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EDITOR'S NOTES

Seven important articles make up the January 201 I issue 6f the
journal-one each from different areas of philosophy, narnely,
existentialism, neopragmatism, philosophy of culture, philosophy of
leadership, philosophical logic, philosophy of mind, and political
philosophy. lt includes a book review and a book note.

In "Religious traces onAlbert Camus," Herman Licayan supports the
skepticism of some scholars in labeling Camus as an atheist. He explores
Carnus's comrhendation ofthe monastic life and expressions which emanate
from the tatter's being, expressions of a longing for an immortal life and a
meaningful sense of transcendence.

Having served as one ofthe discussants ofRichard Rorty's paper
delivered at the Univers ity of the Phi lippines in 2000, Gerry Lanuza decided
to write a short personal tribute to one of the giants of Americarr
philosophy-the thinker who has been called "the man who killed truth."
Lanuza presents pragmatism in "Richard Rorty ( 193 l-2007): A brief
introduction" to its core as anti-essentialism and discusses Rorty's attempt
to deflect the charge ofrelativism and to shed light on the role ofscience
inthe pragmatic way of life.

William Sweet tries to discuss the issue of multiculturalism from the
point ofview ofpractices rather than from the perspective oftheories.
This is necessary in order to hurdle the position of postmodemity which
rejects "any essentialist or foundationalist approach." In "Hospitality,
ethics, and multiculturalism," Sweet argues that hospitality is one important
practice that can be appropriately discussed in multiculturalism; in fact, in
any practice involving encountering others such as "immigrants and
refugees...friends and guests... or students."

Leadership in practice is problematic, especially in the case ofNigeria
and Africa. In "Moses' leadership qualities: Principles with reference to
African leadership," Caleb Ogunkunle takes Moses as an example of a
leader who was selfless----although at times, very "human"-but one who
truly loved his people not for his own sake but for their sake. Nigerian
leaders, says Ogunkunle, who have been generally described as "egotists""
full of "selfishness and greediness," who have wiped out the "middle
class," etc., may as well learn something from the example ofMoses.

The article, "Constatival logic; An essay in the philosophy of logic,"
is a continuation of two papers previously published: "Meaning,
proposition, and speech acts" and "The rejection ofthe proposition."
Language serves as the intermediary between man's consciousness and
the world. As such, Rolando Gripaldo argues that the speaker or writer
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processes in consciousness the items of empirical experience such as

objects, properties, and relationships based on a situational demand that
elicits a specific constatival attitude. The output is the appropriate pragmatic
response that is generally communicated.

Napoleon Mabaquiao Jr. contends in "The computer simulation of
human thinking: An inquiry into its possibility and implications" that the
logic behind the "computational simulation of human thinking" is flawed
in that "what is simulated computationally is not human thinking as such
but merely its behavioral manifestations." And it is "logically possible" for
a noncomputational system to manifest behaviors that can be
computationally simulated.

"Hope" can be ambiguous in the field of politics. It can be understood
in terms ofmanipulation or in terms of a political necessity. It can be good
or bad, a genuine hope or a mere wish. In the "Ambiguity of hope: An
analysis of its status in politics," Lukas Kaelin cautions usto be careful in
understanding this concept of hope without the proper reflection.

A bookreview basically carries bothnegative ar-rd positive evaluation
of a work and it is generally longer than a book note, which largely carries
only a positive evaluation. In reviewing Josef Pieper's book entitled
Tradition, Peter Collins percolates in us a wide array of ideas associated
with this concept as in a "sacred tradition," a "tradition oftruth," a 'osecular"
tradition, etc., together with the evolution and preservation of tradition as

such and on how it is handed on and handed down from one source to
another. Wilfried Vanhoutte, in his book note on Bemard Gert's Hobbes,
informs us that the decades ofscholarly study and teaching ofthis subject
have amply given Gert a "penetrating" and "balanced" interpretation of
Hobbes the man and the philosopher.

Rolando M. Gripaldo
Editor
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RELIGIOUS TRACES
ON ALBERT CAMUS

flerman Licayan
Arc h diocese of Melbo ur ne

A few of Albert Camus b commentators were already
uncomfortable in colling him an atheist which, according
to the general perception, he is. Some of them even
challenged the labeling of Camus as an atheist in the
anthology of existentialist philosophers. A careful study
of Camus's works as well as of his personal life reveals
that such a challenge is not baseless at all. This paper
will (1) explore Camusb commendation of monasticism,
which might be unthinkable to many who have read The
myth of Sisyphus, and (2) propose that, from the
perspective of a religious believer, a refined theological
engagement to Camusb radical criticisms on religious
beliefs and values will yield in Camus q new range of
religious maturity.

O solitude! Solitude, my home! I have lived too long
widely in wild strange lands to come home to you without
tears !

-FriedrichNietzsche

r n u,, p o r, "Xi :;: :;Z'rut;

While it is commonly believed that Albert Camus was an
atheistic existentialist, there were few commentators who were
uncomfortable with such a perception and were willing to challenge
the belief. This paper will explore the religious traces both in camus's
life and works,r thereby reinforcing the challenge towards excruding
Camus from the hard-core brand of European atheism. It will point
out the apparent relationship of a monastic life to the philosophy of
the absurd and the idea of the rebel. It will also demonstrate camus's
thoughts as even beneficial in evoking religious maturity which takes
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into consideration the absurdities in life. This paper is neither meant
to downplay Camus's radical criticisms of religious belief as a form
of philosophical suicide nor is it interested in the conjectures of
Camus's conversion to Christianity.

There is no doubt that an ordinary reading of Camus's major
writings, which earned him an international reputation such as The
myth ofSisyphus (1955), The plague (1948), The rebel (1954), and
Thefall (1957), overwhelmingly evoked atheistic overtones. Camus
is judged by many as an atheist pure and simple and that his writings
are devoid of any religious traces. As Henri Peyre (7962, 68) claims,
"...for Camus, there is no transcendence whatever." Peyre claims
that Camus's thoughts, including his lofty ethical stance as developed
in The rebel, is pure paganism devoid of transcendence. This is a
reflection of Camus',s general readership. It is a bit ironic, however,
that in spite of Camus's highly critical ideas against Christianity,
some Catholic Church Christian writers, such as Thomas Hanna
(1962), Bernard Murchland (1962), and Thomas Merton (1982), see
a profound affinity in Camus's existential atheism with that of
Christian belief. Although it is not unknown to commentators that
Camus had a subtle attraction to the Christian religion, this is
overshadowed by his atheistic reputation. For example, his
inclination to a monastic way of life has not been sufficiently
explored. Not that Camus had the desire of becoming a monk but
that he had a deep-seated appreciation of monastic living as a form
of rebellion against the drudgery of earthly urban lifestyle and of
his clandestine attraction to mystic-activist Simone Weil.2

TACITURN ATHEIST

Given the Post-World War II atheistic environment in France,
Camus's case is a little different. The members of the triumvirate
of the cafd philosophers (Sartre, Beauvoir, and Camus) all had
different ideas about God. As far as they were concerned, they were
atheists, at least, as commonly known. Sartre was very much
confidently bold about bein$ an advocate of God's nonexistence.
Beauvior was pleased to be so, but Camus was anxious and perplexed
by his lack of belief and continued to entertain his doubts until his
untimely death (Todd 1999,214). Sartre never created a character
that is so possessed by the devil or by God. But Camus, in The
plague, was still livi4g in the Iife and thought of the Jesuit priest
Paneloux and the nonbeliever Dr. Rieux, who were almost completely
differenr in their beliefs but who were one in doing something to
help as much as they could their suffering brethrens. One can
perhaps surmise that the author could have been both of them in that
Carnus struggled to understand his unbelief. Such a struggle for Sartre
was not worth his time. For this reason, Camus discussed much
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about arts and political matters like communism with Sartre and
Beauvior but never about God (Todd 1999,215). Camus dealt with
his doubts inwardly. He never discussed about God with Sartre,
and in very few instances with Beauvior. He did not even talk about
divine mercy with Andre Malraux, who was a believer. For reasons
not clear to us, Camus articulated his own brand of atheism in his
writings but not with his friends. Perhaps because he was undergoing
a torment that ever! precocious thinker undergoes-the feeling of
not being well understood. As Camus says, "No doubt I am not
making myself understood, but I don't know how to say it any better,
and what I am doing has been always a mystery to me."3 In the
intellectual circle, when God was mentioned during a gathering,
Camus took refuge in silence which was definitely felt by the others.
Sartre (1962) sometimes was uneasy with Camus's silence:

Temporarily, torn by contradiction that must be
respected, he (Camus) had chosen silence...His silence,
which according to the events and my mood I consider
sometimes too cautious and sometimes painful, was a
quality of every day like heat or light, but it was human.a

And finding his place in silence was not insignificant in his
daily routine. Oliver Todd, Camus's biographer, gives us the account
that silence was his essential daily ritual. He calls him a "timid
atheist." This is highly r-rnderstandable in an eccentricity of the life
of a writer and an artist. Of course, silence did not necessarily imply
religious motivation but certainly it was a practice that he shared
with monks who believe that silence is not empty and devoid of
meanings. The difference between him and the Christians was so
lucid yet it did not prevent him from appreciating values that he saw
in them as attractive. An atheist having a high regard for a radical
religious way of living is unthinkable. Albert Camus,s atheism is
seemingly at the borderline between atheism and asceticism. For
Camus, such an ascetic practice is consistent with his absurdist
conviction. To be sure, Camus did not say that meaning did not
exist but only he did not knorry it so he preferred to deal with what
he (1955, 38) knew.

I don't know whether this world has a meaning that
transcends it. But I know that I do not know that meaning
and that it is impossible for me j ust now to know it. What
can a meaning outside my condition mean to me? I can
understand only in human terms.

With Camus's faithful and overwhelming engagement with the
complexities of human existence, he was not conclusive with the
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"human terms" at his disposal. There seems to be no indication that
he was close to the possibility of someday being able to understand
what believers talk about which, for the moment, seemed far-fetched
in so far as he was concerned. This transcendental possibility is not
taken seriously and, given the urgency of the moment, Camus (1955,
38) opted to dwell therein, for "This is what, for the moment, I must
remember." What Camus implied as futile should not be interpreted
by any means as denial. Dealing with this life in human terms is
perfectly compatible with the Johannine teachings; indeed, a conditio
sine qua non for loving something beyond "human terms."

MONASTICISM AND THE ABSURD WORLD

It is known only to a few that in the midst of vehement attacks
against all sorts of transcendental values, which Camus believed
mesmerize man to his present condition, Camus showed signs of
commending the monastic life.5 It is indeed absurd, at first sight,
that a thinker who'claims the meaning of life is life itself could
appreciate a lifestyle which is oriented to the transcendental. Would
it then be taken as his affirmation of a religious culture which adheres
to the belief that the meaningfulness of such a search for meaning
lies somewhere beyond? Camus felt envious of Christian monks
for their certainties. His address to the Dominican brothers and friars
apparently did not contain any atheistic element at all:

Values are given to you in advance by the Revelation.
Your only problem is to reconcile them to the world. I
personally believe that they cannot be reconciled to the
world...the only coherenr Iitalics mine] religious state
seems to me the monastic state, with all its rigors. (Todd
1999,215)

Monasticism in fact is not something that is irreconcilable with
the radicalism of philosophical rebellion. Monasticism is a refusal
to earthly life that is immersed in absurdities. Camus felt that the
spirit of monasticism was the only religious way of living consistent
with the absurdity in life which necessitated philosophical rebellion.
Solitude then become a perfect refuge in holding the fort against
human despair. The history of Christian monasticism and the
individual human experience of ancient anchorites attest to the fact
that it was the vanities of the secular world which triggered the rise
of such religious movements. The silence and solitude of monastic
practice is truly a defiance ofthe noise, confusion, and drudgery of
a profane environment, healing a life of desiccations and
meaninglessness. Thus, there is an obvious evolution of Camus's
thought from The myth of Sisyphus where religious belief is a form
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of philosophical suicide to The rebel, and that the rigors of such a
belief embodies an existential defiance to how life is ordinarily lived.
In other words, cloistered monks are in a sense Camus's philosophical
rebels. Hermitages are bastions of defiance against the absurd.
Camus did not see monastic life as escape or an act of abdication of
man's social responsibilities which many radical thinkers may have
conceived like the Marxists, because even if the social revolution
triumphs, still the rebel has to consciously decide to go back to the
plain, like Sisyphus, and start pushing the rock up all over again.
On the contrary, the rigors of monastic life is an act of true rebellion;
it is defiance against a depraved society; it is a refusal to acquiesce
to a corrupt environment; and it is an expression that one cannot
live in such a hoaxing environment, playing or pretending to be like
happy human beings.

Once a poor boy in Algeria and now a city slicker in Paris,
Camus must have understood what he talked about, given his own
personal experience. Camus's rather extravagant lifestyle6 in Paris
apparently presented a direct conflict with what he seemed to desire.
In fact, he was overwhelmed by his critical assessment of the
metropolitan external bourgeois way of life. In his (1958, 7) own
words, "Paris is a real trompe-l'loeil, a magnificent dummy setting
inhabited by four million silhouettes." This was not what it meant to
exist. Camus believed that there must be more than this, yet he did
not have an idea of what this "more" looked like. Firstly, it was
perhaps because of his unshakable nostalgia of his North African
background, and secondly, because of his growing conviction that
there were values he held which transcended what was given to him
by his immediate surroundings. Here lies Camus's real ambivalent
struggle for clarity, because such values he constantly attacked in
his major writings; and yet, in some instances, he seemed to recognize
their worth. In "The reflection against capital punishment," Camus,s
argument (see Obrien 1962,222) alludes to transcendence: ,,Capital
punishment upsets only indisputable human solidarity-our
solidarity against death-and it can only be legitimized by truth or a
principle that is superior to man." Arguing against capital punishment
with a bold recourse to "a principle that is superior to man,,' which
literary piece worth him a Nobel Prize award, does not sound any
better than that of Christian believers who have the same disdain
against the savagery of death penalty.

COMMENDATION OF CHASTITY

On the other hand, the attraction to asceticism may also be
caused by a deep longing for solitude necessary for his creative
writing enterprise. Being an artist and a believer are, of course, two
different things, but they neither are incompatible. Camus was a
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dedicated artist immersed in too many distractions, be it financially,
politically, socially (with two World Wars that practically marred
his optimism towards life), and most of all, personally.T For Camus,
ascetic practices, like meditation and silence and even abstinence,
were necessary for a creative industry. On 27 September 1939,
Camus wrote the following verse that is very uncharacteristic of his
philosophical trademark. If one is not informed of its authorship, he
or she would probably think it was written by someone who had just
made l-lis monastic profession in the medieval Abbey:

Hence the absolute necessity of proving
oneself...through rigorous chastity. Before any theoretical
enterprise, which tries to glorify here and now, one must
strain for a month of asceticism in every sense.

Sexual chastity.
Chaste thoughts-forbidding desire to wonder, and

thoughts to disperse.
A single constant for meditation, and to refuse anything

else.
To work at fixed hours, continuously, without fail, etc.,

etc.,-and a moral asceticism, too. (Todd 1999, 105)

It should be noted that Camus wrote these verses prior to his
major works, and so one cannot argue that such inclination to
monastic lifestyle emerged only during the later part of his career,
and even more so to think that this was accidental to him. According
to Todd, perhaps with a bit of exaggeration, Camus had not only an
attraction to asceticism but even obsession. It is even more
perplexing that of all his extra marital affairs with his girlfriends
which caused his difficult marriage, Albert Camus had the ascetic
stigma of sexual abhorrence.

Sexuality leads to nothing: it isn't immoral, but it is
unproductive. One can abandon oneself to it when one does
not want to produce anything. But only chastity is like to
personal progress. There is a time when sexuality is a

victory-when one separates it from moral imperatives-
but it quickly becomes a defeat, and in turn, the only victory
which is won over it is chastity. (Todd 1999, 157)

And Camus is not finished yet. The following is not from Thomas
Kempis's The imitation of Christ, but is quoted by Todd (1999, 158)
from Camus's notes: "Uncontrolled sexuality leads to a philosophy
of the world's non-significance. In contrast, chastity gives back
meaning." Obviously, then, Camus sought the monastic environment
to find a better work condition. On 15 November 1958, he (Todd
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1999,406) wrote to his long-time friend Jean Grenier: ..I retreated
heres to work...For work condition has always been those of the
monastic life-solitude and frugality." To Anne Gallimard, daughter
of a family friend and publisher, Carnus expressed his unrealized
plan to go to a monastery. lt is not clear, however, whether the plan
was just a visit or to spend time in monastic experience. Todd ( I 999,
404) quoted him, "...I have an old project to go to the monastery.,'
Although this phrase seems to be an insignificant indication of
Camus's inclination to monasticism, the context, however, suggests
that going to the monastery was a well-planned project, not just an
itinerary of a summer holiday. Even if it was not for a religious
purpose, there was, perhaps, something serious in it, knowing that
Camus was appreciative of beauty and silence.

Believers reading these passages should not get overexcited
about imposing religious interpretation on it because Camus's
commendation of sexual abstinence was motivated by his artistic
pursuits and not necessarily by a religious motive. To impose a
religious motivation for such a preference for chastity to sexuality
is inconclusive, because there seems a formidable difficulty here;
viz., Camus's attempt to construct a sexual morality while attacking
transcendental values. Nevertheless, he ended up with a ridiculous
idea-that artistic creation signifies work minus sexual ity, as James
Goss (2005) points out.

LONGING FOR IMMORTALITY

In view of his untimely death in a car accident, Camus had no
opportunity to enjoy his old-age wisdom. He died at the peak of his
career. He tried to give up women and cigarettes but it was indeed a
real struggle in which he often failed. The moral strength and courage
of "the rebel" melts down into the unjustified sinner of Saint
Augustine of Hippo hopelessly waiting for Jesus Christ as his only
redeemer. What happened was that he fell back to an unrestrained
self-indulgent behavior, which was not immoral for him, but which
was unproductive. Perhaps it was a substitute for what he could not
achieve. A careful reading of Camus's last novel (1957,75),
published before receiving the Nobel Prize in Literature, expresses
this problem which resembles like St. Augustine's confession:

I tried accordingly to give up women, in a certain way,
and to live in a state of chastity. After all, their friendship
ought to satisfy me. But this is tantamount to giving up
gambling. Without desire, woman bored me beyond all
expectation, and obviously I bore them too. No more
gambling, no more theater-I was probably in the realm
of truth. But truth, cher ami, is a colossal bore.
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This was a life of profound lack. There was a truth in fact in
extreme renunciation but it was boredom that Camus could not bear
and therefore truth was not attractive. One may dare to call this
truth "religious." It could be religious because it has something to
do with a longing for an eternal life. Camus (1957,74) admitted
that "in a sense, I had always lived in debauchery never having ceased
wanting to be immortal." Debauchery becomes an ephemeral back
up of the original longing for a sublime truth of living in eternity.
"Because I long for eternal life, I went to bed with harlots and drank
for nights on ends" (Camus 1957,75). Let us recall that Camus
adamantly refused to believe in a sort of life that was found
somewhere other than this one in the earthly plane. What he honestly
admitted was that longing deeply coming from within his soul, at
least, if he believed he had one. Motivated solely by self-love, he
did not want anything in him to disappear and he hang on to
everything within his reach. Yes, that impulse to live forever was
riddled with too many contradictions but it was not an unrealistic
one: "Yes, I was bursting with a longing to be immortal" (Camus
7957,75). In Camus (1957,76), such longing had a very close
affinity with living a chaste life: "Despairing of love and of chastity,
I at least told myself that there was nothing left but debauchery, a
substitute for love, which quiets the laughter, restores silence, and
above all, confers immortality." Such a spiritual restlessness, if we
call it that, to borrow St. Augustine's concept, is so subtle yet runs
all over the whole of The fall. So in a sense it can be read as a
narrative of a very personal experience which reverberates a subtle
form of Christian confession.

Under its surface of irony and occasional blasphemy,
The Fall is profoundly Christian in its confessional form,
in its imagery, and above all in its pervasive message that
it is only through the recognition of our sinful nature that
one can hope for grace. (O'Brien 1970, 8l)

SENSE OF TRANSCENDENCE

As we have been implying above, Camus (1957,23) seemed
to unfold from the depth ofhis being a recognition ofa transcendent
something: "This is why in my happy life I felt somehow that
happiness was authorizedby some higher decree." Camus (see Hardy
1979) must have been talking about a very profound sense of
happiness bursting forth from within himself and that such an elation
pointed to a "higher decree." Goss (2005) notices Camus's dilemma:

Camus...does not wish to baptize history because
history has resulted in the reign of terror; he does want to
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advocate absolute values independent of time, for that
would reconstitute the "old god" that negates human
creativity. To deify history is to enslave man to historical
events; to deify any absolute value appears to enslave man
to a superior power. For Camus either solution is nihilistic
and, above all, he wishes to move beyond nihilism. To
understand how Camus resolves his conflict is, at the same
time, to see the emergence of the o'something more,, that
transcends man.

Camus was perfectly aware when he engaged himself with the
issue of absurdity, that he was dealing here with a very complex
problem, and that he was well prepared to deal with so many
contradictions along the way. And so while he agreed with mgny
atheistic statements he was at the same time ready to distinguish
himself from them particularly in the question of transcendence. In
The rebel, Camus (1954,258) was already critical of Nietzsche.

Nietzsche could deny any form of transcendence,
whether moral or divine, by saying that transcendence
drove one to slander this world and this life. But perhaps
there is a living transcendence, of which beauty carries
the promise, which can make this mortal and limited world
preferable to and more appealing than any other.

Carol Wojtila rounded up all forms of inner life, including that
of an artist, as "spiritual life." If we take this judgment to be true, it
becomes too difficult to categorize Camus as an atheist, and perhaps
it is not untenable to suppose that his denial in his early writings of
anything transcendent was not in fact a denial of something but an
affirmation of what is here and now. And so, one can always doubt
whether the only way to affirm this life is to deny the life beyond.
Reversively, it is definitely an act of unrefined thinking to insist
that those who affirm eternal life necessarily deny the here and now.
Although there were great thinkers of the past who seerned to fall
into this bipolar thinking, we must be careful to consider the historical
context within which they were engaging so as not to hastily pass
judgment on them. In the process of Camus dissociating himself
with hard-core atheism, one can understand why there is much
congeniality of his thoughts compared to that of Kierkegaard
(Gammelgaard 2000). When Camus put his central philosophy in
th,e imagery of a rebel, he made it clear that blasphemy was not
atheism, and therefore differentiated himself from Karl Marx.

The metaphysical rebel is, therefore, certainly not an
atheist, as one might think of him, but inevitably he is a
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blasphemer. He simply blasphemes in the name of order,
by denouncing God as the origin of death and as a supreme
disillusionment. (Camus 1954, 30)

CAMUS AND FUNDAMENTALISM

It has been a common complaint of theologians that when
atheists attack religious concepts like God, heaven, grace, etc, their
critics seem to be dealing with different things though using the
same theological terms. This is Merton's (1982,69) complaint against
Camus. But obviously Camus was well-versed in scriptures,
catechesis, and the church documents, better than most believers
themselves. Reiigious belief devoid of proper theological reflection
reinforces atheism. In fact, a radical reaction to immature and
superstitious religiosity provides a fertile ground for secularisms
which give birth to modern atheism. It is probably unknown to
many believers that they are actually more atheistic than the atheists
themselves. Reversively, there might be a truisrn that atheists are
profoundly religious than many of the believers. It is a point of
reflection to describe Camus's position as standing equidistant from
religion and atheism.

Camus was neither out to declare the death of God nor to
establish a movement to abolish religion because it is the opium of
the masses. Camus's attacks against religious attitudes as betrayal
of the given in lieu of the beyond was simply a philosophical
expression of St Ignatius de Loyola's admonition that if you go to
the chapel to pray, leaving behind four hungry children at home,
you displease God. The rebel's blasphemies are indeed a palimpsest.
Beneath them is a profound invitation to rally behind Doctor Rieux
to do something for all the victims of the plague. Fr. Panelou did
that, too, and even died for the same cause with the doctor who
never shared his religious convictions. For Camus, it did not makE
sense to talk about God who remains as Agnostos Theos, while the
phenomenon of human suffering is just too eminent. But no matter
how critical was Camus of religion, it is definitely one of the major
topics of his reflections, and should never be ignored.

CONCLUSION

Religion is always bitter-sweet for Camus. On the one hand,
he abhors it, and on the other hand, he admires it. His honest
ambivalent view towards religion is the most dishonestly denied, or
at least, not being talked about by some believers, given their
dogmatic definitions and certainties on transcendental values. For
individuals who are passionately searching for meaning and
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grappling with religious faith, Camus's intellectual struggle may
create another existential attitude which gives birth to a new range
of religious and spiritual growth. while it is true that certainties in
life are more consistent with religious faith, such a faith cannot take
into account our personal experiences of the absurd. But the
phenomenon of absurdity can only be dealt with by Camus's rebel
who is armed with a conviction and a faith. The rebel 's faith is
mature: it is a search for an answer though it may be endless; it is in
fact more of a question and less of an answer; and it is willing to
take the risk of continual nonsoluble struggle, adorned with a
profound hope and optimism. Sisyphus and Dr. Rieux are two
of Camus's major characters which depict the human
person's exist'ential search for meaning, that is, even if
life's struggle against the absurd seems to be endless,
one must realize that it is after all worth struggling. Thus,
one has to continue pushing the rock or fighting against
the plague.

NOTES

1. Quotations from Camus's novels might present problems
since words are put into the mouths of his characters which may
not necessarily reflect the personal beliefofthe author unlike those
which are taken from his essays which are directly attributed to
the writer. It is then my responsibility to extract passages from
Camus's novel consistent with the main message or argument of
his works so that attribution to the personal belief of the author
would then be valid.

2. Simone Weil [1909-1943) was a social philosopher and a
Christian mystic. ln spite of Jewish background, her theology was
perfectly Christian but she was never a member of any Christian
organized religion. camus only mentions Simone weil very little
in his writings. But Weil's influence on Camus, especially on the
latter's critique of communism as found in The reber, is not unknown
to many commentators. camus, I believe, was not totally indifferent
from Weil's mysticisrn which puzzled him and gives him the idea
that asceticism is not something far-fetched to the treatise of
rebellion. According to Simone's mother, Camus was a frequent
visitor to the flat where Simone had been raised. camus even asked
her picture and ask to see Weil's dissertation ,,Science et perception
dans Descarles" (Rosen 1979).

3. Camus's letter to his girlfriend Francine Faure, who later
became his second wife, who was left in Oran, Algeria. Letter dated
10 February 1938.
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4. A m,onth after Camus's death, Sartre published a beautiful
tribute to the former. Sartre said that though they quarrelled but
they did not lose each other. Sartre (1962, 173) wrote:

He and I have quarreled. A quarrel doesn't matter-
even if those who quarrel never saw each other again-
just another way of living together without losing sight
of one another in the narrow little world that is allotted
for us. It didn't keep from me thinking of him, from
feeling that his eyes were on the book or newspaper I was
reading and wondering: What does he thinks of it? What
does he thinks of it at this moment?

5. Trivia: aside from being a dog-lover, Camus always had with
him a little wooden statue of Buddha that he kept wherever he stayed
since he broke up with Simone Hie, his first wife (Todd 1999,120).

