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ABSTRACT

THE UNIVERSAL DUTY TO ALLEVIATE INFLICTED 

SUFFERING: AN ETHICAL GROUNDING FOR SIUS 

NEW DISCIPLINE OF PANETICS

Dr. Ralph G. H. Shi has challenged the intellectual community with a call for a 

new academic discipline that he calls Panetics (from the Pali word paneti meaning 'to 

inflict'). Panetics is the study of humanly engendered suffering, its causes and methods 

of alleviation. Suffering is measured in units called dukkhas (from the Pah word duidkha 

meaning suffering), which are the product of the intensity of pain and the amount of 

time the pain is endured. The result will be in terms of units of suffering, the

dukkha.

Dr. Shi has argued that this new academic discipline is not a forum for the 

discussion of theoretical ethics nor is there any implied moral precept which prescribes 

moral action. It will be shown that not only are there prescriptions for moral action 

embedded in panetic talk but that the entire discipline rests on moral presuppositions. In 

addition, a normative ethic is implied in the purpose of the Panetic Calculus, and this 

will be clarified.
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It will be shown that Dr. Shi's approach to the "New Utilitarianism" constitutes a 

form of negative utilitarianism, which may provide an 'ethical ground1 upon which to 

rest what will be called the Principle of Least hrflicted Suffering. It will be argued that 

this Principle can be universalized because the 'ethical ground' upon which h rests is 

composed of a human universal (viz, human suffering), a component of all human 'forms 

oflife.'

4
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION

Our world is rapidly approaching another chronological milepost at the end of 

the 20th century, and this event will no doubt prompt many a reflective look at events 

during the preceding one hundred years so as to gain a historical perspective. The 

present century will very likely be remembered as unique in terms of the global nature of 

human events. During this century all major events and developments have had global 

ramifications. Wars were not simply more intense and amplified by technology to 

unprecedented viciousness but began to take on the dimensions of global conflict.

Today, even .small regional conflicts have the entire world's attention, and global 

organizations such as the United Nations very often intervene or attempt to manipulate 

local events everywhere around the globe.

I am sure that this century will be remembered for increasing dependence on and 

employment of sophisticated technology. Large institutions and organizations enabled 

by these technologies have become increasingly pervasive both internationally and even 

individually in our personal lives. In addition, today's largest and most powerful nations 

have the ability to wage total war against entire hemispheres or engage in instant spot 

war anywhere in the world within a matter of hours. And while these heightened 

abilities do testify to the effectiveness of the technology multiplier, it is also a fact that 

the frequency of conflicts and the viciousness of those conflicts have not been reduced 

in any way. It seems more imperative than ever that some way be devised to reform
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public and international policy so that the human community might enjoy a technology 

multiplier in the service of flourishing rather than in the service of oppression, assault, 

terror and suffering. The need for reform, whether short term or long term, in the way 

institutions and organizations make policy and decisions has been clearly demonstrated 

by the events of the past 90 years or so in which the bloodiest wars in human history 

have been waged and in which the world has witnessed famine and suffering on scales 

heretofore unimaginable.

During this same century, the field of moral philosophy has mirrored the 

unprecedented upheaval in the sciences and the arts. Partly a result of the acceleration 

and intensity of global events and partly a result of theoretical difficulties resulting from 

analysis, these changes have pointed out the inadequacies of current policy prescriptions 

and of past ethical systems to accommodate the full range of possible human action. 

Modem moral philosophy, as Hudson reminds us, has not been insensitive to all of this 

turmoil, confusion and despair that marks our time so distinctly.1 However, it has been 

difficult to clear the decks in this field in order to grapple cleanly with distinct issues. In 

spite of the difficulties, certain developments dining this century do give one hope for 

increased global concern, recognition of cultural differences and efforts to promote 

tolerance through syntheses created on common ground.

In theoretical ethics (moral philosophy), the beginning of the century saw 

Moore's seminal criticism of Bentham and Mill, which focused attention on the 

evaluative and descriptive problem that lay buried in ethical naturalism. At the time, it 

was believed that no more serious work could be done in moral philosophy as the 

deontological approach to moral philosophy had been abandoned as unjustifiable on 

logical grounds, and the teleological approach was dealt a serious blow when Moore

1 W.D. Hudson, Modem Moral Philosophy (New York: Doubleday and Co., 1970) 9
15.

12
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revealed that Bentham's identification of good and pleasure was mistaken, thus 

depriving moral philosophy o f the ability to derive the 'ought' from the 'is.' But in 

keeping with the temper of the century, this difficulty no longer seems to be so 

bothersome, and certain developments in the last 20 years or so seem to indicate that 

derivation of the ought from the is, which Hume deemed unthinkable, may be around 

the comer or, put another way, may have always been with us. The problems with 

ethical naturalism no longer seem to be as impossible to solve as was once thought.

Various re-assessments of the Fact/Value problem have resulted in innovative 

and improved understandings of what was once referred to as the Naturalistic Fallacy. 

The last 30 years have seen new versions of utilitarian thought issuing from these re

assessments and are known generally as the New Utilitarianism. The end of the century 

is witnessing a return in moral philosophy to serious re-consideration of utility which it 

had effectively rejected and abandoned some 70 years previously.

In a parallel development, the field of cultural philosophy or philosophical 

anthropology saw a major movement toward comprehensive schemes for global 

evaluation of all human 'forms of life' with attendant calls for East-West type syntheses 

of cultural and philosophic thought. While the New Utilitarianism was being invented in 

Great Britain and the United States, global thinkers such as Northrop, Nakamura,

Eliade, Raju, Plott, Bahm, and Radhakrishnan were exploring the viewpoints from 

which all cultures might be understood and the common grounds that all ethical and 

cultural systems might share. During this time of intellectual ferment, Dr. Ralph G.FL 

Siu arrived on the scene with his very innovative and insightful book, The Tao of 

Science, in 1957. During the next 40 years, Siu published a series of four trilogies, 

which incorporated all of these various strands of ethical and cultural innovation, and 

which culminated in his Panetic Trilogy, which consists of Less Suffering for 

Everybody. Panetics and Dukkha. and Seeds of Reflection. In this trilogy is contained
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an innovative form o f negative utilitarian thought that fits together, in a seamless 

fashion, the monolithic Eastern moral precept best expressed in Buddhism's prescriptive 

concern for the alleviation o f suffering with a New Utilitarian calculus for evaluating 

possible alternatives in setting public policy. Shi's newly proposed discipline of Panetics 

was and is a unique example o f an East-West philosophical synthesis that seems to sum 

up and accomplish a great many of these goals and aspirations in the areas of global 

philosophy, public policy and moral philosophy.

The first public call for a new academic discipline devoted to the study of the 

infliction o f suffering occurred in a public lecture delivered by Siu at the University of 

Massachusetts at Amherst in March of 1986 then again at the University of Alaska 

about a month later during a series of lectures in Fairbanks, Alaska. From the concise 

outline of his newly envisioned academic discipline related in these public lectures, there 

has now ensued a series of textbooks, semester length university courses, an 

international society, a serious quarterly journal, annual conferences and a growing 

worldwide interest in implementing the methods and principles of Panetics in institutions 

of public policy. Recently, the International Society for Panetics shipped an 

introductory information packet concerning this new academic discipline to 600 

universities and institutions of higher learning around the globe. The response to this 

mailing has been tremendous and is accelerating.2

After Siu accepted the invitation from the University o f Alaska Socratic Society 

to deliver that series of lectures in 1986 and outlined for his audience the rudiments of a 

new academic discipline, interest was quickly kindled. Siu's proposed Panetics had as 

its express purpose to aid in the betterment of humankind through the simple expedience 

of impressing upon our conscious thought the magnitude of suffering in the world and

14

2 See Appendix B for example responses to this mailing.
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the consequences, in terms of suffering, which result from our individual and 

institutional actions and non-actions. I realized, after hearing Siu's lectures, that an 

important enterprise had just been proposed for moral philosophy as well as for 

international public policy.

My own interest in Siu's work began much earlier in the 1970's when I became 

familiar with Siu's classic book, The Tao of Science. In this book was contained a 

global viewpoint that I found fascinating and inspiring. No longer did it seem that 

Kipling might be right with his famous and eternal injunction restraining East and West. 

Siu's discussion of No-Knowledge and his unique approach to organizational 

management were insightful and quite unlike anything else on the bookshelves at the 

time. In this first, very important book were laid the foundations of what was later to 

become the discipline of Panetics.

The feature that strikes one as his cardinal innovation on first reading his works 

is the proposed semi-quantitative unit he has dubbed the dukkha (after the Pali word, 

dukkha, meaning roughly "suffering").3 This unit represents a measure of suffering, by 

Siu's account, and consists of simple intensity of pain multiplied by the duration of time 

endured. The derived calculus consists of a simple weighing of net sufferings which are 

the resultants of alternative options to any policy decision. Siu's use of a quanta in a 

moral decision is innovative but not unique in the history of philosophical ethics. 

Bentham also proposed a measure of pleasure or pain in his Hedonic Calculus, which 

consisted of a measure of intensity endured over a duration of time just as proposed by 

Siu.4 Siu's useful contributions consist of other innovations in the Panetic Calculus that

3 John M  Koller, Oriental Philosophies, 2nd. ed. (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 
1985) 157, 171-2, 352.
4 Jeremy Bentham, Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation. Ethical 
Theories, ed., A. L. Melden, (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1967) 385.
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meet certain problems of implementation that Bentham's system proved incapable of 

meeting.

My own intellectual interest in Panetics was two-fold. I was interested to know 

what the possible grounding might be for the normative ethic, which is implicit in the 

prescriptive aspects o f Panetics, and I also wanted to know how one might answer the 

question: Why must I alleviate suffering? This question is not as heartless and mindless 

as it seems. This is a technical and a logical question. The questioner wants to know 

where the necessity lies in such a moral prescription. In other words, is there some duty 

to alleviate suffering somewhere at ground level in this new call for global compassion? 

How best can we understand Panetics in theoretic terms? and so on.

The more I have studied Ralph Siu's serious proposals, the more I am impressed 

by his deep appreciation of the human condition and his profound concern for the 

betterment of mankind. There is an impressive comprehensiveness in his writing, a 

depth of knowledge in areas of thought both East and West, a familiarity with places 

and times that bespeaks impressive scholarship and an unrelenting but cheerful 

dedication to the alleviation of suffering for all sentient creatures wherever they may be. 

Shi has reiterated, in a global and eternal way what can be viewed as the single most 

important and universal concern of all religious and ethical institutions. As Buddha 

stated so succinctly, all life is full of suffering and our greatest desire is to relieve this 

suffering. But this is not an exclusively Eastern moral sentiment. This need for relief 

from suffering is an integral part of all human 'forms of life.'5

It seems to me that Siu has proposed something very important with his new 

discipline, and these new proposals deserve serious exposition and discussion. Even

16

5 The term 'forms of life' is used here in approximately the same way as Ludwig 
Wittgenstein in his book, Philosophical Investigations. It might be thought of as 
roughly equivalent to 'culture.'
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though Siu's entire proposal is offered as advice to persons of practical affairs and lacks 

technical discussions of ethical theory as a rule, I find a complete ethical theory to exist 

as an integral and structural part of Siu’s proposals. In addition to an ethical grounding 

for a New Utilitarianism, it can be shown that an ultimate moral principle is derivable 

from the panetic value of suffering per se in the form of a principle of Least Inflicted 

Suffering. And even though they are not designated as such, it is possible to identify 

certain human universals in Siu's thought that allow a universalization of the Principle.

As the dawn of a new century offers its first light for a beleaguered world, we 

can only hope that policy makers and legislators around the world will implement the 

practical methodologies outlined for us by Siu and that individuals who are introduced 

to Panetics will take the urgings of Siu for a greater compassion to heart so that the 21st 

century may indeed be a more humane era than our present century. In that same spirit 

of hope and optimism the following pages are offered in the expectation that the 

questions answered here will further the work o f achieving a more compassionate and 

humane future through a better understanding of the theoretical aspects implicit in this 

new academic discipline of Panetics.

17
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CHAPTER TWO 

The New Utilitarianism

Among the more curious and notable developments in recent Western 

philosophy has been the re-discovery and re-invention of the utilitarian systems of 

ethics. With the rise o f strong criticism o f all foundational and structural systems 

appearing in American and European universities, it would have been difficult to predict 

in the 1960s that the 1970s and 80s would see a serious reconsideration of this 

philosophical 'white elephant' known variously as Utilitarianism. Add to this climate of 

structural criticism the limitations imposed by the various schools of British Analysis, 

which wield a tremendous influence over American schools of philosophy, and the 

resurgence of utilitarianism seems even more unlikely. Like a mythical Phoenix rising 

from the ashes, various versions of Utilitarianism have arisen in recent years in efforts to 

make some use o f the seductive mechanics of utilitarian thought, while attempting to 

resolve or "dissolve" the more unpleasant blemishes that inevitably attend utilitarian 

systems.

The list of modem and Post-Modem thinkers who have revisited Jeremy 

Bentham's (1748-1832) and John Stuart Mill's (1808-1873) utilitarian ethics with high 

hopes is fairly long and is presently confined, in most part, to the English speaking 

world of philosophy, public policy studies and management science. Here, o f  course, is 

implied a great deal about what might be the objective of such studies made by 

contemporary British and American thinkers. The objective is to re-examine this
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approach to normative ethics, which had been so summarily dismissed at the turn of the 

century, with a view to applying what we have learned in the last hundred years so as to 

better meet the moral questions facing us today. In spite of all our formal studies in the 

West and great traditions of inquiry about the normative problems of societies both East 

and West, there still does not exist a wholly satisfactory and practical normative ethic 

that is clearly and solidly based on human universals, applicable to all possible forms of 

human life and which achieves the best result for all, while insuring fairness to everyone.

In the concluding chapter of her first post-war survey entitled, Ethics Since 

1900. Mary Wamock states, "At first sight it may appear that there is one interest 

which all o f them without exception have shared and that is an interest in refuting 

Ethical Naturalism. If hostility could nullify the influence of a philosophical view, then 

utilitarianism ought by now to be stone dead."1 This assessment begs us to ask: Why 

then the resurgence of interest in an apparently moribund scheme that has the same look 

and feel' of the industrial revolution within which it was spawned? Very little seems to 

be especially clear or obvious in the world of philosophy, and one should not hope for a 

clear cut answer to this question while we are in such chronological proximity to the 

cultural phenomenon itself However, certain things may be known in a fairly clear cut 

fashion about the "New Utilitarianism-"2 The new forms of utilitarianism are generally 

offered as re-invented solutions to 'new' problems and are almost always advertised as 

being enlightened approaches that have been engineered specifically to avoid the logical 

and epistemological problems that have historically plagued the so-called standard 

versions of utilitarianism.3

19

1 Mary Wamock, Ethics Since 1900. Utilitarian Ethics. Anthony Quinton (LaSalle: 
Open Court, 1989) viii.
2 Anthony Quinton, Utilitarian Ethics (LaSalle: Open Court, 1989) ix.
3 Quinton, Ethics 108-10.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



A look at some examples of the New Utilitarianism will help to demonstrate why 

otherwise rational thinkers might feel compelled to embrace an apparently failed ethic.

J. J. C. Smart in his monograph, Utilitarianism makes it very clear that defending act- 

ntflftarianism is difficult. However, it is also clear that there is something very 

compelling about utilitarianism. He says,

Meanwhile, among possible options, utilitarianism does have its appeal. With its 

empirical attitude to questions of means and ends h is congenial to the scientific 

temper and it has flexibility to deal with a changing world. This last 

consideration is, however, more self-recommendation than justification. For if 

flexibility is a recommendation, this is because of the utility of flexibility.4

Smart reveals here the appeal of utilitarian systems. Utilitarianism provides for a less 

theory laden and metaphysical approach to questions of good and provides for a 

flexibility which is of vital necessity if humankind is to prosper while struggling  with the 

moral havoc generated by modem technological advances, rapid cultural change and 

growing anxiety resulting from daily challenges to cherished value systems.

For another unlikely convert to utilitarian thought we might look at an article 

written by R. M. Hare in which he states,

The normative theory that I shall advocate has close analogies with 

utilitarianism, and I should not hesitate to call it utilitarianism, were it not that 

this name covers a wide variety of views, all o f  which have been the victims of 

prejudices rightly excited by the cruder among them, hi calling my own 

normative theory utilitarian, I beg the reader to look at the theory itself  ̂and ask 

whether it cannot avoid the objections that have been made against other kinds 

of utilitarianism I hope to show in this paper that it can avoid at least some of

4 J. J. C. Smart and Bernard Williams, Utilitarianism: for and against (Cambridge: 
Cambridge UP, 1973) 73.

20
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them. But if I escape calumny while remaining both a non-descriptivist and a 

utilitarian, it will be a marvel5 

Doubtless Hare is correct in portraying utilitarian schemes as having been "... victims of 

prejudices rightly excited by the cruder among them," and such a prejudicial 

atmosphere will continue to surround utilitarian thought for some time and most 

especially those systems of the hedonic variety. The many theoretical and practical 

problems associated with the Hedonic Calculus will assure the continued dismissal of 

that form of Utilitarianism and explains in part the hesitancy and reluctance of thinkers, 

such as Hare, to be associated with Bentham's Utilitarianism6

While apologetic and reluctant, some contemporary ethicists and ethical 

theorists do appear to find much promise in utilitarian thought. Why are so many 

theorists and philosophers willing to brave the inevitable objections and criticisms that 

are sure to arise if one takes this particular consequentialist position? A partial answer 

to this question lies in the simplicity, flexibility and apparent objectivity that the 

employment of the theory of utility lends to ethical theory. In a prima facie sense, utility 

owes no allegiance to religious sentiment, political allegiance or obvious metaphysical 

systems.7 Such an antiseptic and neutral character recommends itself highly to many in 

search o f a way to divorce moral action from systems of value. Whether this might be 

possible is, of course, problematic but for those in search of suitable vehicles, the theory 

of utility still has a great appeal

The greater part of the answer to the previous question, however, must he in its 

potential as a normative ethic and as a vehicle of legislative influence in governments of

5 R.M. Hare, "Ethical Theory and Utilitarianism," Utilitarianism and Beyond, ed. 
Amartya Sen and Bernard Williams (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1982) 23.
6 G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica, Studies in Utilitarianism ed. Thomas K. Hearn Jr.
(New York: Meredith Corp., 1971) 116-17.
7 Quinton, Ethics 83-4.
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self-determination. Bentham's original purpose in formulating his Utilitarianism was to 

inform and advise legislators in early industrial England.8 Bentham's Utilitarianism was 

a vehicle for reform and its seeming suitability for such work appears to have captured 

the interest of many writers and thinkers today who are struggling with new or recast 

versions o f legislative or social problems and ethical considerations that will affect or be 

affected by lawmakers and legislation. Professional decision makers in our world today, 

which is brimming  with impact statements, economic assessments, income statements 

and cost-benefit analyses, are especially susceptible to decision alternatives presented in 

quantifiable form. This quantitative feature of Bentham's original utilitarian proposal 

was the overriding and prime selling point for intellectual and legislative reformers alike 

during the pulsating and vibrating years of England's burgeoning industrial revolution.9

During Bentham’s time, as in our own legislative halls and boardrooms today, 

the urge to evaluate competing options mathematically for any given decision is 

overwhelming, which is not a surprising state of affairs given our predilection for 

mathematization in the West.10 Galileo and Newton managed to demonstrate the 

tremendous advantage in mathematical forms of physical description, and attempts to 

describe human behavior such as family economics, international trade, and personal 

valuation were quick to follow along similar lines.11 A physical event that can be 

described mathematically can be understood to be a result o f regular physical principles 

understandable in terms of regular rational thought. Of greatest interest to managers, 

legislators and economic decision makers is the implied notion that what can be

8 Thomas K. Hearn Jr., introduction, Studies in Utilitarianism. (New York: Meredith 
Corp., 1971) 2.
9 Will and Ariel Durant, The Age of Napoleon: A History of European Civilization from 
1789 to 1815 (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1975) 404-7.
10 Edwin Arthur Burtt, The Metaphysical Foundations of Modem Physical Science 
(Garden City: Doubleday and Co., 1954) 306-7.
11 Burtt, Foundations 33-5.
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described in regular terms can also be carefully manipulated and monitored. One often 

hears, in management circles, that "what can't be measured cant be managed!" Some 

such tool designed for use by 'social managers' of all stripes, legislative and otherwise, 

that promised a precision measurement and universality in the manner of Newton's 

astounding new calculus seemed no more difficult to achieve than describing the orbits 

of planets or comets. One had only to identify the regular principle that 'regulated' the 

human behaviors of judgment and valuation.

Bentham's rash to the idea of regulative description seems quite familiar now, as 

we view that time period from our own. English common law was, apparently, an 

extremely strong propellant in that rush to rationality and is what served as the focal 

point in his efforts to achieve some regular and rational reform in English society. To 

Bentham, common law stood for all that was wrong in Great Britain, and Bentham 

dedicated his life to eliminating the seemingly haphazard practices o f  English jurists. 12 

Case precedent and the arbitrariness of the common law tradition simply did not suit 

Bentham's rational notions of justice and jurisprudence. He demanded that canons of 

law be founded on truly human and universal grounds. Moreover, he argued that those 

aspects of life that were common to all peoples could be relied upon to provide a much 

needed defense against arbitrary and capricious rulings.

