiar with contemporary philosophy, he is one of the
best known living philosophers. A prolific writer, at ninety-eight he has published nineteen books and countless articles
on a variety of philosophical subjects. Thirteen of his books were written after the age of sixty-five. Other philosophers
have found his work worthwhile as well, leading to four major publications on his philosophy in the last ten years.

Abortion is a recurring theme in Hartshorne’s later works. He discusses aspects of
abortion in Wisdom as Moderation (1987), Omnipotence and Other Theological Mistakes
(1984), and in his autobiography The Darkness and the Light (1990). In 1981 his article
“Concerning Abortion: An Attempt at a Rational View” drew a heated response—ten
letters to the editor were published in a following issue, with a final letter, the only one
from a woman, published a month later. In 1981 Hartshorne also accepted an invitation
to debate abortion with pro-life advocates at Dartmouth College, an action he later
called “unwise” (Bioethics 38). He stated afterward in personal correspondence:!

I did not win the debate at Dartmouth and I did not debate well. I have never debated
formally and don’t like the combative, victory at any cost atmosphere... [that] my

students had more interest in the truth I am confident. I have written an effective reply
I think to letters to the Christian Century on my essay. That way I may win.

His “effective” reply was the article “Scientific and Religious Aspects of Bioethics.”
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Despite the timeliness of the abortion question, and the relevance and potency of
Hartshorne’s views, no scholarly work has been published on this area of his thought.
The recent spate of books containing critical essays and Hartshorne’s personal responses?
have disregarded his opinions on abortion as though they were non-existent. Unfortu-
nately even the prestigious Library of Living Philosophers volume fails in this respect.
Valuable opportunities have been lost for Hartshorne to add a unified response to his
discussions on this sociologically and philosophically significant topic. Given
Hartshorne’s age, this is regrettable.

Hartshorne calls attempts to legally abolish abortion, an issue which lacks clear public
consensus, “tyranny” (Abortion 45). He is critical of those who automatically value a
fetus over the productivity and activity of the mother, and condemns those, particularly
men, who would dictate the limits of her choices. Hartshorne’s “pro-choice” position is a
natural outgrowth of his view of those qualities which make humans uniquely valuable.

An examination of the roots of Hartshorne’s position on abortion begins with his
vision of what I call the “creaturely continuum.” Hartshorne views all lifeon a rising
continuum which represents the value of creatures. He boldly states, “I hold that the
ultimate value of human life, or of anything else, consists entirely in the contribution it
makes to the divine life” (Wisdom 118). Hartshorne refers to this as the doctrine of
contributionism. While he maintains that every life and life form contributes in some
way to the Divine life, he also claims that our individual capacity for rational thought
allows humans to contribute more to God than other creatures.

Under no circumstances does Hartshorne see lower creatures as valueless. Like
diamonds of differing sizes, they are merely less valuable in a world that is completely
precious. This is a difficult fact to keep in sight, however, for in discussing abortion
Hartshorne consistently focuses on the variations in creaturely value, which are repre-
sented by movement up or down the creaturely continuum.

Hartshorne’s position on abortion is also influenced by his theory of aesthetic value,’
which emphasizes that a diversity of experiences balanced by an aesthetically pleasing
amount of complexity and orderliness contributes to life, and God, more fully than less
balanced experiences. Creatures capable of enjoying aesthetic value contribute richer,
more diverse experiences than simpler creatures. This richness of experience is seen at its
ultimate in moral or aesthetic feelings, experiences, and actions which are humanity’s
unique contribution to God.

The creaturely continuum does not represent possible or potential value to God.
Rather, it is an ever-changing continuum that reflects all the value a creature is able to

. contribute directly to God at that particular moment. When discussing abortion, the
human contribution of rationality is Hartshorne’s sole determinant of value.
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A fetus of any sort, be it pig, primate, or human, begins its life at the bottom of the
creaturely continuum as a single egg cell, in a position similar to a single-celled parame-
cium or amoeba. Each creature ascends the continuum, attaining at least whatever level
its genetic programming allows. Any adult mammal will be higher on the continuum
than any fetus, for one is reaching its apex, while the other is just beginning its ascent.
The specific species is not the relevant issue. How much diversity of experience each
creature can incorporate at that given moment, is.

An adult porpoise, capable of experiences that include the use of sophisticated commu-
nication and socially interactive behavior, is clearly higher on the continuum than a
newborn human baby, whose experiences are primarily basic reflexive actions, and less
interactive.

Consider the creatures at the high end of the continuum: members of the primate
family, porpoises and whales, and at the very top, humans. It takes only a few months for
a human baby to pass all creatures but the most capable large-brained mammals. Soon
even these are passed, as the very young child begins to demonstrate the higher cogni-
tive functions that are found only at the top of the continuum.

Why are we so special? What separates us from the whales and apes and puts us at the
very top of the creaturely continuum? Language, for a beginning. It is no small accom-
plishment to grasp abstract thinking and represent it symbolically (Wisdom 100, 124).

We are also the most creative and inventive of all creatures, showing tremendous diver-
sity in our actions. But most importantly, we are able to reason and develop morals by
which we recognize right and wrong. Hartshorne sees this as a powerful component of
value, one that, so far as we know, only humans are able to substantially contribute to God.