6. At a certain point in his life especially during his first years
in Paris, Camus was immersed in some kind of hedonistic lifestyle,
"He drinks when he is thirsty, if he desires a woman he tries to
sleep with her, and if he loves her, he marries her." (Todd 1999,
68) But after sometime when his own debauchery already
desiccated, Camus continues to look for something else in order to
cope up with his boredom. And that coping up was philosophically
too heavy for him.

7. After the fail.ure of his first marriage, Camus had a long list
of girlfriends, most of them his stage actresses. His womanizing
activities continued even all throughout the second marriage. It was
indeed a difficult marriage to merit distraction to his artistic career
aside from his contraction of pulmonary tuberculosis which never
left him all throughout his life. Postmortem examination opinionated
that even if Camus did not suffer untimely death in a car accident at
the age of forty-six, his lung showed indications that still he could
not have lived beyond sixty years old. Being a tubercular is the
same reason that twice deprived him to enter into military service.

8. Lourmarin, around 200 kilometers North of Marseille,
France.
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Diliman, Quezon City

Richard Rorty, a world-renowned American pragmatist,
died on 8 June 2007. He left an enduring impact on
Western philosophy. Like his predecessors Nietzsche,
Dewey, Wittgenstein, and Derrida, Rorty attempted the
gargantuan task of redescribing the nature of philosophy
in the late twentieth century. This article is a modest
personal tribute to a great philosopher who shaped the
author's views about self-creation, metaphysics, and
politics. The major themes in Rorty's philosophy are
discussed brieJly. It is the author b hope that this article
will serve as a short introduction to Rorty's
neopragmatism. The author likewise hopes that it will
stimulate the readers to pursue the philosophical issues
that Rorty raised.

The big question about the coming century, and about
the coming millennium, is not what the intellectuals will
be talking about when it ends, nor about which religions
and philosophies will have survived, but whether the
gradual diminution of the oppression of the weak by the
strong that has marked the 20th century will continue.
For all the horrors of the past century, there is less
systematic, institutionalized cruelty and humiliation at its
close than at its beginning.

Richard Rorty ( 1997b)

If Richard Rorty did not exist he would have to be
invented.

Eduardo Mendieta (Rorty 2006)
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SHORT BIOGRAPHICAL INTRODUCTION

Richard Rorty, an American philosopher bom in 193 1, is described
in a collection of critical essays on his philosophy as ..a lightning rod
for conflicting currents in recent philosophy,, (Guignon and Hiley 2003,
l). The editors observed, "[N]o American philosopher in the second
half of the twentieth century generated such an intense mixture of
consternation, enthusiasm, hostility, and confusion. His controversial
positions in debates about the nature of the mind, language, knowledge,
truth, science, ethics, and politics have been regarded by some as
opening fresh new possibilities for thought and by others as undermining
the very possibility of meaningful inquiry.,'

Rorty's controversial yet "trendy" status has helped fuel the revival
ofAmerican pragnatism in recent times (Dickstein 1999).Nevertheless,
it also served as a loadstone for both fierce opposition as well as
numerous appropriations.2A conservative journal listed his first popular
book Philosophy and the mirror of nature (1979) as one of the worst
books of the century. In his autobiographical essay, Rorty (1999a, 3)
describes himself from the lens of his conservative critics as "one of
the relativistic, irrationalist, deconstructing, sneering, smirking
intellectuals whose writings are weakening the moral fibre ofthe young."
The BBC titled a 2003 documentary about him Richard Rorty: The
man who killed truth. But Rorty himself preferred to be identified with
the'owe" ofthe "postmodern bourgeois liberals', of ,.rich North Atlantic
democracies."

RICHARD RORTY AND THE PHILOSOPHICAL TRADITION

It is quite difficult to classi$r Rorty according to the traditional
analytic versus continental philosophy divide. The reason being that he
was well-versed in both traditions. Rorty, having started as a professional
analytic philosopher, was at home with Donald Davidson's as well as
wilfred Sellar's philosophy, and was up-to-date with the currents in
contemporary analytic philosophy. Surprisingly, he became a fierce
critic of analytic philosophy because Rorty believed it is unable to shed
its habit of emulating the natural sciences. He also detected the same
spirit in Husserl's philosophy. He thinks that analytic philosophers went
the wrong way when they rejected wittgenstein's plea in philosophical
investigations that philosophy should just be a social practice not
separate from the rest of culture.3 On the other hand, Rorty saw most
continental philosophers as taking a nonscientific attitude to philosophy.
In this tradition, philosophy is viewed as continuous with literature.4
This is what Rorty admired in thinkers like Nietzsche, Foucaurt, Derrida,
and Heidegger. But Rorty is suspicious of the attempt of continental
philosophers to make their philosophy continuous with politics. For it
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led to pessimism of Foucault and Derrida or the irrational tendencies in
Heidegger (Rorty I 99 1a ,23-24; cf. Rorty 2006, 22). Rorty thought that
continental philosophy is in the right direction in its relation to literature
but it should give up its search for depth (or the claim it has discovered
new ways of doing philosophy).

For analytic philosophers, Richard Rorty poses a threat to the
systematic character and professional status of philosophers, "a good
man gone to the bad" (Horton 2001,15). For continental philosophers,
Rorty epitomizes the American brand of European postmodern
philosophy, albeit a shallow one. Rorty, in tum, considered the analytic-
continental divide as fatuous. By championing the philosophy of
American pragmatists, Rorty (2007a, 124) redescribed the divide as

between analytic versus philosophy-as-conversation. In this typical
Rortian move, the distinction has to do with adopting differing
metaphilosophical attitudes: either one believes that she participates in
a conversation or she believes that she is doing a quasi-scientific
analysis.s Rorty's heart was closer to the former, albeit he often found
his training in the latter as useful in dispelling the obscure language of
contemporary French philosophers.

ANTI-REPRESENTATI ONALISM
AND THE END OF EPISTEMOLOGY

For Rorty (1982 xxvi), "All the descriptions we give of things are
descriptions suited to our purposes. No sense can be made, we
pragmatists argue, of the claim that some of these descriptions pick out
'natural kinds'-that they cut nature at the joints." There are no
privileged vocabularies that can be said to be closer to reality. Because

"pragmatists-both classical and neo--do not believe there is a way
things really are." Rorty (1982, 162) defines pragmatism as anti-
essentialism, i.e., "truth is not the sort of thing which has an essence."
For Rorty (l99lb, 23), there is nothing to be said about truth "apart
from descriptions of the familiar procedures of justification which a

given society-ours-uses in one or another area of inquiry." Hence
pragmatists do not hold a positive view about truth. Instead, "he
is . . . making the purely negative point that we should drop the traditional
disti,nction between knowledge and opinion, construed as the distinction
between truth as correspondence to reality and truth as a commendatory
term for well-justified beliefs." Stated in pragmatist maxim, "what makes
no difference to practice should make no difference to philosophy"
(Rorty 2007a, ix).

In Contingency, irony and solidarir), Rorty (1989, 1995) makes a

strong case against the idea that truth is correspondence with reality.
Truth, in Rorty's deflationary definition, is a characteristic of sentences,
not of objects. Next, he(2007a,89) points out thattruth, being a function
of sentences, is embedded in vocabularies or language games. Therefore
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the attempt to ground truth to something outside language game and
sentences is "fatuous and pointless." This is the conclusion that Rorty
draws from the linguistic turn in Westem philosophy.6 For Rorty (1982,
xiv), to claim that truth is a function of language game is not tantamount
to claiming that suddenly pragmatists have discovered the essence of
truth! Far from it, Rorty simply says, "[P]ragmatists see the platonic
tradition as having outlived its usefulness. This does not mean that
they have a new, non-Platonic set of answers to Platonic questions to
offer, but rather they think we should not ask those questions anymore.,'6
He further adds, "...nor do they have a 'relativistic' or .subjectivist,
theory of Truth or Goodness. They would simply like to change the
subject." So to ask whether pragmatism is a correct view is to ask the
question "of whether a culture is imaginable, or desirable, in which no
one---or at least no intellectual-believes that we have, deep down inside
us, a criterion for telling whether we are in touch with reality or not,
when we are in the Truth" (Rorty 1982, xxxiii). Or, expressed otherwise:

The question of whether the pragrnatist view of truth-
that is not a profitable topic-is itself truth is thus a question
about whether a post-Philosophical culture is a good thing to
try for. It is not a question about what the word ,,true,, means,
nor about the requirements of an adequate philosophy of
language, nor about whether "the world exists independently
of our minds," nor about whether the intuitions of our culture
are captured in the pragmatists' slogans (Rorty 1982, xliii).

Objectivity in this view "is just a matter of getting as much
intersubjective agreement as you can manage" (Rorty 1999a, 15). It
has nothing to do with the search for transhistorical bedrock of our
beliefs. Following Nietzsche, Rorty (1991b, 33, 35) believes that the
strongest argument against objectivity-"the desire to be in touch with
a reality which is more than some community with which we identify
6g15slys5"-i5 "that the traditional Western metaphysico-
epistemological way of firming up our habits simply isn't working
anymore." The value of objectivity is the result of a society populated
by scientists who have taken the place of high priests. Rather than
defining objectivity as "methodical," Rorty (l99lb, 40) proposes the
values of tolerance, respect for opinions ofthose around one, willingness
to listen, reliance on persuasion rather than force. So the strength of
science is not that it possesses a stronger version ofobjectivity but that
it contains a stronger agreement among its members than in the arts
and humanities.T Or, put differently, "You can have an expert culture if
you agree on what you want to get, but not if you are wondering what
sort of life you ought to desire" (Rorty 2OO7a, l}l).

One of the radical consequences of Rorty's anti-
representationalism is the elimination of epistemology. By
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"epistemology" Rorty (1 979,316) means the search for a

foundational ground (either in the nature oflanguage, the structurg
of the mind or the structure of Being) which can resolve
disagreements objectively. Like Nietzsche and Ernst Nagel, Rorty
rejects the view that there is a "view from nowhere." In its demise,
no discipline can take the center stage. As an alternative, he believes
we can create a culture that is based on hermeneutical principle, or
"postphilosophical culture" as elaborated in his later writings.8
Based on this principle, the "purpose of inquiry is to achieve
agreement among human beings about what to do, to bring about
consensus on the ends to be achieved and the means to be used to
achieve those ends" (Rorty 1999a, xxv). Truth therefore is not the
goal of inquiry. For there is no way for any of us "to know our
distance from truth, nor even whether we are closer to it than our
ancestors were" (Rortyl998a,4). For Rorty (7982, 165), "...there
are no constraints on inquiry save conversational ones-no
wholesale constraints derived from the nature ofthe objects, or the
mind, or of language, but only those retail constraints provided by
the remarks of our fellow inquirers." Hence, a postphilosophical
culture does away with God, Human Nature, and Reason as

bedrocks of its beliefs. Philosophy therefore serves merely as a
transitional genre from seeking God as the ultimate ground of truth
towards full acceptance of the humanity of truth.

Consequently, Rorty rejects the Enlightenment's belief in
progressivism. For Rony(1997a,7), if by progress one means getting
closer to the "way things are," then there is no way of telling whether
we are progressing. But, if by progress one follows the Deweyan
definition, which sees progress as the capacity to solve new problems
and integrate old problems to our new conceptual scheme, then we are
definitely progressing. Progress here is "measured by the extent to which
we have made ourselves better than we were in the past rather than by
our increased proximity to the goal" (Rorty 1998b, 28).

From this, Rorty deduces the ideal role for philosophers as edifying
(intentionally peripheral) rather than as systematic (mainstream)
philosophers. Here is Rorty's (1998b, 370) contrast:

Great edifying philosophers are reactive and offer satires,
parodies, aphorisms. They know their work loses its point
when the period they were reacting is over. They are
intentionally peripheral. Great systematic philosophers, like
great scientists, build for eternity. Great edifying
philosophers destroy for the sake of their own generation.
Systematic philosophers want to put their subject on the
secure path of a science. Edifuing philosophers want to keep
space open for the sense of wonder which poets can
sometimes cause...
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Philosophers, says Rorty (1982,87), cannot provide the
"philosophical basis" for the criticism of culture because the
"philosophers' criticisms of culture are not more scientific, more
fundamental, or more deep than those of labor leaders, literary critics,
retired statesmen, or sculptors."e As in the case of Dewey, philosophy
is not about being serious-**or being attuned to something ineffable
that lies outside humanity. Rorty robs philosophy of its high-mindedness.
He (1999a, 19-20) argues that professional philosophers

...can [only] offer some advice about what will happen when
you try to combine or to separate certain ideas, on the basis
of our knowledge of the results ofpast experiments. By doing
so, we may be able to help you hold your thought in time.
But we are not the people to come to if you want confirmation
that the things you love with all your heart are central to the
structure of the universe, or that your sense of moral
responsibility is "rational and objective" rather than just a
result of how you were brought up.

ln this sense, Rorty (1991b,75) rejects the traditional view of
philosophy as "a discipline that will (any day now) produce
noncontroversial results concerning matters of ultimate concern." He
rejects (2006,21) the belief that "philosophy as a discipline or a distinct
sector of culture had run its course." Philosophy has no distinct
vocabulary of its own. It is just a "transitional genre" away from
conceiving truth as based on some divine foundations towards a
historicist and nominalist one.r0 Compared with literature, philosophy
is inferior in improving our relationship with others. But it is better
when it comes to private perfection (Rorty 1996a).

AGAINST METAPHYSICS AND THE MENACE
OF RELATIVISM

Consistent with his Nietszschean-Deweyan approach to
knowledge, Rorty repudiates the Platonic reality-appearance distinction.
For Rorty (1989, 88), such distinction is premised on the metaphysical
belief that our theories are supposed to get the real essence of things.
Against such metaphysical comfort, he (1999a, 27) proposes the
pragmatic criterion: the distinction "between descriptions of the world
and ourselves which are less useful and those which are more useful."
Rather than using antirealism as the rallying point of his philosophical
critique of Western metaphysical tradition, Rorty uses
antirepresentationalism. This enables him to transcend the opposition
between realism and antirealism. Of course, Rorty is not naive to deny
there is reality out there (many critics claim he does). What he vigorously
attacks is the notion that certain vocabularies are closer to the description



GERRY M. LANUZA

of the world as it really is. He rejects the idea that physics is a privileged
vocabulary to describe the nature of physical reality, let alone the
structure of the cosmos. As he (1991b, 8) states, "For them [the
antirepresentationalists], various areas of culture answer different human
needs, but there is no way to stand outside of all human needs and
observe that some of them (e.g., our need for predictions of what will
happen in various circumstances, our need for simple and elegant ways
of saving the phenomena) are gratified by detecting "objective sameness
and difference in nature" whereas others are gratified by whomping up
what Lewis calls "miscellaneous, gerrymandered, ill-demarcated"
obj ects." So Rorty( 1 99 I b, 8, I 4) proposes to replace the metaphysi cians'
metaphor of "climbing out of our minds" (to be in touch with Being,
Truth) with the "minimalist" and historicist metaphor of "enlargement
of our imagination by the metaphorical use of old marks and noises."

Is this old relativism in a "ne\.v" skin?rr Rorty is at great pains
trying to deflect the charge of relativism against his position as well as
the pragmatism of James and Dewey. He (1999a, xiii) argues, "[W]e
who are accused of relativism [should] stop using the distinction between
finding and making, discovery and invention, objective and subjective."
This means, "We must repudiate the vocabulary our opponents use and
not let them impose it upon us" (Rorty 7997a,33). Post-Platonic
philosophers have labored se much to continue the enterprise by arguing
that there are prelinguistic realities that language is supposed to
accurately describe. Rorty (1997a, xix) thinks that by repudiating the
Platonic search for ultimate truth, he and other anti-Platonists cannot
be accused of irrationality.12 They "simply refuse to talk in a certain
way, the Platonic way." By refusing to talk Platonic, Rorty (1998a, 3,
25,49) argues that they cannot be forced to offer an altemative definition
of the nature of truth. Put differently, since a pragmatist has no
epistemology, hence no truth, relativism does not apply to her. The
Platonic quest to get behind the appearance of things towards their
"true" nature is a hopeless enterprise. Metaphysics has outlived its
usefulness.

There are two reasons why the pragmatic way of talking about
reality is more useful than its rival metaphysical systems. First, it
eliminates traditional philosophical problems as misplaced. So Rorty
(1991a,149) thinks that the old debate between realism and idealism
has been superseded by the metaphilosophical struggle between o'the

pragmatists (who want to dissolve the old metaphysical questions) and
the antipragmatists (who still think there is something first-order to
fight about)." Second, it jibes well with Darwin's theory. For by
recognizing that it is language and not consciousness that separates uQ

from lower species, it makes us realize the continuity between animals
and human beings (Rorty 1999a,68). For there is nothing suprahuman
that makes us different from animals save our ability to make noises
and gestures.
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Again, these advantages should not be construed as new
metaphysical discoveries. Neither do these principles lead to
irrationalism, i.e., the charge that pragmatism does not lead to the
convergence about the Final Truth. To believe in these principles is to
practice moral virtues of a citizen in western democratic societies. They
are not theoretical or metaphysicaljustifications why we should continue
our "conversation." As Rorty (1997 a, 37) himself avers:

So we say that the vocabulary of Greek metaphysics and
Christian theology-the vocabulary used in what Heidegger
called onto-theological tradition
ancestors'purposes, but we have different purposes, which
will be better served by employing a different vocabulary.
Our ancestors have climbed up a ladder which we are now
in a position to throw away. We can throw it away not because
we have reached the final resting place, but because we have
different problems to solve than those which perplexed our
ancestors.

RICHARD RORTY AND I,IBERAL DEMOCRACY

Ungroundedness of Liberal Democracy

Richard Rorty's views on democracy and its everyday politics
are based on his neopragmatic philosophy. Several consequences follow
from this line of reasoning. First, it is not surprising if one finds Rorty
jettisoning any attempt to provide a deep philosophical grounding for a
political practice. For Rorty (1999a,39, n. 1), .,No argumentative roads
from epistemological or semantic premises will take one to a political
conclusion, anymore than to conclusions about the relative value of
literary works." Rorty is not convinced by the Cultural Left's
"hallucinatory" argument that political actions can be derived from
accepting certain philosophical presuppositions.13 For Rorty (l99la,
735),"...a lot of such repression is so blatant and obvious that it does
not take any great analytic skills or any great philosophical
consciousness to see what is going on." we do not need any sophisticated
theory like deconstruction or critique of ideology to find out the roots
of our current problems. And all these so-called "sophisticated theories"
will only lead us "to find ourselves just where our grandfathers suspected
we were: in the midst of struggle for power between those who currently
possess it (in our day: the oilmen of Texas or eatar or Mexico, the
nomenklatura of Moscow or Bucharest, the generals of Indonesia or
chile) and those who are starving or terrorized because they lack it"
(Rorty 1991a,25-26). And the analysis and solutions have already
been described, and no doubt they still apply today, without much
sophistication by the grandfathers of sociology and philosophy, John
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Dewey and Max Weber. The horrors of the century from the Holocaust
to Third World authoritarianism and Soviet oommunism "are no better
describable with the help of more recent philosophical vocabulary
than with the vocabulary used by our grandfathers" (Rortyl 991a,26).
This is not so much because we have not been innovative in our
political thinking, but these problems simply are recalcitrant to social
transformation.

So Rorty (1998a, 79) is willing to forego philosophical ideas,
no matter how revolutionary, for "sociopolitical progress." Neither is
Rorty comfortable with Habermas's philosophical grounding of liberal
democracy in universal structure of human communication. Habermas,
says Rorty( I 99Ia, 167,190) is "scratching where it does not itch....the
cash-value of Habermas's philosophical notions of 'communicative
reason' and 'intersubjectivity' consists in the familiar political
freedoms fashioned by the rich North American democracies during
the last centuries." Hence, "Such notions are not 'foundations' or
'defenses' of the free institutions of those countries." What are
important for democracy to flourish are free institutions, not
philosophical backups. The title of his interviews, collated by
Mendietta (Rorty 2006, 172;' cf. 1989, 84), summarizes very well
Rorty's attitude towards political practice and its theory: "Take care
of freedom, and truth willtake care of itself." That is, "I figure that if
you condition in the right ways [by providing good institutions],
freedom takes care of itself."

Once one abandons any attempt to provide solid grounding for
justifying the Western style of liberal democracy, how does one
justify its basic beliefs? So, why embrace democracy over fascism?
Rorty's reply fully endorses the ethnocentric basis of his choice:
that it simply happens to be our practice. Rorty (l99lb, l5)
wholeheartedly embraces "mild" ethnocentric bias for "bourgeois
democracies" or "the rich North Atlantic democracies." And if
somebody objects that this is not good enough justification, Rorty
(1991b, 29) can retort: "...the pragmatist cannot justify these habits
without circularity, but then neither can the realist." He further adds,
"lt is circular only in terms of praise used to describe liberal societies
which will be drawn from the vocabulary of the liberal societies
themselves...So the pragmatist admits that he has no ahistorical
standing from which to endorse the habits of modern democracies
he wishes to praise." His critics, of course, both from Left and Right
see this as metaphysics in a different guise. And if he refuses to
ground his commitment to something "deep," he could not hope to
create a strong solidarity among liberal ironists. Rorty(2001b, 89)
replies that "deep" commitment does not entail any attachment to a
metaphysical idea. It simply refers to the "attachment from one's
most cherished self-descriptions." In short, contrary to his critics
(e.g., Conway), Rorty (2001b, 55-88) believes that one need not be
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ensnared in metaphysics by opposing metaphysics, just as Nietzsche
was able to circumvent it by being a strong poet. Neither does Rorty
believe that this antimetaphysical stance should be reserved for the
elites as in the case of Nietzsche's contempt against the masses.
Nominalism and historicism, says Rorty (1989, 8j), are not the
exclusive properties of the intellectuals. He (2001b, g9) believes
that the masses could learn to embrace nonfoundationalist secular
humanism and in such "a global liberal utopia...neither the
philosophers nor the 6assss-ffiink that democratic institutions need
any more than pragmatic justification."

Rorty (1998a, 322) is confident that in liberal democratic
societies, "The question of the intrinsic validity of the principles will
not arise." The closest one can get at justification is by following
Rawls's wide reflective equilibrium between existing practices and
new possibilities.ra Out of this balancing act, reforms of institutions
will arise. But reforming institutions does not mean implementing
the "longing for total revolution." As Rorty (1998a, 322) argues, ..So

there would be continual social criticism, but not radical social theory,
if 'radical' means appealing to something beyond inherited principles
and reactions to new developments."

By abandoning the rationalist justification of justice, Rorty
(2007a,55) redefines the role of the West to the non-West: not as a
model of highly developed rationality but "someone with an instructive
story to tell." Justice in this analysis is not a universal concept tied to
the Kantian idea of regulative reason but a matter of loyalty to a group
or tribe (in Rorty's case, loyalty to the rich Western democracies).r5

Another other consequence of Rorty's pragmatism to political
practice is that one cannot separate politics from philosophy. Because
"what makes no difference to practice should make no difference to
philosophy," Rorty (2007a, x) urges philosophers to,,choose sides in
those debates [political issues] with an eye to the possibility of
changing the course of the conversation. They should ask themselves
whether taking one side rather thdn another will make any difference
to social hopes, programs of social action, prophecies for a better
future. If it will not, it may not be worth doing. If it will, they should
spell out what that difference amounts to."

Rorty (2007a, 86) believes that "intellectual and moral progress
is achieved by making claims that seem absurd to one generation into
the common sense of the later generations." The role of the intellectual
is to effect this change by explaining how the new ideas might, if
tried out, solve, or dissolve, problems created by the old ones. Hence
Habermas's gallant attempt to provide foundations for democracy via
universal pragmatics is useless. For "we can work toward
intersubjective agreement without being lured by the promise of
universal validity. we can introduce and recommend new and startling
ideas without attributing them to a privileged source.,,
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AGAINST THE CULTURAL LEFT,
FOR OLD LABOR POLITICS

So Rorty (1991a, 185) heaps scorns against Leftists intellectuals
like Laclau, Foucault, and their followers in the Cultural Left, who
think they stand outside liberal democratic space and can criticize it
from without. These are the members of the "School of Resentment."
Radicals "want a world in which all things have been made new and in
which the rearrangement of little private things, the pursuit of
idiosyncratic autonomy, is subsumed under some higher, larger, more
thrilling communal goal" (Rortyl998a,324). In short, they want to
make public something private. Rorty (1998b,14,79) also laments the
way the Left "in the academy have permitted cultural politics to supplant
real politics, and have collaborated with the Right in making cultural
issues central to public debate." "Cultural studies" is synonymous with
"victim studies." Rorty (1 998b,77) eharacterizes the members of the
Cultural Left as specializing in the "politics of difference" or "of
identity" or "of recognition." Thus, "lt]his cultural Left thinks more
about stigma than about money, more about deep and hidden
psychosexual motivations than about shallow and evident greed."

Rorty is not against "identity politics" in principle. What he finds
abhorrent is the Foucauldian Left's obsession with "theoretical
sophistication [which] is even more useless to leftist politics than Engels'
dialectical materialism. Engels at least had eschatology. Foucauldians
do not even have that." What we can only learn from the Cultural Left
is the banal truth that liberalism has also blind spots such as racism,
sexism, and homophobia (Rorty 1998a,236).16 But there is nothing
more to be learned from their sophisticated theories that has not been
learned since Mills's time. Furthermore, in so far as Cultural Leftists
regard liberal reformist initiatives as symptoms of a discredited liberal
"humanism"" they have little interest in designing new social
experiments" (Rorty 1998b, 37).'7 So Rorty characterizes thiSattitude
as "spectatorial Leftism," "...in the sense of looking on and saying,
'Hey, everything is going to Hell'without having much of an idea of
how you can stop it" (cf. Stossel 1998).

Consequently, Rorty wants to create a new Left which repudiates
Marx and the exclusive reliance on the authority of Lenin. He (1998b,
42) defends his fellow liberals by arguing that "[W]e should repudiate
the Marxists' insinuation that only those who are convinced capitalism
must be overthrown can count as leftists, and that everybody else is a
wimpy liberal, self-deceiving bourgeois reformer."

Rather than turning to radical theorists as cultural heroes of his
utopian liberal democratic society, Rorty (1998a, 94) turns to liberal
ironists such as journalists, anthropologists, sociologists, novelists,
dramatists, moviemakers, and painters. For Rorty (1998a, 323),*They
provide the intuitions-the strong reactions to novel stimuli-that
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theoretical attempts at reflective equilibrium take into account.,, For
Rorty (1990a,640), "the utility of the contributions of these people has
been much greater than that of the theorists." Because, argues Rorty
(1999a,231):

The appropriate intellectual background to political
deliberation is historical narrative [provided by poets,
novelists, journalists, and ethnographers] rather than
philosophical or quasi-philosophical theory. More
specifically, it is the kind ofhistorical narrative which segues
into a utopian scenario about how we can get from the present
to a better future. Social and political philosophy usually
and always ought to be parasitic on such narratives.

Rorty embraces Dewey's meliorism as an approach to social
reforms with his preference for liberal democracy. He (1998b, 326)
thinks that liberal societies are self-correcting systems:

The rich democracies of the present day already contain
the sorts of institutions necessary for their own reform and
thdt communication among citizens of those democracies is
not "distorted" by anything more esoteric than greed, feaq
ignorance, and resentment. This amounts to saying that the
instruments of perfectibility are already, in the rich North
Atlantic constitutional democracies, in place-that the
principal institutions of contemporary democratic societies
do not require "unmasking" but rather strenuous utilization,
supplemented by luck. Such judgment is risky, and perhaps
mistaken. But if it is mistaken, it will not be shown to be so
by universalist problematic and ',strong theoretical
strategies," but by continued trial and error.