What did Bentham understand to be human and universal grounds upon which a 

rational system of jurisprudence might be erected? Apparently this question provided 

little difficulty for Bentham. The answer was 'in the air,' so to speak, and many writers 

of the age were convinced that the Newtonian approach to social theory in the early 

19th century, which consisted of descriptions of behavior, would present the fewest 

problems for analysis and the most potential for scientific progress. *3 Where possible,

12 Durant, Napoleon 355-6.
13 Wilhelm Windelband, A History of Philosohv: With Special Reference to the
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these descriptions were mathematical in an effort to rigorously apply the Newtonian 

method. Bentham's approach differed little in aspect as he attempted to describe the 

human behavior of moral judgment and attempted to reduce this behavioral description 

to a form of quantification.14

The human universal upon which this calculus was erected consisted o f the most 

primitive and human form of choice making, at least in Bentham's assessment. What 

could be more primitive than desire based on self-interest? The term of art' for this 

period when discussing satisfied desires and wants was 'pleasure,' and as one might 

imagine, this term has many referential dimensions. The most important aspect of this 

use of the term 'pleasure,' however, is that Bentham believed that pleasure and the 

human desire to achieve this state was the impulse driving all moral, economic and 

policy judgment. Pleasure can be viewed as the analogical counterpart of Newton's 

gravity, a phenomenon about which we might speculate but which requires no 

explanation for descriptive purposes. Bentham's treatment of the actual physical human 

event of desire and its satisfaction is as unsatisfactory to his readers today as Newton's 

refusal to explain gravity was to his critics. However, very few have seen fit to 

challenge Bentham's presupposition that the actual phenomenon of desire and human 

motivations to satisfy desires is specific to human psychology and therefore universaL 

History has paid less attention to this aspect of his philosophy than it has to what he set 

out to do with this universal feature of human culture.

As any student o f ancient Greek philosophy knows, the traditional discussion of 

pleasure is rarely without an equal consideration of its supposed opposite. The

Formation and Development of Its Problems and Conceptions (London: The Macmillan 
Company, 1901) 648-81.
14 Jeremy Bentham, An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation. Jhs. 
English Philosophers from Bacon to Mill, ed. Edwin A. Burtt (New York: Random 
House, 1967) 802-5.

24

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



tempting and probably mistaken way to present the topic of pleasure is antithetically to 

pain- Even after a small amount of reflection, it is not difficult to understand how 

anyone might want to assume, with little question, that pain is the opposite of pleasure 

and that pain is, without exception, to be avoided if possible. This assumption, made by 

Bentham, along with certain presuppositions carried along with these assumptions, have 

proven to be the undoing of many a utilitarian and will receive some further comment in 

later pages. Suffice it to say here that such a simple dialectical casting of the pleasure- 

pain duality fails several tests for verity and is nothing if not problematic when shoved 

under the harsh light o f  analysis.

The casting o f pain as the dialectical opposite of pleasure does provide a 

convenient spectrum and set of opposed values. Of course, we may (and should) 

question the giant logical and factual step involved in identifying pleasure with the good 

and pain with the bad. G. E. Moore, Gilbert Ryle and many others have taken great 

delight in pointing out the fallacies involved in such an identification as Bentham 

made.15 In all fairness to Bentham, his act of identification may have more of the form 

of a presupposition rather than some arbitrary assumption. It seems fairly clear, at this 

chronological distance, that for Bentham the avoidance of pain had a categorical 

character that supplied a necessary valuation that we term bad, negative, awful or 

wrong. This was apparently a common understanding of the concept of pain.16 Some 

little thought on the matter, however, will usually show that there are many varieties of 

pain in the human experience that we must term good, even in utilitarian or 

consequentialist terms. Distasteful medicines, trips to the dentist, final college exams 

and childbirth come to mind when we look for examples of pain experience that have 

'pleasurable' values attached. We might be tempted to give Bentham the benefit of the

15 Smart and Williams, Utilitarianism 23.
16 Bentham, Principles 803-5.
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doubt here and assume that his conception (universal definition) of pain did not include 

these problematic aspects of pain, but even a cursory reading of Bentham will reveal 

that he did indeed have such a categorical idea in mind when he discussed pain.17

It might be instructive to ask at this point: What would have been accomplished 

if Bentham had succeeded in his attempts at legislative reform? And also, we might 

inquire as to exactly why he was not successful. At best, Bentham would have 

accomplished order in the system o f English common law. Laws would have been 

legislated in a consistent (Mr) and logical (formal) manner, which would have cured 

many of the juridical excesses experienced by Great Britain since the English Revolt 

(A.D. 1642). Each piece o f proposed legislation would be given the litmus test of the 

utilitarian formula defining the good, which is the greatest benefit for the greatest 

number over the greatest amount o f time.18 Holding all legislation to such a narrow 

standard could not seem to be other than in the best interest o f all of the people, at least 

on its face. Is it not the desire of all self-directed governments to achieve the best for all 

in the society and to see that the highest standards of justice be achieved? Perhaps his 

reform efforts were a victim of a sort of cultural inertia, which tends to resist such 

schemes for abrupt social change, or perhaps his efforts were doomed to failure because 

of Bentham's retiring personality and his reluctance to publish his writings.19

Bentham did not have much of a practical impact on England's common law 

system of law or its legislative process until he neared the end of his life when the 

Reform Act of 1832 was passed. However, it is fair to say that the informal efforts of 

his fellow 'Philosophical Radicals' and his later published works did influence the

17 Everett W. Hall, "The 'Proof of utility in Bentham and Mill," Studies In 
Trri1harianism] ed. Thomas K. Hearn Jr. (New York: Meredith Corp., 1971) 147.
18 Quinton, Ethics 34.
19 Bertrand Russell, A History of Western Philosophy (New York: Simon and 
Schuster, 1945) 776-7.
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intellectual climate in law and public policy. IBs imminently rational approach, which 

seemingly reflected the human behavior of moral judgment, was discarded in favor of 

political negotiation in the world of legislation and the tradition of case precedent in the 

world of law. It is doubtful that his utilitarian proposals were denied any lawful 

existence because of true philosophical objections. I suspect that the true philosophical 

and vahiational problems with his utilitarian ethics and legal systems were not clearly 

understood until many years later when his critics closely scrutinized the Fact/Value 

problem which is entailed by the pleasure-good identification. We may credit the early 

British Analysts with the identification of this major objection to Utilitarianism in its 

Benthamite formulation.20

We do not see any of Bentham's legal formulations in use in any present 

government on the planet, yet the theory o f utility is vibrantly alive in various forms in 

many social sciences. Economics and sociology very often employ the theory of utility 

in order to describe events in human society, and the children of Bentham's and Mill's 

utilitarian ethics still live on in current philosophic discussion. The appeal of an 

antiseptic and independent formula for social choice is still strong, and philosophers find 

the mechanics, if not the presuppositions, highly attractive. Preference Utilitarianism 

and rule-Utilitarianism are recent forms o f attempts to explore the possibility of 

rehabilitating the 'old Utilitarianism'.21 But is there any hope for Bentham's original 

project? By his original project I refer to the possibility of a normative ethic based on 

human universals, and the possibility o f crafting a method of legislating law and public 

policy in such a fashion as to avoid all the common and vicious problems that result

27

20 Quinton, Ethics 98-102.
21 David Lyons, Forms and Limits o f Utilitarianism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965) 
119-21.
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from the raw forms of political negotiation and that go hand in hand with governments 

of self-determination.

There are certain contemporary projects that seem to offer the prospect of just 

such a success in spite of the obvious philosophical difficulties. Certainly we can admit 

that a more consistent and rational approach to legislative decision making and 

lawmaking would go far in eliminating some of the gross mistakes our own federal 

legislature here in the United States has committed, which were based mainly on 

ideology and justified with scientific or economic rationality. Such a narrow approach 

to large issues on a national scale that does not take into account the entire catalogue of 

effects on a population is doomed to gross error. It is inevitable that a policy justified 

only in economic terms, no matter how skillfully tailored to avoid distributions of 

injustice, will fail to take into account all ill effects. This is the case simply because not 

all ill effects of public policy are economic or social in nature.

Having taken note of the ease of making an error in setting public policy (a 

common refrain in the Wisdom Literature, both East and West)22 and the advantages 

that rational policy making seems to provide, it would seem that a laudable goal would 

be composed of a rational policy setting methodology that would meet Rawls's 

standards for fairness23 and, by the nature of its structure, preclude the most easily 

avoided problems inherent in lawmaking. Considering what is wanted here, for a 

moment, and reflecting upon what conditions would be required for such a 

methodology, it is easy to understand the appeal of the utilitarian system And perhaps 

a bit more reflection might indicate that if the major objections to the utilitarian system

28

22 F.S.C. Northrop, Philosophical Anthropology and Practical Politics (New York: 
Macmillan and Company, 1960) 155-68, 1-14.
23 John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1971) 11-17, 60-65.
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of ethics were met, we might yet be able to employ this method. As an exercise, we 

might consider how to avoid the Naturalistic Fallacy identified by G. E. Moore and 

often referred to as the Fact/Value problem. Then we might attempt to avoid the 

problem of absurd result, which often ensues from strict adherence to the Benthamite 

brand o f act-utilitarian ism, and finally, we might attempt to avoid the objections o f those 

who find the utilitarian prescriptions for the greatest good of "all" to be tyrannical even 

though the tyrant is only a formula based on an alleged human universal.

All of these objections can be met and, indeed, have been met in the 

aforementioned contemporary work still underway. The greatest palliative for the 

absurd result problem is to adopt a consequentialist position, which is based on rule 

rather than act, that is to say, constraining  moral judgment to the consequences of 

following the dictates of a rule rather than judging merely the consequences of an act. 

The repellent deeds of a Peeping Tom, which are perfectly allowable in act-utilitarian 

systems (since no harm is done to others, and Tom has his 'pleasure' enhanced), are held 

to be reprehensible in a rule-utilitarian system, which judges the moral value of the rule 

rather than the act.

The Fact/Value difficulty can be met very simply by avoiding the fetal 

identifications that Bentham rushed to embrace. In feet, the most successful proposal to 

date for effecting utilitarian judgments dispenses with the whole apparatus of'pleasure' 

and wish fulfillment. In this same system, values such as good-bad, right-wrong, 

preferred-not preferred and so on, are set aside in fevor of a Negative Utilitarian 

scheme, L&. only one end of the value spectrum is treated (yi&_ pain) rather than both 

pain and pleasure. Such an approach is an effective method for avoiding the problems 

that attend the identification of a value with a natural phenomenon.24

29

24 Quinton, Utilitarian 69.
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Our last challenge in this hypothetical overhaul of act-utilitarianism lies in finding 

some way to fit the normative potential of a perfected system of moral judgment with 

the preferences of rational human beings. Various philosophical solutions have been 

offered, in both the Eastern and the Western worlds o f cultural philosophy, with the 

most notable contributions coming from Mencius (c. 371-c. 289 B.C.) and Mo-Tzu 

(479-381 B.C.) in the East. Perhaps we may point to John Rawls as proffering the most 

specifically engineered solution to this problem as it appears in Western philosophy. It 

is very likely, and it is a likelihood that I hope to show, that a radically revamped rule- 

utilitarian system with a truncated spectrum of value coupled with a calculus designed 

to dispense with the Fact/Value problem could be seriously posited and defended 

provided that the calculus can be founded on a human universal rather than on some 

interloper such as ’pleasure.'25

Should such a re-vamped utilitarian ethic actually prove acceptable, the benefits 

would prove to be enormous. Examples of dissatisfaction with the traditional 

approaches to moral judgment, especially where public policy is concerned, are easily 

come by and point to the benefits to be had. Every day in the United States, there are 

court cases in progress in which the presiding jurist is struggling in concert with ’experts’ 

to set values for 'entities' that have never been considered before. Much of this sort of 

juridical inefficiency comes as a resuh of the rapid advance of modem technology and 

the subsequent lack of case precedent. But even before the much celebrated cases 

involving frozen embryos, active euthanasia and genetic engineering came along, courts 

encountered many difficulties with valuing the intangible. A fine example of such a 

straightforward case (Sherrod v. Berry, 1984) can be cited here for consideration.26

25 W. D. Hudson, Modem Moral Philosophy (Garden City: Doubleday and Company, 
Inc., 1970)318-9.
26 Cullen Murphy, "Coming to Grief The Calibration of Misery" The Atlantic Monthly
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A federal court in Illinois found itself having to set a "value" for the worth of a 

human life in order to award damages to the surviving family. The court contacted an 

'expert' in such matters (an economist by the name of Stan V. Smith) and determined 

that the worth of a life of a typical thirty-year-old was roughly in the range of $500,000 

to about $3.5 million dollars (a range of'fairness' according to Smith), a fractional part 

of which was awarded to the estate. This particular amount may strike a particular 

person as being somehow wrong or "out of line," but overlooking the difficulties of 

setting a dollar value on something such as a human life for the moment, let us consider 

that the court, with all of the resources o f modem science and technology available to 

meet this problem, felt that it had to resort to a monetary approach rather than a truly 

distributive method, which would have made the estate well and truly whole as that 

phrase is used in modem law.27 28

The court's decision did not meet the pain and suffering that resulted from the 

loss of the spouse but rather offered the fractional part of the potential monetary 

earnings of the individual as a credit to the surviving spouse for the debit caused by her 

loss.' The reasoning here, apparently, is that money is common to all in our society as 

an item of worth, and the purpose of'distributive justice' is to make a person whole to 

best of the court's ability.29 The common reaction today, when met with such 

incongruities, seems to be one of resignation as there appears to be no other way to 

better treat the problem, yet most o f us are unhappy with such a cold and inhuman 

approach to the problem of just compensation.

September 1991: 20.
27 Roscoe Pound, An Introduction To The Philosphv Of Law (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1976) 81-7.
28 Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia (New York: Basic Books, 1974) 150-60.
29 Martin P. Golding, Philosophy of Law (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1975) 119
22.
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Clearly, there is room for improvement in the area of valuation for human 

events. An economic analysis may cover part of the ground in describing human 

behavior, but not all human events are viewed in terms of monetary value, nor do we 

ourselves make decisions based solely on monetary considerations. Why must we resign 

ourselves to court decisions and public policy making in the same, less than satisfactory 

terms then? Some other way must be found to more accurately address matters such as 

the ’worth of life1 and the Value of human events.' A better way is apparently available 

in the form of a normative and negative utilitarian system of ethics recently proposed by 

Dr. Ralph G. H. Shi. Dr. Siu is an internationally recognized author, scientist and 

philosopher who has written and published, most notably, The Tao o f Science. Panetics 

and Dukkha and Less Suffering for Everybody in addition to several other titles in his 

oeuvre known to most as the Tao and the Quantum 30 It is his contention that 

judgments of the utilitarian type, L&_ as to consequences, might better be formed for 

consideration if  the amount of suffering engendered were used as a gauge rather than 

the preference of the individual, the pleasure of society (or individual) or some other 

such standard.

His proposal is intriguing for several reasons not the least of which is the 

challenge for philosophy to find a theoretic ethical ground for this imminently practical 

approach to moral judgment. Siu has claimed that his Panetic Calculus does not suffer 

from the problems that have plagued other normative systems simply because there is no 

identification of pain with the bad, thus avoiding the Fact/Value problem, and because 

Panetics provides a neutral and non-theory- laden way to make practical decisions about 

moral issues based on the most primitive of human universals (i.e. pain) with no 

intervening valuation. He has also claimed that his system of Panetics is not actually a

30 See Appendix A for a listing of Siu's works.
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system of ethics nor is it normative.31 I cannot agree with most of his philosophic 

protests, and hopefully I will be able to show conclusively in later pages that not only is 

Panetics a system of ethics but that it is teleological, that is to say, utilitarian and that 

because of the foundation upon which it rests, it is necessarily a normative ethic.

I suspect that Dr. Siu will find little reason to applaud some o f my conclusions 

here about the discipline of Panetics and its unstated presuppositions, which I propose 

to explore, but I am sure that no one can regret the discovery of a solution to the 

problems just discussed, which are part and parcel of utilitarian ethics. Dr. Siu's 

contribution to the utilitarian discussion does not speak directly to ethics, utility, moral 

judgments and the like, but any examination of his Panetic Calculus should show that 

Panetics does purport to solve very real and relevant problems in the field of ethics as 

well as raising others. And it is my purpose here to show how it is possible, as well as 

to show hitherto unstated implications for the theoretical field of ethics. During this 

process it will also become clear that the new discipline o f Panetics rests upon an ethical 

ground that is composed of a clearly understood human universal unlike Bentham's and 

Mill's efforts.

Dr. Ralph Gun Hoy Siu, personal interview, 29 April 95 (see p. 70-2, Chap. 5).
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CHAPTER THREE 

Consequence Driven Ethics Systems

Modem discussions concerning the foundations o f ethics have taken place 

chiefly in terms of duties and values. As with theoretical work in other fields such as 

mathematics and physics, the field of moral philosophy or theoretical ethics has hosted 

various attempts at 'grounding' systems o f normative ethics in postulates or premises 

that were alleged to be indubitable, "clear and distinct" and so on. The recent history of 

mathematics and logic is rich with productive and insightful work in the foundations of 

mathematics. Thinkers such as Peano, Frege, Russell, Hilbert, Godel and Whitehead 

come immediately to mind. Their work advanced the rest o f the field tremendously with 

additional advances accruing through the further exposition of the implications of their 

work. Unfortunately, this sort o f advance in the field and the usual collateral 

contributions have not transpired in theoretical ethics as one might expect.

Perhaps the best known example of such theoretical work in the field o f ethics is 

contained in Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals by Immanuel Kant (1724- 

1804).1 Kant set about his work in this book as methodically as any geometer might 

practice the exacting reasoning required by that science. His aim was to identify certain 

'axioms' upon which a normative system might be erected formally in the form of'laws.'2 

He found his grounding in the nature of obligation itself From the possibility o f a

1 Immanuel Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysics o f Morals, trans. Lewis White Beck, 
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1986).
2 Kant, Foundations 28-9.
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universal obligation he derived a moral imperative that was categorical rather than 

hypothetical and so, he argued, existed as a moral imperative for any rational being.

This duty springs from the very essence of duty itself and so Kant makes it very plain 

that his overriding concern is to ground his ethics as firmly upon the "clear and distinct" 

as Euclid did his geometry or Aristotle did his syllogistic logic. Kant was not interested 

in merely listing case examples or prescriptions in the form of some casuistry.

Kant’s formal or deontological ethics came under fire immediately as critics 

pointed out the practical implications of rigorous adherence to his categorical 

imperative.3 If  lying is wrong on Kant's view (and it is), then we must not lie in any 

event. And this would include the case in which lying would prevent a nuclear 

holocaust. Many other examples were devised to illustrate the perils of strict adherence 

to this most inflexible o f deontological systems. On the strength of these examples it 

was argued that Kant's rule-deontological ethic simply could not be correct if the result 

were so pernicious to the moral. These were and are telling arguments (reductio ad 

absurdum) and have resulted in Kant’s falling out of favor with today’s ethicists.

Today’s philosopher of ethics is much more likely to argue for a teleological system 

which is derived from or founded upon some value or system of values, rather than try 

to ground an ethical system upon duty or obligation.

It must be conceded now that Kant's moral philosophy cannot be successfully 

defended as he left it. Not only are there bad effects from the rigorous adherence to his 

normative prescriptions, but there are some additional difficulties with his use of the 

maxim device (which leads to a trivialization) and his inconsistent accounts of human 

emotion. However, we should not be too hasty in leaving our discussion of Kant as

3 AmulfZweig, ed. and trans., Kant: Philosophical Correspondance (Chicago: 
University o f Chicago Press, 1967) 98-108.
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there is a great deal to be learned in his work about foundations and the matter of 

'grounds' for other possible ethical systems.

Why was Kant so intent upon providing such a thoroughly worked out 

'foundation' for his ethics? What mistakes were made in this foundational attempt, and 

does this failure indicate that any attempt at ethical foundations is necessarily limited in 

a way that such a foundation is impossible to establish? These questions actually stray a 

bit from the field of moral philosophy and engage us in meta-ethics in certain ways. But 

a few moments spent on these topics will help us a great deal later when we examine 

another normative system (Panetics) and inquire about the possibilities of establishing a 

foundation.

As to the first question we have asked here, the answer is very clearly stated in 

the text of the Foundations. Kant tells us, "The foundations, however, are nothing more 

than the search for and establishment of the supreme principle of morality. This 

constitutes a task altogether complete in its intention and one which should be kept 

separate from all other moral inquiry."4 And further along in Section Two of the book 

he says,

Furthermore, it is evident that it is not only of the greatest necessity in a 

theoretical point of view when it is a question o f speculation but also of the 

utmost practical importance to derive the concepts and laws of morals from pure 

reason and to present them pure and unmixed, and to determine the scope of this 

entire practical but pure rational knowledge (the entire faculty of pure practical 

reason) without making the principles depend upon the particular nature of 

human reason as speculative philosophy may permit and even sometimes find 

necessary.5

4 Kant, Foundations 8.
5 Kant, Foundations 28.

36

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



37

Here in these two passages, Kant shares with us his desire to avoid the 

evaluative/descriptive problem that David Hume (1711-1776) treated in such a 

masterful and expository fashion in his Treatise of Human Nature. Hume tells us, "For 

as this ought, or ought not expresses some new relation or affirmation, tis necessary 

that it shou'd be observ'd and explain'd; and at the same time a reason should be given, 

for what seems altogether inconceivable, how this new relation can be a deduction from 

others, which are entirely different from it."6

In addition to his desire to avoid this 'ought and is' difficulty, Kant is also at 

great pains to preserve the "complete architectonic plan,"7 which is so laboriously 

erected in his Critique of Pure Reason. To preserve the overall design of his 

metaphysics and avoid the indefensible positions of skepticism and dogmatism (Kant's 

terms for British empiricism and Continental rationalism), Kant sought to ground all his 

systems of thought, as they appear in the various critiques, in an unassailable fashion. 