H. Tristram Engelhardt, Jr. sums up Hartshorne’s position succinctly:

All else being equal, the contribution of moral agents who can experience the world in a
rich and deep sense will be greater than that of less developed and less complex
experiencers of the world. We do not all equally contribute to God. (Philosophy 162)

According to Hartshorne, the top of the continuum is not gained, nor is it retained,
simply by being a creature of human origin. It is attained as we develop those qualities
that characterize humans as different from other animals. He states, “The line between
the human and the subhuman is crossed in the life of each one of us, if by human one
means, actually rational” (Wisdom 119).

Hartshorne would not elevate the human fetus or infant to any point on the con-
tinuum that it could not sustain through its capacity for experience. Nor would he allow
persons in a coma, who are incapable of experiencing, or the feeble-minded elderly, who
have an impaired ability for rational thought, to remain at the top of the continuum.
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This is no mere academic exercise for Hartshorne, but a strongly personal view that
leads him to state:
Does this distinction apply to the killing of a hopelessly senile person (or one in a permanent

coma)? For me it does. I hope that no one will think that if, God forbid, I ever reach that stage,
it must be for my sake that I should be treated with the respect due to normal human beings

(Abortion 44..; f. Darkness 115).

A careful definition of the word “person” is essential to understanding Hartshorne’s
arguments on abortion. Indeed he quotes Webster’s dictionary, and names it as the
“secret source” of the entire abortion controversy. There are two definitions: the first,
which is most commonly used by “pro-life” proponents, is simply a human being or
individual. The second, more specific definition, is that of a being who is able to reason
and distinguish right from wrong.

This second definition is the basis of Hartshorne’s position (Wisdom 32). He is ada-
mant that rationality is the measure of personhood, stating,

Itis clearly false to say that a fetus, infant, or child is strictly identical with an adult, even
though the adult grew out of the child. It is also clearly false to say, as “pro-lifers” seem to
say, or imply, that because the fetus or infant came from two persons and can (with much
help from persons) grow into a person, therefore it already is a person (Omnipotence 99).

Hartshorne is not alone in this view. Mary Anne Warren refers to human beings in a
moral sense, as “a full-fledged member of the moral community” whose traits include, but
are not limited to, consciousness and the ability to reason. She also specifies a genetic
sense of the term, in which “any member of the species is a human being, and no mem-
ber of any other species could be” (Warren 53).

Hartshorne has no patience for those holding a genetic view of personhood, who claim
that the potential represented in a fertilized human egg cell is equivalent to an actual
person. He pointedly observes that “no one denies that its origin is human, as is its
possible destiny. But the same is true of every unfertilized egg in the body of a nun”
(Abortion 42).4

Contributing invaluably to Hartshorne’s view of genetic identity and abortion were the
differences between his twin brothers, James and Henry. Despite sharing identical ge-
netic structure, they had highly individual personalities. Hartshorne attributes this to
differences in the life experiences each encountered, including differences in prenatal
experiences, such as their position in the womb. According to Hartshorne, this individu-
ality simply cannot be accounted for genetically:

What crude thinking it is that identifies individuality with mere genetic chemistry!
What made my twin brothers, now no longer living, physically individual was something

more than the chemistry of their cells. This something more was the structure of their
nervous systems. And that is just not there in the fertilized cell. Nor could it be
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predetermined by the cell, for then my brothers Henry and James would have been mere
duplicates. They were far from that (Darkness 57).

Hartshorne is supported on this point by the emergence theory of psychogeny, (the
study of the origin of the mind) and by its criticisms of the identity theory of psychog-
eny. The emergence theory holds that individuality is not defined genetically. According

- to Wayne Viney and William Douglas Woody,
“Psuche [mind] is not conceived as a given or as a completed work at any time; it is never
guaranteed or safe. If conditions are favorable, it grows and such growth, according to at least
some forms of emergence theory, is not just quantitative, it can be truly qualitative. If
conditions are unfavorable, either in the biological substrate or in the environmental context,
growth may falter. Whatever else Psuche may be, it is not an absolute (Viney 10-11) .5

For Hartshorne the ability to think rationally, on at least an elementary level, is a
milestone in human life. It is a juncture, a line we cross from being an animalistic human
“creature” to being an individual human “person.” Yet it is impossible to cross this line
unaided. Whether one speaks of a fetus, an infant, or a very young child, no develop-
ment at all is possible without a great commitment of time, effort and care, first from the
mother bearing the child, then after birth, by her and other caregivers.

There are contingencies to contend with during and even before development: Is the
egg healthy? Was the egg fertilized? Is the mother addicted to alcohol or drugs that might
overwhelm the developing cells? Does the mother have a disease such as diabetes that
makes maintaining pregnancy difficult? An unhealthy or addicted mother’s problem
may destroy the fetus entirely, or may stunt its development so severely that there is
little hope for normalcy after birth. Here the fetus’s welfare is inescapably in the hands of
the mother.

The newly born infant is incapable of all but the most rudimentary, reflexive actions.
Without continual tending from other persons, it would quickly die, and personhood
would never be attained. But life or death is not the only issue. Mental and emotional
health are essential factors if the infant is to develop into a rational creature capable of the
actions we consider human (Omnipotence 116, Darkness 244). Hartshorne reminds us:

A fetus is not like a seedling in a forest which, with luck and being let alone, will grow into a
mature tree; on the contrary, a fetus can become rational and moral only if a lot of human
effort is devoted to that end (Wisdom 59).