So the citizens of Noth Atlantic democracies do not need more
criticisms against liberal democracy (cf. Rorty 199jb). In his debate
with Simon Critchley on the politics of deconstruction, Rorty (1996a,
46) "distrust[s]" Critchley's "critique of liberal society,'and the Marxist
notion of ldeologiekritik,both grounded on the romantic notion of seeing
the "philosopher [as the person] who penetrates behind the appearances
of present social institutions to their reality."

Rorty(1 991a,185, 187) also finds allies in Castoriadis and Unger,
who unlike the 'oresenters," forget the Marxist insistence on getting the
underlying realities right "on doing theory first and getting to political
utopias later." Their critique is rather grounded in the existing institutions
rather than in some non-existing, distant future. yet they do not lack
utopian imagination. Utopian thinking in this ,,tragic Iiberal view,, is
simply the ability to see that the present liberal institutions might also
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be the cause of future oppressions. The advantage of Unger and
Castoriadis is not that they possess better theories but that they are
aware of the social conditions outside the rich industrial nations. Echoing
Unger, Rorty interprets the latter's slogan, "Everything is politics," by
saying "what history cannot teach, philosophy cannot teach either. The
idea that theorizing or philosophical reflection will help us sort out
good from bad romantics (say, Mao and Whitman) is part of the larger
idea that philosophy can anticipate history by spotting 'objectively
progressive' or'objectively reactionary' intellectual movements." He
(1991a,191)adds,"This is as bad as Plato's idea (recently resurrected
by Allan Bloom) that philosophers can distinguish 'morally healthy'
from 'morally debilitating' kinds of music."

Rorty(I991a, 192) hopes that the citizens of Alexandria (read:
the citizens of rich countries) will be jolted by catastrophic events in
Third World countries that would shake "the contingency, poverty, and
insignificance of some of the signifiers of our national neuroses." Other
than such "preposterously romantic" event, Rorty (1999a,2.04) also
thinks that citizens of Alexandria have a moral obligation to

...raise our children to find it intolerable that we who sit
behind desks and punch keyboards are paid ten times as

much as people who get their hands diny cleaning our toilets,
and a hundred times as much as those who fabricate our
keyboards in the Third World. We should ensure that they
worry about the fact that the countries which industrialized
first have a hundred times the wealth of those which have
not yet industrialized. Our children need to leam, early on,
to see the inequalities between their own fortunes and those
of other children as neither the Will of God northe necessary
price for economic efficiency, but as an evitable tragedy.
They should start thinking as early as possible about how
the world might be changed so as to ensure that no one goes
hungry while others have surfeit.

Two other positive directions for the Left are possible. First is
putting moratorium on theory. Leftists should kick their philosophical
habit of believing that "the higher your level of abstraction, the more
subversive of the established order you can be" (Rorly 1998b, 93).'8
Second is to embrace the patriotism of Dewey and Whitman. In short,
Leftists should stop theorizing, and instead, start busying themselves
with lobbying for laws to improve our present conditions. The issue is
economics, not philosophical analysis.re

Yet despite his tirades against the politics of the Cultural Left,
Rorty sees its politics as better than those analytic philosophers who
still aspire to transform philosophy into a quasiscientific discipline.
Rorty (2007a, x) advocates that philosophers should delve into other
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disciplines. For the more they interact with other disciplines the more
philosophy becomes useful for cultural politics-but not the kind of
politics espoused by the Cultural Left.

THE PRIVATE AND THE PUBLIC: RORTY
AND LIBERAL IRONISM

The most notorious and confusing theme in Rorty's neopragmatic
project is the private-public dichotomy which, according to Rorty
(2001b, 91), has "rubbed a great many people the wrong way." The
questions "with what communities should you identify, of which should
you think of yourself as a member?" and "what should I do with my
aloneness" should be strictly separated. Rorty (1 991a, 13) thinks that
"one should try to abjure the temptation to tie in one's moral
responsibilities to other people with one's heart and soul and mind (or,
if you like, the things or persons one is obsessed with).,, Of course,
these two ends might coincide rarely in some people-"those lucky
Christians for whom the love of God and other human beings are
inseparable, or revolutionaries who are moved by nothing save the
thought of social justice." But Rorty cautions that ,,they need not
coincide, and one should not try too hard to make them do so." Rorty
(2001b, 91,201) is at pains arguing, against many misinterpretations
that "all I wanted was a firm distinction between responsibilities to
oneself and responsibilities to others." Moreover the distinction is not
rigid but a"fuzzy" one.

Rorty's antirepresentationalism goes all the way down to his
theorization of private autonomy which is exclusively confined to the
private realm. He (1989, xv) advocates ironism over metaphysics; an
ironist is "the sort of person who faces up to the contingency of his or
her own most central beliefs and desires-someone sufficiently
historicist and nominalist to have abandoned the idea that those central
beliefs and desires refer back to something beyond reach of time and
chance."20 An ironist denies the existence of a .,True Self," the inner
core of one's being which is what remains what is independent of
changes in one's beliefs and desires. There is no more center to the self
than there is to the brain."

Consistent with this "linguistic historicist,, account, Rorty
(l 99 I a,l 4) proposes a non-reductive physicalist/m aterial ist account of
the self. In this view, consciousness is not something a serf has but is
just a matter of learning and relearning certain ways of expressing things.
It is a network of beliefs and desires. Rorty (1998 a,321;2004) provides
a critique of traditionaltheory of alienation. By rejecting any notion of
human nature there is no such thing as "humanity itself' that needs to
be emancipated. Personal autonomy in this linguistic historicist view,
says Rorty (1998a, 322; see also 2002), is ,,not as the actualization of a
common human potentiality but as self-creation: the process of fighting



GERRY M. LANUZA

free of very particular inheritances in order to work out the
consequences of idiosyncratic "blind empresses" (social contingencies
ofthe self).2i

Rorty (1998a, 309) divides philosophers into two camps. Those
like Derrida and Foucault, whose philosophy is useful for perfecting
one's self, and those who follow Habermas (2007) who "politicizes
epistemology, in the sense that it takes what matters to the search for
truth to be the social (and in particular the political) conditions under
which that search for truth is conducted, rather than the deep inner
nature of the subjects doing the searching." Rorty reads Habermas as
saying that the history of liberal democracies can dispense with the
philosophies of Heidegger, Derrida, Foucault, and Nietzsche. But
rather than following Habermas in claiming that the "philosophy of
subjectivity" has reached its exhaustion, Rorty thinks it is a source of
vitality. In this view, Derrida and Nietzsche should not be seen as
offering justifi cations for liberal democracies (understandably because
they are private philosophers), but merely showing us what autonomy
is in future liberal societies-when individual's search for perfection
is unimpeded by social pressures. Because Nietzsche and Derrida
qualify as o'strong poets," they do not owe Habermas any account
why we should be concerned with their critique of Westem culture.
They are very useful in creating a romantic culture. They are not a
threat to democracy, and their usefulness is to have replaced
metaphysics with ironism (Rortyl998a, 310-1 l).22

Haberrnas is forcing upon us a false choice. Rorty (1998a,
318,322) maintains, "There is no reason to think we have to choose
between Dewey and Derrida, between public problem solving and
private struggles for autonomy. The two activities can co-exist
peacefully." In fact, "the ideal liberal community will be one in
which respect for such particularity Iprivate habits] and
idiosyncrasy is widespread, one in which the only sort of human
liberty that is hoped for is Isaiah Berlin's 'negative liberty'-being
left alone." However ironism should be confined to the private
realm alone.23 Because Rorty (1989, 88) believes that "even if I
am right in thinking that a liberal culture whose public rhetoric is
nominalist and historicist is both possible and desirable, I cannot go
on to claim that there could or ought to be a culture whose public
rhetoric is ironist. I cannot imagine a culture which socializes youth
in such a way as to make them continually dubious about their own
process of socialization. Irony seems inherently a private matter."

Having clarified his notion of an ironist, Rorty distances himself
from foundationalist liberalism. Rorty offers a simple definition of a
liberal: "liberals are people who think that cruelty is the worst thin!
we do." So Rorty imagines a utopian society where people are ironists
in private but their solidarity is enhanced by reducing cruelty.24 Or, in
Rorty's (1989, 93) utopian description:
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For public purposes, it does not matter if everybody,s
final vocabulary is different, as long as ther.e is enough
overlap so that everybody has some words with which to
express the desirability of entering into other people's
fantasies as well as into one's own. But those overlapping
wgpdg-wgrds like "kindness" or',decency', or,,dignity"-
do not form a vocabulary which all human beings can reach
by reflection on their natures. Such reflection will not
produce anything except a heightened awareness of the
possibility of suffering. It will not produce a reason to care
about suffering. What matters for the liberal ironist is not
finding such a reason but making sure she notices suffering
when it occurs. Her hope is that she will not be limited by
her own final vocabulary when faced with the possibility
of humiliating someone with a quite different vocabulary.

RORTY AND THE ROLE OF SCIENCE IN A FREE SOCIETY

As mentioned earlier, Rorty favors a postmetaphysical culture
as his utopian future. In this utopian society, the only role for science
is it serves as a model for politics and democracy. The natural scientists
provide good examples of the virtues of democratic society: honesty,
openness, tolerance, and trust. Rorty is reducing the role of science
from the source of redemptive truth (metaphysical truth) to a model
of rational cooperation and the search for universal agreement. But it
cannot be a substitute for religious truth. Science, from the pragmatic
point of view, is continuous with the practical life of the people and
not a source of redemptive truth. Rorty's valuation of science, like his
philosophical attitude to liberal democracy, is based on his euineian-
Wittgensteinian holism. According to this view, it is easy to let the
world decide between alternative sentences, but it is difficult to decide
between wholesale vocabularies. As he (1989, 5) puts it:

When the notion of description of the world is moved
from the level of criterion-governed sentences within
language games to language games as wholes, games which
we do not choose between by reference to criteria [say,
science versus religion], the idea that the world decides
which descriptions are true can no longer be given a clear
sense.

In this way, Rorty will have a difhculty, or even be puzzled if
forced to choose between poetry and science. For Rorty (200 I d, 1 54)
these are language games that are tailored for different purposes. It is,
therefore, a waste of time to pit them against each other.2s Rorty is
happy that in his utopian liberal democratic society, both vocabularies
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will be accommodated, albeit he favors the strong poets to be the
majority of its citizens.26

RORTY'S SIGNIF'ICANCE

Roy Bhaskar, a noted critical realist, who devotes his entire book,
Philosophy and the idea of freedom (199]), in criticizing Rorry's
philosophy, asked in his conclusion, "Why Rorty?" Whatever
ideological answer one comes up with in response to this question, it
cannot be denied that Rorty's philosophy has extended beyond the
confines of professional philosophy. It has invaded feminism and gay
studies (Duran 1993; Heldke 19871' Singer 1999), including a section
of scholars on the Left (Resnick and Wolff 1982; Wolff 1987; Wolff
and Cullenberg 1986), literary theory and the humanities (Fish 1999;
Poirier 1999), jurisprudence (Brint and Weaver 1991; Posner 1999),
sociology (Joas I 999), psychology, anthropology, history (Jenkins I 995;
Zammito 2006), international studies, and theology (Gunn 1999;
Chartier 2003).

The diffusion of his philosophy outside philosophy departments
may be attributed to the popularity of his writings. And his popularity
is largely dependent on his witty but nontechnical writing style.
Moreover his iconoclastic redescription of Western philosophy comes
in a propitious moment when metaphysics is under fire and the US
brand of liberal democratic capitalism has emerged triumphant almost
all over the globe (Lovibond 1992). Death of socialist utopia and the
death of metaphysics are the markers of Rorty's philosophy. His
philosophy is inescapably a symptom of the "global American
hegemony" in the post-Cold war period (Billig 1993,72). As a fellow
pragmatist notes, Rorty's "neopragmatic project...is an ideological
endeavor to promote the basic practices of liberal bourgeois capitalist
societies" (West 1989, 206). And true to the pragmatic spirit, times do
change. Hence we might see soon a rival philosophical system
overcoming Rorty's or a hybrid or, like Dewey's, it might lie dormant
for many years. Whatever its future, contemporary and future
philosophers would have to deal with the issues raised by Rorty (most
of them will be dismissed or ridiculed while others will be enshrined in
professional philosophical discourses). But for one to realize that she
can take Rorty seriously, while being light-minded enough to entertain
the possibility that his philosophy might no longer be a difference that
makes a difference, is perhaps Rorty's greatest contribution to twentieth-
century philosophy. And Rorty, being a full-blooded pragmatist, an
"edifo.ing philosopher," would definitely welcome such idea.

His place is now secured in the list of the luminaries of Western
philosophy. He belongs among the "peripheral philosophers" he
discussed towards the end of his Philosophy and the mirror of,nature.
He has come to destroy for the sake of our generation. And like a true
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"ediffing philosopher," his task ( 1 998c) was neither to build for eternity
nor to produce a unified theory.

CONCLUSION

JurgenHabermas (2007a) who, upon learning Rorty's death,
described Rorty as "aman who was often shy and withdrayyn_snd
always sensitive to others" and, at the end of his short obituary, quotes
Rorty's attitude towards the '.Holy,': ..My sense of the holy is bound up
with the hope that someday lny remote descendants will live in a global
civilization in which love is pretty much the only law.,, This pretty
much summarizes the entire philosophy of Richard Rorty. His colossal
attempt to redirect the course of western philosophy continues the
equally gargantuan project of Nietzsche, Dewey, and Marx to bring
down philosophy's preoccupation with .,heavenly concerns', to bear on
earthly matters. Now whether his version of neopragmatism is apt for
the challenge is another matter. Surely, his attempt, regardless of its
appeal, just like that of his predecessors, will inspire our generation
and the future generation of scholars to reconstruct our social
vocabularies and to have continuing doubts about who we are.

NOTES

1. I personally met Richard Rorty in 2000 when he lectured at the
University of the Philippines, Diliman. It was prof. Randolf David, a
friend and colleague at the Department of Sociology, who shares the
same admiration for Rorty's philosophy, who invited ,.Dick', (Rorty)
to give a series of lectures. I was honored to be one of the reactors to
his Iecture "Should identity politics be an agenda for leftist politics?,'I
found him very friendly and soft-spoken despite his towering status as
an American philosopher. This essay is my way of mouming the passing
of a great philosopher and, at the same time, severing my Oedipal
fascination with the philosopher who taught me much. I now realized I
must tread a different path.

2. John Caputo (2007a,43 5), a renowned hermeneutic philosopher,
best describes Rorty's style of writing:

His sentences danced with clarity and dry wit, and he
managed to combine originality with readable and
entertaining English prose in a way that we have not seen
since William James. Nothing was compromised by this
stylistic clarity. His sentences were chiseled, sharp, witty_
and groundbreaking. No one since Kierkegaard orNietzsche
has displayed this same capacity to achieve a concEptual
breakthrough with a joke. Well, maybe Derrida, but Derrida
is devilishly difficult to understand; Rorty is eminently
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readable. And the Establishment, where both wit and
conceptual breakthroughs were in short supply, fumed.

3. In retrospect, Rorty (2006,20) sees his first major work
Philosophy and the minor of nature (1979) as still misguided in its
attempt to carry forward the task of positivist philosophy, i.e., to define
philosophy as a form of therapy. Rorty was later drawn to Heidegger
by reading the works of Derrida. His interest in Nietzsche is inspired
by his reading of Foucault.

4. Rorty (2006,71) suggests that the major distinction between
analytic and continental philosophy has to do with their envy with either
science or poetry. Quine is envious of natural sciences but not of poetry;
conversely, Heidegger was envious of poetry but not of physics.

5. Rorty (1991a, 91) thinks there are only two mdjor differences
between the old and new pragmatism. First is that there are many
nonprofessional philosophers interested in the new pragmatism. Second,
the new pragmatism talks about language rather than Dewey's notion
of experience.

6. For Rorty (1999a,49), the greatest revolution to have occurred
in Western philosophy is the "linguistic turn." Rorty thinks that both
analytic philosophy and the continental tradition converge on the
linguistic turn. The continental tradition is based on the slogan
"Everything is a social construction" (Foucauldian version). The analytic
tradition says, "All awareness is a linguistic affair" (from Wilfred
Sellars). Rorty favors the latter formulation.

7. Rorty (1991b,65) defines scientism as the belief that there is
such a thing as a "reliable method" of reaching about the nature of
things. Rorty rejects scientism but embraces "naturalism." In this way,
he can claim that pragmatism is naturalistic but not necessarily
scientistic.

8. Rorty (1982, xxi) also calls the postmetaphysical culture as a
pragmatic culture or a "post-Philosophical culture" in which "it would
be implausible to bring either the Bible or sociobiology when debating
about social policy." Or put in a different way, "ln a pragmatic culture,
one would no more use a scientific vocabulary in a moral or political
discussion than one would a religious vocabulary" (Rorty 2006,
83).Rorty (see Postel 2001,93) suggests that in such a culture literature
serves as a substitute for religion and philosophy. Space does not permit
here a thorough discussion of Rorty's attitude towards religion. Suffice
it to say that Rorty's (see Postel 2007) insouciant rejection of
metaphysics and his o'romantic polytheism" leads him, in his earlier
writings, to see religion as a personal affair that has to be privatized.
The early Rorty (2006,1 l8; 2005a, 33) did not disavow the label atheist
but later he preferred to be called "anti-clerical." Applying his pragmatic
analysis to religion, Rorty (see Postel 2007,16; cf. 1999c) suggests
that we should get rid of the question: "Does God really exist?" Instead,
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we should follow the Jamesian question: ,.[W]hether it is a good idea
for us to continue talking about Him, and which human purposes might
be served by doing so?" Like other metaphysical questions, the question
of the existence of God is "undiscussable." It is undiscussable because
it is a "conversation stopper" (1999a, 168-74). In his later writings,
Rorty (2003) concedes that religion cannot be privatized.In his dialogue
with Vattimo (2005a) and in response to his critics, he (2003; see also
Postel 2007) makes room for religion in the public sphere.

9. Critics of Rorty like Habermas claim that Rorty,s antiphilosophy
"seems to spring from the melancholy of disappointed metaphysicians,'
[quoted by Mendietta in Rorty (2006,16)]. Robert Brandom who studied
with Rorty in the 1970s suggests that "Rorty's professional life is the
history ofhis disappointment with philosophy in that role [as a substitute
for religionl, and his coming to terms with the realization that philosophy
couldn't do that, and that therefore we ought not to want philosophy to
do that" (see Glenn 2007).

10. In his critique of Alexander Nehamas, Rorty (1996b, 6l)
clarifies his position:

When Nehamas says that he cannot accept my view of
the moral superiority of literature over philosophy, I am
inclined to protest that all I ever claimed was the practical
superiority of literature over philosophy when it comes to
fulfilling our duties to others. I should happily agree that
philosophy and poetry tie for first place, and leave movies
and television far behind, when it comes to making one's
self, and thus one's life, into a work of art. I can also happily
agree that movies and television (the kind of art which
currently, as Nehamas has convincingly argued, plays the
social role that tragedy played in ancientAthens) are usually
better than either philosophy or poetry at helping us fulfill
our duties to others.

I l. Rorty defines "relativism" as a generic category: .,is the view
that every belief on a certain topic, or perhaps about any topic, is as
good as every other." Then he (1982, 166) says,..No orie holds this
view." In his insouciant but witty way, he says, ..Except for occasional
co-operative freshman, one cannot find anybody who says that two
incompatible opinions on an important topic are equally good.,'

12. In his review of one of Stanley Fish's book, Rorty (1999b, 5)
with much candor writes:

We anti-Platonists are all for rationality, if that simply
means talking things over with other people, justi$ring our
beliefs and desires to our neighbors, avoiding violence
wherever possible, and trying to reach a consensus. But we
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are for this because we have been acculturated into a
relatively decent, tolerant society, not because we have
hearkened to the commands of a truth-tracking faculty called
"Reason" found in all adult human beings--commands that
our differently acculturated racist and homophobic fellow-
citizens are somehow too deaf to hear, or too unruly to obey."

13. In his debate with Thomas McCarthy, a proponent of Critical
Theory, Rorty (1990a,641) states:

Don't assume that because we are philosophers we can
be of any special use, in our professional capacity, to
struggles against imperialism, racism. Don't assume, because
Lenin wrote about Berkeley and Mach, that all
revolutionaries need to be briefed on such topics. Don't
assume that the Marxists were right that a correct theoretical
analysis of the situation will be indispensible for getting rid
of the local oligarch, or the CIA, or the KGB. Don't assume
that, because the leader of Luminoso wrote his dissertation
on Kant, he has a clearer vision of a possible future for his
country, than the relatively uneducated woman trying to
organize a food cooperative in the shantytowns outside of
Lima.

14. Rorty (see Bernstein 2003, 135) endorses wholeheartedly the
defense of liberalism by Schumpeter: "To realize the relative validity
of one's convictions and yet stand for them unflinchingly is what
distinguishes a civilized man from a barbarian." In this sense, there is a
spark of truth in Garrard Graeme's (2000) interpretation that Rorty is a
"liberal fideist," that is, someone who believes that one's faith needs
no justification (although I would qualify it as minimalist fideism).

15. Rorty (2001e, 220) further clarifies in his late writings that

...there is no harm and possibly some benefits, in having
such theories [say, theory of self compatible with liberal
democracy]. I never intended to do what he [Festenstein
200lel calls 'banning' [this kind ofl discourse. At most, I
have optimistically suggested that someday, in a better socio-
intellectual environment, there will be no market for this
kind of discourse.

16. Rorty (1998b, 139) sarcastically remarks, "The Foucauldian
academic Left in contemporary America is exactly the sort of Left the
oligarchy dreams of: a left whose members are busy unmasking the
present that they have no time to discuss what laws need to be passed
in order to create a better future." Ironically, Richard Bernstein criticizes
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Rorty's "inspirational liberalism" precisely for failing to provide his
own solution. Bernstein (2003, I 3 8) sees Rorty's "patriotic inspirational
liberalism" as "too easily degenerates into an empty rhetorical hand
waving."

17. Rorty (1998b, 78) admires Jameson's Postmodernism, or the
cultural logic of capitalism, as a "brilliant book," but he adds, "it operates
on a level ofabstraction too high to encourage any particular political
initiative." Rorty confesses his frustrations, "After reading Jameson,
you have views on practically everything except what needs to be done."
Rorty (1990a,641) does not mean that "theory is dead." He is only
making the point that "we could use a bit less of theory and a bit more
reportage."

18. Rorty (interview with Stossel 1998) avers:

The analogy I had in mind was with the Marxist discussion
groups in the cubicles in City College, discussing dialectical
materialism for hours and hours and hours, and eventually
realizing that this wasn't much to the point of achieving the
ends of social democracy, and that you couldn't get much out
of Marx or anybody else in the way of knowing how to make
political decisions forAmerica. It seems to me that Marx has
been replaced by Foucault these days, and people seem to
believe that if you know enough about Lacan, Foucault, a\rd
Derrida, then somehow you're in a good position to think
about politics. That seems to me just as false as the thirties
idea that if you read a lot of Marx, Engels, and Lenin then
you would be in a good position to think about politics.

19. In a paradoxical twist, by putting the issue this way, Rorty
(1999a,227) is able to turn Marx as his ally against his followers in the
Cultural Left: "We should remind ourselves as Forster reminded us,
that love is not enoLlgh*that the Marxists were absolutely right about
one thing: the soul of history is economics."

20. In another place, Rorty (2006, 72) defines irony as
recognition of the contingency of one's'final vocabulary.,
This is simply consciousness of the fact that the deepest
convictions one holds are the results of past poetic
achievements. This goes along with the "recognition that
there never will be a final poem. There will always be space
for self-creation, because no previous act of self-creation
can be ratified as final by some nonhuman authority.

21. ln his debate with Norman Geras, Rorty (2001 c, 171) rejects
the latter's idea that one must accept a certain view of human nature in
order to sustain the socialist utopia. He says, "I think one can envisage
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a human utopia-socialist utopia, indeed-without regarding this utopia
as somehow corresponding better to the inherent tendencies of human
nature than would a fascist dystopia." Rorty holds the same view with
regard to feminism and the question of whether there is such a thing as
a distinct nature of women in relation to men.

22. This tendency in Rorty to champion poets is rooted in his
romantic proclivity which he (1997a,113) bluntly traces to his being
American:

If you happen to come from an extraordinarily lucky, rich,
and self-satisfied cquntry which has enjoyed the rule
of law uninterruptedly for two hundred years-you are likely
to be dismissive of legality and law and more interested in
romance....My emphasis on romance and prophecy and
Whitman makes more sense against the background of the
incredible luck that my country has happened to have.

Interestingly, he further opines, "I think that the kind of romantic
prophecy that I am attributing to James and Dewey is only useful for
people who have the leisure and freedom to indulge themselves in such
romantic dreams." And he ends, "I would like to think that, given peace,
luck, security, and money (though it is very improbable that we shall
have all four of these) that the world will look back at the romantic
prophecy of the American pragmatists and say, "Hey, we're glad they
.thought of that, we're glad they suggested this particular romantic
prospect."

23. Consistent with his private-public split, Rorty (2006, 89, 108)
can safely claim that he has a philosophical system. Yet he believes it is
compatible with the entire spectrum ofpolitical outlooks available. Rorty
suggests that philosophers have no obligation making their philosophical
system consistent with their political views. That is simply optional.
So Rorty can pick out what is useful in Heidegger without following
his Nazism. In doing this, Rorty can claim that he is an American
pragmatist without being a supporter ef American imperialism.

24. Is this utopia possible? Rorty (2001a,31) answers in a very
Rortian rhetoric: "let's experiment and find out."

25. ln his response to Shusterman's article that splits Rorty's
(2001d, 156) difference with Habermas in terms of reason and aesthetic
function of language, Rorty dismisses any such dualism. Also, he
cavalierly rejects Shusterman's attempt to develop a somaaesthetic
grounded in pragmatic theory. Rorty states, "I am not sure that we need
an aesthetic theory, or an aesthetic programme at all." Rorty thinks it is
just another product of Kant's bad idea that culture should be split into
three spheres.

26. Shortly after being diagnosed of his inoperable pancreatic
cancer, Rorty wrote an article for the joumal Poetry.In this brief, but
poignant article, Rorty (2007b, 129) expresses his remorse:
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I now wish that I had spent somewhat more of my life
with verse. This is not because I fear having missed out on
truths that are incapable of statement in prose. There are no
such truths; there is nothing about death that Swinbume and
Landor knew but Epicurus and Heidegger failed to grasp.
Rather, it is because I would have lived more fully if I had
been able to rattle offmore old chestnuts-just as I would
have if I had made more close friends. Cultures with richer
vocabularies are more fully human-farther removed from
the beasts-than those with poorer ones; individual men and
women are more fully human whentheirmemories are amply
stocked with verses.

Rorty further admits that he himself was not able to write any
good poetry (except scribbling down sonnets during dull faculty
meetings). The poem (not philosophy) quoted by Rorty, which he found
useful for his physical condition, is Swinburne's poem, Garden of
Proserpine (N.d.). It is worth quoting here because it expresses Rorty's
attitude toward death:

We thank with brief thanksgiving
Whatever gods may be
That no life lives forever;
That dead men rise up never;
That even the weariest river
Winds somewhere safe to sea.