Kant's foundation for all the critiques was the 'possible.'8 In this project he was 

undeniably driven by logical considerations; however, it is very likely that he did not 

realize exactly how fundamental the logical considerations actually were or how 

presuppositional they, in feet, were. At the topical level, he argued that the antinomies 

cannot be a structural constituent of any metaphysical or ethical foundation. In 

addition, no argument which can be driven to a contradictory conclusion can be a 

legitimate part of a foundation. What is left, the 'possible,' is the only legitimate 

candidate for a foundation. These considerations about any possible conditions and the

6 David Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1964) Book m , Part I, Section I, 469.
7 Immanuel Kant, Critique Of Pure Reason, trans. Norman Kemp Smith (London: 
MacMillan and Co., Ltd., 1963) 60.
8 W. H. Werkmeister, Kant: The Architectonic and Development of His Philosophy (La 
Salle: Open Court, 1980) 14.
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conditions of necessity are, of course, prior to any possible experience of these 

conditions and are, therefore, a priori.9

Criticisms of Kant's various Critiques made their appearances almost as fast as 

the books were published. From our chronological distance and through hindsight, we 

now understand that Kant's critics were just as blind to the problems of logic contained 

in Kant's foundational thinking as Kant was. The criticisms which appeared immediately 

were telling yet were not logical in nature and usually were concerned with Kant's 

arguments for a noumenal world, for categories of thought (which determine 

phenomenon) and for the existence of synthetic a priori judgments. At the end of the 

19th century, the first criticisms of Kant's metaphysics and theoretical ethics, which 

were logical in character, began to make their appearance.10

In his book, Mathematics: The Loss of Certainty. Morris Kline recounts how 

the intellectual disciplines of geometry, algebra and arithmetic were in a state of turmoil 

during this same period of time.11 Researchers were beginning to understand that the 

non-Euclidean geometries as proposed by Riemann and Gauss were just as arguably the 

proper description of physical space as was the regular Euclidean descriptions. This, in 

itself is not so troubling; however, the inability to distinguish between the descriptions 

in a bias free universe presented some very grave implications. The chief implication is 

that either, any such description accurately describes the case or that none does. 

Mathematicians today generally concede, as a result of this logical implication, that 

geometries are axiomatic in structure, and no longer is it argued that any particular

9 Werkmeister, 68-9.
10 Morris Kline, Mathematics: The Loss o f Certainty (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1980) 201-9.
11 Kline, Mathematics 182-7.
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geometry is actually a faithful description of physical space as had been claimed for 

Euclidean geometry for some 2300 years or so.12

With the gradual and grudging realization that certain logical presuppositions 

provided the bridge between the posited physical world and the mathematico-logical 

description of that world came a slow but sure, separation of mathematics and logic, as 

artifacts, from the physical world. Given that, without these certain presuppositions, 

particular categories of truth, certainty and natural foundation are not possible, these 

fields along with Kant's foundations were cut free from their moorings. Kline states this 

thought very forcefully when he says,

... the creation of non-Euclidean geometry had forced the realization that 

mathematics is man-made and describes only approximately what happens in the 

real world. The description is remarkably successful, but it is not truth in the 

sense of representing the inherent structure of the universe and therefore not 

necessarily consistent. Indeed, the axiomatic movement of the late 19th century 

made mathematicians realize the gulf that separated mathematics from the real 

world.13

If we concede that Kant's 'ground' for his ethics is a reduction from the logically 

possible and we excise the logicality in his thought per Zermelo, Russell, Cantor and 

company, what becomes of the categorical imperative? It must lose the logical force 

that Kant believed actually constituted the fabric, the very warp and woof of obligation 

that all rational beings must eventually realize. Rational beings are no longer bound or 

obligated according to the categorical imperative if argued strictly on logical grounds. 

Of course, rational beings may still be obligated by certain duties, as Toulmin argues in

12 Kline, Mathematics 74-9.
13 Kline, Mathematics 192.
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his book, Human Understanding, but such an obligation would issue from non-logical 

considerations even though said considerations would be strictly rational14

The examination of foundational problems that appeared after the 18th and 19th 

centuries in mathematics, logic and physics was not focused exclusively on these fields 

even though these fields seemed to gather the most intellectual attention. Theoretical 

ethics also found itself under the same sort of scrutiny with both deontological and 

teleological systems examined thoroughly. The end result was that systems founded on 

the premise that duty and obligation are necessary features of existence (the world) 

were viewed as claiming an illegitimate logical reduction, and those teleological systems 

which claimed a direct connection with the world through the faculty of human 

judgment (e.g. hedonistic values based on pleasure) were charged with harboring 

illegitimate identities.

Obvious parallels in all disciplines can be found in the foundational problems and 

studies that emerged at the end of the 19th century. Understandably, most disciplines 

found these foundational discussions settling down around certain central and key issues 

which comprised the essence of the on-going foundational debate. In mathematics, 

these issues eventually were identified as consistency, completeness, well-ordered sets 

and proof If all the foundational issues contained in these problems were solved, then 

mathematics could be said to be once again a well grounded discipline. Such a result 

does not seem to be in the offing at this time, and according to many thinkers such as 

Karl Popper (1902-1994), a well regarded philosopher of science, who discusses the 

issue in his book. The Open Universe: An Argument for Indeterminism, such a re

grounding will not be possible.15 As Popper relates in the book, reasoning of a
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14 Stephen Toulmin, Human Understanding: The Collective Use and Evolution .of 
Concepts (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977)485-7.
15 Karl Popper, The Open Universe: An Argument For Indeterminism (Totowa:
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mathematical nature can never be verified. It can only be falsified; and for that reason 

mathematical theories shall never be grounded, nor will they ever be complete 

representations of the world. So it appears that foundational problems may always 

reside in the future of the mathematical enterprise. Kline puts it this way, "The future of 

mathematics has never been o f greater promise; the nature o f it has never been less 

clear. The subtle analysis of the obvious has produced a spiral of never ending 

complications. But mathematicians will continue to struggle with foundational 

problems."16

The central foundational problem in theoretical ethics eventually took various 

forms of the problem Hume identified when he confessed that he could not determine 

how any moral action could be guided by any facts discovered in the physical world. O f  

course, this is an ingenious way to illustrate his own psychology and epistemology. If 

all knowledge is from the world, and it all takes the form of impressions of the physical 

world, then, of course, no moral choice can be determined by the way the world really is 

since there are only our impressions. (Li this one detail Kant was in agreement with 

Hume, L&. all of our knowledge of the world is in a form that is not a one-to-one 

correspondence.) By feigning  puzzlement, Hume cleverly casts suspicion on those 

arguments that claim to discover moral guidance from physical frets. This ploy proved 

to be immanently successful as the wedge driven in this tiny crack between the world 

and our moral knowledge of it finally separated the two completely in the body of 

western moral discourse.

It would be very difficult to overstate the importance of this fundamental issue in 

theoretical ethics. The destruction of the traditional ethical models and the beginnings 

of today's fundamental theoretical discussions both date from the recognition o f the

Rowman and Littlefield, 1982) 42-5.
16 Kline, Mathematics 326.
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evaluative/descriptive or Fact/Value distinction recognized and formulated by Hume. 

During the twentieth century, this foundational problem became the single most 

important of the theoretical problems as it became evident that Kant's logical approach 

(i.e. from necessity) to founding ethics deontologically collapsed in upon itself leaving 

only the possibility of a physical approach. Bentham's ethical naturalism constituted the 

major proponent of a physical foundation for a theoretical ethic. However, Hume's 

epistemological cleaver ended this possibility once G. E. Moore took up the Intuitionist 

challenge.

There can be little doubt that this foundational problem must be met by any 

proposed moral philosophy if it is seriously to contend for philosophical consideration. 

The few serious contenders today are chiefly teleological in character, and their 

defenders are mainly interested in finessing the problem rather than solving or resolving 

the problem A solution, as we have seen in our discussion of the foundational 

problems in mathematics, looks to be logically impossible (or worse, logically 

indeterminate), and so pursuit of a solution seems to be unprofitable.

42
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CHAPTER FOUR 

The Panetic Calculus

The proper placement of Siu's newly proposed discipline of Panetics presents 

problems for the would-be nomenclator. The progenitor himself prefers to refer to 

Panetics as a discipline rather than a science implying that it lacks the methodology and 

perhaps the rigor that one demands of a fact producing institution such as chemistry or 

physics. In practical terms, the lack of a geometric rigor is not a handicap in making fair 

moral decisions, on Siu's view, but Siu's treatment of the question of facticity is a good 

place to start in examining  the discipline of Panetics in some detail By examining 

Panetics and the attendant presuppositions closely, we will surely come to understand 

the issues in this new discipline that are of philosophical interest.

Panetics (derived from the Pah word paneti which means roughly "to inflict”) is 

a collection of ideas that hang from a single great catenary. The hinge upon which all 

Panetic assessments turn is the quantitative unit, created by Siu and referred to as the 

dukkha1 And while there is great deal of literature and study surrounding the various

1 As R  Gard points out, the term dukkha is often translated in English as "Suffering, 
Pain, HI, Anguish, etc.," but the term's use in Buddhism is multi-faceted. This simple 
translation fails to indicate that Buddhism uses the term to indicate: (1) a state of quasi
physical pain and mental anguish that would be called ordinary suffering, (2) a state 
caused by change for the worse; and (3) that state of conditionedness or of not being 
free. Sui's choice of the Pali word is appropriate as an indicator of that which the 
dukkha purports to measure. It must be made clear, however, that Siu's use of the term 
does not imply the Buddhist connotations. For further discussion, see: Richard A.
Gard, ed , Buddhism (New York: George Brazfller, 1962) 107-9, 113, 120-1. Also, 
see under the same heading, Th. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic (Leningrad: Academy of 
Sciences of the USSR, 1932) 2 vols.
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aspects of Panetics, it is the quantitative unit itself that Siu views as the major 

contribution along with the incorporation o f an eastern monolithic moral precept in a 

western ethical calculus.2 Both features of Panetics are unique and deserve 

consideration, but the formulation of the quantitative unit itself must rank as the feature 

of most importance.

Simply stated the dukkha is a numeric representation of the intensity of pain 

over a duration of time. Siu often uses the following example in the Panetic oeuvre to 

illustrate this definition of the dukkha: if a person were to sustain a low grade and 

constant tooth ache (intensity) over a period of eight (8) hours (duration), the quantity 

of pain would be equivalent to one dukkha. Or put another way, if a person were to 

sustain a barely noticeable but constant pain (intensity level one) over a period of 

twenty-four (24) hours, the quantity o f pain would be equivalent to one dukkha. Using 

a very simple and easy to calculate formula, Siu hopes to make such calculations a sort 

of "habit of second nature" in our daily lives.3 In his view, everyone has an 

understanding of pain suffered over time, and this is a kind of knowledge that does not 

require much, if any, rational thought.4

A graduated scale of intensities must be an integral part of such a calculus, and 

he has provided us with one that is very similar to those kinds of scales used by

44

2 Although not intentional, perhaps, there is a certain element of giving and taking away 
in the Panetics texts. It is often asserted by Siu that the discipline is not a morally driven 
enterprise, yet Siu compares the central concerns of Panetics to the moral precepts at 
the heart of Buddhism and especially the Mahayanna school
3 Ralph G. EL Siu, personal interview, 14 May 96.
4 Ralph G. H. Siu, Panetics and Dukkha: An Integrated Study of the Infliction of 
Suffering and the Reduction o f  Infliction (Washington. D.C.: The International Society 
for Panetics, 1994) 6.
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physicians when attempting to diagnose a patient's medical condition. The standardized 

scale Siu provides is as follows:5

Level of Intensity Description o f Intensity

Some notice must be taken of the medical look and feel' of this diagnostic scale. 

While it may be too much to say that the discipline o f Panetics is simply an ethics that 

has had a medical model grafted upon it, there are certainly elements o f primary concern 

shared by both the medical profession and the paneticist. Care for others strikes one 

immediately as a common characteristic of both fields, and this is not an accident. The 

claimed and actual objective in both of these enterprises is the alleviation of suffering 

although the reasons, methods and recipients of such concern differ widely. Pain and 

suffering are found everywhere human beings appear along with the attendant desire for 

relief A recent author, David Bakan, observes, "There has never been a culture which 

has not concerned itself with disease. Indeed there are few things that are as natural to 

man as trying to cope with disease, unless it be disease itself"6 Elsewhere in the same 

work he asks, "How shall suffering be conceptualized? Disease is certainly one of the

5 Siu, Panetics 9.
6 David Bakan, Diesease. Pam and Sacrifice: Toward a Psychology of Suffering 
(Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1968) 3.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9

noticeable
bothersome
moderate
considerable, seeking relief 
middle point, interfering with daily life 
quite a lot
miserable, seeking physician or other healer 
excruciating
unbearable, wanting to die
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most conspicuous manifestations of suffering and this invites itself as our starting
• n 7pomt.

Certainly the suffering, which is an integral part of the human condition we refer 

to as disease, is a concern of Siu's, but it is not the only source of suffering in human 

life. Siu proposes to treat all forms of suffering and its infliction including that resulting 

from physical disease. He makes this quite clear when he states,

Panetics then is a discipline concerned with the objective study of the infliction 

of suffering. The scope encompasses the identity of agents and co-agents, the 

intended and actual sorts and amounts of suffering inflicted, the means and 

methods, underlying dynamics of the process, professed and real motivations, 

justifications and uses, amplification and attenuation, comparative analyses of 

options and situations and prediction o f trends.8

With this simple method o f quantifying and accounting for the amount of pain 

experienced by any individual or group of individuals, Siu hopes to provide political 

leaders, policy formulators and concerned citizens everywhere with information about 

the human condition that is not and can not be provided by the popular economic, 

sociological and statistical studies that now guide our lawmakers and public policy 

formulators. Those who are decision makers and executives will be confronted with an 

easily understood and numerical representation of the consequences of their actions. 

Those who are affected by those same decisions and actions now have a way to 

represent those very same effects and a way to engage the larger community in 

discourse about humanly engendered suffering, its causes and its alleviation. In 

addition, each individual will also be aware of the consequences of personal action,
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7 Bakan, Suffering 3.
8 Ralph G. H  Siu, "Panetics: The Study Of The Infliction Of Suffering," Journal of 
Humanistic Psychology 28.3 (1988): 15.
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thereby providing an element of self-rectification that is largely ignored in modem 

western society. Siu's vision of the place of Panetics in modem society and his vision of 

its ultimate fruition can be summed up in the following comment made during a lecture 

at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst in 1986 in which he said,

I propose that a new and vigorous academic discipline be established with its 

own distinctive name, to be devoted in its entirety to the integrated study of the 

phenomenon and the process of the infliction of suffering in all of its 

ramifications, on its own terms. In my opinion, this is the essential spark to light 

the benevolent Renaissance o f the twenty first century.9 

Since those words were delivered over a decade ago, there has been a 

considerable amount of progress made toward achieving the dream of a "benevolent 

Renaissance." Siu has published three books, which make up the standard texts about 

the new discipline of Panetics, and a quarterly journal, titled Panetics, has been in 

continuous publication since the founding of the International Society of Panetics 

(hereafter: ISP or Society') in 1992. The journal is now in volume no. 6 and continues 

to publish submittals from all disciplines and sciences which further the research on 

humanly engendered suffering and its alleviation. The Society has hosted four 

international conferences in Washington, D.C. and continues to grow rapidly in its 

intellectual presence, mainly through the influence of its very prestigious founding 

members, a group which is composed o f sixty (60) scholars, university professors, 

medical doctors and researchers, high level federal policy makers and leaders of industry 

and private research.10 At the time of this writing, courses of instruction in Panetics

9 Siu, Study 8.
10 The Society has also granted travel scholarships for qualified students and scholars 
who have serious research needs in the area of Panetics. The Society maintains an 
Internet Website at www.panetics.org and the postal address is: ISP, 4428 Albemarle 
St. N.W., Wash. D.C. 20016.
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have been offered at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, George Washington 

University Medical School, and the University of Alaska at Fairbanks.

As with any new field of study, this new discipline of Panetics has itself had to 

struggle with certain foundational problems, some of which are of philosophic interest. 

The Society found at the time of its incorporation that coming to terms with these 

problems in order to compose a mission statement was very difficult and resulted in 

something o f a divergence from the position of Dr. Siu. The very first difficulty that 

presented itself was to determine if Panetics should concern itself with the alleviation of 

ail suffering or whether the alleviation o f  inflicted suffering was a more manageable and 

practical goal11 In the end and after considerable debate among the founders, ft was 

decided that the Society should structure itself as "a deliberate response by a group of 

individuals to the pervasive human infliction of suffering, the rapid increase in the human 

capacity to inflict̂  and the universal cry for alleviation."12 Unlike Dr. Siu's original 

intellectual inquiries in his Panetics and Dukkha and his Less Suffering for Everybody, 

the Society obviously found the job o f researching suffering in its absolute entirety to be 

far too problematic.

From the texts just mentioned and from his lectures and correspondences, ft is 

easy to see that Dr. Siu had in mind this wider dimension of suffering when he began to 

talk about suffering and its alleviation. This nobler and more ambitious anticipation he 

apparently saw as a parallel or even an identical concern shared by many of history's 

greatest and most compassionate sages and saints. The one compassionate religious 

leader who is mentioned predominately in his writings as perhaps the exemplar of 

panetic concern is Gautama Buddha (563-483 BC). Buddha's great insight that
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11 Donald N. Michael, "Story Telling About The Infliction Of Suffering" Panetics 1.3 
(1992): 9.
12 Board of Govenors, "Statement of Purpose," Panetics 1.3 (1992): 1-4.
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humankind's universal condition is one of suffering and that liberation from this 

universal condition is possible is often offered as a sort of ultimate imprimatur for the 

panetic enterprise.13 In one o f his lectures Siu stated, "We may go so far as to say that 

panetics is in part a modem academic extension o f some of Buddha's teachings and 

Buddha himself may be regarded as the worlds' first great paneticist."14

Buddhism, as an institution, has a far different scope and purpose than the 

discipline of Panetics. Where Buddhism teaches that liberation from suffering must be 

an individual effort and is accomplished through the extinction of craving and desire, 

Panetics urges the alleviation of suffering on a much more inclusive social scale. It is 

true that Siu has urged that we all pay attention to the suffering that we cause through 

our actions and decisions in daily life (a self-rectitude), but the discipline of Panetics and 

the Society exist primarily to enable individual decision makers, institutions and states to 

alleviate the suffering o f others and to liberate others from suffering by treating the 

causes of suffering. It is for this reason that Siu refers to Buddha as a kindred spirit 

with similar concerns but does not promote the discipline of Panetics as a Buddhist 

vehicle or institution. Panetics is a discipline that exists for the purpose of providing 

'factual' information about suffering and is therefore a form of naturalism with all the 

attendant metaphysical presuppositions of determinism, causality, regularity and the like. 

The Buddha was not concerned with metaphysics, quantification or any other "questions 

which do not lead to edification."15 And this important difference should always be 

kept in mind when examining the various influences and shared thought found in other 

disciplines and writings.
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13 Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan and Charles A. Moore, ed., A Sourcebook In Indian 
Philosophy (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1973) 275-8.
14 Siu, Study 15.
15 Radhakrishnan and Moore, Sourcebook 289-92.
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As one might expect, there are many parallels in thought between this 

philosophy/religion of Buddhism and Panetics, simply because both are primarily 

concerned with similar issues and with the betterment of human kind. As noted, 

Buddhism is urged as a method of self-discipline that will liberate one from the natural 

condition of suffering, and Panetics is offered as a tool to help compassionate people of 

practical afiairs to alleviate the suffering condition of others. This is not so obvious a 

difference when one is first introduced to Panetics, but it is a fundamental difference of 

vital importance, hi the institutional form of Buddhism, the alleviation of the suffering 

of others is viewed as a moral precept or duty that ensues from a vow taken on by the 

initiate before enlightenment and as the most noble deed of merit performed by those 

poised for entry to Nirvana but who deny themselves the last step in order to help others 

along the road to liberation from Samsara (the Great Wheel of Life). This concern of 

the bodhisattva for the liberation of others is, of course, a feature of the Northern 

School of Buddhism (Mahayana) primarily, as opposed to the Southern School 

(EGnayana) and the Theravadan School, which do not emphasize this sort of'worldly1 

concern.16

Siu's first lectures and written works paralleled another aspect of the Buddha's 

teachings in the matter of sentience. Throughout his writings Siu has urged a 

compassionate concern for all forms o f life that have the capacity for pain. This is 

clearly a parallel emphasis between the tenets of Buddhism and the proposed discipline 

of Panetics. Again, we must note that while the concern is similar if not identical, the 

underlying reasons are disparate. The Buddha, as might be expected, echoed the 

prevailing Hindu metaphysic in India during the fifth century B.C., which rested solidly 

on the knowledge that all life returns after death and that one may ascend or descend on

16 John M. Koller, Oriental Philosophies. 2nd ed. (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 
1985) 151.
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the 'phylogenetic scale' according to one's personal merit. For this reason, most cultural 

groups in India for the last 3,000 years or so have treated other beings with a 

compassionate respect regardless of their position in the phylogenetic hierarchy. 

Buddhism was not different in this respect, and the moral rules of conduct for the 

Buddhist monk echo the sentiments of other cultural/religious groups in India, such as 

the Jains, who practice "non-injury" (ahimsa) where other life is concerned.