The continuation of life, too, has many contingencies. Simply stated, babies require
time, attention, and love. One only has to remember the terrible stories of under-social-
ized babies in war-time orphanages to recognize that the need for love and care. If it is
not met, the resulting child may be human, but still not be capable of anything beyond
animalistic experiences.
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When we return to the creaturely continuum, it is easy to see that no matter what point
the fetus or infant has progressed to on the continuum, its mother, already a fully rational
person, is clearly situated at the top. The fetus and the infant simply do not display the
characteristics of rationality that Hartshorne considers an essential component of
personhood. They cannot, therefore, counterbalance the needs and desires of the mother,
for they cannot match her value—the experiences she contributes to the Divine life.

Despite his belief in the intrinsic value of all creation, fetuses and even infants are, in
Hartshorne’s mind, only shadows of persons yet-to-be. Therefore, he considers neither
abortion nor infanticide full-fledged murder (Wisdom 125). He states:

I have little sympathy with the idea that infanticide is just another form of murder.
Persons who are already functionally persons in the full sense have more important rights
even than infants. Infanticide can be wrong without being fully comparable to the
killing of persons in the full sense (Abortion 44).

Hartshorne is critical of people, particularly men, who would legislate or in any way
order pregnant women to do what men themselves are not capable of—bearing a child
(Bioethics 35, 38). The consequences of such legislation are simply too grave. He states
his position plainly and forcefully;

Abortion is indeed a nasty thing, but unfortunately there are in our soc iety many even

nastier things, like the fact that some children are growing up unwanted. This for my

conscience is a great deal nastier, and truly horrible (Abortion 44).
There lies the root of Hartshorne’s view of abortion. It is bedded in the rich soil of his
philosophical thinking on value, identity, linguistic clarity, and rationality. It is
fortunate for both philosophy and for society that such a gifted thinker turned his mind
to this significant issue.
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The Omnipotence of Nature in
Coleridge’s The Rime of the
Ancient Mariner

Jenny Janak

“I readily believe that there are more invisible than visible Natures in the universe. But
who will explain for us the family of all these beings, and the ranks and relations and
distinguishing features and functions of each? What do they do? What places do they
inhabit? The human mind has always sought the knowledge of these things, but never
attained it. Meanwhile I do not deny that it is helpful sometimes to contemplate in the
mind, as on a tablet, the image of a greater and better world, lest the intellect, habitu-
ated to the petty things of daily life, narrow itself and sink wholly into trivial thoughts.
But at the same time we must be watchful for the truth and keep a sense of proportion,
so that we may distinguish the certain from the uncertain, day from night” (Burnet 68).

Humans vaguely acknowledge the existence of Nature, let alone its sublime power and
influence. Coleridge uses this quote to set up the role of Naure in his poem The Rime of
the Ancient Mariner. Nature is a mysterious work of God which makes an active contribu-
tion in the Mariner’s narrative.

Forces of Nature, created by God, do exist. The ability to fully understand these powers
is unattainable to man. God through Nature takes control of the universe in mysterious
ways. Coleridge reveals the certainty of Nature and of its divine power and influence in
dealing with man. This is illustrated with the Mariner’s crime of shooting the albatross,
the bird of good omen. The albatross is Nature incarnate which steers the ship safely
through the icy perilous waters of the Arctic. The Mariner’s crime embodies human
arrogance and man'’s disregard for Nature. Most men, like the Mariner, are thoughtless in
their actions towards Nature. Man’s unconscious awareness is tainted with compulsion
and contempt to destroy that which is good and pure. Man is hungary for the goodness
and purity found in Nature; however, by his own nature, man is out of tune with the
spirit of that which he so desires. Therefore, he will either chose to gain or destory that
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which is good. The spirit is gained through “love and reverence to all things God made

and loveth” (Coleridge 1553).

He prayth best, who loveth best
All things both great and small;
For the dear God who loveth us,
He made and loveth all (1553).

Destruction is a sign of man’s hopelessness and contempt for the quest of the spirit.
The Mariner exemplifies this loss. His crime is unrehearsed and casual. Little does he
realize the omnipotence of Nature. The consequences of his action are not regocnized
until he is forced to become aware by the spirit of Nature itself.

The spirit of Nature is eminent through celestial bodies of the sky. The moon is one of
the most powerful natural forces Coleridge manipulates in the poem. The moon is the
mystic, looming Emperor of the Night, illuminating the ship with unearthly brilliance.

Beyond the shadow of the ship
I watched the water snakes:

They moved in tracks of shining white,
And when they reared the elfish light

Fell off in hoary flakes (1544).

The moon watches over the children of Nature like a faithful sentinel. Clarity is
bestowed by the mysterious beauty of the moon. The moon in alignment with the stars
sends messages to man. “The horned Moon, with one bright star within the nether tip,”
signals a bad omen. This sign appears just before the Marinet’s crew drop dead on deck
of the ship (1542).

Mystic allusions celebrating the power of Nature are also made to the Sun as the Ghost
ship of judgement approaches.