And here is also Walter Savage Landor's "On his seventy-fifth birthday"
(n.d.):

Nature I loved, and next to Nature, Art;
I warmed both hands before the fire of ]'ife,
It sinks, and I am ready to depart.
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How is multiculturalism possibie in what we call the
"postmodern age"? Postmodernity challenges our norms
and conventions, our theories ofhuman nqture, our grand
narratives, and-in general-any essentialist or
foundationalist approach. And so it would seem to
challenge any qttempt to engage in dialogue actoss
cultures or in any way that proposes to be independent af
context.

One response to this is to focus not on theories but on
practices. In particular, I.want to focus on the practice of
hospitality, of which much has been written of late and
which has been suggested aS a modelfor dialogue.

INTRODUCTION

In a world that is increasingly aware of the importance and
value of cultural, ethnic, religious, and related forms of diversity,
one response has been to advocate for, institute, and promote what
has been called "multiculturalism.,,r Multiculturalism is the policy
that, within a particular state, there is no one nalional cultule; but
several, all of equal value, and all deserving respect; that these
cultures "can co-exist peacefully and equitablf';2 and that this
diversity ought to be preserved and supported.

But how is multiculturalism possible in what we call the
"postmodern age"? Postmodernity challenges norms and
conventions, theories about the human and about nature; and
particularly the possibility of any comprehensive account of culture
or society. It rejects grand narratives, universalizing approaches, and
proposals to uncover or construct principles that are independent of
context*and, it would seem to follow, any principle which could
be used as means of bringing different cultures together.
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One response to these challenges is to focus not on theories
but on practices. Thus, in this paper, I consider one particular practice
on which mr-rch has been written of late, and which, I would suggest,
is particularly relevant to multicr-rlturalism-and that is the practice
of hospitality.

I begin in this paper by saying something about the nature of
hospitality and why people are enjoined to be hospitable. Next, I
suggest that hospitality should be understood as a practice, and that
the corresponding characteristic of"being hospitable" should be seen
as a virtue. Finally, I argue that if we understand hospitality as a
practice, it allows us to determine when being hospitable is and is not
appropriate, how it contributes to goods such as human flourishing,
and how it can have a central role in policies such as multiculturalism.

HOSPITALITY TODAY

The turn to hospitality

In the last 15 years, there has been a growing interest in
philosophy in the notion of "hospitality." There are a number of
reasons for this.

One, certainly, is the appeal of the theory of cosmopolitanism,
following the collapse of the Soviet Union and the occurrence of
the various "velvet revolutions" in central and eastern Europe. This
interest in cosmopolitanism draws one back to Kant ( l89l ) who, in
his essay on Perpetual peace [11951, saw "universal hospitality" as

a defining condition of a "cosmo-political system." Inspired by Kant,
the contemporary Danish philosopher, Peter Kernp (2005)-for
exanrple, in his recent book Verdensborgeren som pedagogisk ideal
(The world citizen as educational ideal)-sees hospitality as a
constituent part of international law that is, itself, based on
cosmopolitan law. One finds similar ideas in Martha Nussbaum's
works (1994, 2000) on cosmopolitanism.

A second reason for the attention to hospitality is Jacques
Derrida's discussion (2000, 2001) of the different senses of the
notion-and, indirectly, that of Emmanuel Ldvinas (see 1969, 1981).
Derrida's proposal for an ethics and a politics of hospitality was
motivated in large part by a wish to respond to contemporary
political events, but is rooted in his reflections on Ldvinas's concern
for the "radical otherness" of others. This work has, in turn, been
taken up by a nqmber of Anglo-Arnerican thinkers.

A third reason for this interest in hospitality, particularly in the
Anglo-American philosophical tradition, is that hospitality seems
to be a notion that is relevant to a number of issues in contemporary
applied ethics such as poverty, civil conflict, the movement of
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displaced peoples and refugees and the challenges they encounter,
and the phenomenon of immigration.

There may be other reasons for such an interest as well (such
as the relevance of hospitality as part of a general humanism and its
importance in the cultivation of character). In all cases, however,
the presumption is that the notion of hospitality is at least useful, if
not key, to social and political life in the contemporary world.

What hospitality is

What is hospitality? The notion is, arguably, somewhat vague.
It has been interpreted in a range of ways and there has even been
debate about its etymology.s A standard definition of the term is
"the reception and entertainment of guests, visitors, or strangers,
with liberality and good wi1l" (Oxford English Dictionary). It is
roughly the equivalent of xenia in Greek and hospitalitas in Latin,
and the term can be found in English since the middle ages.

Though generally seen as something dealing with material
concerns, hospitality has.a close relation to religion. For example,
within western religious traditions, hospitality classically involves
a welcoming of the stranger or guest on a par with one's family---of
ensuring that one who arrives from a distance be not only provided
with shelter and refreshment, but brought into the community of the
household. In some Islamic societies, hosts are enjoined to give what
they have to the guest-to treat a guest as if he or she was the most'important member of the householda-to the extent that the hosts
themselves may do without. similar models of hospitality are found
within the Jewish and christian traditions,5 and the christian spiritual
writer, Henri Nouwen (1975,66) writes that,,if there is any concept
worth restoring to its original depth and evocative potential, it is the
concept of hospitality." Key here is that to be hospitable is to receive
another in a way that is kindly, open, and engaging-and not
diffi dently or indifferently.

Philosophical discussion of hospitality has, however, been
relatively rare, perhaps because it was thought that it could be subsumed
under or included as an aspect of other ethical activities. Although it
appears in the Stoic tradition and is mentioned in classical Greek authors,
it does not seem to be a concern of most medieval or modern thinkers
[see, however, Cavallar (2002) in this connection]. Anthony Cooper,
Earl of Shaftesbury (1897) refers to hospitality as "extensive Love of
Mankind, and Relief of Strangers,', but does not expand on this. perhaps
the best-known modem account is, as noted above, in Immanuel Kant
(1891), but Kant offers a rather meagre definition, simply stating that
hospitality is "the Right of a stranger in...another country, not to be
treated...as an enemy...so long as he conducts himself peacefully."
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Today, hospitality seems to have lost much of its earlier
significance. It is still regarded as an important obligation in some
religious denominations but, when it concerns daily life in most
western nations, it generally lacks any "peculiar sacredness," and
the expectations one has are no longer "peculiarly stringent" (see
Sidgwick 1884,245). Even as long ago as the late 19th century, the
British utilitarian ethicist Henry Sidgwick (1884, 245) noted that
"in the progress of civilisation [hospitality] has become a luxury."
Defining the term "hospitality" and identifying precisely what it
entails are challenging because there are no clearly established
criteria or expectations for what is involved. Nevertheless, the lexical
definition provided earlier should serve as a starting point for
discussion.

The challenges of hospitality

Why be hospitable? From what we have seen above, for many
it is a religious duty; it is part of one's obligation to God or to the
traditions of one's belief.6 Others may see it simply as a humanitarian
duty-that is, given the concern and respect that we should have
towards other human beings in general, or given the inherent value
of human dignity, we are morally bound to treat human beings in
certain ways, particularly when they are in situations of need or
distress. For Kant (1891), universal hospitality is grounded in (though
also restricted to) matters of right, which are, in turn, based on the
principle that in the beginning no one had a right to the earth greater
than anyone else. One can imagine that, on a utilitarian model,
hospitality (in certain cases and in varying degrees) is an appropriate
response. And there may be other reasons for hospitality as well,
e.g., as being part of a more general obligation to help to relieve
suffering, or to exhibit generosity, or to conform to the requirements
of distributive justice. Indeed, Derrida (2001, l7) writes "ethics is
hospitality."T Hospitality may also be engaged in for political or
prudential reasons, e.g., to promote the popularity of a political party
or agenda, or to attempt to reduce cultural jealousies (though I will
not deal with such reasons here).

The precise nature and extent of this obligation of hospitality
is, however, unclear. Is it a strict duty, or an imperfect one? (Must I
show hospitality to all, or can I choose to whom, when, and where I
am hospitable?) Is it like the injunction to "love one another," to
"do good" [as l(ant (1948,399-400) would understand it]. Or is it
simply a good or praiseworthy thing to do? Are there-must there
be-limits to hospitality and, if so, what justifies them? What about
'oinnocent threats" (such as the carriers ofinfectious disease), or those
of whom nothing is known to those offering hospitality; are all
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categories of stranger or guest morally equivalent? Is it arrogant to
offer hospitality, because it assumes that it is the host,s place to do
so (see Derrida 2O0l)? Do we all have the right to show or extend
hospitality, or must we at least sometimes defer to a higher authority
(e.g., one's employer, one's religious faith, or the state)? And what
can the recipient of hospitality rightly expect?

Many different responses can be-and have been-given to
these questions. But there may be a way of sorting through them,
and establishing some general standards. If we focus on hospitality
as a moral practice, with an end and a corresponding virtue or virtues,
we can have an account that both fits the traditional understanding
of the notion, and is also of use in showing hospitality today.

HOSPITALITY AS A MORAL PRACTICE

Despite the preceding questions concerning the nature and
extent of hospitality, hospitality is a practice with which we are all
familiar.8 Thus, we understand that there are, formally or informally,
rules of hospitality-governing the obligations of the host, but also
of the guest (e.g., concerning what the host offers, how long a guest
may stay, what the guest can rightly expect, the importance-and
the way-of showing gratitude to the host, and so on). These rules
are internal to the practice, but they also reflect characteristics of
the social institutions in which the practice occurs (e.g., religious
and ethnic traditions), and they can sometimes be rather complex.
And, like all practices, hospitality must have an end or purpose.

For some practices, the end is internal to the practice itself and
we might say of such practices that they are engaged in for their
own sake. But if we see hospitality as a moral practice, then its end
is the end of all moral practices: human flourishing-the growth
and development of human beings.

As it is regarded by Kant (and, apparently, by some postmoderns
too), the practice of hospitality tends to be defined in terms of a
giver and a recipient; the host "gives" hospitality and the immediate
"recipient" of hospitality would be the stranger or guest. But this is
too strongly an individualistic model and it does not fit with many
of the traditions in which hospitality is practiced. Moreover, what is
missing in the preceding description is why the practice is engaged
in and what other practices, institutions, or traditions bear on it at
the time. This-together with thinking of hospitality as a practice
which has an end that is, or which contributes to a common good
such as human flourishing and not just someone receiving something
from someone else-suggests a reading of hospitality which is not
individr"ralistic. We see it, instead, as characterised by a complexity
of relations and by corresponding virtues.
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There is, of course, no denying that hospitality is a practice in
which we speak of one who offers hospitality and one who accepts
it. But this clearly does not exhaust the relationships at work here.
For both parties are participants, the practice is one in which each
benefits, and the parties are not, at least traditionally, in an
asymmetrical relation. The host offers-but it is because the arrival
and the presence of the guest already places the host under an
obligation. The guest accepts, in part because it is right-but usually
because it is part of the practice that one must accept (or else an
offense is committed). It is expected that the guest should show
respect and gratitude. But the guest is not the only one who thanks;
the host normally thanks the guest as well. Thus, there is a mutuality
in the relation between or among the parties-and perhaps more,
Hospitality not only involves a concern for and an attention to each
party by the other, but it supposes respect for one another-respect
which ought be reciprocated. Nor is the practice something that can
be reduced to a set ofcasual, isolated encounters, for hospitality is a
practice within a culture, and so it informs other practices and the
culture itself, which entails an assurance to all those who may find
themselves as strangers or guests. The practice of hospitality, then,
serves not only those involved in the encounter, but is part of the
network of practices and relations within a tradition or cornmunity.
To see this practice in this way-as an activity that draws on and is
conditioned by mutual respect-addresses some of the critiques that
have been made of hospitality.

Practices, of course, entail corresponding virtues. Being
(properly) hospitable is an excellence or virtue of the individual (as

can oobeing a good guest"). lt will normally involve a nurnber of the
practical as well as moral virtues in its exercise. Whatthis amounts
to concretely understandably depends largely, though not entirely,
on the traditions and the institutions in which the practice appears.
Being hospitable to a neighbor involves different kinds of activities
than being so to a stranger or to one's employer. Still, the mutual
appreciation, gratitude, respect, and so forth remain characteristic.
And, further, being properly hospitable requires following a mean;
an excessive hospitality, or a rniserly one, are failures-and they
can be rnoral failures, for they may damage not only the particular
exchange between host and guest, but one's respect for oneselfand,
possibly, the status of the practice within the tradition or community
as a whole. To be a good host-i .e., being "hospitable"-is 3
disposition, and not just a set of actions. The way in which one is
hospitable-i.e., shows hospitality-and its limits are, however,
"relative" to the situation (though are not subjective).

Understanding hospitality as a moral practice is not just a
matter of seeing it as following certain procedures or rules. Rules
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and principles are not sufficient for hospitality and may not be
necessary; the good host or guest often knows what to do. And
while hospitality is a practice, it is not something that is free
standing or sui generis. Practices do not exist in the abstract,
separate from all other practices.

There are, of course, limits to hospitality. How we show
hospitality and to whom; what we must do and what we can expect
of others; when it is necessary and when it is optional depend,
relevantly, on the institutions and traditions in which hospitality is
"offered" and "received." In these cases, we can speak of different
ways of being hospitable. To understand hospitality, then, one needs
to take into account the larger set of practices and institutions in
which the encounter has a place. Hospitality takes its specific
character from them. But hospitality, as a moral practice, as noted
above, has a general end-human flourishing. And this end helps
the participants to assess their own activities as well as the practices
and institutions in which these activities take place, and to determine
whether these, in fact, are morally acceptable.

ln short, hospitality seems to be a practice appropriate to any
activity that involves encountering others: encountering others as
immigrants and refugees; having friends and guests into one,s home;
or receiving one's students into one's classroom or office.

SOME IMPLICATIONS

What follows from this account of hospitality? What would be
an appropriate indication of hospitality by and within a nation-to
newcomers. immigrants, refugees and the like? What does hospitality
demand?

From what we have seen, a strong notion of hospitality would
demand more than just being civil, "letting live,', and tolerance---or
even openness-showing a willingness to understanding others and
providing material support. Such a "modern,, approach may simply
allow the creation of cultural "silos," and promote an individualism
which has the effect of undermining the reciprocal nature of the practice.

Hospitality is also more than an occasion where a,.host,' invites
and a "guest" is received. There are obligations and expectations on
both parties. These obligations, however, are not imposed by the
host or by the guest, but are part ofthe practice ofhospitality itself.

Multiculturalism, then, can be seen as a consequence of
hospitality and hospitality is, in turn, a means of establishing a vital
and productive multicultu.r.alism. But multiculturalism, too, is a
practice, not an end. Where multiculturalism is part of a national
identity, it has as its goal the goal of any social practice, namely,
human flourishing.
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CONCLUSION

I have suggested that we should not see hospitality simply as a
matter of a host "offering," and the guest or stranger "receiving,"
but as defining and establishing a relation among the parties and as
continuing a tradition that goes beyond the particular encounter.
The host does not put him or herself above the guest, any more than
do the parents who welcome a child returning from a long trip. There
is no matter of one party establishing or assuming control, for both
parties are necessary to the practice: they enter into a relation with
one another and, as moral agents, are called on to exhibit a number
of practical and moral virtues.

I have also said that the practice of hospitality is not sui generis
and that this practice itself exists within a larger set of practices. So
hospitality as a practice has its limits. But limits are inherent in the
notion of a practice itself-from what it is to engage in a moral
practice, from seeing hospitality as part of a tradition, from the
institution or institutions in which this particular practice exists, and
from the end of hospitality overall, namely, human flourishing.

A robust notion of hospitality, as described here, is one that
can serve to invigorate multiculturalism, and resist the (endency to
reduce multiculturalism to simply a policy designed to reduce cultural
jealousies and ethnic tensions.

It is, of course, true that there is more to ethics than hospitality.
Nevertheless, hospitality is central to a range of moral, social, and
religious activities which are part of the communities in which human
beings live. An ethics of hospitality-understanding it as a moral
practice-seems, therefore, particularly promising as a basis and as

a guide for multiculturalism.

NOTES

l. I do not address issues about the value of multiculturalism
here. It is worth noting, however, that, in addition to its advocates,
there have been a number of critics of the policy such as Stanley
Fish, Slavoj Zizek, and Susan Moller Okin.

2. Canada was the first country in the world to explicitly adopt
a policy of multiculturalism when then Prime Minister Pierre Elliott
Trudeau introduced it (on 8 October 1971) in the Canadian House
of Commons. The purpose of this policy was to serve "to recognize
the plurality of Canada," to "acknowledge the value of cultural
pluralism to Canadian identity," and to preserve o'the cultural freedom
of Canadian citizens and landed immigrants." It has led to such actions
as "government support for newspapers, television, and radio in
minority languages," "support for minority festivals, holidays, and
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celebrations," and government-sponsored ..programs to encourage
minority representation in...education, and the work force,' [cited from
von Meien (2007)1.

3. Despite some suggestions of the proximity of hospes (guest
or stranger) and hostes (enemy), the etymology is fairly clear.

4. Atext from the Hadith records Muhammad as saying: ..Anyone

who believes in Allah and the last day let him be good to hisneighbour.
Anyone who believes in Allah and the last day let him be hospitable
to his guest."

5. See Genesis 18:4-5, where Abraham receives the three
strangers at Mamre; see also the story of Mary and Martha in Luke
10:38-42.

6. In Christianity, see Romans 12: 13; Hebrews 13 1-2;1 peter
4:8-9.

7. Emphasis mine.
8. By the term practice, we may follow the description of the term

given by Alasdair Maclntyre (1984, 187), who says that a practice is:

any coherent and complex form of socially established
cooperative human activity through which goods internal
to that form of activity are realized in the course of trying
to achieve those standards of excellence which are
appropriate to, and partially definitive of, that form of
activity, with the result that human powers to achieve
excellence, and human conceptions of ends and goods
involved, are systematically extended.

Thus, throwing a football is not a practice, ,,but the game of
football is....Bricklaying is not a practice; architecture is....So are the
enquiries of physics, chemistry and biology, and so is the work of the
historian." And so, presumably, is morality.
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MOSESO LEADERSHIP QUALITIES :

PRINCIPLES WITH REFERENCE
TO AFRICAN LEADERSHIP

Caleb O. Ogunkunle
University o.f Ilorin, Nigeria

One major problem.that confronts each nation in Africa
is bad leadership. Unfortunately, a leadership position seems

to be what every person,.especially in Africa, desires to have
even when one may be ignorant or has given only very little
thought to what real leadership entails. This paper examines
the qualities and principles of Moses' leadership in relation
to leadership in Africa. The purpose is to highlight the
leadership qualities of Moses for Africans to emulate. The
paper argues that despite having no leadership ambitions,
Moses was q good leader who demonstrated love and
meekness to his people. The author believes that Moses'
qualities and principles remain as a valuable yardstickfor
all religious and political leaders in Africa to follow if the
continent will make the desired progress.

INTRODUCTION

Every man or woman aspires to occupy a Ieadership position,
especially in the African context. There is a popular Yoruba saying, " Oke
ni aye wa, isale ti kun " (literally, it means there are so many people in the
lower classes but not too many in the upper class). With this understanding,
one is not surprised to hear prayers for God's elevation of oneself unto a
higher level. Unfortunately, there are many cases of people getting
involved in diabolic means in their attempt to be in a leadership position,
as demonstrated in Nigeria's2007 elections (Sunday Tribune,4 February
2007 and 11 March 2007). At times, people in Africa take leadership as

a "do or die affair."r The pertinent questions to ask are: "Of the many
people who parade themselves as leaders, how manyare really qualified
to lead?" "How many are willing to lead in the real sense of it?" "How
many are aware of the responsibilities involved in leadership as Chief
Obafemi Awolowo was when he accepted the nomination as the UPN
presidential candidate on 6 October 1978?" (Sunday Tribune, 2l &28
January 2007). Obviously, a person who is not qualified to lead but just
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forces hirnself into the leadership position will create problems for
himself and the people he intends to lead.

The thrust of this paper is to examine the influence of Moses, the
founder ofthe Israelite nation and religion, within the context ofAfrican
leadership. Moses was a key leader who had an indelible influence on
the religious and political lives of his nation. The historical method is
adopted whereby various scholarly literatures on the life and influence
of Moses are examined. This is corroborated wilh the exegetical method
whereby some important relevant words are studied with the help of
the Hebrew lexicon and theological wordbooks. It is expected that the
findings from the study of Moses will serve as an eye opener on some
vital leadership qualities and that national leaders (political and religious)
will adopt some principles from Moses' life and activities that will
enhance their leadership qualities.

BIBLICAL CONCEPT OF LEADERSHIP

According tothe Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English,
a leader is "the person who directs or controls a group, organization or
country," while leadership is the "position of being the leader of a group,
organizati on or country."

There are some Hebrew words that are connected with leadership.
One of them is nahar, a Qal perfect verb which means "to lead or guide"
(Brown et al. 1919,634). The word speaks of guiding or treating kindly
someone who is helpless (Job 31:18). Generally, nahar sees God as

the one who leads. Thus, the servant ofAbraham recognized Him (God)
as his guide (Gen24:27). At the time of Moses, the guidance of God
was manifested by the pillars of cloud and fire which preceded the
Israelites (Exod 13:21). The word is also used in Psalm 78:53 where
the Psalmist recalled God's leading of the Israelites along the right path
(Coppes 1980, 2:568). Closely connected with nahar is another verb
nahag which means to "drive or conduct" (Brown et al. 1979, 624).
The verb has a number of meanings which include:

a. to drive a flock (Exod 3: I ; Isa I I :6). It also speaks of a
king leading in the procession (Isa 60: I I );

b. to drive an ass (2 Kgs 4:24) or cart(2 Sam 6:3; 1 Chro
1 3:7); and

c. to lead out an army to battle (1 Chro 20:1 ; 2 Chro 13:7).

Thus the word nahag denotes an orderly conduct ofa group of
animals or people to an intended destination either by forcible driving
or by leading (Coppes 1980, 558). The word which occurs about thirty
times in the Old Testament is used for herding cattle, and sheep, among
others. It speaks of the shepherd leading the flocks by going before
them (Gen 31:18; Exod 3:1; Isa 40:11). Unfortunately, the word also
speaks ofpeople who are "herded" as Laban accused Jacob ofdriving
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off his daughters as booty (Gen 3l:26; Isa 20:4). Also, nahag is used
of God in His activity among his people. on the one hand, He is the
true shepherd who led them during the wanderings in the wilderness
(Psa 78:52). on the other hand, He drove them away to a foreign Iand
whenever they disobeyed Him (Deut 4:27).

Another irnportant Hebrew word that explains the concept of
leadership is nagid which is a masculine noun. It means ,.leader, ruler,
and prince" (Brown et al. 1979,617). The word is used by the lsraelite
kings, as they led theirpeople-Saul (l Sam 9;16);David (I Sam l3:14);
Solomon (I Chro 29:22; 10: 1); Hezekiah (2 Kgs 20:5). Also, the word
is used to refer to a foreign ruler or prince (Dan 9:25-26). Religiously,
the word is used for the title of some high officials connected witr, tn"
temple (Jer 20:l;29:26; I Chro 9:11;2 Chro 3l:13; etc). Generally, the
word occurs almost fifty times in the old Testament and is applied to
leaders in several fields-government, military, and religion. ii o""urc
in singular form to refer to the man at the top, that is, the king and the
high priest (see Coppes 1980, 549-50).

Furthermore, the Hebrew word nahir which is a pier verb has
something to contribute to our understanding of leadership. It means
"to lead, guide to a watering place or station, and cause to rest there;
bring to a place or station of rest, refresh', (Brown et al. I g7g,624).
The word speaks of guiding or leading the people with care. It denotes
the shepherd's Ioving concern in leading his flock, especially those
with young ones (Gen 33:14 Exod l5:13; Isa 40:ll; etc.).

The Greek noun odegos and its verb odEge| are mostly used
literally in the New Testament to mean "leadeq teacher or guide', and
"to lead on a way, to show the way and to guide or instruct," respectively
(Michaelis 1967,5:99; cf. Bromily 1985, 671). Od-egos is rare in the
Septuagint. It occurs for guides in I Maccab ees 4:2 and for the pillar of
fire in wisdom 18:3. The verb is more common and mostly if is cod
who leads, guides, or instructs (Exod 13:17; Josh 24:3; psalms 25:9;
78:79). The word nahar is connected with odEgos and generally it is
ascribed to God especially as He was showing the way by means of the
cloud and the pillar of fire (Exod 13:21; Deut 1 :33).

The word is found in the New Testament onry in the literal
sense of "leader" or "escort.,' In Acts I :16, Judas is spoken of as the
person who led or escorted the police to the place where they could
arrest Jesus. The literal sense of the word is also meant in Matthew
23:16,24 where Jesus speaks ofthe pharisees as leaders ofothers but
they themselves are blind. In other words, even though they (the
Pharisees) claim to lead others yet they are inconsisteni; they make
long prayers to impress people with their spirituality, but also oppress
widows whom they should have helped (Barbieri 2000,74).obviously,
since the Pharisees are blind guides, trying to lead the blind people;
they would both fall into a pit (Matr 15:14).

OdEgel is used in John 16:13 to suggest.oto lead or to guide,'
(Michaelis 1985,5:100). It speaks of the spirit of rruth which will
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come after Jesus' death to lead the disciples into the truth about Jesus

and His work. This spirit will not teach the disciples on His own but
will teach only what He hears from the Father. Also, the Spirit will
teach what is yet to come (John 15:16; 16:12-13) (see Blum 2000,
328).

From the above Hebrew and Greek words connected with
leadership, it is obvious that leadership has to do with the ability to
direct, lead, guide, and control the people while in office. A leader is

involved in taking vital decisions which usually have positive or negative
effects on the people. Hans Finzel (see Rainey 1983, 13) describes a

leader as "someone whose actions have the most profound consequences
on other people's lives, for better or for worse, sometimes forever and
ever." This means that leadership is not an easy task. T. F. Jemiriye
(2004,254) notes:

Leadership is the art of managing the nature of man-be
it physical, religious or other natures. Leadership is the power
to direct, motivate and inspire others.It is the art of moulding,
correcting, influencing or guiding human behaviour towards
desired or designed goals and ends. Leadership therefore
calls for obedience from the followers, while the leader earns
the people's confidence, respect and submission.

Deriving from the foregoing, it can be said that the biblical concept
of leadership of which Moses is our focus is "complex and dynamic"
as it involves so many aspects. For Moses, it begins with God's
preservation of his life and then God's training and calling for a difficult
assignment, effectiveness, responsibility, accountabil ity, vision,
character, productivity, persuasion, and realization of targeted goals
(see Alamu 2004,319).

BIBLICAL TRADITION OF MOSES

The Hebrew name moseh is connected with. masah which means
"to draw out" (cf. Brwon et al. 1979, 602).2 Moseft occurs about 706
times in the Hexateuch, that is to say, Exodus has 290 times; Leviticus,
86 times, Numbers, 233 times; Deuteronomy, 38 times; and Joshua, 59
times. Moses came from the tribe of Levi (Exod 2:1). He was the son
of Amram and Jochebed (Exod 6:16-20; Num 26:59; I Chro 5:29;
23:13). He had a younger brother, Aaron (Exod 4:14; 7:1, 2, 7) and a
sisteq Miriam (Num 26:59). There is no reference to Moses as either a
king or priest; he was the great Hebrew leader, prophet, and lawgiver
who was appointed by God (Livingston 1986, 171). In describing
Moses, Dewey M. Beegle (1992,909) says:

The man [Moses was] chosen by God to lead the Hebrew
people out of Egyptian bondage, to preside over the Sinai
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ceremony constituting those people as the people of God,
and to lead the Hebrew people to the Promised Land. As
such, Moses is arguably the most prominent person in the
Hebrew Bible, and he looms large in early Jewish and
Christian writings.