The texts, Panetics and Dukkha and Less Suffering for Everybody, urge this 

same sort of regard for life especially in the case of sentient beings. Sentience for Siu 

appears to be the condition of life that describes the domain of beings toward which the 

discipline of Panetics was intended to direct its efforts. Originally no categorical 

separations or differences of kind or degree were inteqected in the Panetic discussion, 

and all sentient beings were deserving of consideration. On Siu's view at present, all 

sentient beings, L&. those beings or creatures that have the capacity for pain or 

sensations of discomfort/distress, are still deserving of consideration, but with Siu's 

invention of the quantitative unit which he terms the dukkha (from the Pali meaning 

suffering), a problem is raised that presented some serious difficulties for the Society 

when attempts were made to employ the unit in research.

From the beginning, it is was obvious that the dukkha (dka) was a semi- 

quantitative unit due primarily to the subjective nature of the report. This fact about the 

dukkha has always been acknowledged by Siu but he and other paneticists insist it is 

not the impediment that it appears to be. Intensities of pain are recorded as reported by 

the victim of the pain, and it is the veracity of this subjective report that is problematic. 

Leaving aside this epistemological problem for the moment (and the problem of other 

minds which follows), the requirement of a report from the sufferer greatly restricts the 

set of beings that are possible subjects for Panetic research. The former domain 

included all sentient beings, but now a more restrictive set of conditions apply, at least
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for the primary data.17 If subjective reports are required to calculate the total suffering 

for any given being, then certain necessary conditions must also hold. The being in 

question must not only be sentient and have the capacity for pain (distress/discomfort) 

but must also be aware of the pain and be able to communicate this fact in such a way as 

to indicate the intensity (with a further injection of the problems of intelligibility into the 

discussion). For most physiologists, medical professionals and psychologists this new 

set of requirements indicates that now the discipline of Panetics must primarily be 

concerned with beings equipped with a limbic system and a neocortex, with the faculty 

of communication in some form.18 Its concern for those sentient beings not so 

equipped can only be of a secondary or even speculative nature if current scientific 

models of communicating perception and cognition are assumed as apparently Dr. Siu 

and the Society have. Siu addresses this particular problem in his book, Panetics and 

Dukkha, when he says,

It is worth reiterating that the person's personal estimate of the intensity of his 

suffering is the only direct measure of the experience. No one and nothing else 

can validly make this primal statement. Either suffering is subjective or it is not. 

Since the former has been stipulated by definition, the person's subjective 

assessment cannot logically be challenged, granted, o f course, it is an honest 

effort by a person in control of his faculties.19
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17 Siu discusses the problem o f producing Panetic data for sentient beings that cannot 
give a report. He suggests that we may "impute" a value for these situations. For more 
on this problem see pages 80-1.
18Erich H. Loewy, Suffering and the Beneficent Community: Reyond Libertarianism 
(New York: State University o f New York Press, 1991) 6-10.
19 Ralph G. H. Siu, Panetics And Dukkha: An Integrated Study of the Infliction of 
Suffering and the Reduction o f  Infliction (Washington D.C.: The International Society 
for Panetics, 1993) 12.
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Clearly, Siu does expect the actual data that is to be used in panetic studies to 

originate with sentient beings who are aware of the pain involved and who recognize 

that same pain as constituting a suffering. Whether by design or accident, the possible 

number of beings who are suitable for study as primary sources of panetic information is 

constrained to human beings by the internal structure of the quantitative unit itself. It is 

limited from the inside as it were. As a result of this realization the Society had to 

constrain itself to the study and distribution of information concerning the "infliction of 

humanly engendered suffering."20 The Society's choice to restrict its scholarly and 

scientific activities to "infliction" and "humanly engendered suffering" constitutes a 

further restriction, for now, with this particular choice of wording, suffering, per se, is 

now viewed by type or category. By implication we now have at least the class of non- 

humanly engendered suffering. Presumably, what is contained in this class would be 

suffering engendered by beings other than human beings, accidents of nature, acts of 

God and perhaps some forms of existential suffering, which really have no attributable 

cause other than existence.

A  listing of possible forms of suffering might look like the following:

Natural/accidental - Under this heading we would find all o f those cases of suffering 

which could be attributed to causes of natural origin and which we would not normally 

attribute to a moral agent.

Humanly inflicted - In this category we might put all examples of 

pain/distress/discomfort that are direct results of humanly intended acts (moral agency) 

or as a collateral result of an intended act.

20RaIph G. H. Siu, "Definition Of Panetics," Panetics 1.2 (1992): 37.
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Self-inflicted - Human beings are quite capable of inflicting suffering upon themselves, 

and such an event is not uncommon. This classification does not include those instances 

in which pain/discomfort/distress is undertaken willingly or is invited/accepted as in 

sports, education, religion or work.

Inexplicable - In this category we place all o f those causes of suffering that defy 

explanation and are not intelligible. Those manifestations are usually labeled as "acts of 

God" or "freak accidents" or "anomalous events." There seem to be no identifiable 

causes, reasons or meaning  for the event, not intelligible, and so not attributable.

The natural form of suffering is, perhaps, the easiest form to discuss as most 

understand that all life is subject to pain and/or distressful stimuli if even the most 

rudimentary capacity for perception is present. Unless convinced of an extreme theistic 

intervention in our daily life, we are most likely to treat the discomfort/distress caused 

by 'nature' as unavoidable and not attributable to a moral agent. If we suffer severe 

injury and discomfort due to storm, desert heat, arctic cold, wildfire and the like, we do 

indeed suffer. We experience pain/discomfort/distress for which we have not planned, 

do not expect and which is usually not viewed as beneficial. This sort of discomfort is 

of the uninvited variety and has been the cause of much anguish and travail over the 

long history of life on earth.

Whether there might be a moral agent at work in these 'natural' events seems to 

be immaterial so long as it is not possible to confirm such a directing of events and so 

long as the discomfort is not invited or accepted. So long as the discomfort is not 

accepted or acceptable, the victim does endure a form of suffering. This form of 

suffering is outside the interest of Panetics as a discipline other than as a constituent 

component of the overall inventory of suffering in human life.
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Siu's original position on the matter of natural suffering was adamantly in favor 

of the reduction of natural suffering through modem technological means. Certainly, 

those people suffering through the recent and ongoing famines in Ethiopia, the recent 

earthquakes in China, Armenia and Japan, all speak to us in a sympathetic fashion. 

Instances of natural disaster such as these would seem to be of special interest to any 

discipline or institution such as Panetics. Such is not entirely the case, however, as far 

as the Society is concerned, except and in so far as such natural disasters might have 

their total damage ameliorated or should the effects be amplified through human 

incompetence, greed, complacency, perfidy and the like. The Society is dedicated to 

providing data for the decision makers and citizens who might react to such natural 

disasters and remain silent on the issue of what should be done in any particular case 

except to say that the total amount of humanly engendered suffering should be reduced 

as far as practically possible. Clearly, the Society does not feel that it is the proper 

forum for a discussion of the problems of moral philosophy.21 There still seems to be 

no consensus in the field of philosophy concerning the possible obligation of rational 

beings to aid or save a life. However, in spite of the Society’s very carefixl and guarded 

language concerning its professed neutrality on the matter, it has taken a moral position 

when it explains that its purpose is to work for the reduction of humanly engendered 

suffering. Refusing to make specific recommendations on a case by case basis has not 

gotten the Society away from having to take a major philosophic position on the matter 

o f duty and obligation in the case of natural or accidental suffering.

21 "The Society does not pass judgments on moral and legal propriety, on what "ought" 
and "ought not" be done, and on other personal values and social controversies calling 
for considerations beyond those involved in gaining a better knowledge of the infliction 
of suffering and the attenuation of such infliction." Panetics 1.3 (1992): 1.
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Humanly inflicted suffering is, of course, the form of suffering that is of greatest 

interest to the paneticist because it is not only well understood and intelligible but is also 

the most likely prospect for reduction or amelioration. It is difficult to imagine a case of 

humanly inflicted suffering that could not be prevented. And it is this aspect of human 

life that serves as an opportunity for the paneticist.

Humanly inflicted suffering has taken and can take any of an in finite number of 

forms itself A depraved or malicious mind is not necessary for such infliction as history 

has amply shown. Any amount of suffering has been inflicted in rationally justified ways 

and by people with the very best and most noble of intentions. War in the guise of jus 

belhim has been the source of unimaginable amounts of human suffering. Slavery, 

bigotry, torture, trial by ordeal, assassination, death camps, genocide, cultural 

dispersions, forced labor, human experimentation, ethnic cleansing and terrorism are all 

excellent examples of how innovative the human mind can be when the object is the 

infliction o f pain and suffering on fellow human beings, neighbors and enemies. All of 

these forms of infliction here on this short list share the feature o f intentionality. In each 

example given, choices were made, decisions took place and planning was performed. 

This distinction between inflicted and engendered suffering becomes important in any 

discussion where public policy is concerned, as enormous amounts of suffering come 

about as a result of institutional and state action which could not be properly referred to 

as intentional, at least where distinct individuals are concerned. Engendered suffering 

may be thought of as the larger category of humanly inflicted suffering, being composed 

of both directly and indirectly inflicted suffering.

Given the human genius for inflicting pain and suffering, it should not be 

surprising that humankind has managed to find many ways to achieve auto-infliction. In 

order to avoid a great deal of confusion, we must immediately recognize a distinction 

between self-inflicted pain and self-inflicted suffering. Any athlete who seriously
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pursues a sport (even Russian 'athletes' who pursue chess) will admit that the pain 

involved in practice and competition, while perhaps not a pleasant experience, is not an 

uninvited or unacceptable sort of pain. The pain of physical exertion that is willingly 

undergone in order to achieve an end in sports would not be generally thought of as a 

form of suffering either by the athlete or by the observer, hi addition, many human 

beings actually enjoy the minor pains associated with exercise and muscle conditioning. 

Such exercise can actually be invigorating and pleasant if not overdone.

However, other sorts of auto-inflicted pain/discomfort/distress actually do 

constitute suffering. Many of us have had to face painful or stressful obligations and 

have undergone these trials from a sense of obligation or necessity. In these cases it is 

fair to say that so long as some overarching choice was present at the time we 

undertook to endure the pain/distress, we were actually inflicting a pain or distress that 

does amount to suffering. It might also be true that we were willing to subjugate 

ourselves to such suffering as a means to an end and were willing to endure it for this 

reason; however, this does not obviate the fact that in such cases the pain/distress or 

indeed the entire situation was uninvited. It can be concluded then that such a self

inflicted pain or distress would constitute a form of suffering. (No consideration is 

given here to those cases where pathological self-infliction of pain or distress occurs and 

would more properly be considered by a therapist or psychiatrist. There are, admittedly, 

certain cases in this borderland between ethics and mental health that would prove 

difficult to dismiss as outside the arena of moral discussion but which would be just as 

difficult to clearly identify as simple cases of auto-infliction.)

The inexplicable form of suffering, that is to say, the mysterious, presents no 

particular problem for the paneticist in terms of producing data. The actual amount of 

suffering endured by the victim can be readily calculated, but as the term 'inexplicable' 

suggests, an explanation or analysis of this form of suffering will quite likely prove
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fruitless. When Job suffered his trials and tribulations he was denied any direct way of 

knowing why he was made to suffer or even that he was being made to suffer. The 

conclusion that he was the victim of some oppressive agency was speculative and the 

result of much rational speculation on the part of his confidants. He might have as 

easily concluded that he had been abandoned to a hostile or uncaring natural world 

rather than having become the victim o f Lucifer's ministrations. According to the 

Biblical account, Job was really faced with the 'inexplicable,' an occasion that defied 

rational explanation, common sense and was humanly unintelligible. Faith was sufficient 

to weather the storm but not to explain the storm.

On Siu's view of suffering, the correct action for the paneticist to take in Job's 

case would seem to imitate the actions normally predicated upon the western medical 

model Reduction of the physical pain should be attempted, comfort and aid supplied 

for the psychological distress, and so forth. However, the form of inexplicable suffering 

will preclude any engineering on the part o f the paneticist as in the cases o f natural 

suffering and self-inflicted suffering. One can only treat effects here and not causes, for 

such are unknown and possibly unknowable.
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CHAPTER FIVE 

A Panetic Dialogue

An important element of the Society’s mission has been and presently is a serious 

effort to further the discourse about the theoretical and practical problems that have 

come to the attention of the members. The Society, at present, is seriously concerned 

with questions of how to go about making their findings available to those who could 

make best use of their studies. It is also concerned with the actual workings of the 

panetic formula, and a great deal of tinkering has taken place.1

Among the topics of greatest interest dining the formation of the Society was a 

more narrow focus on the topic of suffering in order to get a crystal clear picture of 

what Panetics should actually be concerned with. As related elsewhere in these pages, 

the final answer to this last question has proven difficult for the Society, although a 

fairly concise "working understanding" is in place that restricts most of the studies to 

"humanly engendered suffering," and most understand this to mean "inflicted suffering." 

However, these two formulations are not mutually supportive in seamless fashion and 

can even be conflicting, especially when investigating the "humanly engendered 

suffering" produced by mindless institutions and human cultures but which doesn't quite 

qualify as "inflicted suffering" in the opinion o f some members because the all important 

element of "intention" and/or moral agency is absent in some of these cases.

1 See p. 77-9 for Siu's comments concerning this 'tinkering' and also David B. 
Langmuir, "Dukkha Addition For A Single Individual," Panetics 4.2 (1995): 1.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Another perennial difficulty that often appears in Society papers and panel 

discussions at the annual conferences is the matter of the linear number scale used to 

indicate intensity of pain/discomfort. Certain of the scientifically oriented thinkers 

believe that value scales used by physicists and psychologists in the past would better 

serve the purpose than Siu's straight forward and simple 9 point scale. Arguments have 

come forth for logarithmic scales which resemble the decibel curve.2 The decibel ratio 

has proven quite valuable for expressing the relations between levels of power or for 

expressing intensities of certain physiological phenomena such as sound. G. T.

Fechnefs (1801-1887) research has been referred to many times during these 

speculative discussions, but the spectre of the mind-body problem, which proved so 

problematic, for Fechner continues to cast its shadow over the proposals for "scales," 

which are said to more closely "represent" the physiological facts of pain/discomfort.

Siu's position on this question has remained constant through the years, but as 

with all new ideas, I suspect that it will not remain unmodified for long. Change and 

modification are the fate o f any innovation, and Panetics has not proven to be an 

exception to this rule. What has proven to be o f philosophical interest, however, has 

been the re-enactment of previous visits to these problems of representation, the mind- 

body dualism, Fact/Value, ethical naturalism, intuitionism and so on. Even so, it is not 

fair to say that the Society has repeated history, for Shi and the Society do appear to be 

engaged in certain new areas of discourse, especially in theoretical ethics.

And yet, paradoxically, Siu insists that Panetics has little to do with theory or 

with ethics. How can this be the case? And what is Siu's position on the 9 point scale, 

the "definition of suffering" issue, the public policy problem and his position on the 

possible universal obligation to alleviate suffering?
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In order to get the answers to these questions, I met with Dr. Siu in his home in 

Washington D.C. on April 29, 1995 during the Third Annual Conference of the 

International Society for Panetics. This interview, which follows, is particularly 

instructive on these issues and clarifies many of the confusions and misconceptions 

about Panetics that continue to plague serious discussion.

Some parts of the following dialogue have been lightly edited where a change of 

wording would add intelligibility without encroaching upon the meaning of what was 

said. It may deviate in small ways from the exact speech recorded on the magnetic tape 

but it does reflect faithfully the questions asked by the interviewer and the answers given 

by Dr. Siu. The author is entirely responsible for any errors or omissions.

Amerson: Please tell me more about the Academy of Contemporary Problems. Does it 

still exist?

Siu: No, it no longer exists. I was Chairman of the Advisory Committee at one time. 

By the way, do you have this book?

Amerson: 3r333 Proverbs.3 Yes, I do have this book but I believe that the copy I have 

is a typescript and is not bound.

Siu: Please take this copy. It is much better to have the version which is published.

Amerson: You are right, of course. It is much better to have the bound version. I have 

this book which is the Encyclopedia4 but like the other, it is a typescript. I see another 

book there which I do not believe that I have. Which one is this?
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Siu: This one is, My Lessons On Living: A World History With 1.569 Proverbs.3 

Please take this copy as well.

Amerson: Well, I’ve just turned to Mo-Tzu here in the Encyclopedia (An Encyclopedia 

for Panetics: Why and How People Tnflict Suffering and How Such Inflictions Can Be 

Reduced For Everyone), founder of Mohism. You have written in the passage here the 

phrase, "simplicity and universal love," but most texts I've read refer to him as a 

utilitarian. Every time I run across a reference to Mo-Tzu there is almost always a 

passing reference to his being a utilitarian.

Siu: Could be. Could be.

Amerson: hi our discussion earlier, about utilitarianism and how it hasn't been very 

successful as a technique for generating legislation, at least as Bentham had envisioned 

it, we did not get to explore those reasons.

Siu: Why was Bentham not successful?

Amerson: His theory of utility and his idea of utilitarianism, in his own words, were to 

provide advice to legislators and to provide guidance in making judgments. To 

determine whether a piece of legislation was to prove worthy or not and to determine if 

that same piece of legislation would produce the greatest good for the greatest number. 

On Bentham's view, if a proposed piece of legislation passed the test, then, certainly, it 

should be considered. But if we were to replace Bentham's model with your approach

Suffering and How Such Inflictions Can Be Reduced For Everyone (Washington. D.C.: 
N.P., 1996) 302 pages.
5 Ralph G. H. Siu, Lessons On Living: A World History With 1.569 Proverbs 
(Washington, D.C.: N.P., 1989)4vols., 1,178 pages.
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and make a moral judgment about a piece of legislation in terms of least suffering, I 

wonder if we would have anymore success than Bentham had with his approach?

Siu: Any discussion o f Utilitarianism requires that we look closely at the definition of 

utility first. My first step is to go to Bentham and ask what Bentham meant by the 

'good.' Doing this we find that, like Bentham, in order to make a decision we have to 

find some way to measure. It really doesn't matter what the decision consists o f or 

what it is about. Now if you don't have a measure of utility, then how will you know 

when you have reached the most good for the greatest number or even when you have 

reached the threshold of good? Now, if you have a measure of good and for our 

discussion we will say that this is a measure o f 17, then when we have reached 17, then 

it is good! But if  we have only reached 16, then, no! We have not achieved the good.

You see, in this way you have a basis for decision, and when you have a basis 

for decision, you can array your options. But until you can array your options, you 

have no basis for decision.

Amerson: As I remember, that was exactly the problem Bentham ran into when his 

colleagues asked him: Exactly what constitutes the 'good' or the Tiighest pleasure'?

What can be done when something is proposed which is 'somewhat' good for the 

greatest number? And how would we know if  some 'good' were approaching the 

absolute good asymptotically? Would this still be a ’good’ but only a 'relative good' and 

so on? How can we know the difference between 'goods' quantitatively?

Siu: Here there are two requirements. First, you have a case where you make a scale 

drawn between two extremes in a continuum. The number scale is the simplest, but you 

could have an alternate scale, perhaps an ordinate scale. Now, if you were making a 

political decision, then you need to meet a third requirement.
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Amerson: And what would that be?

Siu: The third requirement to be met is that the people "out there" can also draw the 

scale. If  you have a scale which only the legislators can draw or have access to, then 

you are not going to have a democracy. Those guys will 'ride you out of town'! 

Therefore the scale must be available to all The fourth thing which you must have is 

that the scale and the scoring method be agreed upon ’ahead o f time.’ Once we agree 

upon the scale ahead of time, there is no problem with acceptability. We create an 

intensity scale o f from 0 to 9 or 1 to 9, and then we can measure almost anything, for 

example, crispiness o f food. Let's say we create a taste panel which is responsible for 

testing food for acceptability, and the panel is testing a type of hamburger patty with 

average results which come to 6.9. We might say that the patty is unacceptable because 

7.0 is the minimum and so this panel will not buy that patty - period! And it has been 

agreed upon, ahead of time, that 7.0 is the mfnimum acceptable, so there is no 

discussion. The people who are selling the hamburger patty agree to the scale and the 

final decision of the taste panel, so there is no disagreement.

Now, if we had no number scale, very likely, there would be arguments on the 

part of the seller if the product were turned down. It might be argued: What is 

acceptable to you is not acceptable to him and vice versa. But it has all been agreed in 

advance that if the testing panel returns a result of less than 7.0 then the product will not 

be accepted. If the panel returns a result in excess of 7.0 then the product will be 

accepted as agreed. Immediately, you see, we have not only a consensus, but we also 

have an unarguable decision. And unless you have the basis for an unarguable decision,

I think you are just talking. Because today you might get a politician to agree to a 

certain decision, but tomorrow there is no assurance at all.
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So it could have been very easy for Bentham to have implemented some of his 

ideas if he had approached the use of the intensity scale in the proper fashion. As long 

as he had gotten the agreement and gotten the numbers - done! But these simple things 

are somehow missed by these characters.

Amerson: It seems to be a failing of most theorists, generally speaking.

Siu: It really boils down to the question, "How are you going to decide?" Now as it 

concerns Panetics, all you do is ask the guy how he feels about an increase in suffering 

of 1.7 dukkhas per man per day and he says, "Too much."

Amerson: Here is a question along these same lines, and this is a practical question. 

Assume that we had a sociological equivalent of the test panel we created for the 

hamburger patty, and we ask the panel to consider a significant sampling of the 

population which has been polled about proposed legislation. The legislation hasn't 

been passed yet, and so the data could not be gotten from the experience of those 

polled. Do we get an opinion from the unschooled about whether we think this new bill 

will reduce suffering, or do we simply ask a panel of experts, or do we treat each bill 

experimentally in the democratic fashion? Do we poll the people after we have lived 

with the new bill to see if there has been a reduction in suffering and then repeal the law 

if it is not successful? How do we approach the problem of actually knowing what the 

effect is going to be prior to enacting the bill?