And straight the Sun was flecked with bars,
(Heaven’s Mother send us grace!)

As if through a dungeon grate he peered
With broad and burning face (1542).

The sun is light, warmth, and hope for the Mariner. The one pure element man associ-
ates with the living pulse of reality sinks fast behind the bars of the skeletal Ghost ship.
Light is imprisioned. There is no elapse of twilight and all hope is distinguished in one
weird, eerie drop.

The Sun’s rim dips; the stars rush out:
At one stride comes the dark (1542).

Coleridge presents Nature as this supreme force which is able to avenge crimes against
the spirit. Shortly after the albatross is shot, Nature avenges the loss of the blessed bird by
taking wrath upon the Mariner. The movement of the ship comes to a halt. St. Elmo’s fire
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thrashes about in the sky, signaling the crew of upcoming disaster. The men on the ship
become dehydrated. Their throats are parched and their lips shrivel and bake. The Ghost
ship of judgement approaches, boarded with the spirits of Death and Life-in-Death. Thus
the invisible is made visible through the devastation of the Mariner and his crew.

The death of the crew greatly affects the Mariner. Tragic isolation brings on a height-
ened sense of awareness. The scene of the water snakes, slithering through the boiling
waters, poses a potential threat, yet the Mariner is mesmerized by the sight.

Within the shadow of the the ship

I watched their glossy attire:

Blue, glossy green, and velvet black,
They coiled and swam; and every track
Was a flash of golden fire (1544).

The Mariner is touched by Nature. Despite its danger and mystery he senses the signifi-
cance of its beauty and power. Overwhelmed, he responds, “A spring of love gushed from
my heart, And I blessed them unaware” (1544). The divine power of Nature is revealed
and the Mariner’s spirit is reconciled.

Justice is served in the realm of Nature. This is a poem of consequences. The fate of
the Mariner is assured by the Polar Spirits of Nature, “The man hath penance done, and
penance more will do” (1548). The Mariner is punished by LIfe-in-Death and further
condemned to forever tell his tale to relieve his soul. The power of Nature is enforced. It
affects man as he acknowledges its existence and considers its meaning. Nature holds
knowledge for us of which a full understanding is unattainable but, as Coleridge points
out, it is important to respect its existence. It is also worthy of contemplation. To recog-
nize the beauty and love of Nature is to “Come forth into the light of things,”
(Woodsworth 1375). Coleridge accomplishes this affect in the poem. He transforms the
exotic and super-natural spirit of Nature into divine truth.
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The Economics and Philosophy
Connection
Russ Prophet

Modern wisdom holds that the two academic fields of economics and philosophy are
anything but similar. Economics is a science, an inquiry into how human beings can
coordinate their unlimited wants with the world’s scarce resources (D. Colander 6). It is
concerned with study of numbers and business statistics derived from real world research.
The science of economics attempts to take these numbers and construct from them an
explanation of why they occur, and if possible, use them to predict future events. Eco-
nomics seeks to create concrete theories that may be tested and used (Pindyck and
Rubinfeld 4). The implications of economic theories are, in short, highly functional,
scientifically testable, and mathematically provable.

Philosophy, on the other hand, approaches academic inquiry in an entirely different
manner. The questions it attempts to evaluate have little, if any, physical evidence to
examine. Mathematical research and scientific hypothesis are exchanged for analogy and
mental abstraction. Charts and graphical analysis are of little use to philosophers; their
study goes beyond number crunching into the nature of the eternal truths that lie behind
the figures. Charles Dyke refers to this in his book Philosophy of Economics when he says
that, “Philosophy is nothing more than taking that one step back and engaging in a
critical examination of basic issues (2).”

These two areas, while certainly dissimilar in many respects, do contain a great number
of overlapping ideas. The similarities between economics and philosophy have been
examined by many individuals, with one author summarizing his interest in the field by
stating that “the philosophy of economics is an area that cuts right across the interests
and expertise of both philosophers and economists (Dyke viii).”

This should come as no surprise, however, when one is reminded that economics had
its earliest origins as an underdeveloped branch of philosophy. The father of economics,
Adam Smith himself, was actually a philosopher by profession. Smith’s first great literary
success was a book about philosophy, not economics, entitled The Theory of Moral
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Sentiments, published in 1759 (Heilbroner 33). It is almost ironic, in fact, that Smith’s
economic masterpiece, An Inquiry Into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations,
was written in 1776 at a time when he held the Chair of Moral Philosophy at the Uni-
versity of Glasgow (L. Colander 47-48).

Economics has, in any case, much more in common with philosophy than that of
merely using it as a point of origination. The developmental paths of these two fields
have continued to entwine themselves about one another, providing a vast number of
intersections in which philosophy must be utilized to understand economics on the one
hand, and economics used to make sense of philosophy on the other.

Take, for instance, the classic economic model of rational man and an application of
philosophy to it. At the base of most economic theory is an assumption of consumer
rationality, that is, that consumers act in a manner that makes sense. The economist has
modeled this assumption of rationality on an assertion that consumers seek to conduct
themselves in a manner that will gain for them as much value as possible for the ex-
change of the smallest amount of value that the consumer may expend (Dyke 29).
Thus, a consumer seeks to purchase goods with the highest level of utility at the lowest
price. With the behavior of consumers modeled in this manner, the economist is then
able to understand consumer actions in the marketplace and predict such things as
consumer demand for products and the consumer reaction to price changes.