The life of Moses is divided into three parts of forty years each.
The first forty years are made up of his birth, childhood, and flight
from Egypt. The second forty years are made up of Moses in Midian,
his relationship with Jethro, his call and deparrure from Egypt. The
third and last forty years deal with Moses and his activities with Pharaoh
and before the Israelites. Moses was a national hero who led the Israelites
out ofEgypt, established them as an independent nation, and prepared
them for entrance into Canaan,the Land of Promise. D. T. Adamo (2005,
74-79) examines Moses from an African perspective especially in
relation to his marriage to the Cushite woman in Numbers l2:l-9. He
argues that his marriage of this beautiful African woman was intended
to help him in his leadership responsibility.

Exact dates for the life of Moses are independent from the date of
the Exodus. On the basis of an early date for the Exodus, that is l44O
BC, Moses was born about 1520 BC of an lsraelite parent in the land of
Egypt (Bryant 1967 , 37 6). However, on the basis of a later date for the
Exodus, that is, I260 BC, Moses was born around 1340 BC (Cole 1973,
376). Whichever view we hold on the date of Moses' birth, the fact
remains that women played a significant role in the salvation of the
boy. The midwives feared God and did not do what the king of Egypt
had told them-to kill Hebrew male children at birth (Exod I : I 5- I 8).
Moses' mother demonstrated her motherly love by hiding him for three
months (Exod 2:l-2). Moses'sister, Miriam, risked her life by standing
among the reeds along the river Nile keeping an eye on Moses to see
what would happen to him (Exod 2:3-4). The daughter of Pharaoh
who eventually adopted Moses had compassion on him (Exod 2:7-10).

Moses was given various descriptions in the Bible. He was a leader
(Psa 78:20). It was through him that the law was given to the Israelites
(John I : l7). He was a ruler and a deliverer (Acts 7:3 5). He was a prophet
(Hos l2:13). In fact, Willem A. Vangemeren (1990, 30) describes him
as "the fountain head of the prophets who was the first to receive, to
write down, and to teach the revelation of God." Indeed, Moses had a
special relation with God. God says in Numbers l2:7-8 that He reveals
Himself to prophets in visions and dreams but with Moses He speaks
face to face clearly and not in riddles. Also, speaking on the importance
of Moses, the last words of the Pentateuch says:

Since then, no prophet has risen in Israel like Moses,
whom the LORD knew face to face, who did all those
miraculous signs and wonders the LORD sent him to do in
Egypt-to Pharaoh and to all his officials and to his whole

55
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land. For no one has ever shown the mighty power or
performed the awesome deeds that Moses did in the sight of
all Israel (Deut 34:10-12),

Moses was a man of meekness and forbearance (Num 12:3). He
was constantly interceding with God for his faithless people of Israel
(Num 14:13-15; 16:46) and he was pleading with Israel to be faithful
to God (Num 14:5-9). He was a man of enduring faith in the invisible
God (Heb 11:27b). Moses was amighty man (Deut 34:12) who led in
the singing of the song of victory (Exod 15:1-18). Les Rainey (1983,
27) describes Moses as:

The man who saw God face to face; the only man whom
God buried (Deut 34:6); the only man for whose body the
devil fought (Jude 9); the only man whose name is associated
with the last song, "the song of Moses...and ...the Lamb"
(Rev. 15:3). Truly a giant of God towering over the sons of
men.

Also, the fact that Moses was not an ordinary leader is implied in
the insightful observation of Walter Eichrodt. He (1961, l:289) notes:

Moses is neither a king, nor a commander of an army,
nor a tribal chieftain, nor a priest, nor an inspired seer and
medicine man. To some extent he belongs to all these
categories; but none ofthem adequately explains his position.
In many respects he gives the impression of exercising kingly
authority; he determines the direction of the line of march
and appoints its destination; he gives laws and administers
justice, and orders the external details of the common life of
the tribes.

Moses was called to lead the Israelites out of the Egyptian bondage
while he was shepherding the sheep in the desert (Exod 2:23;3:l). k
was through the burning bush (Exod 3:2-4^) that God informed Moses
that He heard the cry of the Israelites for relief and that He wanted
Moses to go back to Egypt to deliver His people from bondage. Exodus
3 : 10 says "So now, go, I arn sending you to Pharaoh to bring my people
the Israelites out of Egypt." But then, Moses was not enthusiastic about
the call and thus he tried to evade the divine instruction. He said ,"[W]ho
arn l, that I should go to Pharaoh and bring the Israelites out ofEgypt?"
(Exod 3:11). Moses, from his human perspective raised objections to
the call and raised arguments to convince God to use someone else.
First, he said he felt inadequate to attempt the task. Second, he asked
by what name God would be announced to the Israelites (Exod 3:13).
Third, he expressed doubt that the children of Israel would listen to
him or believe him (Exod 4: I ). Fourth, he protested that he was slow of
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speech (Exod 4;1 0) (see Aust, n.d.). Indeed, the experience and response
of Moses in this passage are similar to that of Gideon (Judges 6:15) and
Jeremiah (Jer l;4-19) (see Holaday 1964,154). Both of them, like
Moses, were reluctant to obey the call of God as they felt insufficient
for the demands placed upon them.

Moses, having accepted to lead the rsraelites out of captivity
resolved to have a regular contact with God. This decision helped him
greatly in his leadership position (Exod 4:16;7:1;Num I l:24_30; 12:l-
8; Deut 5:24-28).ln addition, Moses became a leader who made every
attempt to bring God near his people. This is demonstrated in the giving
of laws which he received from God; the repetition of the phrase-
"And God spoke to Moses"; and in his erhortation to the people in
Deuteronomy for them to love, obey, and serve God (Eichrodt 196r,
l:292-95). The goal of Moses or his mission statement, so to say, which
helped him in the task, is rightly stated by W. Eichrodt . He (1961,290_
91 ) states:

To bring out a nation to yahweh, the mighty Lord, a nation
in which his sovereignty could be established and his nature
expressed, which furthermore he could forge into an
instrument for the execution of his judgement upon the
nations and the founding of a new world order_that was
the goal which dominated the life ofthis man whom yahweh
had conquered.

But then, Moses was not altogether a saint. The account in Exodus
2 shows that Moses became aware of his Hebrew descent and the
moment he saw an Egyptian beating his fellow Hebrew, he killed him
and hid him in the sand. The Hebrew word wayyad (and he killed) is
from the verb nakqh which means to smite, kill, slay (Brown et al.
1979,645).The word is equally used for killing a man or a beast (Gen
4:15; 8:2 f , etc). The Hebrew word tamar is a eal perfect third person
masculine singular. It means to hide or conceal3 (Brown et al. r979,
380).ln this context, it means hiding the dead body in the sand. The
same word is used in Joshua 2:6 in regard to the hiding of spies and in
Joshua 7:21-22 in connection with Achan,s theft.

The second account which really shows the weakness of Moses is
given in Numbers 20:1-13. The main cause of the problem was lack of
water for the community, and this rnade people gather against Moses
andAaron (Num 20:2). They argued with Moses in their characteristic
way and they rebuked him for bringing them out of Egypt to a barren
land. Moses and Aaron took up the challenge. They withdrew from the
people to the Tent of Meeting. They fell facedown and the glory of the
Lord appeared to them (Num 20:6). It was thereafter that God spoke to
Moses with specific instruction to take the staff and together withAaron,
they should assemble the people. The word for staff or rod is matteh
and it is of different types which include staff of traveller (Gen 3g:lg,
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25); staff of bread, that is, food supply (Ezek 4:161,5:16; 14:13; Psa

105:16); and staffof Moses, the shepherd. It was this rod that Moses
used to perform miracles in Egypt (Exod 7'.8-9,19; 8:5). He used it at
Raphidim (Exod 17:5) (Brown et al. 1979,641). Moses was instructed
to speak to the rock. The Hebrew word for rock is sela which also
means crag or cliff (Brown et al. 1979,700). Unfortunately, Moses
responded negatively to the instruction which God gave him. He
gathered the people in front ofthe rock, but tlren he called them rebel
or disobedient ones. The Hebrew word hotnmorim ("you rebels") is a
plural Qal active participle. It is from marah which means to be
contentious, refractory or rebelliousa (Brown et al. 1979,598).The
major problem of Moses at this point was anger as he disobeyed the
clear instruction of God to speak to the rock. He struck the rock twice.
Incidentally, the word wayyad ("and he struck") is the same word
used in Exodus 2:72 when he killed/struck the Egyptian. It is from
the verb nakah which means to smite or strike (cf. Exod 4:15;8:211'
77 6, etc) (Brown etal. 1979,645).Even though water came out and
the people together with their animals were refreshed yet the rash

action of Moses brought a strong rebuke from the Lord (Allen 1990,
876). This action disqualified him from leading the people into the
Promised Land.

ROLE OF YAHWEH

The permanent influence of the leadership of Moses to the nation
of Israel may not be grasped and appreciated without making reference
to the role of Yahweh. Theocracy is the rule of society by God and the

king is only His vice-regent (Deut 17:15;33:5). Israel was His army
(Exod 7:4). Also, the legislative and judicial powers lay in the hands of
God (Mackeod 1994, 677-78). There is no doubt that the theocratic
government started to take shape at the time of Moses. All that Moses
did was to mediate the legislative and judicial powers (Exod 18:16).
Speaking of Moses in the J document, J. P. Hyatt (1971,23) notes:

Moses is a more credible and human figure in J than in
other sources. He is a representative of Yahweh in speaking
to Israel, but his role is to announce and interpret what
Yahweh does, and with Israel to watch Yahweh work on
behalf of his people.

In other words, God Himself was the leader of His people. He
only used Moses as His messenger or a spokesman. It was God who
heard the groaning of the Israelites and He remembered His covenant
with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Exod 2:24).lt was God who saw the
misery of the people in Egypt. He heard them and He was concerned.
He came down to rescue them and to take them out of Egypt into a
good and specious land (Exod 3:7-9). Moses' task was not to liberate
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the Israelites. He was only required to tell pharaoh "to let my people
go"(Exod 3:10).

In answering one of the objections raised by Moses when the
Lord called him, Yahweh said: ,,I AM WHO I AM.,'5 The name Lord is
the personal name of God which he revealed to Moses at this point and
it implies that God is self-existent. He is the creator and He is all-
sufficient. Thus, He demonstrated His power over every situation as
He led the Israelites out of Egypt under Moses. Exodus 13:21-22 says:

By day the LORD went ahead of them in a pillar of cloud
to guide them on their way and by night in a pillar of fire to
give them light, so that they could travel by day or night.
Neither cloud by day nor pillar of fire by night left its place
in front of the people.

Indeed, the lsraelites experienced the supernatural leading ofthe
Lord through Moses. The pillar represents the manifestation of the
presence of God and three times the angel of the Lord is referred to as
being in it (Exod 14:19 23:20; 32:34) (Altis I 976, 3:286).

The fact that Yahweh played a prominent role in the deliverance
and leading of the Israelites is established in the song of Miriam in
Exodus 15:21 - while making reference to the Exodus event, Moses is
not mentioned but Yahweh. In addition, in Israel's ancient creedal recital
of the mighty deeds of God in Deuteronomy 26:5-9, Moses is not
mentioned in connection with the deliverance from Egypt (Johnson
1984,3:441).

MOSES' LEADERSHIP QUALITIES AND PRINCIPLES

There is no doubt that Moses possessed several leadership qualities
that every leader, especially in Africa, can emulate. In the first place,
Moses was a man of meekness and forbearance, although occasionally
he got angry, being human himself. The Bible describes him as .,...more
humble than anyone else on the face of the ealth,, (Num.l2:3). This
quality helped him to attend to various needs of the people irrespective
of status-rich or poor, educated or uneducated, etc. Unfortunately, this
quality is lacking in many of the Nigerian leaders today as "humility
and leadership do not seem to coexist,' (Ravhengani, n.d.). Many of
them are just very proud.

Secondly, Moses, unlike many people today, had no leadership
ambition. He realized his limitation as a stammerer and, thus, he was
not willing to appear before Pharaoh in Egypt. God had to persuade
him before he could accept the responsibility of leading the Israelites
out ofEgypt (Exod 3:10-14).

Thirdly, Moses loved the Israelites. This is demonstrated in the
way he constantly interceded with God on behalf of the people (Num.
14:13-15; 16:46). He was even prepared to die for them (Exod 32:31-
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32). Most importantly, when Moses was disqualified by God from
leading the people into the Promised Land, he came back to the people
and gave a series of instructions on what to do when they enter the land
as contained in the book of Deuteronomy. In other words, Moses
accepted the verdict of God and he prepared the people for what to do
in the land. Today many leaders in Nigeria are not willing to accept the
verdict of the people to leave the office even when their time is over.
Many would still want to manipulate the system. It is unfortunate that
many of the contemporary leaders do not have the love for the people
they lead. They simply exploit the people!

It is equally important for leadership in Africa to note two bad
qualities in the life of Moses. The first is being overzealous which made
Moses kill the Egyptian and bury him. Unfortunately, what he thought
was hidden became known and he had to flee the land for about forty
years. (Exod. 2:11-15). Secondly, every leader must beware of anger.
Perhaps, the pressure of work and demands of the people were so much
on Moses to the point of disobeying God's instruction. The Israelites
grumbled for lack of water at the desert of Zin. God told Moses to take
his rod and speak to the rock to bring forth water for the people to
drink. Moses was angry with the people; he called them names; and
then struck the rock twice and water gushed out. God was not pleased
with Moses and this singular action disqualified him from leading the
people into the Promised Land (Num. 20:1-13). The important point
here is that a good leader should not be overzealous and too excessively
angry.

African leadership principles should entail (l) emulation of the
good leadership qualities of Moses and (2) avoidance ofhis bad qualities.

LEADERSHIP WITHIN THE AFRICAN CONTEXT

Nigeria, which according to the 2006 census, has a population of
about 140 million, is understood to be "the giant of Africa and the
black world."6 In fact, it can be said that the study at this point will be

centred on Nigeria with the understanding that its finciings will be
applicable to the whole continent. Since her independence in 1960,
Nigeria has had so many years of military leadership which made life
difficult and unbearable for the masses. But then the civilian rule in the
past nine years has not improved the lives of the people drastically. For
example, in spite of the so-called achievements of the former President,
Chief Olusegun Obasanjo, such as the cancellation of the country's
debt and recognition by the international community, among others,
the nation is still struggling politically, religiously, economically, and
otherwise. The nation is confronted with so many problems emanating
from bad leadership. Nigerian political leaders have numerous problems
that emanated from bad leadership (Abe 1991, 39).7 One of such
individuals is Oddiri I. Ernest (2007,39) who states that
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Bad leadership destroys the economic and political
foundations of a nation. It breeds chaos, neglect of social
infrastructure, low per-capita income, technological
underdevelopment, divide and rule tactics, ethno-religious
violence, brigandage, corruption sectionalism, rot in the
entire life of the nation, and, ofcourse, lack ofcooperation
among world leaders and powers, all orchestrated by a bad
leader, who acquired maximum training and knowledge in
the "beloved" country in orderto use his wealth of experience
to better the lot of his so called "beloved" citizens, someday.

Unfortunately, these leaders who have benefited so much from
the nation have not lived up to the people's expectatin. It is too bad that
Nigerian leaders,'oright from inception have paid back their fatherland
with evil after having been trained by their country" (Ernest 2007,3g).
Leadership in Nigeria can be seen as a means of exploitation, personal
enrichment, fulfilling parochial interest, and selfish ambition (Alamu
2004, 321 ; cf. Wambutd a 1 9 9 7, 1 6-26). Oddi ri (2007, 3 9) stales further:

Leadership in Nigeria has succeeded in wiping out the
middle class, thereby leaving the country in the parlous state
it is today. Our highways are death traps. Assassins and
robbers are on rampage on a daily basis, and the economy is
not fully functional. No wondeq the people of the Niger Delta
will not stop abducting expatriate workers because the
leadership has been misappropriating all oil revenue accruing
from the region to promote egotism and self centeredness to
the detriment of the goose that lays the golden egg.

The selfishness and greediness of those in leadership have made
life unbearable for the masses who like the Israelites are groaning and
suffering. Many people cannot afford three-square meals a day as a
result of poverty.s

Religiously, it is on record that the former President, Chief
Olusegun Obasanjo, with all his charismatic leadership qualities had a
problem of anger similar to that of Moses. This happened in May 2004
when there was a religious crisis in Kano and Plateau States.e One of
the peace arrangements by the government then was an interactive
session with all the stakeholders. The president of the Christian
Association ofNigeria (CAN), Reverend Yakubu Pam, asked president
Chief Obasanjo why it was that two months after some Christians were
killed by a Muslim raid the report was never featured on the network
news nor was the president in the Plateau State. The above question by
the Plateau State CAN Chairman was viewed by President Chief
Obasanjo as a direct affront and attack on him. He was reported to have
lost his cool as he angrily replied:
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What role have you played to bring about peace as CAN
Chainnan in the Platea'u State? CANI mv fobt! What kind
of CAN Chairman are you? Did your ownChristianity teach
you about revenge? You are ari idiot, a total idiot.'And I
have no apologies for that. (Saturday Sun, 15 May 2004)

Obviously, the public outburst of the President on this occasion
attracted various comments from the general public especially by the
Christians (Nigerian Tribune, 17 May 2004).

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS TO NIGERIAN BAD LEADERSHIP

The solutions to the problem of bad leadership in Nigeria hinges
on two sets of people.

First, religior-rs leaders must see themselves as representatives of
God and should be ready to make a positive impact on the political
leaders of the country. Fortunately, though a secular state, Nigeria has
been greatly influenced by religions-Christianity, Islam, and the
African religion. Abe (l 991, 37) notes that

Religion permeates every aspect of our lives from cradle
to grave: in pregnancy, at birth, travel, graduation or freedom
ceremony from apprenticeship, house building, dedication
or warming, chieftaincy titles, public holidays, food habit
and burial.

Religious leaders must ensure that they and their members live
by the tenets of their faith. Or-rr religious leaders must pray for the nation
as Moses did in Exodus 32, and then challenge those in political
leadership to have the fear of God. An example is Rt. Rev. Dr. Peter
AwelewaAdebiyi, the Lord Bishop, Diocese of Lagos West, who called
on "all political aspirants" to see to it that the positions they vie for
spring from a call to service and not in order to loot the nation's treasury.
Gathering the people together for a special prayer,he (Sunday Tribune,
22 April2007) said:

We are here to specially pray that our leaders could ,be

like Moses, who did not love himself more than the people
he was leading, who did not seek for his own personal
comfort at the expense of the people. We have to pray that
leaders like Moses will emerge who provided food, water
and security for the people as they moved through the desert;
leaders like Moses, who preferred to suffer so that the people
can be comfortable.

Second, for the nation and the people themselves to experience
a positive turn around, the new crop of political leaders at the



MOSES' LEADERSHIP QUALITIES 63

national and state levels must Iearn and ernulate the good example
of Moses who was courageous, humble, and had no personal
ambition (Num l2:3). He rendered selfless service (Luke 6:31),
etc.r0 Moses was not tribalistic.rr Most importantly, he accepted
the judgment of God that he would not lead the people to the
Promised Land (Num 27:12-17).In his valedictory speech (the book
of Deuteronomy), he simply challenged the people to love, obey,
and serve the Lord when they get to the land of promise. He
ernphasized obedience which will bring blessing and disobedience
which will bring curses. This is indeed a major resson for Nigerian
contemporary political leaders. It is sad to note that many of them,
knowing that their tenure is over, will create problems for the people
and the incoming regime. These leaders must learn to live beyond
their own selfish interests.

CONCLUSION

The paper has shown that Moses, the founder of the Israelite nation
and religion, was a key leader who has had an indelible influence on
the religious and political lives of his nation. He was a courageous,
meek, and loving leader. He even made good arrangement for the people
to continue their lives when he knew that he would not lead them into
the Promised Land. Unfortunately, the multi-dimensional problems and
crises confronting Nigeria today emanate from bad leadership. Many
leaders have not lived up to the people's expectation as they have selfish
ambitions which make them exploit the people they are expected to
lead. This paper recommends two principles for African political and
religious leaders: follow Moses' good qualities and avoid his bad
qualities.

NOTES

l. Former President of the Federal Republic of Nigeria, Chief
olusegun obasanjo, was quoted to have said that winning the 2007
elections for the Peoples Democratic party was "a do or die affair." For
details, see Sunday Tribune,25 February 2007.

2. For the summary of various scholarly discussions on the original
meaning of Moses, see J. P. Hyatt (1971,65).

3. The action of Moses there has been interpreted in various ways.
calvin thought that Moses acred by the Spirit of God, but Augustine
argued that Moses had no legal authority to do what he did (cf. Kaiser
1990,311).

4. G. B. Gray (1965,263) feels that this word is not quite suitably
used by Moses in addressing the people. He argues that the people had
murmured but not rebelled.

5' For various translations of this phrase and critical notes, see
Hyatt (19-11,75-78) and B. S. Childs (t974,456-g9).
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6. For detailed information on land and resources, people, arts,
economy, government, history, etc., of Nigeria, see Microsoft Encarta
Premium (2006).

7. Some of the problems include energy/electricity which seems

to defile every solution; Chief Olusegun Obasanjo's reforms, which
have no human face and which President Umar Musa Yar'adua promises
to continue, this time with a human face, resulted in scarcity which
continues unabated (see Sunday Tribune,23 January 2007).

8. The intention of the incumbent President Umaru Musa Yar'adua
on his servant leadership approach is likely to change some things
positively in the nation.

9. For details, see some national newspapers (Saturday Sun, l5
May 2004; Saturday Tribune, l5 May 2004; Sunday Punch, l6 May
2004, and Nigerian Tribune, 17 May 2004.

10. For details on the qualities of Moses, see Amanze (2004,75-
82), Ravhengani (N.d.), Aust (N.d.), and Greer (N.d.).

11. The incurnbent Nigerian president, Umaru Musa Yar'adua,
may need to watch this as some people have already accused him of
tribalism. See "North corners security agencies" (Sunday Tribune, 3

June 2007) for the president's first faulty steps.
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Even in mathematical logic the proposition as an
arbitrary technical device cctn be eliminated and replaced
by the constative. The items of experience of the external
world-objects, properties, relationships, and the tike-
ore processed in consciousness on the basis ofa situational
demand that defines the situational context which in turn
elicits a particular constatival attitude. The output of this
mental processing is the appropriate pragmatic constatival
response that generally is publicly communicated.

INTRODUCTION

This paper is the offshoot of major papers I read in two
philosophical congresses. The fi rst entitled,,Meaning, proposition,
and speech acts" (2001 ,2003) was read in Tehran during the World
Congress on Mulla Sadra in 1999 while the second,..The rejection
of the proposition" (2010) was read in Seoul during the22nd World
Congress of Philosophy in 2008. In both papers the wisdom of
discarding the proposition as a logical concept in logical theory was
proposed and defended. In lieu of the proposition, John Austin's
(1970) concept of the constative was transformed into a logical one.
Its logical status is that of a genus which includes all species of
utterances that are or that can be rendered true or false. Examples
are the statement, assertion, prediction, and the like.

No doubt, ordinary language is imprecise primarily because
its words or sentences easily shift in meanings in different situational
contexts that include the intention of the speaker. But some aspects
of ordinary language can be made precise for logical intents and
purposes.

In this paper, I want, firstly, to extensively discuss the logical
species "statement" as a linguistic device because in many books of
logic this species has been extensively used interchangeably with
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the concept proposition. ln the process, I may also deal in passing
with the other logical species. Then, secondly, I will discuss the
epistemological basis of the logical species in relation to a type of
psychol ogi cal attitudes-that i s, the constati val attitudes-which the
speaker assumes when he deals with truth functional relations with
external reality or the external world. In this section, I will also say
something about sense-data, negatives, universals, particulars, and
qualia. The last section is the concluding rernarks.

STATEMENT

A statement is a sentence that expresses a complete thought. It
is said to fall under the category indicative sentences. But the word
"statement" has many senses. Of the five senses that WordiQ.com
identifies, only one approximates our usage: that where the statement
is used to mean a proposition. Here are the five senses (WordiQ.com
2009):

ln programming, a statement is an instruction to execute
something that will not return a value.

lnfinance,aJinancial stqtement is a record of financial
flow.

ln mathematical logic, a statement is a proposition.
In music, a statement is a presentation of a musical

theme.
Statement is a nu-metal album by Nonpoint.

I said "approximates" $ssause-ss I have belabored in previous
papers-a statement is not a proposition since a proposition is not a
constative, that is, it is not a logical species that is true or false. In
what sense is the term "proposition," then, used in mathematical
logic? The usual answer is that it is used in a technical sense. Being
technical connotes being stipulative, that is, being arbitrary. But is
it necessary to be arbitrary? Why stipulate that a statement in
mathematical logic is a proposition? Why should one not say that a

statement in mathematical logic refers to a meaningful content of a
mathematical expression that is true or false? To call such a

meaningful content as a proposition is not only unnecessary but it
confuses our linguistic orientation. A proposition, linguistically
speaking, is not true or false. To insist that it is, logically speaking,
is to confuse our linguistic orientation.

In our linguistic orientation, the term statement refers (l) to
the act of stating lA(Ol, (2) to the meaningful content of the act of
stating [F(c)], or (3) to both (1) and (2),that is, [F(C)], where F is
the illocutionary force (the name of the type of act expressed) and C
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is the meaningful content of the act of expressing. Your
Dictionary.com (1996-2009) defines a "statement" primarily as "an
act of stating" IA(f)] or "the thing stated" [F(c)].

"A(O" refers to the illocutionary act where "A" is the act while
"f is the type of act-the force of the utterance-that the speaker
performs in saying something (in short, "F," where "A(O : F"). "F(c)"
refers to the rneaningful content of "A(f)" or "F" (in short, "C,"
where "F(c) : C"). "F(C)" can refer to a statement and can also be
used as the generic label (the constative) for the logical species.

To diagram the linguistic orientation of the "statement," we
have the following:

F(C): False)Statement (True or

I

ln this diagram, F(C): A(O + F(c), or a statement is a
combination of the statement-act and the statement-content. We can
diagram the same for the other constatives like the assertion,
prediction, and the like. Although the proposition is not a constative
(not true or false) and is simply labelled a performative, it can
likewise be diagrammed sirnilarly:

False)

A(O: statement
(act of stating)
Istatement-act]

A(f) : proposition
(act ofproposing)
[proposition-act]

(meaningful content)
Istatement-content]

F(c) : proposition
(meaningful content)
Iproposition-content]

EPISTEMOLOGICAL BASIS OF THE LOGICAL SPECIES

A statement is a linguistic device that a person (or speaker)
uses to express a state of affairs in external reality as neutrally (some
say, "objectively") vis-d-vis one's psychological attitude as possible.
Il is like capturring what is out there pictorially as in taking a
photograph. It is in this sense that a statement-or as Wittgenstein

(Not True or
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would say about the proposition-is said to mirror or picture reality.
Since a picture or mirror covers a wide visual area, the statement as

a mirror of reality is very imprecise, or rather very limited, as it
simply picks out a narrow aspect of it. The statement "The cat is on
the mat" does not tell us whether the cat is Siamese or Persian,
whether the mat is small or large, whether the mat is on top of the
table or on the floor, etc. There are many things out there but we
select only a very specific item for expression.