Siu: You don't. The people simply can't anticipate in order to protect themselves in this 

fashion, so you forget this option. So that means in a big condition without any 

empirical experiment you must go to a panel of experts as in the case of the 

government trying to decide what dehydrated food to buy. They go immediately to a
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panel o f taste testers. They test it, and they say, "The acceptability is 7.3.," and the 

procurement people say, "Ok. The experts say it is acceptable.", and there is no 

argument because the producer knew ahead of time what the level of acceptability 

would be and had agreed to abide by the findings of the panel of experts.

Let's say that we have five proposers, and they each have their panel of experts, 

or you could even require a blind panel to evaluate the competing proposals. One guy 

says, "My proposal will reduce average suffering by 7.7%," and another guy says, "My 

panel of experts says that my proposal will reduce it by 10.5%." The first guy answers 

with, "Yeah, but your proposal will cost another 10 billion dollars, and therefore we can 

use that additional 10 billion to help the homeless." And in this fashion, we will reduce 

the net dukkhas by an additional (X) amount. In this way, you create a basis for 

discussion, and once you get a scale the rest is mechanism.

After they have the process going, and during the next election, the opposition 

can say, 'You said that you were going to reduce suffering by such and such an amount, 

and here is what actually happened. It turns out that your policy has actually increased 

the suffering." Now, you have a basis for rational discourse. What we want is a basis 

for rational discourse, and to get this basis is not a problem. There can be various 

combinations and variations of scales, but what is important is to get an agreement 

ahead of time and to get the laymen themselves involved. The laymen themselves can 

conduct their own poIL They can confront a panel of experts and dispute findings based 

on their own experience. In this way there is an engagement in rational discourse.

What you want is not arguments about experts but rational discourse and deliberation 

based on the numbers. In this way there is no demagoguery. You put up your numbers 

and verify your panel o f experts and challenge the numbers of your peers and reach a 

decision.
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Amerson: I think the first time a 'knock down, drag out' fight erupted on the House 

floor about the actual quantification of suffering, someone would be moving quickly to 

create an office o f quantification, some sort o f  panetic assessment office. Something 

like the Government Accounting Office which would be in charge of investigating these 

various sets of numbers. Who are you going to believe?

Siu: You always have a standard measure. We have a standard poverty index. One 

agency has already established a standard index for poverty. For a family of four the 

poverty threshold is $ 13,265 and that is it. Everybody agrees on the number and 

everybody uses this number, with no argument. Of course, someone is going to argue 

that the number is slightly off and to use an analogy, someone might argue that there 

should be 5Ibs. of potatoes in the smallest bag rather than 2 lb. o f potatoes, but no one 

is going to pay much attention to this argument.

Once everyone understands the poverty index then everyone can go with the 

number accordingly. There are a lot of appropriations which are tied to the poverty 

index What is more, we don't even know where these numbers come from. It could be 

that the guys who cook these numbers up don't even know how to add! But when we 

all get the printout we all agree to go by this number.

Amerson: Of course, at this point in time, we ai£ getting a little dissent about the 

number crunchers at the GAO....

Siu: You are always going to get some dissent. But what you want is that, ahead of 

time, they are ahead o f the game. Just as we verified with our 'parking hypothesis' at 

lunch, there being a nice parking space in front of the restaurant which indicated that we 

are nice people! Ha! As a matter of fact, there was a double verification that we are 

nice people because there was no parking ticket on the car, even though we were fifteen
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minutes late getting back! The Law said, "These are nice people, so don't give them a 

ticket!"

So, if you want to make a utilitarian norm, you might want more than two 

assessments. I would say generally, you would want at least a minimum of three. This 

is proverbial wisdom, "It takes three strands to make a cable." If  you have only two 

strands, they are not going to stand up. I f  you have three, then it will hold. With four 

you have an even better cable. Do you see what I mean? In order to be sure, you must 

have at least three and with measuring suffering, it would be best to have three in order 

to take care of these 'aesthetics.1

If you don't take care of this aspect, then some people are really going to get 

mad. If you take care of this aspect without using a lot fancy words, that would be best. 

We have material 'goods,' and life is not just composed of material 'goods.' Suffering is 

not composed of just 'material goods.' There are some people who suffer even when 

someone just cracks a joke. There is also this third aspect which is an appeal to, quote, 

"higher values." To feelings of godliness and feelings of artistry. Those folks go to hear 

a good concert and come away with feelings which they express by saying, "Oh, my 

God! What a concert!" But you could, if you wanted to, ask these folks to rate such a 

concert on a common scale, but not all o f them are going to rate the concert the same. 

Also, they are not all going to rate the concert from the same conditions. They are not 

all in the same situation. Nor will any one of them rate twice in the same situation.

Such a rating would tend to be a very dynamic thing with values differing according to 

situations.

Then we would say there is the 'set' of norms. Then if you have a single norm, 

we have no problem in making a decision. If you have a set of norms, then you have, 

quote, "tradeoffproblems." And then the "tradeoffproblems" depend on the value 

system of the decision maker. Therefore, the other norms, for which you have to have a
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fudge factor because it is safer as a norm follow up. You have a different norm follower 

and your rate will then be different. Even if you have the same person and if he was the 

norm maker, say a boss or a congressman, your rate will be tolerable, but if he is a norm 

follower, say this same guy is just retired from office, the rate factor will be different. It 

matters whether you are the kicker or the kickee because there is a difference. The 

kicker has a different value system Same terms. But if you are the kickee, then as the 

proverb goes, "The mouse loves peace more than the cat!"

So, in setting this up you make allowances for all of this, and the final 

formulation may resemble something else, but at least you know ahead of time what the 

reality is. Whereas most people, Bentham for example, lived in a world where he 

thought he could see what was happening. Fine, but if you don't know, then you say, "I 

don't like that one bit! I think that's awfiil!" And yet in a democracy, each person has 

an equal right, so therefore he, the kickee, has the same rights as the kicker, and 

therefore we must allow for each individual in our equation in general, even though the 

rate will be different. But if you are not interested in the individual, then you go for the 

general population of the country, and you can have a national equation, and that is the 

baseline you start with. Then you can make the variations. For a person in this 

condition, if you want to make a decision with him in mind, you should use this strategy. 

If you want to make a decision with that guy in mind, you should use that strategy in 

order to be equitable and to be fair. To be humane we use this, but for the US citizenry 

as a whole, then we will do a third thing altogether. Obviously, to take care of the 

suffering we must all agree, and as long as we all agree, who really cares? But you 

should use the same equation.

Amerson: For everyone and at all times you mean?
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Siu: Yes, but the fact is that there are various ways of expressing it and different forms 

or multiplicity of forms, but it all has to be based on an agreed upon formula even if we 

sometimes have cases o f terms equal to zero. But if  we do not have the same curve for 

all the people then we have a problem. In this country, you only have four terms and 

then zero, but it is the same equation for everybody and for all human beings.

Amerson: hi Ancient China, about the time of Mencius, and I believe Mencius himself 

was arguing for this, the idea began to spread that regicide was warranted if the king or 

Sage-King had lost the mandate of Heaven. Do you think that politicians would be 

reacting to a daily panetic index in the same way that they react to polls today, which 

claim to indicate the way the people feel, and that this would be a direct influence on 

policy making and executive decision? Can you envision a future like that?

Siu: I think that once you have something at the national level there will be an 

influence. If you have a poll or an index which indicates whether suffering is going up 

or down in the opinion of the people and for your family, to quote Reagan, we ask, "Are 

you better off today than you were three years ago?" or to paraphrase, "Are you 

suffering more today than you were three years ago?" or "Is your family suffering more 

today than three years ago?" And they have learned how to arrive at the numbers. All 

you have to do is to ask the kids. And the kids will mull it over and give you an answer. 

Then we take each answer and comparing to levels three years ago, we might find that 

"In my family, we are suffering 10 dukkhas per week more than three years ago. My 

God, we're not about to elect that guy again." Now, once the population is able to do 

that, the opposition will want to get in office and don't think they won't have a bold plan 

to reduce that suffering, and it will be used in the campaign. No way is the other fellow 

going to get re-elected when the opposition says, "Look! Look at these people 

suffering."
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Amerson: I agree that you would have to expect that. It's going to happen.

Siu: Yes, it’s going to happen and the more people, the more impact it will have. And 

there will always be an opposition to take advantage. And it really isn't all that 

complicated. Once you get rid of all that theoretical stuff) it's really very simple. Any 

man in the street can just ask his kids to draw up a graph. And it's just that simple. 

When this happens, the politician will grab on to this and try to use it to his advantage.

Amerson: Talking about complication and simplicity, I took some extensive notes 

during the conference and noted that Dave Schwarz6 brought up the proposal, on 

several occasions, that we should re-examine the dukkha or the unit itself) and he 

insisted that when we think of the dukkha, we should think of the dukkhas as somehow 

tied to what is generally referred to in Western philosophy as the problem of'agency.' 

Schwarz was saying that in some way the dukkha must be intended and perhaps even 

maliciously intended to be of any concern. One can suffer at the hands of Nature in an 

accidental way but on his view, apparently, this is not a legitimate concern for a 

paneticist or shouldn't be a concern for a paneticist. How do you feel about that? Is he 

splitting hairs here?

Siu: No. What he doesn't want people to do is worry about non-moral suffering and 

that way we can talk about suffering as a health problem so that we can treat suffering 

as the NIH (National Institute o f Health) goes about working on cancer. So he is 

interested only in suffering which is inflicted And that means he wants us to make a 

distinction between infliction and dukkhas. The dukkha is very simple. It has nothing 

to do with infliction. Here is the amount of suffering a character feels. That's it. We

6 David R. Schwarz, former President, Schwarz BioResearch, Inc.
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ask him, "How badly do you feel and for how long have you felt this badly?" The 

product o f intensity and duration gives the amount o f suffering. And now, after you get 

that, then we can start asking questions such as: "What portion of his suffering results 

from a crack in the shins?" Or we can ask: "Has he got the flu?" Or again we might 

ask: "Is it because he has just been through an earthquake?" Now you have a 

separation of causes which can be apportioned as 3% of the dukkhas for this, 5% of the 

dukkhas for that and so on.

Now, the infliction part of the total is the answer to the question, "Did you get 

that pain because someone purposely stepped on your foot or because someone 

accidentally stepped on your foot or did you kick your foot yourself?" Lastly, we might 

ask: "Is that a tetanus infection in your foot?" That is the splitting out of the various 

causes of suffering.

The dukkha is a simple quantitative measure of suffering. As with weight. This 

weighs 50 grams. Doesn't matter that I intentionally weighed this object. Or whether 

someone threw it on the balance. It just weighs 50 grams. Doesn't matter to the scales 

what is weighed, whether it is pebbles that weigh 50 grams or a pile of leaves that weigh 

50 grams The dukkha has nothing to do with why, how or when the suffering occurs.

Amerson: hi an effort to summarize and restate what you're saying and possibly meet 

Dave's objections, would it be fair to say that as far as the Society (International Society 

for Panetics) is concerned, the pure measure of suffering in dukkhas is far less important 

than the nature o f the decision that is being made? You have to realize that there is 

going to be this background count in the national figures as with a scintillation or Geiger 

radiation counter which always reads a slight amount of background radiation, and this 

background count we can discount as the normal amount of suffering which all human 

beings undergo on average, even if they are on an island in the South Pacific. What we
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have to be concerned about, it seems to me, is the variation in the count which would be 

the result of some human act, say some piece of legislation for instance. That, I think, 

would answer his objection, at least on a national basis, but I'm not sure how else we 

could meet his objections on an individual basis.

Siu: Let's look at his objection and then try to clear up the confusion. Now as for the 

dukkha, it doesn't matter what we think or what a paneticist thinks, doesn't matter what 

the world thinks otherwise. The dukkha has the definition which is offered by the first 

guy who says, "This is it.” We don't argue with Webster. He said, "This word is this." 

That doesn't mean that Webster is etymologically correct, but if Webster says the word 

is "such and such," then it sticks. And furthermore, the dukkha is not complicated. It is 

simply like the gram or an equivalent. Just as I said earlier, you go to the doctor and he 

asks, "How badly do you feel?" and you give him a number depending on how you feel, 

and you tell him for how long you have felt so badly. Then you multiply the two thus 

giving you 17 dukkhas. The doctor doesn't ask, "Well, did you intentionally swallow 

the button, or did someone punch you in the nose to make you feel that bad?” This is 

something else entirely.

The doctor may ask, "Do you recall, in the last week, eating some bad meat?" 

and he may conclude that you have been poisoned by that bad crab meat you ate. Then 

he will take this finding and make a diagnosis as a doctor. But this has nothing to do 

with the original answer. So many dukkhas are indicated.

What Schwarz is combating is the idea that many people had during the 

formation of the Society that what we were doing was working to alleviate suffering, 

but, of course, what we are doing is working on the infliction of suffering, and that is 

something else entirely. Just because you measure suffering, that doesn't mean that 

amount of suffering is going to change. Whether someone accidentally stepped on your
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toes is a different issue. What you want is an initial measurement that will stand on its 

own. Then you can begin to analyze and try to attribute causes. You can try to figure 

out if he kicked that guy because some third guy kicked him and so on. This issue will 

continue to pop up at fixture conferences.

Amerson: This seems like such a simple problem and such a simple way to answer the 

questions, but I see how people could be derailed. As you say, confusing how to meet 

the policy or how to meet the decision and confusing that with some kind of quantitative 

measure...

Siu: No, what we are confused about is the weight of the brick. Just because some guy 

wants to pass a law which states, "Thou shalt not throw a brick on somebody’s head" 

doesn't mean that this changes the weight o f the brick! The weight of the brick is 

dependent only on itself and likewise, the definition of the dukkha is on its own. It is 

just basic data. With that we go on to use the number as just a number, and we don't try 

to deduce anything from the number.

Amerson: I think Dave was just trying to make sure that we don't lose sight of the 

moral aspect and that our concern should be for the elimination of suffering and not for 

all this theoretical stuff

Siu: That's not our concern. Our concern is the average dukkha count and to establish 

a dukkha trail, to acquire an accurate psychological assessment of factors that explain 

the average dukkha increase or decrease. As an example, take a real mean guy who 

says, "I want to make those guys over there squirm" To make those guys squirm, he 

needs to have about 7 dukkhas a day. So he says to himself "OK! How do I give those 

guys 7 dukkhas per day?" For him, because he is a tough guy you know, for him over
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there he could just take an ice pick and poke the guy. For another guy, it will take a 

sledge hammer To achieve the same number of dukkhas requires a variation in effort. 

Once you calibrate these guys by instrument, then we can proceed. We just take it one 

step at a time.

Amerson: Dr. Siu, it is obvious that just as the decibel7 was established through a large 

number of subjective tests to determine how the ear detects a change in the actual level 

of sound...

Siu: The sound you mention is the physical sound. The decibel is a measure of noxious 

input. You measure the effect of the physical sound. You know, of course, that he (G. 

T. Fechner?) measured the response to many other stimuli as well. Fine, you say you 

want to make him hear this then raise it a thousand fold. So you raise it.

Amerson: In amateur radio we veiy often talk about decibels. We talk about decibels 

in various ways. We use them to discuss effective radiated power and in terms of 

wattage or antenna gain, and we also talk about decibel levels o f sound because it is a 

communication art. We also refer to 'S' units (typically 5 decibel units) for receptivity 

and all of that is based on decibels. How much power does it take on the other end of 

the communications link in order to raise the sound heard and in order for me to detect 

it. And we usually find that to be about 3 decibels or double the power leveL

I think a lot of people are envisioning this same sort o f thing when there are 

discussions about finding the total dukkha count. Going to the public and asking, "Has 

your suffering increased now?" and after some affective increase asking again, "Can you

7 A tenth of a hel which is a unit expressing the logarithmic ratio between level of power 
or a measure of the intensity of sound: unit named for A.G. Bell: abbr. dB or db. See 
for further discussion : "decibel," The New Columbia Encyclopedia. 1975 ed.
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detect an increase now?" and so on. Eventually, the subject will say, "Yes, I'm detecting 

it now."

But the person who is asking the question is going to have some idea of what 

constitutes suffering, and during the conference I noticed that there were people who 

were talking about the dukkha, and they were talking about it as if they were talking 

about a barely detectable increase in pain or a barely detectable increase in suffering, 

and they aren't necessarily the same. Nor are they equivalent to barely detectable 

decreases in well-being or a barely detectable decrease in wealth. And they all seem to 

be distinctly different ways of approaching someone to determine if there has been a 

substantive dukkha change in their life.

Should we scrap all o f these approaches and simply ask a vague question of 

those being polled, or should we get more specific?

Siu: On the practical side, you should always build on that which works. And we have 

something which has been working for 10,000 years. A doctor asking a patient, "How 

bad do you feel and for how long have you felt this way?" That has been proven. 

Millions of people have been diagnosed in this way. Nobody objected. Not even the 

most particular psychologist has refused to answer the doctor's questions or to answer 

with a number on a scale from 1 to 10. No one has said. "I refuse to give a number 

based on a subjective belief." I am serious. It is empirically proven. I did it. You did 

it. Almost everyone has done this. Five year olds have done it. Sixty-five year olds are 

doing this. And there has not been one case heard where the doctor or the patient 

refused. No one has objected, "How can I tell? I vary from day to day!" This doesn't 

happen.
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Therefore, if you want to know how the guy feels just ask him. And 

furthermore, there is no argument. When he tells you he feels badly, say 8 on a scale of 

9, no doctor will argue with him.

Amerson: The reason Tm asking this question is I'm anticipating. I know what pollsters 

do, and I know what theorists do in employing testing methods. This panel of experts, 

which we discussed earlier that will be forecasting suffering which might be a result of 

any particular piece of legislation, will likely have 12 theories for every 10 experts when 

considering suffering and what the effects of the proposed legislation will be.

Siu: That's not the panel we want to use. You take a panel of taste testers and charge 

them with giving an estimate o f the crispiness of a food, and you tell them you want a 

number. Then you set up two panels with 10 tasters each. Very, very rarely will they 

vary by more than two tenths o f  a unit. Very, very rarely will they disagree by more 

than this amount. They don't care about the theory of crispiness. They don't care about 

the definition of crispiness. We have never given a precise definition of crispiness.

Amerson: Have we not formulated a theory of crispiness? (laugh)

Siu: Not for taste panelists. I f  a panelist starts to ask, then this is not the kind of 

panelist we want. The kind of panelist you want on a taste panel is someone who will 

give you an answer intuitively. Because the moment this person is concerned with 

theory, he or she is not giving the actual answer about crispiness. What is given is a 

warped answer which is distorted by theoretical thinking. That is not the real answer.

So you don't want theory to interfere with the subjective answer.
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Now, if  you have a very religious person, he might feel terrible, but he might 

say, "I feel terrible, but God gave this to teach me and to give me strength." And so he 

will not come up with his own original story. So, theory just messes things up.

Now, if  you want to do theoretical studies, perhaps look at the theory of flavor, 

that's fine. You can go to the molecules and go to the taste buds. You can examine the 

back of the mouth and compare this kind o f  taste to that kind of taste. You can go 

around and ask this guy and that guy to chew food in the front of the mouth or the back 

of the mouth and compare. And then you say, "Therefore, there is too much variation 

in taste testing. I think we have to scrap the tests until we work out the bugs!" 

Meanwhile, we continue to pursue the truth.

Amerson: And also, in the meantime, your competitor who is not hampered by theory 

and continues on with the practice of taste panels ...

Siu: And everyone uses taste panels for tea, coffee, sherry, and they taste, then spit it 

out and rinse the mouth. And you might ask, "Only once?" How do you know there 

isn't any residue? How can you be sure?" IVe never really understood why this is done. 

Perhaps, to make it more complicated.

Now, for instance Dave (Langmuir)8 has been exploring the scale and I'm sure 

there are some important concerns here. I'm sure there have been cases with taste 

panels where the result was below 1 or above 9, and we have to account for that. But 

not once in the millions or hundreds of millions of taste tests has any panel expert said, 

"We really should change this linear scale to a logarithmic scale or some other curve.
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What really happens is some panel is simply asked to taste some potatoes and give a 

report and maybe they say, "These don't taste so good."

Now, for praxis, we should never inject any theory.

Amerson: Well, for this interview, I had prepared many questions along these theoretic 

lines...

Siu: Too much theory!

Amerson: But I think we have to be able to answer those people who are inquiring and 

certainly the critics. There is a brand of philosopher out there who would ask you this 

question, "Based on Wittgenstein's theory of private language, isn't it really sort of 

senseless to ask people to report on their internal state? An internal state such as 

suffering?" How can we answer someone as to the veracity of reporting on internal 

states? Does it make any sense for me to say, 'Tm suffering, and I can tell you how 

much Tm suffering." I realize you are proposing a scale that has been used successfully 

by physicians...

Siu: Every parent does that. Parents always ask, "Son, are you hurting?" And he goes 

on to ask, "Is it very painful son?" And everyone of these guys (discussing panetics) has 

been doing exactly the same thing and they answered the same question when they were 

kids. In practice, this is what we do. If you want to discuss theory, fine, but in practice, 

this is what we do.