This idea of economic consumer rationality was eventually seized and expanded
upon by another great thinker of Smith’s time, Jeremy Bentham. Bentham saw in
Smith’s conception of value a method of weighing decisions to arrive at an appropriate
course of action. If people were to act rationally, they would necessarily act in a man-
ner that gained for them the largest net increase in utility. From this general idea
Bentham carefully crafted the ethical theory of utilitarianism. In its final form, taken
from Bentham’s book The Principles of Morals and Legislation, the Principle of Utility is
stated as:

that principle which approves or disapproves of every action whatsoever, according to the

tendency which it appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness of the party

whose interest is in question; or what is the same thing in other words, to promote or to

oppose that happiness (2).
As one can then see, the concept of consumer rationality had evolved from a purely
economic assertion to the basis of an ethical decision rule that Bentham believed would
help to reform society’s corrupted morals (Rachels 91). The connection between
philosophy and economics in this case, though subtle, is still very evident.

Let us return once again to the rational model of economic man. This model speaks of
“utility” and “value”, but just what is it, exactly, that these words refer to? If one is to
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adhere to Bentham’s argument, utility and value refer to happiness, the enjoyment of
pleasure and the avoidance of pain (Dyke 31). But herein one encounters an interesting
dilemma; a dilemma that both philosophers and economists have argued over for a great
length of time: the conflict of altruism with egoism and how best to design an economy
that works with these two ideals.

The conflict of altruism versus egoism arises in the model of economic man and
Bentham’s ethical theory of utilitarianism simultaneously with the question of how to
increase the overall happiness of society. The question one must answer becomes a
decision of whether unselfishly donating to one’s fellow man or serving one’s own self-
interest best increases the happiness of society.

Let us first examine the argument for egoism and analyze its eventual economic impli-
cations. While an immense number of arguments exist that argue on the behalf of an
egoistic morality, let us restrict our examination to three of the better known arguments.

The first argument in favor of egoism is based on the positive social results of egoistic
behavior. The argument claims that if everyone pursues policies of self-interest the even-
tual outcome will be one in which everyone maximizes their own happiness, and as a
result, maximizes the happiness of society as a whole. Consider it this way, each individual
is placed in a unique position to understand exactly what it is that they truly desire. No one
is better equipped to fulfill a desire than the person who fully understands the nature of
that desire and has it implanted within them. Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that the
efforts of any person, other than the individual who originates the desire, to fulfill a want
will by inefficient at best, and pure interference at worst (Rachels 78). Thus, as Robert G.
Olsen phrases it, “The individual is most likely to contribute to social betterment by
rationally pursuing his own best long-range interests.”

The second argument takes a much harsher stance as it supports egoism. Under this
argument, one becomes an egoist instead of an altruist in order to maintain respect for
the value of an individual. If one is an altruist, then one must be willing to lessen the
value of one’s own life in order to improve the value of some other person’s life. As Ayn
Rand, a major proponent of egoism, states in her work The Virtue of Selfishness, “If a man
accepts the ethics of altruism his first concern is not how to live his life, but how to
sacrifice it (27).” If one sacrifices the value of one’s own life, then perhaps one does not
have an appropriate sense of life’s true value. Egoism provides the only ethical frame-
work, egoists argue, that assigns life all of its true value and worth (Rachels 81). Thus,
one must be, by necessity, an egoist in order to avoid denigrating the sanctity and full
value of life.

The third argument in support of the egoist’s point of view takes a radically different
approach from the previous two. This argument observes that human beings in a com-



e —

= 22 * Logos Sophia 1996

plex society perform an immense array of different tasks. These tasks are apparently
motivated by an equally diverse number of emotions and desires. But, the egoist under
this argument would claim, all of these different emotions and desires can really be
condensed into a single motivating factor: self-interest (Rachels 82).

This argument is then used to explain away any apparently altruistic actions. An egoist
avoids committing harmful actions because if he did do harm to people, he would be
stigmatized by society and punished by its law. The egoist acts morally in order to receive
the benefits of being judged a moral person by society and avoids unethical deeds to side-
step the negative consequences such actions garner. Apparently altruistic actions are not
altruistic at all, if this argument is correct, because the participants in the act are moti-
vated by their own desire for personal gain.

With these three arguments, one can begin to see the case for egoism as a motivating
philosophy behind the actions of a rational economic man. The combination of the two
ideas of egoism and economic man yields a model of behavior in which the individual
acts to obtain the greatest amount of utility for themselves at a minimum cost to them-
selves. While this may seem to be only a minor adjustment to the original model of
economic man, the addition of exclusive self-interest to utility has far reaching eco-
nomic implications.

Perhaps the single most influential of these implications is the development of an
understanding of the economic system of capitalism. It appears, in fact, to be a direct
economic derivative of the combination of egoism and rational man.

To observe this phenomena, one needs only to analyze a definition of capitalism to
understand just how greatly it is influenced by the individual’s pursuit of self interest. For
this analysis the definition provided by David Colander adequately describes capitalism
when he says that, “Capitalism is an economic system based upon private property and
the market in which, in principle, individuals decide how, what, and for whom to pro-
duce (61).”