This selection is determined by a particular type of constatival
attitude. And this attitude is determined in turn by a psychological
demand, or by a particular situational context. There is no point in
saying "The cat is on the mat" unless there is a contextual demand
for it. In this particular instance, the statement "The cat is on the
mat" is used to provide a specific example [situational context] for
the situational demand to give an example to clarify a point.

This is also true of the other logical species. There is no point
in asserting "The cat is on the mat" unless one were stressing a point
or is in the course of emphasizing an argument or some such
situational context. There is no point making a prediction where
one manifests a projective or futuristic constatival attitude, together
with its psychological stance, unless the situation calls for it. And
so on with the other logical species. Reason dictates the linkage of a
constative between the speaker/writer and the external world where
the former emotes or manifests a particular psychological stance.
To diagram the scenario:

r/Writer

Situational Demand + Situational Context

Constatival Attitude-

*Manifests I Stance

Statement :Ne utr a I Assertion : Argument ativ e Prediction =P roj ect iv e Etc.



CONSTATIVAL LOGIC 7I

No doubt, this type of analysis may also apply to performatives
which are not true or false, but this is not the place for it. Right now,
we limit ourselves to constatives, which are of course special types
of performatives.

There is also no discussion here of utterances-sometimes
claimed to be constatives-which refer to internal states of affairs
(internal to the person as in bodily states), that is, expressions which
appear to be true or false but will require some additional criteria to
be considered empirical. For instance, the expression "I have a
toothache" (statement? assertion?) may be true or false, but the means
by which it is verified or falsified is complicated. This is different
from the expression, "That table is blue," which everyone equipped
with normal 6yes can empirically verify. We will reserve the
discussion of internal states of affairs to another paper.

SENSE-DATA

John Locke (1961, 24-25) uses "qualities" and David Hume (1961,
317) uses "impressions" while Bertrand Russell (1956, 61) uses "sense-
data" to refer to the "facts of sense" or those primitive aspects or
properties of a material object that we directly perceive in external reality.
An extensive debate concomitantly ensues as to whether what we
perceive is the whole object or only aspects of it, thereby leading us to
a skeptical position that only appearances are knowable while the thing-
in-itseff is unknowable.Immanuel Kant (1966, 187-202) calls them as

the phenomena and the noumenon, respectively.
In logical theory, it does not really matter much whether we

perceive the whole object in Gestalt fashion, that is to say, as a whole
or only an aspect of it. What is certain is that in whatever angle I
may look at a chair, all the perceivable sense-data (qualities,
impressions, properties) are rooted in one place which suggests a
holistic object. I do not see the arm ofa chair on the ceiling, the legs
on the walls, the color on the floor, etc. All these parts or sense-data
of the chair are cemented or glued, as it were, together as one piece
in an object, and they enable me to infer and identify as a matter of
logic the whole object as a chair.

What we find in external reality are material objects (chair,
table, sofa, etc.), properties (colors, shapes, sizes, weight, etc.),
relationships (to the left of, to the right of, on top of, brother of,
mother of, etc.), and the like. If I say in logic, "I see a chair," I mean
a chair as a whole object and not the properties of a chair which I
can likewise express as "l see the color of the chair as red."

It is the person, using his or her consciousness (mind) and his or
her dispositional attitudes, who connects the objects, properties,
relationships, etc. through language (by writing or uttering) in order
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to communicate constatively or just performatively what he or she
wants to say.

NEGATIVES

It is also through this process of the mind that he or she can
express negatives ("There is no chair") in a situational context where
such are situationally demanded even though these negatives are
not directly perceivable or cannot be found in external reality, but
are the products of the computational processing of the mind. Let us

take this conversation:

"Paul, go to the bathroom and hand me the toothpaste."
Paul went to the bathroom and looked at the things in

the medical box, on the sink, on the floor, and so on. Then
he went back to his mother and said, "There is no
toothpaste in the bathroom."

Negatives are important in logical theory. When asserted or
stated, "There is no toothpaste in the bathroom" can be true or false

and is therefore a constative.

UNIVERSALS

. How about universals? Do we also find them in external reality?
Universals are not directly perceivable. Like negatives, they are not
necessarily found in external reality but are products of the
computational processing of the mind. Certainly, it is difficult to
prove universals as true although they can be falsified. "All blacks
have teeth" needs qualification since it can easily be falsified. My
black crayon does not have a tooth. Many old black people do not
have teeth. I presume newly-born black babies do not have teeth.

The difficulty of verifying the truth of contingent or synthetic
universals is that human life is finite whereas attempting to prove a

synthetic universal as true will require more than one lifetime. "All
humans are mortal" is difficult to prove as true. After the death of
one's own generation, it is possible that some humans are immortal.
For example, Christians believe in the Rapture (NRSV 1989, I Thess.
4:13-17) where true believers, who are alive, are caught up in the
clouds to meet Jesus Christ in the air and become immortal without
experiencing death. If the Rapture is true, then "All humans are
mortal" is false. Well, at any rate, for as long as babies are born in
the distant future, we cannot conclusively affirm that all humans are
indeed mortal. Genetic engineering may probably contribute to the
the possibility of human immortality.
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In modern logic (also called symbolic or mathematical logic),
universals are expressed as conditionals. "All humans are mortal" is
transformed into "Given any x, if x is human, then x is mortal." "No
humans are mortal" becomes "Given any x, if x is human, then x is
not mortal." In a conditional, we do not assume that the universal
has a member. We are not asserting that there is an x, or there is a
human being. We only assert conditionally that ifthere is an x and x
is human, then x is mortal, without committing ourselves to the
position that indeed there is an x. In short, a universal does not have
an existential import.

Analytic2 universals are true by virtue of the internal
consistency of their definition of terms. "All bachelors are
unmarried" or "A1l triangles have three sides" are analytically true
since by definition a bachelor is unmarried and a triangle has three
sides.

PARTICULARS

What has an existential import is the particular constative. A
particular constative asserts that it has at least one member. That is,
an x exists. "At least one member" constitutes the meaning of the
word o'some." So "Some humans are mortal" is expressed as "There
is at least one x such that x is human and x is mortal." "Some humans
are not mortal" becomes "There is at least one x such that x is human
and x is not mortal." Here we can immediately affirm or deny ap
affirmative constative. "Some humans are mortal" (I) can be affirmed
as true. If (I) is true, then the affirmative universal (A) is
undetermined. We cannot conclude from the truth of "one" the truth
of "all." The negative universal (E) is false but the negative particular
(O) is undetermined. We cannot conclude from the truth of "one"
the truth or falsity of the negated other.

QUALIA

Recently, in the Philosophy of Mind, the term "qualia" (quale,
singular) is used to refer to the quality of mental experience, or
"how it feels like experiencing something."3 Unlike sense-data
which are qualities or properties of objects assumed to be out there
in the external world, qualia are phenomenological experiences
which are subjective. Some qualia are internal to a bodily
experience such as a headache, toothache, heartache, and the like,
while others appear to be like sense data as in the roughness of a
table's surface, the redness ofthe sky, the beauty ofa painting, and
the like. "The quale is directly intuited, given, and is not the subject
of any possible error because it is purely subjective," says Clarence
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Irving Lewis (1 929) and he wishes to distinguish it..from the
properties of objects."a

The experience of qualia is a private experience. It is purely a
subjective phenomenological experience. One can see green in an
object but will have difficulty describing the experience of seeing
green itself. How does one describe his or her perception ofgreen to
a person born blind? As a mental experience the quale cannot be
true or false. It is always truly experienced in so far as the person
experiencing it is concerned. However, in some cases while the
experience is genuine as in a mirage, the reference of the experience
may be illusory (there is no body of water in the desert). In logical
theory, we do not question the authenticity of the qualffic experience,
but we question the veracity of its reference. When a thirsty person
in hallucination shouts in the desert, "Water, there is water out there,"
we, who are not thirsty, see no water out there and consider the
assertion false.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I want to reiterate the following: first, the
proposition is unnecessary even as a technical term in mathematical
logic; second, the items of the world-the givens such as the
material objects, properties, relationships, etc.-are linked with or
connected to each other through language; third, the person
manipulates and processes these items as inputs in consciousness
in view of a situational demand that defines the situational context;
fourth, the situational demand in logical theory elicits a particular
constatival attitude on how lhe inputs are to be processed; and last,
the output-or the appropriate pragmatic constatival response to
this attitude-of the mental logical processing or computational
manipulation of the mind is a particular type of constative which
is either written down or spoken in order to communicate
something.

NOTES

1. Paper delivered during the 4th Philosophical Convention of
the Philippine National Philosophical Research Society at New
Horizon Hotel, Mandaluyong City on 14 March 2010.

2. For an extensive discussion of the synthetic-analytic
distinction, see Quine (1951, 20-43).

3. For an excellent introductory discussion of qualia, see
IYikipedia (2010) and Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Tye
2007).

4. See the citation in "Qualia" in lVikipedia (2010).
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COMPUTER SIMULATION OF HUMAN
THINKING: AN INQUIRY INTO ITS

POSSIBILITY AND IMPLICATIONS I

Napoleon M. Mabaquiao Jr.
De La SaIIe Universiet, Manila

Critical in the computationalist account of the mind is
the phenomenon called computational or computer,
simulation of human thinking, which is used to establish the
theses that human thinking is a computational process and
that computing machines are thinking systems. Accordingly,
if human thinking can be simulated computationally then
human thinking is a computational process; and if human
thinking is a computational process then its computational
simulation is itself a thinking process. This paper shows that
the said phenomenon-the computational simulation of
human thinking-is ill-conceived, and that, as q consequence,
the theses that it intends to establish are problematic. It is
argued that what i.s simulated computationally is not human
thinking as such but merely its behavioral manifestations;
qnd that a compLttational siinulation of these behavioral
manifestations does not necessarily establish that human
thinking is computational, as it is logically possible for a
non-computational system to exhibit behaviors that lend
themselves to a computational simulation.

INTRODUCTION

ln addition to our physical activities, we go about our everyday
lives engaging in mental activities such as thinking, making decisions,
wishing, imagining, and experiencing pains and pleasures. As we
attribute our physical activities to the workings of our bodies, we
attribute our mental activities to the workings of our minds. But as we
continue to know a great deal about our bodies and their physical
environment, our minds remain to be a mystery. Yet our minds form an
important part of what defines who we are as humans and as individual
persons, for it is essentially in reference to our minds that we distinguish
ourselves from the rest of nature and from one another. If we are to
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fully understand who we are and our proper place in nature, we therefore
need to understand the nature of our minds.

It used to be held that science could afford to ignore the human
mind in its investigations, mainly believing that it is a subject matter
better left to the philosophers and theologians. But somehow the idea
that science can never be complete or comprehensive in its account of
nature unless it also deals with the nature of the human mind persists.
And so there have been natural scientists, mathematicians, and
philosophers, who have attempted to come up with a scientific account
of the workings of the human mind. Initial formulations of this account
were met with doubts and skepticism, but with the entry of computer
technology into the scene, things have taken a revolutionary turn. With
its enormous capacity for simulating a wide variety of phenomena, the
dreamt-of science of the mind is then believed to be already within
reach.

The use of computers in understanding the human mind has given
rise to the computational theory of mind or computationalism for shorI,
according to which the human mind is a computational system or a
kind of computer, and that the computer itself is a kind of mind. In the
field of computer science, this theory has been labeled Strong Artificial
Intelligence or Strong AI for short. The projected science of the mind
grounded in this theory has come to be known as Cognitive Science.
The popularity of this theory extends from academic circles to the
entertainment business, as shown by the proliferation of sci-fi movies
whose themes often revolve around the possibility of creating machines
that would eventually evolve into conscious beings and thereby
acquiring the capacity for making autonomous decisions and for
experiencing complex emotions like love, anguish, and the fear of death.

The computationalist argument, in the main, comes down to the
following. If human thinking can be simulated computationally then
human thinking itself is a computational process. This establishes the
view that the human mind is a sophisticated type of computer. Now if
human thinking is a computational process then the computational
simulation of human thinking itself thinks.2 And this establishes the
view that the computeq with the appropriate degree of sophistication,
possesses a mind. These considerations show how critical is the
possibility of a computational simulation of human thinking in
establishing the theses of computationalism.

In this paper, I will argue that the phenomenon called ,,computer

simulation of human thinking" is ill-conceived, and that, as a
consequence, what it hopes to accomplish-the theses of
computationalism-are problematic. I will argue that it is not human
thinking as such that is simulated computationally but its behavioral
manifestations or outputs; and that a computational simulation of the
behavioral manifestations of human thinking does not necessarily
establish that human thinking is computational, as it is logically possible
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for a non-computational system to exhibit behaviors that lend themselves
to a computational simulation. My discussion is divided into three parts.
The first looks into the competing viewpoints on the nature of the mind
in relation to its possible computational simulation. The second inquires
into what is really being simulated computationally when we speak of
a computational simulation of human thinking. And the third probes
into the type of simulation that takes place in a computational simulation
of human thinking.

ALTERNATIVE VIEWPOINTS

In his book, Shadows of the mind (1994,12), Roger Penrose lists
four altemative positions on the relation of human thinking to its possible
computational simulation:

A. All thinking is computation; in particular, feelings of
conscious awareness are evoked merely by the carrying out
of appropriate computationS.

B. Awareness is a feature of the brain's physical action;
and whereas any physical action can be simulated
computationally, computational simulation cannot by itself
evoke awareness.

C. Appropriate physical action of the brain evokes
awareness, but this physical action cannot even be simulated
computationally.

D. Awareness cannot be explained by physical,
computational, or any other scientific terms.

Each of these alternative positions represents a particular viewpoint
regarding the nature of the mind. Position A is the viewpoint of Strong
AI for short, which is the main proponent of computationalism in the
field of computer science. This viewpoint, as earlier pointed, regards
human thinking as a computational process. More precisely, it looks at
the mind-brain relation as a species of the software-hardware relation in
that the mind is to so{tware as the brain is to hardware. Consequently,
computers, with the appropriate degree of sophistication, are regarded
by this viewpoint as thinking systems or as machines possessing minds.

Position B is the viewpoint that Penrose attributes to weak AI and,
to some extent, to the view of John Searle (see 1980, 7990, 1994,7999,
and 2004) as embedded in his popular Chinese room argument. In contrast
to strong AI which claims that the human mind is literally a computer,
weak AI merely claims that the computer is a powerful tool for
understanding the workings of the human mind. On the other hand, the
said view of Searle refers to his claim that while it can be granted that
human thinking is a computational process it is not all there is to human
thinking; for human thinking, for Searle, is also inherently intentional,
which a mere computational system, such as the computer, is not.
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Position C is the viewpoint that penrose himself endorses. For
Penrose, human thinking is not a computational process, which he proves
by means of G6del's incompleteness theorem. Accordingly, since a
computational system cannot prove the truth of certain propositions that
are outside its system while human thinking can-as demonstrated by
GOdel's incompleteness theorem, it follows that human thinking is not a
computational system. Now as human thinking is not a computational
system, then it cannot, for Penrose, be simulated computationally. Despite
being non-computational, Penrose, however, maintains that human
thinking is still a physical process and hence in principre can be accounted
for by science, for he believes that human consciousness in general is a
result of the quantum activities in the brain,s microtubules. euantum
mechanics is here regarded by Penrose as a physical and scientific theory
that is non-computational.

Position D is the viewpoint of the Cartesian dualism. The very
reason why human thinking cannot be simulated on this view is that it
regards the mind as something metaphysical and hence not within the
grasp ofscience.

Acritical assumption can be observed in all these positions, namely,
that a computational system can be simulated computationally while a
non-computational system cannot be simulated computationally. This
grounds the reasoning that if a system can be simulated computationally
then it is itself a computational system. positions A and B claim that
human thinking can be simulated computationally for human thinking is
a computational process. Again, the difference between positions A and
B is simply that position Abelieves that being a computational process is
all there is to human thinking such that the computational simulation of
human thinking itself thinks, while position B believes that there is more
to human thinking than being a computational process-its inherent
intentionality-5ush that the compritational simulation of human thinking
does not itself think. Positions A and B, however, both claim that human
thinking is a physical process and hence can be accounted for by science.

On the other hand, positions C and D claim that human thinking
cannot be simulated computationally for human thinking is not a
computational process. Again the difference between positions c and D
is that position c claims that hurnan thinking is nonetheless a physical
process and hence can be accounted for by science, while position D
claims that human thinking is a non-physical process and hence cannot
be accounted for by science. In the following discussions, we shall look
more closely into this assumption.

OBJECTS OF SIMULATION

In the course ofexpounding the position that he endorses, penrose
gives three formulations of his position which point to three aspects of
human thinking that he claims cannot be simulated computationally,
namely: (1) thinking (understanding or consciousness) itself, (2) the
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outward effects or the behavioral manifestations of thinking, and (3)
the physical actions of the brain that evoke thinking. Penrose fails to
clarify the relations among these three aspects of human thinking,
whether, for instance, he regards them to be identical or as logically
implying one another. In any case, Penrose's three formulations of his
position speak of three types of computational simulation involving
human thinking whose relations with one another need to be clarified.
These types of computational simulations are as follows:

CSI: The computational simulation of thinking
CS2: The computational simulation of brain's physical

actions that evoke thinking
CS3. The computational simulation of the behavioral

manifestations of thinking

The first question that we need to raise is whether these three
types of computational simulations, or any two of them, are identical
to one another. To begin with, CS2 and CS3 obviously cannot be
identical nor can C52 can be regarded as a sub-class of CS3. The simple
reason is that brain activities are events involving the neurons while
behaviors are physical movements involving the external parts of the
body (see Jaegwon Kim 1998, 29).

Consequently, the possibility that CSl, CS2, and CS3 are all
identical is likewise ruled out. And thus we are left with the possible
identity between CSl and CS2 on the one hand, and between CSI and
CS3 on the other. Now, to say that CS1 is the same as CS2 is to adhere
to the (mind-brain) identity theory which claims that mental states are
nothing but brain states; while to say that CS1 is the same as CS3 is to
adhere to behaviorism (here regarded in its radical form), which claims that
mental states are nothing but behaviors or, more specifically, behavioral
dispositions. These two theories, the identity theory and behaviorism, however,
are rejected by computationalism. Accordingly, mental states as
computational states are higher-level physical states which are not
reducible to either the physical states of the brain or of the body, which
are the lower-level physical states. And since what is at issue are the
claims of computationalism, we then have to disregard in our analysis
the possible identity between CSI and CS2 on the one hand, and between
CSI and CS3 on the other.

The next question that we need to deal with is: If not by identity
then what kind of relation exists, on the one hand, between CSI and
CS2, and on the other, between CSl and CS3? Let us begin with the
consideration on whether CSI can be established directly. If we suppose
that it can be established directly then CS2 and CS3 simply become
superfluous. For why would we still want or even bother to simulate
computationally the physical actions of the brain that cause
understanding or the behavioral manifestations of understanding when



COMPUTER SIMULATION OF HUMAN THINKING 8I

what we really want to understand is the nature of understanding itself
which we can computationally simulate directly?

Granted that CSI cannot be established directly then the next
question is in what way are CS2 and CS3 relevant in establishing CS1.
Roger Schank (1984,53-54) argues that only C53 is relevant in
establishing CS1. Schank (1984,39) explains that examining the inner
processes of a system that allegedly enable such system to produce
outputs to which understanding can be ascribed is either extremely
difficult to do or does not really establish much. It is extremely difficult
to do because if one's brain is cut open so that what is happening with
its neurons while one is having some mental states can be directly
observed or so that one can establish a direct correlation between a
particular physical activity of the brain and a particular mental state,
the brain will most likely be damaged or worse it will cease to function.
But even if assuming that a direct observation of the inner processes
can be done, Schank argues that it does not really say much. Why? It
will be observed that a given behavior can be directly correlated to
some mental state. For instance, a certain behavior can be said to be a
manifestation of pain. A certain brain state, however, cannot be directly
correlated to a particular mental state, for it requires the mediation of
some form of behavior. For instance, if we simply know that some
neurons in our brain are firing, without correlating them with some
pain behavior of ours, we would not know that such brain activity is
about some pain of ours.

Schank (1984, 55) further elaborates that the situation is no
different from the one in which we are to determine whether
extraterrestrials are capable of understanding or thinking. Since we do
not know anything about their physiology then no amount of examining
their "insides" (for all we know they may not even have brains that
more or less resemble ours) would tell us that they are capable of
understanding. The only way, in this regard, to determine whether they
are capable of understanding is to examine their behaviors.

Schank's point actually just follows Alan Turing,s in his imitation
game. Turing's imitation game, popularly known as the Turing test,
makes a certain type of human behavior to which thinking is naturally
attributed as the criterion for determining whether machines can also
be said to be intelligent. Such type of behavior involves providing
answers to certain questions (Turing 1995,25). The task ofthe machine
is to mimic this type of behavior in ways that the interrogator would
not be able to distinguish between the machine and the human.
Accordingly, if the interrogator cannot distinguish between the human
and the machine on the basis of their answers to the questions thrown
to them, then the machine is said to pass the Tufing test and hence can
be said to be capable of thinking. Here, in order ?o separate the irrelevant
features of the machine and human respondonts or those features of
theirs that will make the interrogator's judgment unfair, the interrogator
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is separated from the human and machine respondents by a wall wherein
the interrogator's only access to the respondents is through their textual
communication via a teldtype machine. Thus, the interrogator has no
acsess to the voice and other external physical features of the
respondents.

The point is that the relevant consideration for the question on
whether a machine thinks, in the context of the imitation game, is

whether this machine can mimic the thinking behavior of the human.
Consequently, whether the machine is run by computer program or by
some other mechanism, is not relevant to the question. If a machine
that is run by a computer program passes the Turing test, the fact that it
is run by a computer program is not what is relevant; what is relevant is

whether the machine is able to exhibit outputs that mimic the thinking
behaviors of the human.

VARIETIES OF' COMPUTER SIMULATION

Our investigations thus far have led us to the conclusion that human
thinking is never directly simulated computationally. What are directly
simulated computationally are merely the behavioral manifestations or
outputs of human thinking, which we can simply refer to as thinking
behaviors. That being the case, our inquiry is thus reduced to the
following questions:

l. Does the computational simulation of the thinking
behaviors of humans imply that human thinking itself is
computational?

2. Does the computational simulation of the thinking
behaviors of humans imply that the simulating system itself
thinks?

Let us again consider the Turing test. The point ofTuring is merely
consistency in the attribution of thinking. The reasoning of Turing is
that since humans are said to be thinking when they behave in certain
ways, a machine that behaves in similar ways should therefore be said
to be thinking as well without prejudice to its being a machine. In this
regard, the conclusion that the machine thinks is not arrived at via the
fact that the machine's internal mechanism or processes simulate the
internal processes of human thinking, but via the fact that the machine's
extemal or behavioral outputs simulate human thinking behaviors. Thus
we are here talking about a simulation that takes place not between the
internal mechanisms of two systems or of the internal mechanism of a
sirnulating system and the external outputs of a simulated system, but
between the external outputs of two systems.

To get a grip of the implications ofthe consideration made above,
let us examine certain types of computer simulation or various forms
that a computer simulation can assume. Consider the difference between
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a computer simulating how two persons played a chess game and a
computer simulgting how a human would play chess by actually playing
chess with a hurnan. In the former case, the simulation just replicates a
chess game that was already played and as such can be called a purely
representational simulation. rn the latter case, however, the simulation
takes place while the computer interacts with a human or responds to
some extemal stimuli. Here, we do not know in advance how the game
will exactly be played. We can call this type of computer simulation, to
distinguish it from the former one, an interactive simulation.3 The
relationship between these two types of simulation is that an interactive
simulation is necessarily a representational simulation as well for
representation is the most basic level of simulation, but a representational
simulation need not be interactive as well.

Consider another difference. It is different when a computer
simulation of some human physical movement can only be viewed on
the computer monitor and when a computer simulation of the same is
carried out by some mechanical system, say a robot. ln the former we
just have a graphical representation of the human physical movement
that we can view on the computer monitor. In the latter, it is the physical
movement of the machine run by a computer program that simulates
the same human physical movement. Here, we can distinguish between
two types of computer simulation: the simulation that takes place merely
on the level of the computer monitor, which we can refer to simply as
graphical simulation; and the simulation that takes place on the level
of the physical movements of a machine run by a computer program,
which we can refer to as mechanical simulation A graphical simulation,
of course, need not translate into a mechanical one. While, for instance,
a graphical simulation of the weather can, in principle, be done, a
mechanical simulation of it will be extremely difficult, if not altogether
physically impossible, to do.

Now, in light of the previous distinction between purely
representational and interactive simulation, we can thus have, on the
one hand, a graphical simulation that can either be merely
representational or interactive; and on the other hand, a mechanical
simulation that can likewise either be merely representational or
interactive. Let us take the case of a computer simulation of the human
heart. Such simulation can take place only on the level of the computer
monitor wherein one can view how the human heart functions. This is
a graphical simulation of the human heart, which can be merely
representational, wherein the program allows the user to use certain
commands to easily jump from one image or piece of information about
the human heart to another. But it can also be interactive in that it allows
the user to interact with the program, say the user can input certain
conditions in order to determine how the human heart will react. on
the other hand, the simulation of the human heart can also involve a
mechanica.l entity that simulates the physical movements of the actual
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human heart. This then is a mechanical simulation of the human heart,
which can be called a "mechanical heart." This mechanical heart may
be such that it only mimics the physical movements of the human heart
but does not actually function as a heart in the sense that it actually
pumps actual human blood. In this case, such mechanical simulation is
a purely representational simulation. But if it actually functions as a
heart in the sense that it actually pumps actual human blood then such
mechanical simulation is interactive as well.

An important thing to consider here is that in creating a program
that would enable a machine to simulate human behaviors
representationally or interactively, graphically or mechanically, the
programmers are not really designing the program by simulating
computationally such behaviors. They are designing the program, or
the appropriate computations, that would enable the machine that it
runs to exhibit outputs that would simulate human behaviors. In this
regard, the types of computer simulations that we have considered thus
far are actually just variants of amore general kind of simulation which
we can refer to as behavioral simulation As the term implies, a system
behaviorally simulates another system when the former system behaves
in ways that simulates the behaviors of the latter system.

But a behavioral simulation need not be run by a computer
program. When humans, for instance, behaviorally simulates the
movements of fellow humans, say a child mimicking the mannerisms
of his or her parents or teachers, or the physical movements of certain
animals, as when children play the role of animals in a play, what we
have is atype of simulation that is not orneed not be run by a computer
progmm. Other examples include aliens or extra-terrestrials behaviorally
simulating the physical movements of humans, and some physical
movements in nature happen to simulate human behaviors, say a group
of clouds or stars simulating human figures in motion. We cannot say
that the behavioral simulations that take place here are run by computer
programs. To distinguish between these two types of behavioral
simulation, we can refer to the type that is run by a computer program
as computational behavioral simulation, whereas we can refer to that
type that is not run by a computer program as non-computational
be hav ioral s imulation.