What we want to do is to put into practice what has worked in the past for the 

good o f the people, and after th a t... then we can talk theory. After all, we have 'ten 

ears' to listen, so we will discuss theory.
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With theory, the first thing you want to be very clear on is the nature of the 

question asked. You may want to ask, "Does it make sense?" It makes sense, 

depending on what you want to get out of it. If what you want to get out of it is a 

social 'chit chat1 like at a social cocktail, then any question makes sense because your 

purpose is to engage in conversation. "All right," you say, "what do you think of this 

O.J. Simpson trial?" You dont really care about this trial Now, does it make sense to 

ask this guy about O.J. Simpson? He doesn't know anything about O.J. Simpson. Your 

whole purpose was not to learn. Your whole purpose was to "butter him up." In this 

case, it makes a great deal of sense to ask this question if it fulfills your purpose.

You ask the question, "Does it make any sense to ask a person, on a subjective 

basis, how they feel?" If your purpose is really to get an idea of how he feels, that 

doesn't mean that his answer is supposed to give you the whole answer. You listen to 

the tone of the voice, you look at the twitch in his face, and you look at the curl of his 

lips, and you look in his eye. Then you get a sense of his answer to the questions, and 

you might conclude, "Boy that guy is in bad shape." And what he tells you is one of the 

things which answers the question.

Now, what was Wittgenstein's question again?

Amerson: Wittgenstein said that we all talk 'as if we had an internalized private 

language. Even if we had never met another human being in our life, we would be able 

to speak and talk, at least to ourselves because we have subscribed to this myth that 

thinking and our internal state and what have you, are subject to this private language. 

He wanted to point out that there is no private language and we should quit talking as if 

there were private languages.

Siu: I am assuming that "private" means "inside." At least, that is what it sounds like.
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Amerson: 'Internal' meaning our own personal state and peculiar to one only. Now at 

the time, it was viewed as a wild and wacky idea but the private language argument has 

gone on to color a lot of philosophic thought, especially in the soft sciences.

Siu: No matter what a person says, there are two big classes. There are lumpers' and 

'splitters.' These two terms are taken from talk about taxonomy, as you know. And if 

you are a lumper,' then fine. If you are a 'splitter,' you can always break up a class and 

find an exception. If  you are a lumper,' your reaction to a 'splitter1 will be, "So what?"

Obviously, there is a private personal interpretation that is unlike anybody else's. 

For the same word, your interpretation of that is different from mine, different from 

your father's and so on. Because if  your precise definition of your word or the precise 

meaning of your emotion were the same as some other person is, then you would be 

identical psychic twins. And no identical psychic twins can be at two different locations 

at the same time. So therefore, each person is different from all others. That is as 

philosophical as I can get about this issue.

They are the same to the degree that you are a lumper.' Those being compared 

have two arms and two legs so they are the same as anybody else. Now, your 'splitter,' 

he's going to say, "This guy has a mustache or he is bald, so he is different."

Furthermore, if you put out a word for me to understand, and even if I receive 

with it the exact meaning, I have to metabolize it in my mind, and the thing which 

registers in my mind and comes out of my mouth is not your words. The metabolic 

combination of what I have combined with your words produces a new metabolic 

product. By definition, it is impossible to be precisely the same. For all practical 

purposes we should ask, "What's the difference? Who cares?" The differences, possible 

variations and permutations between two individuals, are so great that the tiny 

refinements of definitions of suffering in comparison to this 'mish mash' which is so huge
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amounts to nothing, and the result is that, for all intents and purposes, the common 

understanding is close enough.

Take the scale of 9. For all intents and purposes, it is fine. If we were to have a 

scale of 50 that would be too fine. And if we had a scale of two that would be too 

crude. Someone says, "Why not 10?" That is a good range but it has no mid-point so I 

am arguing for 9 which has a mid-point. The next step is everybody must agree. We 

find that we do agree. Now we can go on.

The 'definition of suffering' issue won't be settled for 10 million years because if 

someone is settled on a definition among his cohorts, there will always be someone else 

who will be trying to make his reputation by finding something in the definition to take 

issue with. And if he has students, all the students will follow him. Then there will be 

another big argument somewhere down the line, and it will all be repeated.

What is important to know is that it works as we have seen in medicine for 

thousands of years and with parents and kids for even longer. On a 10 point scale, a 

parent asks a child, "How much does it hurt?" and furthermore, with an infant you ask 

them the same thing even though you know they can't talk. As you ask the question, 

you observe and maybe the infant whimpers and you say to yourself "Well that is a 

two." But if the kid is really bawling, then you say to yourself "That kid must really be 

in pain. That has to be in the range of 6, 7, or 8." The kid will be expressing himself 

even without your asking, and it will involve a scale.

You can impute the intensity scale as to how much the dog is hurting. A car 

runs over a dog, for instance. You can tell pretty quickly how intense the pain is. You 

can use a 9 point scale and give a number to him, hi practice, this is no big deal. You 

can use the scale for a dog, a person or a centipede if you want or even with an 

earthworm. These are just the facts.
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For purposes of rational discourse, you must decide how you are going to use 

the scale and whether you are going to try to increase or reduce suffering. Without the 

data, you cannot know whether you are increasing or decreasing suffering, on average, 

without the data. You don't want to take an action to decrease suffering which actually 

increases it.

An overall increase or decrease is absolute, and you decide which you want.

But don't think you are decreasing it if you are increasing it. You must have the data to 

know. The only way you can tell is if you get the data. You cannot really know just 

using your uninformed judgment.

What Panetics does is give you a rational discourse. It gives you the material for 

a rational discourse. What you do with it after you think about it rationally is another 

thing.

Well, it looks like we will have to be leaving in about 15 minutes, so perhaps we 

should continue at a later date.

Amerson: Very good. Thank you very much, Dr. Siu, for meeting with me here in your 

study, for this interview and for clarifying some of these issues which are being debated 

at the conference. Hopefully, we can meet again soon for another interview.

Siu: You are quite welcome.
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CHAPTER SIX 

Theoretical Aspects

hi his very insightful book, The Metaphysical Foundations of Modem Science. 

Edwin A. Burtt makes a very forceful argument for the exposition of a theory’s 

metaphysical presuppositions in order to fully understand what the total import or 

content o f that theory might be. It is his contention that we very often gloss over this 

aspect of theory-laden thin king in our rush to view the world though the new 

viewpoint.1 When the world discovered Newton's new method, there were few who 

immediately felt an obligation to put the new Integral Calculus in the bright light of 

presuppositional analysis. In addition, there is a certain amount of natural hesitancy on 

the part of any intellectual to a close examination of personal viewpoints as such an 

examination implies that perhaps such viewpoints are arbitrary or perhaps disputable. 

Such a prospect is hardly ever pleasant but is always required in the interest of 

thoroughness.

Dr. Siu has offered to this interviewer on more than one occasion that he is not 

so much interested in theory and is especially reluctant to engage in theoretical 

speculation in the area of ethics or even of normative ethics. This is understandable 

since his watchword from the first has been 'practical' Unlike other major thinkers who 

have offered ethical systems or theories of ethics as intellectual enterprises, Siu has 

always been interested in the practical result and has always offered his thoughts as

1 Edwin A. Burtt, The Metaphysical Foundations of Modem Science (Garden City: 
Doubleday and Company, 1954) 25-7.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



advice "to persons of practical affairs."2 His mam interest has been to achieve and to 

show others how to achieve. In the case of Panetics, his purpose has been to reduce the 

total of suffering in the world to as low a level as is practical. There is little doubt that 

the Panetic Calculus as offered by Siu is as practical as advertised, but it is also fairly 

obvious that the origins of Panetics and its operant principles did not spring into 

existence ex nihilo and do not simply hang in space without theoretical support. The 

theoretical underpinnings are not difficult to detect but are somewhat unlike the familiar 

ethical theories that are encountered in the bulk of modem and post-modem 

commentary.

As one might expect, the Panetic Calculus itself presumes a regular universe and 

an empiricism that would be familiar to any practicing physical scientist. A great deal of 

Siu's discussion of the public policy implications centers around the identification and 

manipulation o f "causes," so one should not be surprised to encounter a garden variety 

of causality deeply entrenched in the foundations of Panetics. In a previous work 

entitled, Ch'i: A Neo-Taoist Approach to Life, Siu explains,

Causal propositions of the type "x causes y" may have any one of three 

meanings. The first is the conventionally understood one which, strictly 

speaking, is the only proper sense, hi this case, a conscious and deliberate agent 

is involved. Causing someone to do something means inducing, making, or 

otherwise providing him a motive for doing it.3 

Siu goes on to explain that certain areas of this theory of natural events are still 

problems even for modem science and that the overall view of causality as embraced by
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Humanistic Psychology 28.3 (1988): 6.
3 Ralph G. H. Siu, Ch'i: A Neo-Taoist Approach to Life (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 
1974)245.
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modem science is in need o f modification. However, in the mam, causal explanations 

are the norm for explanations of panetic events, i^_ inflictions and engenderings of 

suffering. Without the presumptions of regularity and causality, the production of 

panetic data would make little sense. Without the intention to manipulate causal 

conditions, there is little need for panetic data other than the possible satisfaction of idle 

curiosity.

Unlike most post-modern ethicists, Siu has not been afraid to identify a theory of 

human nature, which is assumed in the Panetic formula. In very simple terms, Siu's 

theory of human nature assumes that all of humankind is intrinsically good or is in 

possession of good qualities as a simple result of being human This is not a matter of 

human 'forms of life,' which might allow a wedge between faculty of mind and existence, 

but goes to the limits of possible value. Siu certainly does agree with Mencius (371-289 

B.C.), who said:

My reason for saying that no man is devoid of a heart sensitive to the suffering 

of others is this. Suppose a man were, all o f a sudden, to see a young child on 

the verge of falling into a well He would certainly be moved to compassion, not 

because he wanted to get in the good graces of the parents, nor because he 

wished to win the praise of his fellow villagers or friends, nor yet because he 

disliked the cry o f the child. From this it can be seen that whoever is devoid of 

the heart of compassion is not human, ...4 

Siu echoes this theory of human nature in the following dialogue with a fictional 

interlocutor in his book, Less Suffering for Everybody, in which he responds to this 

posed question:

Are you saying that everyone has this compassionate spark and flicker?

4 Mencius, The Works o f Mencius. 3rd. ed., The Chinese Classics, trans. and ed., James 
Legge, 5 vols. (Hong Kong University Press, 1960) vol IL 201-3.
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Every single one. Even that feared boss of Chicago gangland, A1 'Scarface' 

Capone, maintained a free soup kitchen, where he fed coffee and doughnuts to 

thousands in the Great Depression. The average person only needs to be made 

aware of his/her own part in dumping dukkhas into human panetitude, in which 

he/she too is a sharing sufferer. The clement response will blossom sooner or 

later.5

A little further on in the book he tells us, "But these are expressions of their 

social consciousness in the form of personal contributions rather than those of 

businessmen as businessmen. They belong to their non-business personages, to what is 

referred to as the intrinsic goodness o f human nature" (emphasis added).6 Like 

Mencius, Siu believes that given the right conditions, the innate goodness of each 

individual human being will come to the fore. For Mencius, the innate goodness of 

human beings implied that all human beings were eligible to realize sagehood in their 

own lives and that it was not beyond the capability of the most despicable of rulers to 

become a Sage-King. He dedicated his life to spreading the message of this possibility 

to all and to rectifying the reign of each sitting prince and king in China. It was his 

belief that all who understood him and all who pursued the course laid out to Sagehood 

would see that all of humankind is innately good with the capacity for benevolence, 

compassion, dutifulness and wisdom.7

In a similar vein, it is Siu's belief that all human beings will understand that it is 

in their individual best interests and in accord with the best interests of loved and 

respected ones that the same path o f benevolence and compassion be observed. The
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argument that will do the most convincing, in Siu's opinion, will be the Panetic 

argument. When each individual begins to pay attention to the panetic consequences of 

each individual's actions and also becomes aware of the suffering engendered by human 

organizations and institutions, then it will naturally follow that leaders, institutions, 

policy makers and individuals will begin to employ the principle of Least Inflicted 

Suffering in each action and decision. According to Siu, this result is inevitable since 

this result is in perfect accord with the true nature o f all human beings.8 To this extent, 

and in Siu's view, we can call the innate goodness ofhumankmd a human universal that 

stands behind the theory of human nature upon which the discipline of Panetics is 

erected.

In the matter of presuppositions as in so many other aspects of this new 

discipline, there is a constant combining and synthesis of western and eastern elements 

of philosophy and science.9 A distinctly Chinese theory of human nature is combined 

here with a western style methodology with the thought in mind that the result will 

appeal to that which is human in all 'forms of life.' And as one might expect, Siu's 

'absolute presuppositions' (after Collingwood) are a synthesis o f western and eastern 

metaphysics concerning nature, which, from all available evidence, are examples of 

parallel but independent development. In one o f his many published books, The Way 

To Executive Security. Siu has this to say about humankind and nature: "... there is 

much in common between the philosophical orientations of the Taoists, Lao Tzu and 

Chuang Tzu, and the Stoics, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius. All four rest their systems 

of thought on the same foundation, namely, the primacy of Nature and one's keeping in 

harmony with Nature."10
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With these few basic findings about the presuppositions which operate in the 

background of the Panetic discussion we can now determine if any sort o f ethical theory 

might be crafted in clear terms which incorporate the intent and method of the Panetic 

Calculus. To do this we need to look once again at the phenomenon o f pain. Siu is 

obviously accepting the notion that pain is a component of human life wherever it is 

found. And on the larger view, he asserts that all sentient life is afflicted with pain and 

therefore suffering. However, for our purposes the discussion must be relegated to the 

human aspect.

Pain is a universal condition for all sentient beings with the capacity for pain and 

the awareness of pain. This condition would not include those beings in a comatose 

state, those suffering from ‘phantom pains,' those beings with the capacity for pain but 

not aware of the pain and so on. As we have structured this arena of discussion the set 

of participants is much smaller than the set of all living beings. So the domain of the 

moral discourse here is truncated by the capacity for suffering rather than the capacity 

for pain or receptivity of stimuli

As we made clear earlier, all of this pain we are imagining is not equal to a state 

of suffering. There are any number of examples from life which we might offer as 

evidence for the acceptability or even 'goodness' o f pain. That pain/distress/discomfort 

which is the necessary condition for suffering is the pain which is uninvited and non

elective. That pain which is endured but not accepted or wanted constitutes an ethical 

concern when moral agency is involved.

All of us have had a fleeting thought about the injustice of having a flat tire on 

our vehicle at 50 below zero or when we get caught in a thunder shower. But we do 

not ordinarily attribute moral agency to these 'acts of nature.' And when we suffer the
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tiniest bit of pain from the ministrations of our physician as he or she administers an 

injection, we do not ordinarily consider this to be an evil act that results in our becoming 

a victim. In both of these cases, we have accepted the events or at least tolerated them 

Neither case could be described as inflicting uninvited or non-elective pain from an 

unjustified infliction.

For Siu's Panetics to be grounded ethically it would appear that the only pain 

which it could recognize as philosophically relevant would be those cases where 

pain/distress/discomfort are o f the unacceptable/unwanted variety which are the result 

of preventable infliction. We might easily assess the total human condition of an 

individual or a group and this would require that all types of unwanted pain, the natural 

and inexplicable as well as the humanly engendered, be counted. However, the suffering 

of greatest concern must be that which can be prevented, otherwise the exercise of 

measuring the amounts o f suffering would be a hollow one indeed.

As Ludwig Wittgenstein demonstrated so forcefully, we are autonomous so far 

as experiencing pain is concerned. Wittgenstein's famous example from life concerned a 

discussion of toothache and the way we talk about toothache. We might think someone 

mentally ill who constantly complained of'catching1 the toothaches o f other people. We 

would not ordinarily listen to someone who claimed that they could feel the exact same 

pain as the sufferer of a toothache. It is fairly clear that what we know of the physical 

pain of others is indirect. So while Wittgenstein has given the world of philosophy 

headaches with the problems of'other minds' he has cleared up at least the problem of 

autonomy as it concerns pain. It seems fairly clear that in terms of pain, at least, and in 

at least one aspect of the human form of life, we are autonomous.

The fact that pain is not shared in a literal sense also means that there is an element of 

solipsism in this account o f pain which is also bothersome philosophically and leads to a
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great deal of discussion when the problem of reporting a subjective state of suffering is 

examined.

Perhaps a few examples will illustrate some of the points made so far. Imagine 

that someone has bumped an unprotected arm against a red hot Yukon stove by 

accident in a completely unanticipated fashion. The scene which we imagine to 

ourselves from this discussion probably included an extremely fast and ungraceful 

movement away from the stove. This would be in accord with our knowledge of the 

human form of life. We might also consider if there were any judgments made by our 

fictional victim I daresay that anyone who has had this experience would say that no 

'judgments' were made before the act of pulling away from the stove. Certainly there is 

time and leisure enough after the fact, to dub the act of bumping the stove as stupid, 

clumsy, negligent and also bad, harmful, hurtful and the rest. But at the time of the 

incident there could only have been a recognition of uninvited, surprising and attention 

getting pain. Here is where Siu has gotten past the fact/value problem. He is only 

interested in a report about the pain and not any opinion 'about' the pain. The ’negative' 

form of utilitarianism is seen to be a very obvious choice in the light o f this fact.

Let us take an example of an extreme case from human life. Let us imagine that 

some person has had the misfortune to suffer a brain aneurysm in one o f those partitions 

o f the brain which causes intensities of constant pain of the order of 9 on Siu's panetic 

scale. That is to say, pain o f such intensity that the patient is completely incapacitated 

and debilitated. Again, while we can only try to imagine what such an experience might 

be like we can also say that it would be very unlikely that such an instant and constant 

intensity of pain at the 9 level would allow the patient to make casual judgments about 

whether the pain was 'bad' or not.

In these two cases we would be remiss to refer to the actual event of pain as 

'good' or 'bad' but it would be quite proper to ask if there are any ethical issues involved
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in these two cases. In both cases, the pain is uninvited and unwanted. Obviously, these 

are two cases of suffering, unlike the case of an Olympic long distance runner who 

experiences pain on a regular basis but who elects or chooses to have the pain. We 

would not ordinarily think of the aneurysm patient and the Olympic runner as both being 

Victims1 in any sense of that word. In the case of the bum victim we could only say that 

the person was a victim of his or her own negligence and inattention. The bum was not 

'self-inflicted1 in the same sense that the Olympic runner is experiencing a self-inflicted 

sort of pain.

So in none of the three cases has there been a moral act committed. It would be 

true to say that in the bum case and the aneurysm case there is suffering but there really 

is no infliction- In the case of the Olympic runner there is infliction but there is no 

suffering. What are the conditions which define these events in the ethical sense? Very 

simply this. I f  there is infliction and the pain/discomfort/distress is unwanted and 

uninvited then there is suffering. If in addition, there is an 'act' of infliction then we are 

on safe ground saying that the same act is also a 'moral' act.

What is under examination here now is the act of infliction. We very often inflict 

pain or discomfort upon ourselves in various ways. When we set out with a 70 pound 

backpack on a 100 mile hike our act of walking this distance with this load will result in 

some experienced pain. Yet we would not call this the infliction of suffering. However, 

if in addition we are forcing others at gunpoint to walk this same distance without food, 

water or shelter then we are inflicting suffering. It would seem that the simplest way to 

understand the differences in these two comparative cases is to examine the 

consequences o f the two acts of infliction. In the 'backpacking for pleasure' case the 

pains of the trip are considered by most to be incidental to the activity and is part of the 

means to an end. hi the Death March' case, the pain which is experienced is not 

wanted, not accepted and not acceptable. The moral value of the acts lie in the effects

. 92

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



of the infliction. Or we might say, the value of the act of infliction is commiserate with 

the acceptance or rejection of the pain/discomfort/distress.

At this point certain ethicists would point out that a case could be made for 

claims arising out of such moral acts of infliction. Such an intentional or negligent act 

which results in harm or annoyance to another party induces a claim against the inflictor 

arising out of the infliction. This way of viewing the act morally does have a great 

appeal It neatly fits our western sense of metaphysical justice and balance where all 

moral accounts 'should' balance. Along these lines, it would be unwise, unprofitable and 

a disutility to incur a moral debt through the act of infliction. It simply would not be 

prudent. But this legalistic approach fails to explain why the inflictor is actually 

obligated by the claim

Other theoretical ethicists might wish to use these cases to argue that such a 

moral act of infliction is 'wrongful conduct' because it harms in the medical sense (using 

the medical model) or that it tends to disturb or retard the organic activity of flourishing 

and therefore is wrong. A fourth argument found quite often in the literature is that 

such acts disturb the autonomous moral balance of another's life and so is not in accord 

with the world (Stoic approach). All of these approaches to explaining why the inflictor 

is obligated by the victim's claim have some merit but do not entirely satisfy or have not 

so far. So we are left with the problem of why the infliction of suffering is 'wrongful 

conduct' and why we might have a negative duty not to inflict.

Perhaps it would be fruitful to simply argue that infliction is wrongful if the 

infliction is unwanted. I suspect that we won't have to get any fancier that this view in 

order to explain why infliction of unwanted pain/discomfort/distress is wrongful 

conduct. The autonomous moral being is at complete liberty to accept or reject any 

infliction no matter the source and this fret should give us what we have been looking 

for. The victim really does determine what the identity will be of any particular act of
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infliction whether it is acceptable or unacceptable. Perhaps this last formulation is a bit 

too strong when we are talking about cases such as our hot stove case but it is true for 

the Olympic runner. History is full o f cases in which moral beings have chosen to 

accept what would otherwise be unacceptable suffering.