Private property rights, a vitally necessary component in a capitalist economy, are an
obvious indication of the pursuit of self-interest. If one was more concerned for promot-
ing the welfare of the society in which one lived than pursuing one’s own self-interest,
than there would be no need to establish any boundaries on property. Anyone who
needed to use a particular resource would just use it, and the remainder of society would
be pleased to altruistically forfeit its right to the use of that resource. With the placement
of one’s own interest above that of the rest of society, however, control over particular
resources must be established to prevent chaos. Personal property rights impose the
necessary order on the control of resources that becomes important when individuals
actively pursue their own self-interest.
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A second key component in capitalism, the market, also appears to require an egoist
philosophy. Markets originated in order to help facilitate the egoists in their attempts to
improve their personal satisfaction. By allowing for the specialization of labor and reduc-
ing transaction costs, markets provide the egoist with additional paths to pursue self-
interest (Mishkin 34).

One comes to understand with the analysis of the definition of capitalism just how
integral a part the philosophy of egoism is in it. Egoism helps explain the need and use of
two of the key components in capitalism, private property rights and the market. The
involvement of egoism, though, goes far beyond simply being an integral part of the
capitalist economic system. Capitalism encourages the individuals that participate in it
to increasingly follow an egoist impetus. As David Colander simply states it, “In capital-
ism, individuals are encouraged to follow their own self-interest (62).”

Having now spent a considerable amount of time examining the egoist’s participation
in economics, let us now focus our attention on the effect of altruism on an economic
system. Once again, the availability of numerous arguments in favor of altruism necessi-
tates a limit of the discussion to three lines of reasoning.

The first argument to be analyzed in defense of altruism is an appeal to the nature of
morality. Under a theory of egoism, two competing individuals become locked in con-
flict. Both individuals seek to overcome the other due to the polarized state of their
unique self-interests (Rachels 84). It is in contestant A’s self interest to overcome con-
testant B, and contestant B is motivated under the same rationale of self-interest to
overcome contestant A. Both A and B are trapped in a conflict from which their chosen
decision rule of egoism is unable to free them. Kurt Baier points out the absurdity of this
situation when he writes in his book The Moral Point of View that:

For morality is designed to apply in just such cases, namely, those where interests conflict.

But if the point of view of morality were that of self-interest, then there could never be moral

solutions of conflicts of interest (189-190).
If this is the case, then the altruist would assert that egoism fails critically in its function
as an ethical theory in resolving disputes. Altruism then becomes the theory of morality
that is used to resolve the situation, and in so doing, proves its superior worth.

The second argument for altruism is somewhat more complex and brings to question
whether egoism is self-contradictory. This possible fault with the theory of egoism can be
brought to light by using a slightly different analysis on the previous example. In the
dispute between contestant A and contestant B it becomes apparent that it is in A’s self-
interest to defeat B, and in B’s self-interest to foil A’s attempts to do so. Motivation by
self-interest in this situation then faces a curious dilemma. It becomes both right and
wrong for contestant A to attempt to overcome B under the ethical theory of egoism
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(Rachels 86). This raises the possibility that ethical egoism contradicts itself in the afore
mentioned example by promoting an act as both morally correct and morally corrupt.
Altruists again point to this inconsistency in egoism as an indication of its faultiness and
the need for society to adopt the superior policy of unselfishness.

The third and final argument in favor altruism centers on a claim that egoism is, by its
own definition, arbitrary. A doctrine of egoism forces the individual to separate the
world into two distinct categories, the self and everyone else. Egoism then affords the
member of the first group, the self, preferential treatment over that of everyone else.

In order for the member of the first group to receive preference over the members of the
second group, however, there should exist some basic difference between the two groups
that merits the disparity of treatment between them. Egoism is flawed in this respect,
though, because both groups of individuals have no greatly justifiable differences
(Rachels 89). In this manner, the egoist behaves in a similar fashion to that of a racist,
arbitrarily awarding preferential treatment to one category over another. Due to egoism’s
arbitrary nature, it becomes less valuable as an ethical theory compared to that of altru-
ism. This argument for altruism is summarized nicely by James Rachels in his book

The Elements of Moral Philosophy when he reasons that, “We should care about the
interests of other people for the very same reason we care about our own interests;

for their needs and desires are comparable to our own (89).”

With the case for altruistic behavior supported by any of the preceding arguments, one
begins to wonder how an individual motivated in an unselfish manner would act eco-
nomically. The combination of the ideas of altruism and economic man does provide
some limited insight into this question. An economic man driven by the desire to help
others would seek to gain a maximum benefit for society from the output of his labor.
David Collard appears to agree with this analysis in his book Altruism & Economy when
he writes, “The rational individual sees that benevolent impulses felt towards particular
others must be universalized — that benevolence towards one individual must be gener-
alized and extended to unknown others in that same category”(180).