If a behavioral simulation simulates the actual functions of what
is being simulated, we can call this type of simulation a functional
simulation. For instance, if a mechanical simulation of the human heart
is able to function like a human heart in the sense that it can replace the
human heart then such simulation is a functional simulation. If not,
then it is merely a behavioral simulation. Note that a functional
simulation is necessarily interactive but may be graphical or mechanical
depending on the nature of what is being simulated. A functional
simulation ofthe human heart is necessarily interactive and mechanical.
A functional simulation of the human heart as seen only on a computer
monitor does not really simulate the actual functions of the human heart.
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On a computer monitor the simulated human heaft only pumps simulated
blood. But a mechanical heart can simulate the actual functions of a
human heart in that it can be made to pump actual blood. In contrast, a
functional simulation of human thinking is necessarily interactive but
may be graphical or mechanical. When a computer, for instance,
simulates the human activity of playing chess, the simulation must be
interactive but it may be graphical, as when the computer plays the
game of chess with a human via the computer monitoq or mechanical,
as when a robot run by a computer program plays with a human. For
the human activity of answering questions, Turing claims that all that
is required is that its simulation is interactive and it is irrelevant whether
it is graphical or mechanical.

There are, of course, other possible types of computer simulation
but the differences that we have identified will do for our purposes.
These distinctions will help clarify what is really involved in certain
arguments used both to challenge and defend the claims of
cornputationalism. But here is the critical question: Is a functional
simulation necessarily a computational simulation? Another way of
putting this is: Is functional simulation necessarily run by a computer
program? In so far as a behavioral simulation need not be computational,
so is a functional simulation. To demonstrate this, let us consider the
following thought experiment, which is actually just an extension of
Schank's about the extra-terrestrial. Let us take the case of Superman,
one of the popular fictional superheroes. Story has it that Superman is
an alien who disguises as a human in the person of Clark Kent.
Considering his superpowers, some of which are his abilities to fly, lift
extremely heavy objects, see through solid objects, cut objects through
his laser vision, and throw heavy objects usingjust his breath, and a
strange cause of weakness, namely exposure to kryptonite, his whole
body must surely be made of stuff very much different from what ours
are made of, though from the outside it surely looks like that of a human.
Just think ofthe fact that bullets cannot even scratch his skin though it
certainly looks Iike ours. Likewise his "brain" or ,'mind" or that which
somehow corresponds to what we call such must also be different in
composition, structure, and functions from ours. But Superman does
not only look like a human being. He is also capable of behaving as a
normal human being when he plays the role of Clark Kent by
intentionally committing some of the follies and manifesting some of
the weaknesses humans are naturally prone to. We can thus meaningfully
say that Superman as Clark Kent can easily pass the Turing test, as
evidenced by his success in making most people around him believe
that he is a normal human being.

Let us suppose that in the imitation game of Turing, aside from
the human and machine respondents we add an alien respondent in the
person of Superman playing the role of Clark Kent. With his
superpowers, Superman can easily pass the Turing test along with the
machine. Consequently, we should regard both machine and Superman,
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along with the human, as thinking or intelligent entities. But can we
conclude here that al I these respondents, human, machine, and
Superman, have the same internal mechanisms that enable them to pass
the test, say that they are all, like the machine, computational entities?
We cannot say it of Superman, but the same goes with the human
respondent.

The whole point of the exercise is to show that a non-computational
system can perfectly behave in ways that can be simulated
computationally. Thus, the fact that a particular behavior can be
simulated computationally does not necessarily establish that such
behavior is an output of some computational system.

CONCLUSION

Let us now consider how our investigations bear directly on the
questions we earlier posed; namely, does the computational simulation
of the thinking behaviors of humans imply that human thinking itself is
computational and does the computational simulation of the thinking
behaviors of humans imply that the simulating system itself thinks?
With regard to the first question, the answer is in the negative; for as
we have shown it is logically possible for a non-computational system
to exhibit behavioral outputs that lend themselves to computational
simulations. With regard to the second one, however, the answer needs
qualifications. We have shown that the attribution of thinking to a
simulating system is simply based on its functional simulation of the
thinking behaviors of humans without regard to the type of intemal
mechanism that enables the simulating system to perform the said
functional simulation. In other words, the computational or non-
computational nature of the simulating system is irrelevant to the
attribution of thinking to the said system. Thus, if the computing
machine, by means of its computational nature, is able to functionally
simulate human thinking behaviors then thinking can be attributed to
this machine. But its computational nature has nothing to do whatsoever
with such attribution, and hence there is nothing here that will allow
the inference that thinking is basically a computational process. Given
this qualification, the answer then to the second question is in the
afhrmative.

However, if what the question intends to establish is that in
simulating human thinking behaviors the simulating computational
system thinks in the very same way that humans do, the answer to this
question then is in the negative. And this is so in virtue of the same
reason why we have given a negative answer to the first question.
Machines, like humans, can be said to be thinking, but thinking as

defined merely in a functional way, that is, as having the capacity to
perform certain functions such as answering questions. But in the case
of humans, thinking is more than just performing certain functions.
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Thinking, in the case of humans, is necessarily a conscious activity,
which happens to elude any form of computational simulation.

NOTES

1. This paper was read at the Ariston Estrada Seminar Room of
De La Salle university-Manila on 4 April 2009 in fulfillment of the
requirements for the Emerita Quito Distinguished professorial chair in
the History of Thought.

2- In this essay, we follow the practice of using the expressions
"computational simulation" and "cornputer simulation" interchangeably.
This practice is based on the view, called the Church-Turing Thesis,
which states that what is computational is what can be implemented in
a Turing machine, which is widely regarded as the abstract model of
the modern-day digital computer.

3. The term "interactive" was suggested to me by Mr. Jeremiah
Joven Joaquin, a colleague at the DLSU philosophy Department.
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AMBIGUITY OF HOPE: AN ANALYSIS
OF ITS STATUS IN POLITICS1

Lukas Kaelin
University of Wenna

Ambiguity is inherent in the concept of hope especially
when used in the field of politics. While a functionalist
view of politics can only understand hope in terms of
manipulation, an Aristotelian view of politics may require
hope for its operation. The ambiguity of hope, then, is
traced to ancient Greek and Roman thought, in Hesiod
and Ovid. This ambiguiQ can also befound in 2}th century
German philosophy. Ernst Bloch is just as enthusiastic
about hope as Theodor W. Adorno is skeptical about it. A
reflection on their respective philosophies will lead to a
better understanding of the potential and the danger of
hope in the politicalfield.

INTRODUCTION

Hope is a flashy concept. Barack Obama won the US presidency

by alluding to a vague notion of hope. Hope can be a principle or an

audacity; it can be put in an agenda or promoted as a virtue. Hope
appears as something never to be given up, as something that helps us

reach out to the stars. So what is this notion all about in the field of
politics? Is it true, as Emst Bloch suggests, that we have to learn hope?2

By means of introduction, a view across the Pacific might provide
an idea about hope in politics. Next to change, hope was the main
campaign slogan in President Obama's election campaign. An analysis
ofthe function of this concept during the election period quickly shows

its lack of meaning and its potential for manipulation. The book that
launched Obama's presidential bid had hope in the title: The audacity
of hope (2006). Apart from the title's problematic origin-it is
explicitly borrowed from a sermon of Obama's controversial spiritual
mentor, Pastor Jeremiah Wright3-it does not make much sense. What
sort of hope is supposed to be an audacity? After all, the book
encapsulates a non-spectacular commitment to a liberal-progressive
agenda mixed with a solid dose of consensus building and national
bipartisanship. Where the audacity of hope lies and what exactly is
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hoped for remains dubious. Hope, after all, turns out to be an empty
formula which allows the public to project its respective wishes. Hope,
in this example (and probably in many others), is nothing but a rhetoric
device, a propaganda tool. The object of hope remains undetermined.a

Are we to conclude then that the function of hope in politics
serves manipulation alone? Is hope an empty rhetorical device at best
and a tool for manipulation at worst? This would lead to the
consequence that hope has to be distrusted in the field of politics.
This is the question this paper attempts to answer. Whether hope has
a justifiable place in politics will depend on the notion of politics.
The conceptual analysis ofpolitics precedes the one on hope.

CONCEPT OF POLITICS

A functional understanding of the political realm understands
political activity not so much as the organization of the polity in view
of the common good, but rather as the necessity to take decisions. In
this play of power and authority, hope is but another tool in order to
gain the support of people to push forward with one,s agenda. o,Hope',

is in the service of power. In a functional theory of politics (one might
refer to a systems theory approach, too), hope is a replicable token in
the ongoing striving for power. Without a deeper explanation, I have
used this view of politics-which allows for a well-grounded
functional analysis of the political realm-in my critique of Obama,s
use of the word.

But there might be an alternative way of looking at the political
realm. Dwelling upon Aristotelian politics, a political community
is envisaged as pursuing a common goal, which incidentally is the
good life.5 Like the life and all actions of individuals, the state is
geared towdrds goals. The polis is the highest form of community,
trumping other social forms of organizations like the family as it
encompasses and regulates all interaction within the city. The city
state,just like physical objects, is interpreted by Aristotle according
to the doctrine of the four causes-formal, material, efficient, and
final-which constitute the political community. The material
cause is the population (and the natural resources) ofthe city state;
the formal cause is the state's constitution which is ,,a form of
organization of the inhabitants of a state,' (politics 1274b32ff.).ln
a more casual way, one might say it is the way the polity is
functionally structured. The efficient cause is the ruler. In modern
terms, one might translate that very roughly into the Weberian
requirement of the monopoly of violence, which is a crucial aspect
of a political unity. Lastly, the final cause is the goal the community
aspires for, namely the good life.

Highlighting the continuity of political theory rather than the
differences, one might find roughly these different constitutive parts
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in modernity as well. The legal positivism of Georg Jellinek highlights
three requirements for an operating state-a territory, a people, and a
monopoly of violence, which might be loosely connected to Aristotle's
causes with the exception ofthe final cause. The final cause has been
lost in modernity. Positivist modernity-of which Jellinek was a
proponent-turned increasingly sceptical about the existence of a final
cause as a common project of the state. In general, the state in modern
political theory has dominantly been described as an arbitrary contract
between individuals for the purpose of order, peace, and security.
Understanding this purpose as a final cause in an Aristotelian fashion
fails to grasp the structural difference. In Aristotle, the citizens are in
charge ofbringing about the good life as the final cause. Order, peace,
and security, however, are best achieved by the compliance of citizens
with rules and do not require their engagement in the making of the
polity.

But stopping short of such a reductionist theory of the state, which
ignores largely the individual's transformation in civil society, the
important point in Aristotle is that the state is pictured as ajoint venture
of citizens acting together and not merely a social contract allowing for
a life in tranquillity. Modemity, with its emphasis on the individual,
continuously undermines a content-based purpose of the state in the
Aristotelian sense of a final cause. Within such a broad understanding
of the political community, of politics, hope might play an important
role in the transformation of society. With this notion of politics in
mind-a notion shared by Hegel and Marx-we tum to hope. What
place can hope have in political practice? This question can be answered
through a conceptual analysis of hope.

ANCIENT AMBIGUITY OF HOPE

How can hope play a role in politics and what would be the right
place for hope? An examination of the antique notion of hope will be
able to provide some insights on the nature of hope. In Hesiod's myth
of Pandora (n.d.) and in Ovid's Epistulae ex ponto (2005), hope is
ambiguously depicted as evil as well as good.

Of particular interest is Hesiod's tale of Pandora. Pandora, literally
the "all-endowed," as beautiful as Helena, is sent by Zeus to take revenge
on Prometheus for stealing fire from the gods. Prometheus, sensing the
danger and suspicious of the sudden good will of the gods, sends her
away. HoweveE she seduced his brotheq Epimetheus6 instead who later
married her. She opened her jar? and all the evils therein-diseases,
sorroq hunger, etc.-escaped and since that time have affected all
mankind. She eventually closed the jar with Hope still inside (Hesiod,
n.d, 388). As narrated by Hesiod, this tale remains vague and disturbing.
Hope is clearly put among the evils, but we normally understand hope
as a virtue or a good. Moreover, we experience Hope in contrast to the
tale's assumption that it is still in the jar. In Hesiod's version, Hope
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remains caught inside the jar. According to other versions, pandora
much later reopened the jar and let Hope out.

Hesiod does not provide an interpretation of the story. It is up to
us to interpret it. One interpretation takes hope as a certain type of evil,
that is to say, hope stands passive, just a mere feeling, a mere unspecific
wish for betterment. Hope, then, being idle and undirected-a mere
abstraction-is an evil because it freezes our responsibility to take life
into our own hands and bring about the betterment that we usually
hope for.8

Another interpretation takes Pandora's jar not as filled only with
evils but also with blessings. The "all-gifted" pandora possesses in her
jar the evils and the blessings. In this interpretation, Epimetheus'
acceptance of the gifts provides mankind with evils as much as with
goods (such as hope).e

When hope was mentioned in the Latin poet Ovid's account, it
seems hope is neither completely on the side of the good nor of the
evil. This ambiguity is continued in Ovid's account of Hope, who was
a deity that seemed quite unique in her persistence. While exiled by
EmperorAugustus, Ovid writes inthe Epistulae ex ponto (Lettersfrom
the Black Sea) a vaccillation between hope and despair. He (2005, 75)
says:

When all other deities fled these accursed lands, this
goddess alone [Hope] remained on the earth which was
detested by the gods. She brings it about that even a labourer
wearing shackles lives on, and thinks that his legs will one
day be free from the iron. She brings it about that a ship-
wrecked sailor moves his arms in the middle of the sea, when
he sees no land anywhere. Often the skilled care of the
doctors has abandoned someone, and yet hope does not desert
him even when the pulse fails. Men shut up in a dungeon
are said to hope for freedom, and someone hanging on a
cross still prays.

In summary, hope is a ceaseless source of struggle for life against
all odds.'0 In ovid's account it is not so much directed towards a positive
goal, but rather it makes us struggle for survival against a depressing
situation. The slave is unlikely to be freed, the ship-wrecked sairor is
unlikely to be saved. It is up to the reader to interpret these hopeful-
hopeless struggles as a blessing which lengthens life or as a curse which
extends the suffering.rl

BLOCH'S (PRINCIPLE OF' HOPE''

This ambiguity is mirrored in 20th-century German philosophy
which depicts hope as something longed for and distrusted at the same
time. Ernst Bloch, a socialist German philosopher of the 20th century,
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understands hope as a political principle. He claims that hope has to
be acquired. A well-known fairytale of the brothers Grimm (2007) is
"about a boy who went forth to learn what fear was."12 With global
society on the edge of ecological and economic collapse, we have
learnt that lesson all too well, as Bloch points out. Now it is time to
learn hope. However, learning hope is difhcult in an environment of
constant fear which locks off modern man from future perspectives.
"Each man lives primarily striving forward, prospective" (Bloch
1995,2). If this future is filled with fear, if perspectives go missing,
then man is locked into his present conditions. Fear is paralyzing. A
widespread attitude about life of "no future" runs rampant. Fear
suspends humanity.r3 in this social climate, it is of paramount
importance to develop "knowing-concrete hopes" (Bloch 1995, 3),
which can break the circle of constant fear. It is not a vague notion of
"hoping for better days," which Bloch alludes to. Wanting and wishing
are not the same. I might wish for a nice weather tomorrow, although
I cannot do the slightest thing to bring that about. I can even wish for
things that are impossible. Wishing is merely passive; wanting, on
the other hand, implies a desire to do it (see Block 1995, 51).14 Wanting
is actively directed towards reality, not merely a subjective, internal
process. However, in a Freudian perspective "want" is a multilayered
category and not all wants are justified in the social setting. Drives
are located on different levels, embedded and determined by social
conditions, and might be distorted. A drug addict desperately wants
drugs; a neurotic might want to check all the power outlets. So we
need to find out whether a want can be used as a normative horizon
for social action. With recourse to Freud's theory of dreams, Bloch
distinguishes between day- and night-dreams. While night-dreams
handle past events, day-dreams are prospective. All day-dreams share
some common features: conservation of the ego, world improvement,
and fulfillment. These features make day-dreams a usefuI normative
horizon.rs It is in this nexus of wanting and anticipating day-dreams
that hope emerges as a reality-transforming principle. Hope, thus, is
understood as a combination of the translation of day-dreams into
concrete political utopias accompanied by the want to realize them.
In Bloch's theoretical framework, this is the place of revolutionary
praxis. Hope, therefore, has to be learnt.

Put in another way, the theoretical part of hope is a translation
of day-dreams into concrete social utopias. "Thinking means
transgressing."r6 Bloch puts special emphasis on concrete "day-
dreams," i.e., sketches of a classless society-the normative ideal of
Bloch-such as the utopia of Thomas More written almost 500 years
ago.t7 This social vision sketches a life of a proto-communist society,
where "a11 men should have and enjoy equal portions of wealth and
commodities" (More 2005, 54). People live in common; they share
the burden of providing for their natural needs which can be done in
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six hours a day given that all people participate in these mainly
agricultural tasks. Nobody remains idle. Suffering is minimized,by
sharing all the hard labor equally among the citizens. The ego is
preserved and even enhanced through continuous education policies.rs
written amidst religious struggles, More's utopia promulgates religious
tolerance. In summary, More translates his day-dream into a concrete
social vision.re ln a similar vein, utopias throughout mankind envisaged
a future where the ideals of day-dreams are realized. one might think
ofAugustine's City ofGod, Bacon's Nova Atlantrs and the Communist
ideas of Karl Marx to name but a few.2o Not only written accounts
imagine a world liberated from oppression and thus give concrete
expression to the principle of hope. Also the wide range of works of
art from architecture to music, from poetry to sculpture envisage
another world, and are utopias of their own kind. Thus at close
inspection, the principle of hope is at work in different areas of social
endeavour inspired by half-conscious day-dreams. These day-dreams
serve as inspiration on the plane of concrete social reality to propel
history forward. The social advances are not brought about in a uniform
linear movement; they are nevertheless materializations of the principle
of hope.

A last dimension in Bloch's account merits attention because it
highlights the difference of hope from mere wishful thinking. For
Bloch (1959,387), hope and fear belong together.2r Hope understood
as a mere wish for betterment is not combined with fear. Hope mixed
with fear point to the consequences which can never be completely
controlled and to the potential of failure that goes along the act of
wanting. Summarizing Bloch, we can say that hope is u spuqisl-sns
might say virtuous-attitude in bringing about social change. It is
characterized by desire originated in vague day-dreams translated into
concrete social utopias which serve as the motivational grounds for
society's betterment.

ADORNO'S REFLECTION ON HOPE IN POLITICS

Although Adorno has a similar Marxist background, he harshly
contradicts Bloch's account. "Hope is not a principle,,,22 says Adorno,
who was well aware of the totalitarian traits of utopian thinking.23
Utopias, even if based on the highest humanitarian principles, might
revert into nightmares. Thus, in an antithesis to Bloch, Adorno quoted
Grabbe to claim that "nothing but despair can save us.',24 A strange
quote! Only a sober look at reality-not distorted by some hopeful
thinking-might enable an accurate analysis of social reality. Such
analysis is necessary for social change. Day-dreams and acting out of
hope do not necessarily lead to a betterment of the increasingly
complex society. Stringent analysis and an overall theoretical
assessment of society replace Bloch's development of utopias.
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Adorno's methodological tool is the concrete negation lbestimmte
Negationl: Not only should the negative reality be rejected, but also
understood in its genesis. A recourse to hope, without analyzing the
concrete harm done by utopias built on hope (as shown by the terror
developed out ofthe French and Russian revolution), fails to pass the
test of concrete negation. To reject contemporary society requires a
proper understanding of how it came about. This implies a study of
mass psychology, sociology, and history. In the time of an increasingly
complex society, where individual good intentions can have opposite
outcomes, a reliance on naive utopias will not suffice. Thus, a sharp
analysis of our societal condition is a precondition for its change.

The relation oftheory and practice, however, cannot be pictured
in an unmediated way. Theory does not stand directly in the service
of a better practice. Given the complexity of contemporary society,
such a straight application from theory to practice does not exist. Rather
the objectivity of theory has to be trusted to influence social reality in
an indirect way. Theoretical work in the service of a better society has
historically proven to change the individual consciousness. Through
this change of the individual consciousness social reality has been
transformed.2s 'We have to pass through the despair brought about by
a sober analysis of the manipulative and unjust reality in all its facets
for hope to become possible.26

But Adorno would not be Adorno if it were that simple. Hope,
nevertheless, has a place even in our wretched social condition, as
Adorno points out. However, it does not operate as a principle. In his
Minima moralia, Adorno links hope with the notion of truth against
an attitude, which accepts reality as a given:

In the end hope, wrested from reality by negating it, is
the only form in which truth appears. Without hope, the
idea of truth would be scarcely even thinkable, and it is the
cardinal untruth, having recognized existence to be bad, to
present it as truth simply because it has been recognized.z1

The blunt social reality based on exploitation and full of
inequality is not supposed to have the last word. lt is not the truth.
Hope is required in order to see beyond the mere facts of social reality.
It is not a normative ideal to directly propel society forward as
advocated by Bloch inhis Principle of hope. Rather it is an essential
ingredient to keep the possibility of truth alive. It lacks the guideline
functions that it has in Bloch's framework.28

The place of hope remains precarious. Adorno's critique of Bloch
points out the harm done by concrete utopias. Adorno's insistence of
a sober description of our living conditions and the pointed remark
on despair are plausible given the dangers of overhasty utopian



AMBIGUITY OF HOPE 95

blueprints. Adorno teaches us to guard against tftem. His concept of
hope remains definite-indefinite; definite in its negation of the status
quo but indefinite in its alternative. We have to rely on the work of
theory by virtue of its own objectivity.2e

As tempting as it might be to bring Adorno's negative dialectics
and Bloch's principle of hope together in a dialectical process, such
an account nonetheless would fail to grasp the unbridgeable differences
between the two philosophers. The concrete utopias oriented at the
normative ideals developed by Bloch stand cross to the skeptical
moment of Adorno's sober realism. For Bloch, concrete utopias are
imperative; for Adorno, these utopias might bring about the opposite
effect. A quick reconciliation of these two positions is not possible.

CONCLUSION

After this tour de force-looking at ancient accounts of hope
and contrasting Bloch and {ds1ns-'sye can formulate five
observations with regard to hope as applied to the field of politics.

First, we have to guard against an unreflective use ofthe concept
ofhope since it unnecessarily abandons reflection instead offostering
it. In political discourse (and also in science), such a use can redound
to an abuse of the concept.3o

Second, taken as a concept without further qualification, hope
is double-edged. The original Greek and Roman accounts of Hesiod
and Ovid, respectively, show that while Hesiod apparently
characterizes hope as one among the evils, Ovid remains open as to
whether the hopeless-hopeful struggle of the shipwrecked seaman is
to be considered good or bad for human beings.

Third, as a consequence ofthe second observation, hope has to
be concretely differentiated from a mere wish. Hope, when taken as a
mere wish, hinders active participation in social transformation.

Fourth, Bloch's characlerization of hope as a concrete principle
linked to concrete utopias might function as a regulative idea. The
downside of hope as a principle is its possible unproductiveness.

Fifth, against a too positivistic account of the ,,principle of hope,,,
despair as an antidote needs to be stressed. Adorno's recommendation
of a sober analysis of social reality only enables us in a mediated way
to change society. Hope in this account is necessary as a belief that a
better organization of the social realm is possible.

NOTES

l. An initial form of this paper was presented at the philosophical
Association of the Philippines conference at wonder Isrand Resort,
Calamba, Laguna on 17-19 April 2009 with the theme ,,politics and
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hope: Philosophical perspectives." I want to thank the participants of
the conference for their discussion and suggestions. My fondly-
remembered two-and-a-half-years stay in the Philippines is
indissolubly tied with the annual PAP conferences.

2. Bloch (1995, 3) says: "It is a question of learning hope."
3. In Obama's early memoir, he (2004, 292) describes being

moved to tears of the sermon entitled "The audacity of hope" by his
pastor.

4. No doubt, the evoking of a diffused fear of the other, the main
psychological device employed by the McCain campaign in the 2008
US election, is certainly nothing better. It is interesting to see that
once in office Obama diversified his rhetoric, putting more emphasis
on endurance. For a discussion of the philosophical implications of
the 2008 US presidential debate and the elected president, see Kaelin
(2008, 3r-45).

5. Aristotle (Politics 1280b39) says, "[T]he object of a state is
the good life."

6. The literal meaning of the name Epimetheus is "hind-thought,"
precisely because in his naivet6, he opened the jar, while the name
Prometheus, means "fore-thought," as he refused Zeus' gift.

7. The mistranslation of Pandora's "jar" Qtithos) into "box"
(pyxis) dates back to the famous Humanist Erasmus of Rotterdam in
the l6th century and-although based on a misunderstanding of the
Greek word pithos-is still widely in use today.

8. Hesiod (n.d., 493ff.) refers to that hope as the empty hope of
an idle man, instead of following the industrious man, who can attain
wealth through hard work in the fields. "The idle man who waits on
empty hope."

9. On a different level, the tale of Pandora is understood by
feminist theory as the attempt to discredit the infportance of the
female sex in the genesis of culture. This interpretation might be
further strengthened by reference to a great number ofderogatory
remarks on women in Hesiod's work: "Do not let a flaunting
woman coax and cozen and deceive you: she is after your barn.
The man who trusts womankind trust deceivers" (373ff.). "First
of all, get a house, and a woman and an ox for the plough-a
slave woman and not a wife, to follow the oxen as well-" (405f.).
Lastly, Hesiod understands women as a punishment of the Gods,
making men dependent on them, for offspring and assistance in
old age.

10. Hume's desire/belief model explains motivation as a
combination of a cognitive (belief) and a conative (desire) state. Belief
and desire are fused into one, or rather desire overwhelms the belief
part. Hope in this model can cover cognitive as well as conative state.
See, for example, Radcliffe (2AA6,353-70).
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11. German proverbs, dwelling upon oral folk tradition, are
confirming this ambiguous character of hope. On the one hand,
hope's persistence is emphasized by saying that hope dies last and
that it lasts as long as the person breathes ("Solange ich atme, hoffe
isfu."-('ds long as I breathe, I hope.', And ,.Die Hoffnung stirbt
7slsl7l"-"Hope dies last). On the other hand, hope is seen as a sign
for poverty and is the first step to disappointment. (,.Wer mit der
Hoffnung ftihrt, hat die Armut zum Kutschsl."-.(fls who drives with
hope, has poverty as his driver." And; ..Hoffnung ist der erste Schritt
auf der StraBe der Enttiiuschung!"-..Hope is the first step on the
street of disappointment.") The ambiguity of hope sketched out in
the myth of Pandora and the letter of Ovid can be found in these
proverbs, too.

12. The said fairy tale deals with two sons, one intelligent and
industrious, the other simple-minded and unable to learn. The only "asset,,
of the second son was that he did not know what fear was and keeps
muttering "If I could only get the creeps!". So he is sent into the whole
wide world where he experiences many adventures driven by the desire
to get the creeps. But even three nights at a haunted castle which win him
the kingdom and the princess does not make him shiver. Finaily, after the
wedding night while he is asleep the princess pours down a basket of
cold water with little fish inside. As this little fish start dancing on his
back, he finally leams what the creeps are.

13. In a life in constant fear, living is reduced to surviving. Fear
suspends that we live a life according to our human capacities and
skills.

14. "Alles Wollen dagegen ist ein Tunwollen.', [All wanting in
contrast is a do-wanting."]