What we have determined so far is an unwanted or unaccepted/uninvited 

infliction is determined by the victim to be wrongful conduct or not. This may not look 

to be a complete solution to the problem of moral duty but we have shown that the 

fact/value problem is really not a problem so long as we do not insist on valuing the 

event. There are problems which result from relying on the victim to determine if a 

moral act is wrongful conduct or not but it should occur to the reader that this may 

sound very familiar as we are very often forced to choose forbearance and toleration in 

certain situations because it is uncertain to us how our moral act will be received. This 

should not really be unfamiliar to anyone nor should this fluid uncertainty keep us from 

making moral determinations and making moral decisions. Very often our practical 

strategies are of the form of plans to minimize the risk of infliction or wrongful conduct 

in any given number of situations. Panetic strategies are those which minimize the risk 

of infliction for a given action and will occur to anyone who attempts to govern action 

through the use of the Panetic Calculus.

The victim of unwanted infliction determines whether we 'ought' to inflict such 

suffering. And so, in strictly Utilitarian terms the 'negative duty1 to be derived from this 

situation is to commit as few of these unwanted acts of infliction as possible for the 

largest number of sufferers as possible. This sums up the prescriptions which are latent 

and embedded in the discussions of the Panetic Calculus and can be summed up in the 

form of a principle for moral action. The principle of Least Inflicted Suffering simply 

implores us to consider the consequences of any act or omission of action and that when 

given choices we should always opt for that course of action which results in the least
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net suffering overall. We should never visit pain/distress on any being which does not 

invite or accept the pain/distress unless it can be justified by a net reduction in overall 

suffering (I am thinking of flu shots, fillings in the teeth, aerobic exercise and the like).

Can we argue as forcefully for a positive duty to alleviate suffering? As for all 

ethical systems it is very much more difficult to argue for a positive duty than for a 

negative one. The simplest way to get at this problem, it seems to me, is to analyze a 

few cases from ordinary life. Let us imagine that we have decided to do away with a 

certain business partner while out on a hiking trip. As we approach our intended victim 

from behind with our weapon we find, much to our surprise, that our former partner 

falls into a pit o f quicksand. Some ethical philosophers would argue that letting this 

business partner die would be at least qualitatively different than actively murdering him 

or her. I am going to argue that not only is the quality of the moral act the same but 

that both acts carry the same moral weight.

A strong illustration of this fact, while repellent to consider, does show the 

problem in bold relief Consider the suicide. He or she could choose poison (a positive 

moral act) or the suicide could go stand on the railroad tracks. Some philosophers 

might be tempted to argue that this second strategy is a passive moral act or that it is 

somehow morally different than the first. These arguments are very often used in 

arguments for passive euthanasia or where the physician is allowed to "treat to let die." 

My point is that if we concentrate on the physical attributes of the case and see a 

categorical difference in terms of motion or action we will miss the actual morality of 

the case. After all, what is at issue is the effecting of self-elected death. It seems to me 

that the result is got intentionally in both cases and that the result was qualitatively the 

same. Morally, this appears to be an equivalence so I will argue that both are of the 

same moral weight.
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Now we come to the quicksand case. I would say that so long as the first 

partner had the wherewithal to save the life o f the second partner and did not (an 

omission) then morally he or she is culpable. Choosing not to choose, is a choice after 

all If this line of reasoning is correct, and I believe that it is, then we may also argue 

that letting an infliction of suffering take place when it could be prevented constitutes 

the moral equivalent of infliction. Therefore, if we are obligated not to inflict, in a 

negative sense, it would seem reasonable to conclude that we are also obligated in, a 

positive sense, to alleviate suffering if we have the wherewithal, the time and so on. Of 

course, positive duties of this sort have come under heavy attack through the centuries 

and it is just as hard to defend today, in rigorous terms, as it always has been. For 

instance, it could be argued that what qualifies as actions of equal moral weight in our 

personal life are not analogous to actions for others or groups of others. I would agree 

that this is a serious objection but that to make the argument work one would have to 

assume a lesser moral worth for each of the others in the case to be analyzed and this is 

not an attractive premise. If others are afforded equal or superior moral worth then, of 

course, it makes sense to say that we should treat others at least as well as ourselves and 

that would mean in the lessening of suffering as well so our critic is stuck "on the horns" 

if he or she persists with this line.

However, it can be said after this discussion, that a reasonable ethical grounding 

does appear to be supporting the prescriptive writings in the world of Panetics and that 

there are without a doubt, normative aspects to the purpose and goals of Ralph Siu and 

the Society. I do not feel that these findings take away from the appeal of the Panetic 

enterprise despite the protestations of the Society and Dr. Siu as to the amoral character 

of what they are attempting. I would have to agree that the nuts and bolts o f the 

implementation is amoral in character as a panetic assessment does not involve any 

judgment about whether pain itself is good or bad but there can be no doubt that there is
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a very lofty moral goal which is driving the Panetic enterprise and with the identification 

of this ethical grounding at the heart of idea of the dukkha, the enterprise should find 

itself on much stronger intellectual grounds, generally speaking, as the internal criticism 

and review continue in the Society.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Panetics and the Open Society

Most modem European languages carry vestiges of Greek and Latin influence in 

the roots of their vocabularies. One of the Greek words still found in the English 

language, albeit with a very distorted modem meaning when compared with original 

usage, is the word idiotes.1 From this word we have derived the very demeaning and 

pejorative term idiot used often in common parlance. This modem usage is of little 

interest to us here, but its original use has a very interesting etiology.

Apparently, the original term stood for those who were members of Athenian 

society but who did not or would not discharge their duties as citizens. The word 

idiotes means the opposite of citizenship, one who is mindful of the obligations of 

citizenship and who has assumed a stewardship for the society as a whole. This is not 

to be confused with nationalism per seT but, o f course, the members of the Athenian 

city-state were just as susceptible to the vice of nationalism as any other culture 

throughout history.

The promise which Panetics holds for society would seem to be in a restoration, 

in part, of this concern for our fellow human beings resembling that concern found in 

Athens for the society at large. From those who are students of ancient history there 

will be immediate objections to this slightly misleading portrayal of Athenian society. It 

is true that Athenians were slave owners, were war like, were unfair to women and so 

on, but they were tolerant of ideas and were concerned about justice and how to achieve

1 Eugen Lobel, Humanomics: How We Can Make the Economy Serve Us - Not 
Destroy Us (New York: Random House, 1976) 139-40.
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it. Much of ancient Greek history is a record o f social experiments meant to achieve 

better standards in just this area. Sadly, the admirable efforts of the Athenians suffered 

at the hands of endless political negotiations with its neighbors and at the hands of other 

cultures and nations that coveted the rich farming country in and surrounding the 

Athenian city-state. It is also true that the very traits of Athenian society that are 

receiving praise here did also, in certain ways, contribute to the collapse o f a strong 

city-state from the inside.

hi many a tome one can read that the key to success in the future is learning to 

avoid the mistakes committed in the past. This formula seems reasonable and is the 

prevalent thought directing a great deal of sociological, economic and historical 

research. Why should we not want to amplify the best aspects of any culture in our own 

day and avoid the disasters that even the Athenians themselves would have avoided, had 

they been able to see the outcome of their actions and decisions as we have?

We have now come to realize that such a concern for avoiding future mistakes 

rests squarely on metaphysical presuppositions that are doctrinal rather than factual. As 

Karl Popper has gone to great lengths to demonstrate in rational fashion, predicting the 

future based on past experience is problematic at best and is a naive enterprise based 

upon one of humankind's most common fallacies o f thought. We very likely cannot 

avoid making mistakes in the future either individually or collectively. But even if we 

knew of a certainty that the future were to be a succession o f colossal socio-economic 

disasters and mistakes, this is not a reason to abandon our concern for the welfare of 

our fellow human beings and for the betterment o f humankind. The Greek idea of 

citizenship is still a requirement for any future which might be called better.' And this 

brings us to the problem of what methods to employ in achieving a better1 future if we 

are estopped from predicting the future psi Popper’s critical criterion for scientific 

'progress.'
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Panetics provides one facet o f a multi-faceted requirement. In at least one 

aspect we are capable of achieving that better future and in universal fashion which is 

cross-cultural. We may say universal and cross-cultural because the very existence of 

panetitude is universally human and a condition that is prior to any cultural values. 

Uninvited pain/distress is experienced prior to any human assessment of its facticity. 

There isn't much in human life that is more immediate to the perceiving consciousness 

than unexpected and unwanted pain. Immediate knowledge, such as unexpected pain, is 

unlike factual knowledge, which must be viewed from a point of view at least once 

removed from the experience. That is to say, the experience must be recognized as a 

fact or, we might say, a faithful representation of the experience.

By taking into account the knowledge that a Panetic fact or datum is as far 

removed from the experience o f uninvited pain/distress as is any description of 

experienced phenomena, yet mindful that the experience itself provides the ethical 

ground for the event, the paneticist avoids the theoretic problems that were pointed out 

by Popper yet is bound to a certain course of action. It would seem that our way of 

thin king., or at least our metaphysical presuppositions, condemn us to a hypothetical 

imperative where a panetic decision is concerned, but we are bound by a categorical 

imperative where the actual panetic experience is known.'

With this view, though difficult to argue for clearly, we may say that it is our 

duty to follow the moral Principle of Least Inflicted Suffering at all times, at least for 

most human beings, but our constant guide as we attempt this can only be the Panetic 

Calculus for the present. In this way, we re-create the concern of the Athenian citizen 

for society, achieve the betterment of humankind as envisioned by Mencius (i.e. 

according to his understanding ofjen) and continually enact the Open Society as 

envisioned by Popper. Only those tenets of society that are in accord with the Pinciple 

of Least Inflicted Suffering could possibly be countenanced by the paneticist, and only a
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flexible form of social engineering (i.e. a normative ethic) that takes into account the 

lack o f a predictable fixture would provide the tolerance and critical rationality that 

would be necessary for social advancement.

Having seen the establishment of a least one moral principle in the form of the 

principle o f Least Inflicted Suffering, it is natural to ask if  this is the extent of the ethical 

ground that can possibly be established. For now this must remain an open question as 

the sufficient conditions for such additional principles are not evident at present. 

However, it may be possible to point out the form and requirements for such additional 

moral principles. Actually knowing the particulars of these additional principles need 

not bar us from knowing what conditions must exist for their demonstration.

An ethical (or theoretical) foundation for any such moral principle can consist of 

a duty (deontological grounding), a good (teleological grounding) or a value 

(axiological grounding). The necessary conditions that must obtain for any of these are 

easily identified or even reduced given an accurate analysis of the metaphysical 

presuppositions, which are an inevitable consequence of such an identification of such 

grounds. And although problematic, the necessary conditions can be given. The 

greatest difficulty lies in the setting out of a sufficient condition as we have just seen in 

the identifying of the sufficient condition for the Principle of Least Inflicted Suffering.

The required sufficient condition must consist of an inducement that is not 

reducible and that must be easily seen as trans-cultural (not relative) and universally a 

feature of all human 'forms of life.' hi establishing the existence of the sufficient 

condition for the principle of Least Inflicted Suffering, the way was paved considerably, 

in that human suffering is a universal human condition found in all forms of human life 

and found in all human cultures. In the instant case, the sufficient condition is enough to 

establish a value rather than a good or a duty (This is not to say that a duty cannot not 

be derived from the established ethical ground.). Remarkably, human suffering provides
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a physical or experiential dimension as the sufficient condition that is very often missing 

from any typical discussion of philosophical ethics or moral philosophy.

Moore's efforts at demonstrating the objectivity of the good is a very instructive 

example of the difficulties that arise when one works to find an ethical grounding for 

any duty, value and so on. The pivotal and defining aspect of the establishment of the 

sufficient condition for the principle of Least Inflicted Suffering consists in the unique 

relation of fact to value as they meet in the act of enduring suffering. Moore's 

arguments and demonstrations did not achieve the same sort of bridging of the 

Fact/Value chasm, and it is not readily apparent as to what such a successful condition 

would have to be to meet the criteria of non-reducibility and universality as well as 

demonstrate the objective nature of the 'good.1

Moore was convinced that the non-reducibility of good could be understood 

intuitionally and philosophically as a quality just as we understand yellow to be a quality 

of an object. Moore tells us, "My point is that 'good' is a simple notion, just as ’yellow1 

is a simple notion; that, just as you cannot by any manner of means, explain to any one 

who does not already know it, what yellow is, so you cannot explain what good is."2 

Good is intuitively understood to be as simple as possible, and further analysis and 

definition are impossible. Good is universal just to the extent that good is intuited. If a 

rock does not have the intuitive capacity to apprehend 'good' in some act or object 

prima facie, and this is also true of all rocks, we may say, on Moore's view, that the 

condition of universality does not obtain for rocks but only for those entities that have 

the faculty of philosophical intuition.

Moore's ultimate goal of creating a science o f ethics never achieved fruition 

because of the admitted difficulties in treating those objects scientifically that cannot be

2 G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica. Ethical Theories. A. L.Melden, ed., (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967) 516.
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counted among natural objects and the difficulties involved in giving any suitable 

account of philosophical intuition.3 Since such a philosophical intuition is not required 

in the production of a panetic value, the problems of intuition, affective responses, 

essences, meanings, subject-object dualisms and so on, are avoided. For the discipline 

of Panetics, the requirement of universality is met in the simple fact that suffering is a 

constituent part of life of all sentient beings who have the capacity for and awareness of 

pain.

The fixture of Panetics as a discipline depends in part on how it finally comes to 

grips with certain of the problems demonstrated here in our discussion of Moore's good. 

Is the panetic value an invariant feature of the possible 'forms of life'? And we might 

also ask: Has the formulation of the Panetic discipline resolved our public policy 

difficxxlties? In just this form these questions sound more troubling than they actually 

are as they seem to sound absolute or at least idealist in character. But my reason for 

posing them is quite simple and is induced by the notion that when one discovers 

something, very often it pays to ask just what h is that has been discovered.

The category of Ultimate Moral Principles, for which I am nominating the 

Principle of Least Inflicted Suffering, seems to imply something eternal, fixed and 

immutable, yet I would argue that such is not the case with the Panetic principle. We 

cannot argue simply on the strength of the universality of the panetic value that the 

principle is a feature of the universe. What eaa be successfixlly argued is that the 

Principle of Least Inflicted Suffering is the morally proper guideline to employ in any 

moral deliberation for which the Panetic Calculus might be appropriate and that the 

applicability of this ethical calculus is universal. In none of these assertions is there any 

claim for immutability. Such a logical requirement is superfluous to the demonstration
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and substantiation of the principle or a panetic value (enta non sunt multiplicanda 

praeter necessitatem4).

Stephen Toulmin, in his very noteworthy book, Human Understanding, has 

demonstrated very forcefully that any rational discipline, such as Panetics, is necessarily 

an open enterprise and is subject to constant self-criticism and therefore change.5 As a 

rational discipline, the new field of study that is Panetics has not exhausted the need for 

self-criticism and change as have other traditional sciences and disciplines. Toulmin 

points out that the geometry o f Euclid and Plato has become a scientific method, and 

what was once a body of theory has become a catalog of theorems, which appear now 

chiefly as highly compact mathematical expressions. Such an area o f study is no longer 

'open' as a rational enterprise.6 Panetics as a field of study is far from this stage in its 

development, and so long as the International Society for Panetics (ISP) maintains its 

open forum of discussion on all matters related to humanly engendered suffering, a 

healthy self-criticism and evaluation will continue.

Siu's ingenious formulation, which synthesizes the finest sentiments of eastern 

traditions, the western theory o f utility and a normative ethic in the form of a calculus, 

meets all the criteria of success in an 'open' society, to use Sir Karl Popper’s 

terminology. Any form of state government truly committed to insuring the welfare of 

its citizens and promoting the betterment ofhumankind should find no rational or moral 

reason to reject the Panetic imperative to reduce the total amount of suffering in the 

world. Even those societies that do not meet Popper's specifications for an Open
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(New Jersey: Humanities Press, 1980) 628.
5 Toulmin, Understanding 500-3.
6 Toulmin, Understanding 190.
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Society would probably discover that even potentates can find it advantageous to 

achieve tranquillity by reducing suffering among the population.

E.F. 'Fritz' Schumacher (1911-1977), in a wonderfully written piece titled 

"Buddhist Economics," illustrated how the Burma of the 1950s easily incorporated a 

humanistic concern for the physical and spiritual welfare of its citizens in its legislative 

deliberations and pointed out how considerations other than simple economics and 

materialistic factors not only constitute the whole welfare of a nation or society but that 

factors other than economic and materialistic must be a part of the management 

machinery if  the optimum welfare across all components of society is to be achieved and 

maintained. In almost all western societies it is the material aspects o f life that are 

treated in the economic studies and management of that society. For most of these 

societies, the goal is to achieve full productivity and maximum return of profit for the 

amount o f capital expended or invested. In other words, the objective or goal is to 

acquire the maximum amount o f wealth while expending the least amount of invested 

capital or effort on the job.7

The Buddhist viewpoint in Burma, according to Schumacher, is exactly opposite 

this position. Since the canons of Buddhism argue that the craving or desire for wealth 

is responsible for the suffering in our life, then there should be no compulsion to 

maximize any return. And since people are more important than things and since 

enticing people to consume amounts to forcing someone to crave, there is little concern 

with consumption or the accumulation of things and products. So rather than accept 

that some unemployment is an unavoidable result of full production, there was a truly 

active effort to achieve full employment. In this way each citizen is given the 

opportunity to achieve a full personal potential and to achieve more of a life of non-ego

7 E. F. Schumacher, Small Is Beautiful: Economics As If People Mattered (New York: 
Harper and Row, Publishers, 1975) 54.
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by always being involved in cooperative efforts with all neighbors, relatives and 

acquantices.8

Certainly, Schumacher was not advocating that the Burma example should be 

considered an exemplar for state government or that all societies should convert to 

Buddhism However, Schumacher is asking us to imagine a world in which major 

revolutionary changes have taken place and where the presuppositions upon which our 

ideas and concepts of economy, welfare and success in life have changed dramatically.

In Schumacher's vision of a more accurate economic theory, he also sees public policy 

formulated in such a way as to maximize the spiritual as well as the 'appropriate' 

physical welfare of each individual.

Siu's Panetic Calculus, while engineered along the lines of western utilitarian 

methodology would happily accommodate public policy difficulties in the Burma of the 

1950s as its tenets are completely in accord with the goals of maximizing the total 

welfare of a society and not just the total pleasure as Bentham and Mill had argued for. 

Obviously, achieving the least amount of humanly engendered suffering is perfectly 

aligned with what Schumacher termed the "keynote of Buddhist economics," which is 

"simplicity and non-violence." As an economist, Schumacher commented that the most 

impressive aspect that he perceived in the Buddhist approach to life and governance was 

an "utter rationality" in its pattern with "amazingly small means leading to 

extraordinarily satisfactory results."9

This Burma of the 1950s, while a good example of how a normative ethic and 

public policy might be instituted and as a good example to analyze and investigate 

reasons and techniques, we must also acknowledge that this "Middle Way" of 

governance is no longer in place in Burma and that today Burma is high up on the list of

8 Schumacher, Small 54-5.
9 Schumacher, Small 57.
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governments engaged in political oppression and the suppression of human rights such 

as free speech.10 And this is not the only example of efforts to create economic and 

social policies that incorporate truly human concerns in its decision making structure.

In his book, Philosophical Anthropology and Practical Politics. F.S.C. Northrop (1893

1992) gives a detailed account in Chapter 13 of an attempt to achieve a "best of both 

worlds" government (meaning the best o f both East and West) in what was then called 

Ceylon. The leader of the Buddhist-Sinhalese party in 1951, who won the political 

election in that year informed Northrop that it was his party’s intention to build a 

government in Ceylon that would be a "new Buddhist Ceylonese Anglo-American- 

Communistic 'best of both' way" of governance for the country. Northrop comments 

that there seemed to be a remarkable amount o f optimism in his interlocutor’s plans and 

remarkably little thinking as well Northrop asked in this chapter, how it would be 

possible to incorporate a mid-nineteenth century German political philosophy, a 

distinctly contrarian English economic theory and a Buddhist view of life at odds with 

the cultural presuppositions of the other two? There seemed to be no satisfactory 

answer, at the time and a few years after this conversation and after the elections were 

over, it seemed obvious that there could be no success for this optimistic confluence of 

cultures and presuppositions.11

This election saw the transformation of the peaceful and beautiful state of 

Ceylon into a battleground on which a bitter racial and religious civil war broke out 

between Sinhalese Buddhists and Tamil Hindus. From this point on, Ceylon entered 

upon an economic slippery slope toward a markedly reduced national production and a
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11 Northrop, Philosophical 230-7.
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nationwide descent to poverty. These were certainly not the goals of Communist. 

Capitalist or Buddhist economic philosophy and theory.12
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

EPILOGUE

For thousands of years the wisest, and most revered of human kind's seers and 

thinkers have sought to create societies and a world more concerned with the alleviation 

of suffering. Few would dispute that the history of wisdom and religious literature from 

all cultures is wholly or chiefly concerned with the alleviation of suffering. Generally 

speaking, however, effective methods for achieving a world in which people tailor 

personal actions to always generate the least amount of suffering have been sorely 

lacking.

Prescriptions advising each individual to pay heed to the consequences of 

actions are numerous and commendable; however, such a simple admonishment has not 

proven sufficient generally, to achieve a world in which suffering has ceased to be the 

preoccupation of most people. At the risk of trivializing the issue before us, consider a 

case from life that illustrates this deficiency. Most cultures throughout history have had 

some version of the English proverb, "A stitch in time saves nine." This proverb is not 

especially noteworthy except that most of us let this sentiment guide our actions 

everyday. What the proverb expresses is the wisdom gained by humanity over many 

thousands of years, yiz, that preventing some bad result in the future through a small 

action taken in the present is very cost effective and very often saves additional effort 

needed to recover a situation. Taken to its largest dimension o f meaning, we 

understand the proverb to mean that a small, cheap action taken today in anticipation of
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adverse events may not only prevent additional effort but may prevent loss of life and 

possibly a catastrophe far out of proportion to the anticipatory action taken.