There springs from this concept of an unselfishly inspired labor force one very notable
economic system: socialism. A socialist economy is one based upon government owner-
ship in which central planning is used to coordinate economic activity and production
(D. Colander 62). This economic system effectively eliminates the drive for an indi-
vidual to pursue their personal self-interests by ensuring that the physical needs of
everyone in society are met for by a carefully planned cooperative action of the labor
force. Robert Heilbroner speaks of this emancipation from self-serving competition in his
book Marxism: For and Against when he says that socialism “becomes that phase of
history in which mankind will be released both from the bondage of material insuffi-
ciency and from its servitude to the power of mystification (148).”
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Once the members of society have been freed from the shackles of capitalism, socialists
argue, they can pursue the noble goals of altruism. This ability of the population to focus
on the needs of other individuals is perhaps the single most significant rationale for the
adoption of a socialist economy. The framework of a socialist economy comes to act
upon society as a catalyst for altruistic acts. Heilbroner contrasts this capability of social-
ism against the less noble motivations of capitalism when he states that, “A socialist
society, to be sharply differentiated from a capitalist one, should be as suffused and
preoccupied with the idea of a collective moral purpose as is bourgeois society with the
idea of individual personal achievement (Marxism For and Against 168).”

This examination of the economic model of rational man and the effect of two differ-
ent modes of calculating value in its decision making process, while limited in its scope,
does serve to illustrate one very important fact. Economics and philosophy are related
and, in many instances, dependent upon one another. The taxonomic distinctions that
initially appear to be drawn so clearly between the two fields begin to blur upon a closer
examination. Though the debate may continue over whether socialism is preferable to
capitalism, or if altruism is a more acceptable alternative to egoism, one thing can be
known for certain: these debates do not exist separately from each other. It is only with
an analysis of both the philosophic and the economic that a complete understanding of
either issue can be achieved. In this manner our base of knowledge evolves through the
cooperative study of both fields, and society is benefitted with a more complete under-
standing of the human condition.
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Idols of the Indian Theater

Sarah Niegsch

Note: This essay incorporates my field experiences of Semester at Sea with the History of 16th and 17th century
Western philosophy by examining the position of the Dalits, or Untouchables, in India in relation to Francis
Bacon’s Idols of Man, specifically the Idols of the Theater.

There is a difference between Eastern and Western philosophy — that is undisputable.
Modern day Western philosophy began acquiring its current characteristics in the six-
teenth century, a time during which phenomenal changes in the Western world took
place. The first of these major changes was the discovery of the “New World”, where
people lived having none of the moral and religious traditions common in Europe.
Furthermore, the commonly accepted theories in astronomy and physics began to
crumble beneath the weight of evidence provided by Galileo, Copernicus, and Kepler
and others. Desiderius Erasmus, Montaigne and Martin Luther revived the ancient
Greek argument of skepticism, which questions if it is possible for humans to have any
knowledge. This reintroduction of skepticism, according to Richard Popkin, marks the
beginning of modern Western philosophy (Popkin).

The philosophy of Francis Bacon is a direct result of the reintroduction of skepticism and
a significant landmark in the development of the Western mind: he tries to answer the
skeptics by creating a totally new foundation upon which we can gain true knowledge.
Bacon reasoned that the human intellect makes its own difficulties by not soberly and
judiciously using the true helps which are at man’s disposal. By not using the helps prop-
erly, ignorance follows. From this ignorance follows mischief. Because of this mischief, he
thought all trial should be made to restore the commerce between the mind of man and
the nature of things to its perfect and original condition. If the perfect and original condi-
tion can’t be attained then at least a betterment of the condition can be attained. From
this coordination of the commerce of the mind and nature comes knowledge — true
knowledge — which should be used for the benefit and use of life (Edwards 83-88).

In order to get to this perfect and original condition, one must examine the human
mind. In examining the mind, one finds that there are Idols, or false notions, that exist
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in the mind and inhibit true understanding. These Idols are deeply rooted and beset the
mind in such a manner that the truth can barely enter it. Furthermore, even if the truth
does enter the mind, the Idols can still cloud it. This is man’s plight unless men, being
forewarned, can fortify themselves against the Idols. In order for men to be forewarned,
an therefore fortify themselves, Bacon outlined the Idols.

The first Idols are of the Tribe, illusions created by the senses and the physical struc-
ture of humans. The second is the Idols of the Cave which are tendencies, dispositions
and habits which are individual and are created, in part, by education. Idols of the
market-place are those distortions created by relations with other humans and are largely
related to language. Finally, Idols of the Theater are false notions which are imposed on
the human mind by preexisting philosophies. These Idols of the Theater are said to be
dangerous especially when coupled with religious elements: “But the corruption of
philosophy by superstition and an admixture of theology is far more widely spread, and
does the greatest harm . . .” (Edwards 97).

In the East, there was no similar movement to eradicate the precarious foundations
upon which knowledge was based, thus the enormous split in philosophies. Because
there was no parallel movement, much knowledge in India is based upon poor (Western)
philosophical foundations. The four walls of this foundation are the four basic religio-
philosophical theories in India: Hinduism, Buddhism, Christianity, and Islam; the Idols
of the Indian Theater. A glaring “mischief” that is created by these Idols is the continu-
ing existence of the Untouchables as a distinct out-caste social group.