15. These three features cannot be found in night-dreams. The
ego is quite often threatened, the world is far from its ideal state, and
the process of realization has not come to an end. Day-dreams in
contrast do not threaten the ego, bring about a betterment of the world
and lead to the fulfilment of the imagined process.

16. "Denken hei8t Uberschreiten.', (The translation is altered
in Plaice et al.: "Thinking means venturing beyond.', See Bloch 1995,
4&s).

17. It appeared originally in Latin underthe title De optimo rei
publicae statu sive de nova insula lJtopia. fof the bestform of state or
of the new island Utopial

18. In More's utopia, al Icitizens spend the first morning hours
by attending lectures (More 2005,71).

19. For the sake of completeness, it has to be said that-as all
utopias-they still remain caught to a certain extent in the norms of
their time. Thomas More, for example, legitimates war against
neighbouring countries, which fail to cultivate the natural resources.
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20. The question about the distinguishing feature between
positive and negative utopias might be answered by reference to the
norms gained from the day-dreams especially the preservation of the
ego. In the two famous negative utopias of the 20th century-Aldous
Huxley's Brave new world and George Orwell's I 984-the individual
is manipulated and controlled beyond imagination. The individual is

threatened rather than enhanced.
21 . "Es gibt keine Hoffnung ohne Angst und keine Angst ohne

Hoffnung" f"There is no hope without fear, and no fear without hope."]
Crucial, here is the distinction between "Furcht" and "Angst" - both
vaguely to be translated as fear. However, fear [as Angst] is a necessary
accompanying factor to hope, the consciousness of the possibility of
failure. Fear [as Furcht] on the other hand paralyzes a prospective
engagement with the world.

22. "Hoffnung ist kein Prinzip"(Adorno 7997a, 248; my
translation).

23. Bloch himself was a defender of Stalin's Great Purge in the
late 1930s and preferred to live for a decade in the socialist German
Democratic Republic before migrating into the West after being retired
for political reason in the GDR.

24. "Dennnur die Verzweiflung kann uns retten" (Adorno 1997b,
405).

25. At another place, Adorno interprets Marx's famous Feuerbach
thesis that the change of the world has also failed, because it was not
sufficiently analyzed (see Adorno 1997b, 4O4).

26. Straightforwardly, one might ask how are we to know if we
are day-dreaming and not just having a psychotic attack. It might be

difficult to take day-dreams as such, without further qualifications, as

the normative ideal to be realized. The norms put forward by Bloch-
equality, freedom, unfolding of the individual potential-might be

arbitrarily deduced from day-dreams.
27. "Am Ende ist Hoffnung, wie sie der Wirklichkeit sich

entringt, indem sie diese negiert, die einzige Gestalt, in der Wahrheit
erscheint. Ohne Hoffnung wiire die Idee der Wahrheit kaum nur zu
denken, und es ist die kardinale Unwahrheit, das als schlecht erkannte
Dasein for die Wahrheit auszugeben, nur weil es einmal erkannt ward"
(Adorno 1974, 98, 561).

28. It is exactly this guideline function, which makes hope as a
principle problematic as it authorizes the one hoping to follow its
light regardless ofthe potential harm to others.

29. All alternatives are necessarily contaminated by the status
quo, which shapes not only our social reality but also our categories
of thought. That is why Adorno (1974, 177ff., $100; 1997c, 394)
repeatedly claims that the good life cannot properly be pictured.

30. What is meant by the use of "hope" cutting short a process
of reflection can be shown by the following example. A bioethical
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discussion on abortion in the case of a severely sick woman with
minimal chances of survival and even lesser still for the embryo, where
the termination of the pregnancy is medically prescribed, ends with
the sentence that "fh]ope should never be abandoned', (see Gomez
and Yu-Soliven 1999, 192).
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Josef Pieper 11904-19977, a popular and prolific German
philosopher, is probably best known for his small volume Leisure:
The basis of culture (1952). The book in review, Tradition: Concept
and claim, was published originally in 1970, but the first English
translation came out in 2008. Undoubtedly, Pieper, if he were still
alive, would claim that the message of Tradition bears the same kind
of importance today as it did in 1970-perhaps of even greater
significance today due to the further development of such phenomena
as postmodernist philosophy and secularism in Western culture. In
ninety-nine pages, the book has a Table of Contents, Translator's
Preface and Introduction, six chapters, Notes, Bibliography, and
Index. In this book the author attempts to describe the nature of
tradition (including sacred tradition, the myths of peoples, and
"certainties associated with the center of a person") (55). The "kind
of importance" characterizing tradition, according to the author, is
capsulized in the final sentence of the book: "...real unity among
human beings has its roots in nothing else but the common possession
of tradition in the strict sense-I mean our sharing the sacred tradition
that goes back to God's words" (68).

What is meant by "sacred tradition," and why is it the most
fundamental-but not the only-mode of tradition? Pieper devotes
serious attention to these topics. However, before we confront them
most directly, we should consider his general notion of "tradition":
it necessarily entails "the handing down of something received [a
traditumf, consideredto be true and valid so that it can be received
again and handed down again" in a "personal voluntary act"
involving individuals or generations "not in a relationship of mutual
influence" (10, 17, 20). Understanding what tradition is nol also
becomes an issue. Clearly, for Pieper, the act of tradition is not a
process of teaching and learning (which, however, raises questions
concerning the use of tradition in teaching and learning). He also
dissociates tradition from discussion, including anything called
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dialogue, conversation, or simply an exchange of opinions (10).
what is handed on as tradition is not derived from the involved
party, but from "some other place,, (13).There is no cultural
progress involved because the traditum (what is handed down) does
not grow, accumulate, or become enriched. On the other hand,
"nothing of the original stock has been left out or forgotten,'(13).
There is no "evolution or metamorphosis. It is a question of
preserving through all change the identity of something
presupposed and preexisting, against the passage of time and in
spite of ir" (2-3).

This last point, the preservation of the traditum,..itself pure"
(2 l), introduces a further positive characterization of the notion of
tradition, including the handing on of the tradition (also called by
Pieper the act of tradition). Handing down ,.something', obviously
requires two partners, one who transmits ..something,, and another
who receives it; as noted in the above description of tradition, ,,they
are not in a relationship of mutual influence,' (10). The tradition
itself, Pieper says "can belong to any imaginable realm of human
existence" (9): knowledge, a legal maxim, a song, a skill, a custom,
a prayer, a norm of behavior, etc. According to the author, special
attention "will be directed to the traditi on of truth,where the tradition
is a teaching, a statement about reality, an interpretation of reality, a
proverb" (9-10). This notion of truth arises again later in the book
when Pieper points out that the reception of the trad it io n is voluntary
and accepted seriously, signifying that the recipient is ,,convinced
that it is true and valid" (17). This appears to indicate that tradition
entails truth in a// instances.

What else can be said to identify positively pieper's meaning
of "tradition"? We shall consider several topics, including hii
reference to how it involves three different "places," the roles of
intelligence and authority, its relationship to philosophy (especially
to Plato and the "ancients"), and the meaning and priority of sacred
tradition in relation to secularization. concerning the ,,three different
places" connoted by the concept of tradition, pieper looks to the
Latin preposition trans and the French verb transmettre to conclude
that the English o'transporting" signifies "that something has been
conveyed to somewhere or other, but also that that something has
been moved from a place where the transporter is not now located,
to another, therefore to a third place." Therefore, an act of tradition
is occurring "only when the person who is doing the handing on
takes what he is sharing not from himself, but 'from some other
place"'(13). In other words, what the individual or generation is
handing down it has received from another-the source not being
itself (14). This is very important in pieper's distinction between
the act of tradition and the act of teaching.



PETER COLLINS

The person receiving what is handed down acceptsthe traditum
as true and valid-the truth and validity based upon the trust in the
bearer handing it down (17-18). However, this faith or belief of the
recipient in the bearer occurs in a dynamic process in which the
"old truths" are kept alive and present by a "living language" and
"creative rejuvenation" pertaining to the present and the future (l 5),
a process "only conceivable as an act of intelligence" (19). This
dynamic process called the act of tradition, while reflecting "the
basic structure of belief, that is, relying on someone else," cannot
be thought of without authority (23). But whose authority? It must
be recognized that "Anyone who accepts a tradition as true and valid
clearly does not himself possess direct access to what he is hearing
from someone else. lt seems to belong to the nature of the process
(act) of tradition that not only the one who is at the moment the last
in line, but qll the links are supported by and rely on someone of
whom it is supposed that he is directly closer to the origin of the
tradition and can testify to and vouch for its validity" (24). Therefore,
closeness to the origin is a sign of authority, but the question still
remains, "who exactly is it...on whom someone who accepts a
tradition relies?" In whom or what does the authority reside (25)?

There are varying ways to answer this question. We will trace
Pieper's response, which he initiates as follows: "One way to describe
this authority sincg classical antiquity has been . . . 'the ancients,' 'the
men of old"' (25). To whom does he refer? This entails Greek
philosophy, particularly Plato-despite Karl Jaspers' assertion that
auth'ority is "the true enemy of philosophizing" (25). ln any case,
the "men of old" are not old men-"respect for the elderly" is
irrelevant. However, being near to the origin or to the beginning is
relevant-and the "wisdom of the ancients" is "imperishably
relevant" because "the ancients know the truth" (26).*...[I]n a
completely unusual way they are the recipients of a completely
unusual gift." In a passage from Plato's Philebus, Pieper says, it
becomes clear that the dignity of the "ancients" "consists in the fact
that they received from a divine source a message...something
spoken, and handed on what they had received in this way" (emphasis
added, 27). Thus, their only claim to being known as the "ancients"
is their proximity to the gods. Plato's real message, then, is that
"anyone who accepts and 'believes' that tradition is relying, strictly
speaking and fundamentally, not on the 'ancients,'but on the gods
themselves-and...also on the fact that what was given in this very
first communication in the line of tradition has reached him safe
and sound through the ages and the generations" (28).

Pieper points out that Plato was not alone in giving us this
information. The Romans did as well, for example, Cicero. However,
for the author of this book Tradition,"The exciting part is that Plato's
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statement in this matter is basically identical with the answer that
Christian theology, for its part, gives to the same question,'-except
that in the Christian context the ..ancients', become the ..prophet,',
"the charismatic called by God, someone who is .inspired' in the
strict sense, the author of a sacred book.,, ..... [T]he ,ancients, and
the 'prophets' are thought of as the first recipients and transmitters
of ... a divine speech, a word of God,' (29-29).

After recognizing and responding to objections to his analogy
between the "ancients" and the (Christian) ..prophets,,, pieper
advances the notion of revelation, saying that "insofar as [christian]
theology is understood as the interpretation of revelation, theology
cannot even exist legitimately without presupposing the reality of
revelation" (31). He goes on to claim that,,there is only one way to
think about a tradition of truth. It must be thought of as something
definitive; that is, in principle, no human thinking can make it
obsolete, insofar as people are convinced that what it transmits goes
back ultimately to a divine speech, therefore to revelation strictly
speaking" (32). Pieper acknowledges the 'oprofound uniqueness" and
"newness" of the revelation of Christ, but still insists that the ,.sacred

tradition" of Plato shares "a common content with the christian
proclamation." "In both cases," he observes, ,,it is said that God
himself vouches for the meaning of the world and human salvation"
(3a). The chapter on "Tradition and authority,, concludes with a
serious claim concerning sacred tradition:

...[A]mong the many things that are more or less worth
preserving and may have been accumulated as .,tradition,"
there is in the last analysis only one traditional good that
it is absolutely necessary to preserve unchanged, namely
the gift that is received and handed on in the sacred
tradition. I say "necessary" because this tradition comes
from a divine source; because each generation needs it
for a truly human existence; because no people and no
brilliant individual can replace it on their own or even
add anything valid to it. (35)

Pieper accepts the objection that ,,there is more to tradition
than sacred tradition." In fact, "whenever and wherever norms of
behavior, customs, conceptions, opinions, and instructions are
handed on through successive generations in order to be handed on
again, if not necessarily as authoritative, yet without explicitly critical
questioning, tradition is taking place there.,' Even though ,.it would
be an endless task to try to survey the different forms of such
thoroughly 'secular'traditions in an orderly fashion, the existence
of these traditions is of absolutely vital significance for the communal
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life of mankind" (37). According to Pieper, these secular traditions
are twofold: "the myths of peoples" and "definite certainties within
the center of a person." The "definite certainties" include "such basic
facts" as salvation, disaster, guilt, punishment, harmony, and
happiness (55). The authority of these secular traditions differs in
kind, Pieper says, from that of sacred traditions-for obvious reasons
(as, for example, it is not God who speaks) (39). tn any case, the
uniqueness of sacred tradition (relative to the secular) becomes
evident in two manners: I ) "only in a sacred tradition that goes back
to a divine speech does the first in line hand over something actually
received, that is something not confirmed by his own insight," and
2) "because of the divine origin of the traditum, the sacred tradition
can be matched by no other form of tradition in respect to its
authoritative character and power to create an obligation" (41). The
priority of the sacred in the theory and practice of "tradition" is
clear to Pieper, who says that "The explicit respect for the
unimpeachable character of the sacred tradition presupposes the
possibility of relativizing other traditions and in fact makes it possible
and reasonable" (42).

What is the relationship between tradition and philosophy? By
"philosophizing" Pieper means "reflecting on the whole of what
meets us in experience from every possible aspect in its fundamental
significance" (62).Its connection with Christian tradition is essential:
"All of Western philosophy maintains its vitality by nourishing itself
on the conversation-perhaps I ought to have said, the debate-
with the sacred tradition of Christendom that precedes it" (64). Why
can the link between philosophy and Christian tradition be termed
"essential"? This issue is raised by Pieper in noting that "for some
time now philosophers have violently and on principle been 'aspiring
to the secular."'The sacred tradition has been (and is being) excluded
from philosophy in two ways: l) "by the destruction of its content
and its replacement by a kind of anti-tradition" (exemplified by Jean-
Paul Sartre's "dogma of the non-existence of God"), and 2) "by
denying not the content, but rather the formal structure of the
contrapuntal ordering itself." I take the second point to be illustrated
exceptionally well by John Dewey's claim to have gone "beyond
agnosticism" (A commonfaith, Yale University Press, 1934). Dewey
claimed that eliminating belief in a Transcendent Being could be
accomplished much more effectively by eliminating the question of
a Supreme Being than by denying this Being's existence. The key to
Dewey was indifference to the whole issue-and Pieper agrees,
referring to this method of secularization as an "even more effective
way of silencing the tradita in the field of philosophy..." (66).

Why is this turn to the secular to the exclusion of the sacred a
negative feature of our culture? Or, the question can be restated as
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above: Why can the link between philosophy and the Christian
tradition be termed "essential"? Pieper is very explicit; he holds that
the recent current of "aspiring to the secular" in the realm of (Western)
philosophy "'ends up ruining'the goal and purpose of philosophy.,,
He adds, "This is true not just of philosophy but of mankind's entire
intellectual and spiritual way of life" (66). What he means appears
to be connected to a comment made in connection with the definition
of philosophizing already cited: "A person who practices philosophy
therefore is not so much a deep thinker who has formulated a well-
rounded worldview as it is anyone who keeps a question open and
thinks it through methodically" (62-63).ln other words, eliminating
the sacred tradition in philosophy stifles the "Great Debate." This
conclusion renders the final statement of Pieper's book Tradition
readily intelligible: " ...reel unity among human beings has its roots
in nothing else but the common possession of tradition in the strict
ssn5s-l mean our sharing in common the sacred tradition that goes
back to God's words" (emphasis added, 68).

In concluding, I would like to call further attention to Pieper's
last statement just cited. What meaning and possible justification
can one offer for this comment, especially the necessity of a sacred
tradition, one that "goes back to God's words"? This question seems
to be especially pertinent in a world in which most people, "including
a lot of religious believers," view the question of belief in God as a
question "unconsciously modeled on questions like 'Do you believe
in Father Christmas?', or 'Do you believe in alien abductions?'...
The evidence is equivocal and opinion is accordingly divided on
the matter" (Terry Eagleton, The meaning of ltfe: A very short
introduction, Oxford, 2008, 15). In any case, Pieper is serious-and
intensely passionate-about what he says here. He could point to
events in the world to substantiate his view, but I would like to
comment very briefly on his notion of the "unity of human beings.,,

Certainly, Pieper is not suggesting that human beings would
agree on most issues if everyone just believed in God. First of all,
"God" has many meanings-and that certainly does divide people.
Perhaps-and I am only surmising his meaning in this context-he
could be alluding to the possibility that, if everyone somehow
recognized a supreme, transcendent reality, that is, beyond time and
change, who additionally has created the world and still governs it
(we can think of "God" in the Judaic, Christian, and Islamic
traditions), there would exist an ultimate criterion or standard (albeit
largely hidden) which represents at least the .,locus,, of a search for
the meaning and direction of life, distinctions between true and false,
good and evil, etc. This obviously would not eliminate the relativity
of truth and subjectivity of human knowledge. Fronr a strictly natural,
human point of view, truth always will be relative and knowledge
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always will be subjective. Flowever, there is a fundamental difference
between an existence in which everything changes, and one in which
that is not the case. We can say that in the former, radical relativity
of truth and subjectivity of knowledge reigns, meaning that there is
no appeal to anything except human thoughts and feelings in an
effort to discover meaning in life and to adjudicate differences of
opinion. In this kind of world, described by J.-P. Sartre, for example,
the human being is supreme and is responsible for creating reality
by thinking and choosing. There are no criteria or standards for any
decisions apart from human dispositions and choices.

On the other hand, if there is a Supreme Reality, as described
above, there is a source of unity among human beings in their mutual
quest for what is true and good as representing hope for happiness
in human living. This is crucial in all aspects of living, I think, but
particularly in formal education. This Ultimate Being provides a
reality beyond change which can at least guide the questiorzs of
educators concerning human nature (the nature of the beings, to be
educated), the goals of education, and the curriculum. For example,
are human beings purely material beings or are they somehow
material and spiritual realities? Should the goals of education be
focused on purely material results, or are there spiritual and even
otherworldly dimensions to be considered? Concerning the
curriculum (which follows from the first two questions, of course),
what are the criteria for choosing its content? Finally, we can presume
(because of his concern for the unity of human beings) that Pieper is
suggesting that recognition of the existence and authority of the word
of Cod in our world cultures would provide a semblance of order,
discipline, and meaning in the mutual search for happiness in which
all human persons could become cooperatively engaged.

Peter M. Collins
Institute for tlte History

of Pltilosoplty and Pedagogy
Rockville, Maryland
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Bernard Gert. Ifobbes: Prince of pesce

Cambridge-Malden. Polity Press
2010.,183 pp.

The author has a lot to tell about Hobbes. Decades of study work
and teaching have provided him with both a penetrating look and a
balanced interpretation of the "leading English political philosopher.,'
This reputation of Hobbes, he finds to be "fully deserved.,'There is no
reason to fear of being deceived by such a comment, since the more
you read Hobbes, "the more impressive he becomes.', Bemard Gert
presents Hobbes basically in five chapters, including one on Hobbes,s
life and historical situation, as well as his general views. The following
chapters include one each on human nature, Hobbes's moral theory,
his political theory, and one entitled "after Hobbes" that focuses on the
philosopher's influences on others, including the present time, and on
a critical reflection of some of Hobbes's positions. The author is
generous enough to offer the reader an extended analysis of what he
believes is Hobbes's influence on his own thought. Hobbes,s view on
religion could have formed another chapter, but Gert prefers to include
this complex topic in the first or introductory chapter.

As with other British philosophers, common sense appears to be
the leading force in the unfolding of Hobbes's ideas. Such may lead
Hobbes to draw some appalling conclusions, as when it comes to
people's motives to interact with others. political theory should, for
instance, be understood as a strategy "to make it most likely that people
in a commonwealth will live together in peace and harmony."
Obviously, peaceful coexistence should not be taken for granted, nor
should it be considered as "natural." However, the importance of the
so-called "state 6f n3fu1s"-according to which human society is
basically a "war of every man against every 63n,'-is overstated,
according to Gert. He is not prepared to agree with those who consider
Hobbes as holding a pessimistic view of man, in the name of man's
supposed egoism and proneness to quarrel. Instead, Gert points at the
fact that Hobbes is reluctant to make general statements about human
nature, while he emphasizes instead that all human individuals tend to
be different from one another.
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So-called "psychological egoism" is ambiguous, as it can be
understood as "all human actions being rooted in human will or desire,"
which is so large a definition as to prove nothing new. Human desire
could, in fact, refer to one's own good, as well as another's. The author
prefers the term "tautological egoism" in such a case. In spite of this,
human beings in their state of "natural animals" may behave as "arrant
wolves," as they have no concern for outsiders, just for members of
their own group or family. They behave like uneducated young children,
that need education to render them apt to take part in society. Educators
are not to rely exclusively on rhetoric and theory, but should show in
their lifestyles what matters. The dispositions of youths are more prone
to bad habits by example, than to good habits by precept, according to
Hobbes.

There have been lots of comments about Hobbes's rationalism.
Unlike Hume, Hobbes considers reason-and not emotion-as the
foundation of morality, that is primarily focused on the avoidance of
harrr and suffering. This implies that morality is intended for vulnerable
and fallible people, who can be injured or killed by others, and who
may be holding erroneous opinions about what oughtto be done. Reason
requires, first of all, from each human individual the avoidance of death,
or-in other words-not to risk one's own life, unless under very special
conditions. In the context of human nature, it may be said that one
should promote life, health, and security at all times, as far as practicable.
Reason promotes what is good for man, even as Hobbes refuses to
define this in universal terms, as he believes it depends on the person.
While Hume thought of reason as subordinate to passion, Hobbes does
not consider it to be the case. Reason, for Hobbes, forms instead-
together with physical strength, experience, and passion-as the
backbone of human nature. However, it can be adversely affected by
some emotional perturbations.

Hobbes likes to interpret human mental functions as resulting from
bodily processes. Therefore, Hobbes is said to be a materialist. However,
he also claims that feelings or passions are to be discovered and
explained by introspection. The same may be said about Hobbes's quite
original attention for "madness" or mental disorders. Even if their cause
may be in an evil constitution or harm to bodily organs, there are intra-
mental factors playing their role as well. Passions are understood as
rnotions of the senses that are either helpful or harmful to the "vital
rnotion" of physical life. Based upon this, they are either called
"appetite," "desire," or "aversion." Passions may be quite the same in
all humans, but their specific objects are different, at least for the so-
called "emotional passions" (to be distinguished from the "rational
ones"). Gert offers a detailed presentation of Hobbes's account of the
passions, while pointing out several inaccuracies or defects inthe latter's
definitions. Though reason is primarily concemed with the long-term
effects of a certain deed, especially in the light of the individual's self-
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preservation, passions are rather immediate responses to present
circumstances, aiming at short-term gain or profit. Because of this
distinction, reason and passions often clash, according to Gert.

Hobbes is-as also all philosophers-a child of his time. The
seventeenth century saw troubles with the monarchy. During Cromwell's
"commonwealth years," the monarchy was even abolished (1649-1660).
Other problems were related to religion and its various confessions.
Gert states that Hobbes is so interested in religion only because he has
witnessed it within his family since his childhood-his father was a
local vicar, for instance-and also because he finds it a major threat to
stability and peace. Repeated conflicts fuelled his distrust in religion.
He thinks, therefore, that the sovereign should have the authority to
restrict the power of those religions that threaten stability and peace, a
position that is not too different from that of Spinoza, while the latter
may have emphasized more the importance of religious pluralism and
tolerance.

Ultimately, Hobbes's intention is to prevent civil war. Based upon
his account of the "state of nature," war and strife are nearly inevitable.
Hobbes identifies three principal causes of quarrel: competition (aiming
at gain), diffrdence (aiming at safety), and glory (aiming at reputation)
which, for Gert, should have better been called ..pride.,, War can
apparently only be avoided through the intervention of a powerful
sovereign, at best a monarch. Citizens are expected to renounce their
civilian "right of n4fs1s"-1fiis is the right to do what they believe is
rationally needed for their preservation-and transfer it to the ruler,
after which they become liable to obey him (even as his conclusion is
subtle, Gert considers Hobbes neither as a typical "natural law theorist"
nor as a "social contract theorist"). A strong sovereign is probably not
needed in small societies; however, where people tend to be strangers
to one another, a sovereign is needed to bring uniformity in legal
provisions and the actions they govern. A strong leader is also needed
to inspire awe in those members of society who are not inclined to
abide by laws. However, law breakers are only a small minority, no
matter what kind of personal profit they are after. Most people are law-
abiding citizens, according to Hobbes. Therefore, peace and harmony
in a commonwealth are more often threatened by wrong moral and
religious ideas than by individual self-interest.

In his emphasis on the need to have a sovereign, Hobbes seems to
have overlooked that the sovereign, too, is a human being and, therefore,
subject to the same "selfish" tendencies as those that need to be
governed. If ordinary people tend to let themselves be led by their
passions rather than by their reason, then, this could also affect the
monarch. Due to his poor assessment of the value of democracy, Hobbes
does not manage to think of a system of controlling the sovereign. His
concern to prevent civil war at all cost also leads him to distinguish
between justice and the other moral values. A ruler can act immorally,
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but not unjustly, according to Hobbes. Being invested with the rights
that are transferred from the people, while not having laid down any
right to them himself, the ruler stands above justice. Immoral behavior
on the side ofthe sovereign cannot form the basis for legal sanctions,
nor for rebellion against him by the people. Justice does not affect the
state of nature, while morality does.

In declaring the renunciation of their right of nature in favor of a
ruler, civilians effectively perform this renunciation. This has brought
Hobbes to anticipate the distinction between referring and performing.
Language, reasoning, and science belong to the fields in which Hobbes
thinks a clear theory is needed to justify his moral and political points
of view. Even as he acknowledges that people tend to follow their
emotions rather than their reason while acting, he feels obliged to work
out a rational basis for morals, precisely in the hope to effpctively counter
the influence of religion. Language-perhaps better to use the term
"speec["-is one of the main causes of division among human
individuals. When one individual starts making premature judgments
and uses his linguistic and communicative skills to convince another
about the truth ofhis beliefs, peace is in danger.

Hobbes believes in the law ofNature, of which all aspects-this
is what is allowed or required, discouraged or prohibited-are accessible
and intelligible to the human mind. In his dedication to reason, Hobbes
thinks it necessary to limit the individual's freedom, for the sake of the
stability of society. Unlimited freedom could, in fact, lead to misuse
and lure someone into breaking the law. It could tum itself against the
interest of the "commonwealth." This limitation, obviously, is not
applicable to God, since he already is "the perfection of all perfections."
In other words, God should not be worried about rules and restrictions,
as he oversees in a timeless moment all implications of his actions.
Gert points out that consequentialism seems like a moral theory that is
only applicable to God; fallible and vulnerable people-those for whom
morality is intended-can impossibly oversee all possible relations
between facts, actions, and processes related to their actions.
Nevertheless, the individual's right and freedom should not be reduced
for their own sake, nor should they be limited by bad or unnecessary
laws. Laws are to be issued by the sovereign and be "needful for the
good of the people." Whether the individual should be guaranteed
sufficient freedom to defend its own rights and challenge "bad" laws,
Hobbes does not say.

Because of its balanced and synthetic presentation, while
remaining accessible in terms of style and terminology, this book forms
a valuable contribution ro philosophical Hobbes literature that can be
appreciated already in the undergraduate level.

Wilfried Vanhoutte
Saint Loak University

Baguio City
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