The first and oldest religio-philosophical movement in India is Hinduism. Literally,
the religion divides all people into four ascribed castes. The highest caste is the Brah-
mins who are priests and holy men. The second caste is the ksatriyas, or the warrior
caste. Third is the vaisyas, or merchant, caste. Last is the shudras, the laborers. Below the
shudras is a group of people who have no caste. They are literally “out-castes” and are
destined to do such work as cleaning the streets, cleaning everyone’s excrements, and
taking care of garbage — the worst jobs that exist. These out-castes are called “Untouch-
ables” or “Dalits”.

There is no social mobility within the Hindu caste system. One cannot move up based
on achievements or marriage. Furthermore, to want to move up in caste is to deny one’s
duty which is determined by caste. Hinduism preaches that one should be content with
his/her station in life. If one is content and performs his/her duty, as he/she should, one is
performing good karma, or moral action. If one does complain and does not abide by the
caste system, that person is performing bad karma. Unequal and unjust conditions are
rationalized on the basis of Karma which, in turn, is the inexorable law of reincarnation.
Hindus believe that the soul of a person is reborn over and over until moksha, the spiritual
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release of the soul, is attained. The type of karma one performs in one life will affect the
life lead in the next life. For example, if one performs bad karma in the present life, one
will feel the repercussion in the next life by having a bad reincarnation. That is, the soul
will be born into a lower caste. Consequently, the lower castes are kept downtrodden by
the same logic. The reason given by the twin doctrines of karma and reincarnation that
they are in the lower caste is because of bad karma performed in a previous life. The only
way for the lower castes to aspire to a higher caste is to perform good karma, which means
performing their duty in this life without complaining.

The second religio-philosophical tradition in India, Buddhism, is commonly believed
to have developed out of Hinduism (This is disputed by some. See Reat chapter one).
Siddhartha Gautama lived in modern day Nepal from approximately 560-480 BCE.
Legend has it that before Siddhartha’s birth, ministers predicted that the unborn child
would either become a great king or a great religious leader. The father, delighted by the
thought of his son becoming a great ruler but deathly scared of him becoming an ascetic,
protected the child from the unpleasantness of the world. Siddhartha married at sixteen
and had a son. Thirteen years later, as a result of fate, Siddhartha finally saw the unpleas-
antness of life. Thereafter, he renounced his luxurious lifestyle for that of a wandering
mendicant. Years later, he attained Nirvana. Although this legend is acknowledged as a
legend, the fact that Siddhartha was a wealthy man who left his father’s home to lead a
life of asceticism is undisputed (Reat 1-15).

The Buddha believed in Four Noble Truths. First, all mundane life is suffering. Second, the
cause of all suffering is desire. Third, the cessation of desire is called Nirvana. Finally, there is
a practical and applicable way of achieving Nirvana. To renounce the material world is to
renounce selfish desire and therefore suffering, thus achieving Nirvana (Reat 31).

Because Siddhartha was rich and untroubled by the problems encountered by an
ordinary person he necessarily chose poverty voluntarily. The path he chose for himself
was appropriate.

But for those who are either born poor or forced to poverty and who never tasted the
value of human life, notions such as “renunciation” and “desirelessness” may not make
any sense. For desire which, in the case of a poor man, is the source of effort and there-
fore development, is itself condemned in Buddhism as the source of sorrow. Interestingly
enough, if Hinduism denies one of the ‘will to die’, Buddhism deprives one of the ‘will to
live’ . . . If Hinduism develops among the poor a self-disrespecting psyche, Buddhism
offered them a self-denying ethos. Hinduism discredits life of the wretched on the earth;
for they are supposed to have committed several untoward Karmas in their previous life.
Buddhism on the other hand devalues one’s future. The Nirvana of Buddhism is an
internalized present which cuts the very roots of one’s historical future. The Indian
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underprivileged and the underdeveloped are, in this way, made to live between the
unknown and unknowable past and the uncertain future. With such religious themes the
possibility of the underdeveloped ever regaining their lost humanity is systematically
negated (Wilson 5).

The third religio-philosophical movement in India is Christianity. Although Christianity
was brought to India by the West, it has not maintained a completely Western doctrine.
Instead, the inward ethos of the religion is very much in line with Hindu thought.

All types of social evils condemned in India have become part of Indian Christian
reality. Added to this already inherited fatalistic world-view, they are now fed with a
different kind of deterministic world-view through such doctrines as the doctrine of
predestination, the doctrine of sin, the freely given salvation through non-human efforts,
the transitoriness of the world, the idea of life as a sojourn and the doctrine of
eschatology offering a new heaven and a new earth etc. (Wilson 7).

As a result, human effort and self-effort are not valued in Indian Christianity. Focus is
not on this world but on the next.

The last major religio-philosophical movement in India is Islam. Islam, as it exists in
India today, is a dogmatic, authoritarian religion that expresses no distinction between
the civil society and the religious community. Islam, in its dogmatism, does not allow for
the enlightenment of the ignorant which includes the poor and women (necessarily then
the Dalits). Furthermore, as in Christianity, man is devalued and gains value only in
relation to God (Wilson 8-9). Again we see that human effort and self-effort are not
valued. Focus is again not on this world but on the next.

All of the religio-philosophical systems that compose Indian thought keep the down-
trodden downtrodden; the Idols of the Indian Theater create many mischiefs. Evidence
of this is the fact that the several underprivileged communit