The proverb itself has the form of a quantitative formula as does the proverb,

"An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure.” Both proverbs point out the 

prospective value of an action taken now by calculating the potential value or, in 

financial terms, its present value. In the sewing example, the ratio of effort to result is 

apparently 1 to 9, and in the medical example the ratio seems to be 1 unit of'prevention' 

or anticipation to 16 units of'cure' or treatment. Of course, these proverbs are fanciful 

in the apparent exactness of these quantifications, but as human beings with some 

knowledge of human life, we also know that these are truisms. That is to say, they are 

commonly believed platitudes which reflect what is commonly known about events in 

human 'forms o f life.' We do not believe that an inoculation against poliomyelitis 

literally has some kind of worth that is exactly 16 times as valuable as the immunization. 

A person actually confessing to such a belief would be viewed as misguided, 

incompetent or perhaps intellectually perverse.

What is generally known is that "an ounce of prevention" taken in anticipation of 

a likely adverse and future event makes good sense even in a cost-benefit analysis. The 

cost is small and the potential benefit is immense. This is the sort of rationalization that 

is at the heart o f the insurance industry and is the reason most of us use seatbelts or use 

cockpit checklists, make pre-jump chute checks, save files often on our computers, stop 

school buses at railroad tracks, or put a simple slip of paper in a book to save time 

finding our place again. And even though this sort of thinking has often been 

characterized as pessimistic or even foolish because the future cannot be known, the 

proverbs cited here contain the counter argument that hoping for the best and being 

prepared for the worst (which does happen often enough to annoy) is an optimistic and 

safer way to navigate through life's many obstacles and difficulties. As it happens, such
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an approach to life's many viscitudes also seems to reduce the net amount of suffering 

overall and is a result not to be overlooked.

But what would be the result if we actually could forecast, or for the sake o f 

argument we might say predict, the actual amount of turmoil, injury, travail, sickness 

and suffering that could be prevented with our "stitch in time" or "ounce of prevention" 

I think it would be safe to say that proverbs would have a very different place in our 

lives and rather than a truism or rule of thumb, we would observe these former 

platitudes as strict rules of conduct. You might ask why these truisms don't have that 

force of compliance at present in our lives. The answer very probably hes in the 

difference between a forecast and a prediction. If we hear a weather forecast advising 

that there is a 75% chance of rain tomorrow and we are also given a prediction of a 

lunar eclipse at 8:17 p.m. the same day, which event would we plan for? Naturally, we 

would plan for the lunar eclipse by arriving at a good viewing spot sometime before 

8:17 p.m. However, if we told a friend that based upon the weather forecast we were 

planning for the expected rain by wearing our raincoat, we would deserve the strange 

looks that we would undoubtedly receive. More likely, we would comment that we 

were carrying the raincoat "just in case" the forecast might prove right.

This illustrated difference between forecast and prediction is important to an 

understanding of our proverbs that are concerned with stitches, cures and preventions. 

Surely the proverbs have the force o f well established truisms, and most everyone 

understands the nature of prevention yet anticipation of well- known hazards is one of 

the great failings of our modem societies. Simple observation should show that most 

people tend to treat proverbs such as we have examined here like the weather forecast 

and not like the lunar eclipse. While this is a trivial observation, there is a great and 

critical potential here.
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Should we be able to give these truisms the force of a lunar eclipse prediction, 

our personal actions and choices would very likely have a very different character. If 

we could actually have a fair idea of the potential of all of our \vise' precautions swiftly 

and in terms which were easy to understand, perhaps we would not be so cavalier in our 

daily lives. The Boeing 747 captain understands the value of using a thorough landing 

checklist each and every landing as the thought of a wheels up landing in a jumbo jet is 

truly honific. The captain of a supertanker will insist on three separate methods of 

navigation with hourly position updates for the same reason. The thought of hitting a 

navigation hazard with such a craft is almost beyond imagination (although Alaskans 

are better at imagining this since the Exxon Valdez disaster). In each of these cases, the 

small cost of a momentary inconvenience is worth paying when the price o f disaster is 

counted in millions of dollars of property loss, injury, loss of life and very large amounts 

of suffering. In these cases the ratio of savings to effort is on the order of 500 million to 

1 even if we restrict the ratio to simple dollar terms.

What Ralph Siu has done with his Panetic Calculus is give us a better way to 

calculate these consequences of actions and in the case of our proverbs the 'true' savings 

of our anticipatory actions and decisions. The suffering caused by the crash of a jumbo 

jet might be very, very extensive, but it is untrue to say that the suffering is now 

incalculable. We actually can calculate the number of stitches a "stitch in time" might 

save. Having the numbers available for consequences of actions, even if they are only 

averages for large numbers o f cases, has the potential for changing the way we make 

decisions in our daily lives and in the way we make corporate, legislative and public 

policy decisions. I warrant that most of us who have not been in the habit of paying 

attention to truisms like "An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure" will be more 

likely to pay attention to the way we live our lives, should we have a fair idea of what 

the actual potential consequences of our actions might be.
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While the foregoing might seem to be an argument for psychological egoism, I 

would remind the reader that what has been demonstrated here is simply an observation 

about how the quantification o f the consequences of strategic thinking changes the way 

in which the strategy is regarded. Ralph Siu has this aspect of human nature very much 

in mind as he proceeds to show humanity, in a very graphic way, the consequences of 

our individual and collective actions, ft is his belief and faith that knowing the actual 

amount of suffering that will be engendered by any decision or action must modify the 

way in which this decision is regarded and appraised not only by those making the 

decision but also by those affected by the decision. Should a nation, say the United 

States, be publicly advised of the adverse affects resulting from the implementation of 

some public policy, it would seem very likely that those who implemented such a policy 

would be held accountable for the adverse affect. Such an accountability seems to be 

exactly what Siu has in mind here with his efforts to provide the public with the tools for 

calculating suffering in an easily mastered fashion. Inflictors who have the most 

rudimentary skills cannot claim ignorance, and those who have suffered humanly 

engendered inflictions have a method to hold the inflictor accountable. As we illustrated 

just a moment ago with our proverbs, changing the character of the strategies we use to 

make daily decisions in our life from fuzzy, contingent thinking to sharply outlined and 

specific anticipations with responsibilities identified and assigned would make a 

tremendous difference in the way life is lived and experienced. What is at stake for any 

society willing to change its view of a certain aspect of human life is the management of 

humanly engendered suffering and a subsequent overall net reduction of suffering.

Now, h is natural to assume that this is the culmination of thousands of years of 

thinking and living with suffering and that finally humankind has conquered this scourge. 

This thought goes too far and at the same time, not far enough, ft is true that Siu has 

given us a way to think about suffering (if certain modifications are made) and that his
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change in our way of regarding suffering will allow us to regulate the amount with 

which we live in our personal and societal life; however, we should not make the 

mistake of thinking that Panetic studies or the Panetic Calculus is designed to eliminate 

suffering from human life in the same way as the Noble Eightfold Way. The Panetic 

Calculus enables us to manage the amounts of suffering and make rational, justifiable 

decisions where suffering is concerned, but the discipline of Panetics, as Siu has 

described it, does not provide for the eradication of suffering. The difference here might 

be analogous to a palliative therapy as opposed to a cure for a painful and acute medical 

condition. It certainly is the case that Dr. Siu himse lf and the Society as a whole do 

have as a goal a better understanding of this phenomenon that we call suffering, and the 

Panetic Calculus is a distinct aid in this research; however, the implementation of the 

Calculus can only be an evaluative and analytic act and not remedial. The cure for 

humanly engendered suffering and personally experienced suffering can only be treated 

to a limited extent in the public arena. And in any event, the total elimination of 

suffering from the human form of life may not even be possible as there is, apparently, 

some minimum of humanly inflicted suffering that is required for the basic maintenance 

of the human form o f life itself1 The rest must be a personal effort as only the 

individual can 'cure' certain aspects of individually experienced suffering.

In an ongoing effort to help achieve the least amount of humanly inflicted 

suffering, the ISP, in concert with Siu, recently mailed an extensive information packet 

to the presidents of 1,100 universities in developing countries around the globe.2 

Additional mailings have been sent to numerous universities and institutions of higher 

learning with longer, well established histories, both Eastern and Western. The
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response to these mailing s  has been far beyond the expectations of the Society and this 

one broadcast mailing may be the most significant step taken to date by the Society, for 

as John Henry Newman argued in his now famous essay "What Is A University?":

It [the University] is the place to which a thousand schools make contributions; 

in which the intellect may safely range and speculate, sure to find its equal in 

some antagonist activity, and its judge in the tribunal of truth. It is a place 

where inquiry is pushed forward, and discoveries verified and perfected, and 

rashness rendered innocuous, and error exposed, by the collision of mind with 

mind, and knowledge with knowledge.3 

Newman believed that the universities of each country represented the highest and the 

best product of each particular culture and that the universities were the pivot point 

around which all that was important in a country revolved.4 This may be somewhat less 

the case today, regrettably, but our universities are still the artesian springs of 

innovation and advance in the world of ideas. Should the new discipline of Panetics 

gain a continuing interest in the intellectual strongholds around the world, then it is very 

likely to flourish.

News of such an interest on the part o f our institutions o f higher learning 

naturally raises the question of what the practical results might be. Will the self

determining governments of the world be influenced by these new requirements of 

Panetic accountability? Will our various policies, here in the United States for instance, 

actually take on a different character in structure and intent as a result o f growing 

interest in public accountability for humanly engendered suffering? Evidence and 

research show that these questions are difficult or impossible to answer. Even if policies

3 John Henry Newman, "The Idea Of A University," The Harvard Classics, ed. Charles 
W. Eliot, 50 vols. (New York: P.F. Collier & Son Corp., 1963) VoL 28, 38.
4 Newman 36-8.
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were to immediately reflect our new interests in the alleviation of humanly engendered 

suffering, everyone from barber to supreme court justice and public defender to 

president will still have to contend with a system o f bureaucratic controls that are 

unwritten, disavowed and improvable. As George C. Edwards demonstrates in his 

book, Implementing Public Policy, even the president of the United States, arguably the 

most powerful executive in the world, with, in excess o£ 5 million employees 

answerable to him, may not be able to get even the smallest project completed or even 

started.

According to Edwards, even a direct order from the president will have little 

effect upon a well entrenched bureaucracy. He relates that

Competing policy interests of implementors may hinder implementation efforts. 

During the 1973 Arab-Israeli Yom Kippur War, President Nixon ordered that 

supplies be sent to the Israelis. The order took four days to execute because of 

• foot-dragging by the Pentagon, which feared alienating Arab countries and the 

Soviet Union. The Pentagon wanted to use civilian planes instead of Israeli 

planes at U.S. military bases to transport the supplies, but civilian planes were 

not readily available. Disagreement over which military planes to use ensued. 

Finally, the President had to call the Secretary of Defense and demand 

immediate action.5

Edwards recounts many such episodes of inefficiency, unstructured conspiracy, 

treachery, lethargy and fragmentation in large bureaucracies that act to retard change 

and dull innovation. Even in cases in which entire national institutions such as our 

elementary and secondary education systems, are united for action, as education was 

generally around the issue of desegregation, action may not be taken, or policy is

5 George C. Edwards HI, Implementing Public Policy (Washington D.C.:
Congressional Quarterly Press, 1980) 93.
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implemented very slowly for reasons outside the topical concern. He recounts the 

following example:

Organizations may fail to report problems in policy implementation for political 

reasons, such as the fear of losing public or legislative support for their 

programs One study found that the Massachusetts Department of Education 

failed to develop adequate evaluation and review procedures due in part to its 

desire to avoid the conflict and potential program cuts that might accompany 

unfavorable evaluations.6

Given these well documented case studies and the nightmarish problems in 

implementing public policy faced even by American presidents, perhaps a strong 

recommendation is in order advising an avoidance of the actual public policy quagmire, 

per se. My recommendation for the Society in its noble efforts to help humankind 

alleviate humanly engendered suffering is to consider the advice of Ralph Siu, who from 

the beginning envisioned the discipline of Panetics as a purveyor of information and 

knowledge rather than an actual body of arbitration as Jeremy Bentham had envisioned 

for his Hedonic Calculus, which would have been an actual integral part o f the 

legislative process, had he persuaded his peers before the bar. It appears to me that 

even the most genuine and cunning of efforts to actually require public policy to submit 

to a panetic review before consideration by legislatures and regulatory agencies would 

prove harmful to actual efforts to alleviate suffering. As President Lyndon Johnson 

once said, "If the full implications o f any bill were known before its enactment, it would 

never get passed."7 As Edwards reminds us, even the best intentioned legislation (if 

passed) still must be successfiilly implemented, and such an uncompromised event is
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very rare indeed. However, it is just as commonly known that strong and pervasive 

public expectation can accomplish what the best of legislative intentions very often 

cannot. A well established and recognized academic discipline that provides the sort of 

information of which President Johnson spoke I viz. "the full implications") and that 

disseminates the information freely and according to the strictest standards of 

scholarship, can have an even greater effect upon public policy as it is written and 

implemented.

I would urge the International Society for Panetics to continue sharing the 

results of its studies with as many of those as possible who presently conduct policy 

studies and who write or implement public policy so that the education process might 

begin at the day to day levels of government. We must all become familiar with the 

basic constructs and methodology that make up this new discipline. If the interest 

demonstrated by the intellectual community to date is any indication of what the future 

might hold, I would say that now is the time to start providing the mrnimums for 

intelligible dialogue between those who will want accountings of panetitude and those 

who will be required to give the accountings.

It is entirely premature to speculate whether the future holds a "Humane 

Renaissance"8 for us as Ralph Siu envisions it but it is fairly safe to say that should 

humankind generally understand its moral obligation to alleviate humanly inflicted 

suffering, the practical, evaluative and analytic techniques stand ready in the form of the 

Panetic Calculus, and it might enable humankind to achieve a world in which all people 

experience a life having the least amount o f humanly inflicted suffering.
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APPENDIX A 

Tape Counter Index 

and

The Quantum and the Tao

The pages which follow in Appendix A are composed of the tape counter index 

for the April 29, 1995 interview with Dr. Ralph G. H. Siu in Washington D.C. Most of 

the edited transcript for this interview appears in Chapter Five.

• In addition, this Appendix contains a list o f four trilogies written by Dr. Ralph 

Siu, which are known collectively by the title, The Ouaptum and the Tao.
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Tape Counter

Side A: 
000-069

070-103

104-123

124-140

141-152

153-171

172-200

201-232

233-257

MAGNETIC TAPE INDEX 

SIU INTERVIEW - TAPE NO. 3 

WASHINGTON D.C., APRIL 29, 1995 

Topics and Discussion

Academy of Contemporary Problems, Irene and her story about women 
who wanted to solve world problems

More about the defunct Academy

3,333 Proverbs: the book and about the changes in the book

About utilitarianism and the failure of Bentham's program of legal 
reform. -

What chance of success for Panetics if Bentham had no hick?

D efinition of utility and good. You must have a measure o f utility. 
Good threshold must be known. Basis for decision.

Scale between ends o f continuum. Number scale. Third requisite. 
People must be able to use the scale. Agreed upon scoring method. 
Democratic approach. Intensity scale. Acceptability for the people. 
Must be acceptable. Purchasing Specifications.

Rule must be set in advance. An unarguable decision. You must 
decide in advance what is an acceptable minimum or threshold.

How do we treat legislation panetically before it is passed? Knowing 
the effect in advance. Can't do it. No empirical evidence. Must go to 
a panel of experts. Just as panel of experts judge goods in advance for 
legislation.
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272-292

293-317

318-339

340-379

380-410

411-440

441-466

467-489

258-271 Blind panel Comparing results from several blind panels. Once you 
have average results then make decision.

Election honesty. Holding politicians responsible. Must have rational 
discourse first. The laymen themselves can take their own poll as well. 
An engagement in rational discourse. Must have the numbers to verify 
and check.

G.A.O. or Panetic Assessment Office. A government index. Just like 
the Poverty Index. Would take a lot of appropriations. Should have 
one agreed upon printout ahead of time. Double verification.

Joke about heaven. Index should have a minimum of three factors. It 
takes three strands to make a cable. So this is minimum of factors for 
the index. Utilitarian norm 1) Value of the matter at hand. 2) Suffering. 
3) Aesthetics.

Higher values. Artistry must be treated. Problems in incorporating a 
set o f norms in any equation. Norm maker and norm follower. The 
equation for each of these situations must have a different sort of 
weighting for each case.

Weight will be different for each category. Equitable concern in 
drafting policy. Some equations must be same but weighting must 
reflect the situation. For all human beings the approach must be the 
same.

Constraints on the politician today. Will the Panetic Index change the 
institution of lawmaking? Once the population is watching the Index 
then lawmaking will change. As the Index changes. Obviously, the 
public will be after the leaders if there is an uptick in the Index.

Dave Schwarz question. The dukkha itself It must somehow be tied 
to "agency." There must be some change in the way the dukkha is 
measured. It must be more than a simple straightforward measurement 
of all suffering but rather, should be only the suffering that is 
'intended.' Suffering that is inflicted. Siu argues for simple measure of 
suffering. Dukkha is simple suffering.

Siu argues that the useful measure of the state of people is the total 
raw quantity of suffering. Meeting Dave's objections about the 
measure.
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505-534

520-534

535-544

545-559

560-579

580-604

605-621

622-630

490-504 Siu argues that the kind of suffering or the nature of the suffering is not 
important. It is the suffering itself which is important. Just as you 
measure the weight of something. The weight of the object does not 
depend on the intention of the person operating the scale. Dukkha is a 
simple unit of measure.

It is not important to know the cause of the suffering in order to be able 
to measure the suffering. Dave wants Paneticists to take into account 
the origin of suffering in the total numbers but Ralph argues that these 
are two separate issues and that in order to get going at all we must 
monitor the total net suffering.

Confusion of the measurement with the data. (Londoner's Fallacy?) 
Dave wants us not to lose interest in the moral aspect. Ralph wants to 
stay away from moral or ethical problems. These problems are for 
philosophers.

When you are concerned to alter the numbers and to lower the suffering 
then you can examine the accurate dukkha trail and the dukkha surveys 
to trace the causes and the psychological factors. But there is no need 
to take all of this into account when actually measuring the amount of 
suffering.

Example of measuring the dukkha values in the lab. Tolerance of pain 
and suffering. -

Decibel and the baseline establishment of change of sensation as in 
sound. Is there some difficulty here in finding out similar flooring? 
Symposium members and barely detected level of pain similar to 
decibel.

Barely detected decrease in suffering or wealth as proposed basis for 
dukkha. Build on what works in a practical way. The physician 
method. Empirically there is no problem Patient always answers.
There is no argument.

Problem with panels and sociological testing. Taste panel. Testing 
panel. Usually in agreement or very close. You want people on the 
panel who will give you an intuitive answer. You don't want testers or 
experts who will think too much about the judging process. This will 
influence results.

For real useable results from panel, you do not want members who are
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consumed with theory. You want only the immediate subjective 
reaction.

Understands the concern of Dave Schwarz for theory inclusion in the 
dukkha. Same as question of theory for subjective panels.

Wittgenstein's question about reports on the pain or sensation in 
internal states. Siu answers with practical examples o f what is known 
to work. There is no philosophical problem in these examples.

Question asked about Wittgenstein's Private Language theory. Siu 
believes that there is a private interpretation especially in matters of 
love and aesthetics. Love and the principle of the excluded middle 
show us that we can know internal states.

The design of the scale. Why are there 9 rather than 10 divisions on the 
panetic scale? Simply this. An odd number gives a mid-point. The 
scale works and is common practice so there is no reason to question 
it.

It is natural, even for children and animals, for all animals, to report 
pain in terms of a scale.

Material for rational discourse. There is no way to think you have more 
suffering when you have less if  the data are correct.
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THE QUANTUM AND THE TAO 
An Unified East-West Psychophilosophical Synthesis 

toward Harmonious Living
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B. G. H. Siu

Tao-Time Trilogy
Volume I. The Tao of Science. An Essav on Western Knowledge 

and Eastern Wisdom. MIT Press, 1957.
Volume 2.

Volume 3.

The Man of Many Qualities. A Legacy of the I 
China (Paperback: The Portable Dragon) . MIT 
Press, 1968. -
CtUi. A Neo-Taoist Approach to Life. MIT Press, 1974.

Management Trilogy
Volume 4. The Craft of Power. Wiley Press, 1979.
Volume 5. Transcending the Power Ramp. The Wav to Executive 

Serenity. Wiley Press, 1980.
Volume 6 . The Master Manager 
Panetics Trilogy 
Volume 7.

Wiley Press, 1980.

Volume 8.

Volume 9.

Less Suffering for Everybody. An Introduction to 
Panetics. The International Society for Panetics, 1994.
Panetics and Dukkha. An Integrated Study of the Infliction of Suffering and the Reduction of 
Infliction. The International Society for 
Panetics, 1994.
Seeds of Reflection. Word Clusters for 
Meditation on the Infliction and the Relief of 
Suffering. The International Society for 
Panetics, 1994.

Harmony Trilogy
Volume 10.

Volume 11. 
Volume 12.

Unifying Theory of the Human Organism and '
Behavior. Unpublished.
Cheerfulness. Unpublished.
Shaping One's Own Life. A Socratic Anthology of 
Perennial Questions. Unpublished.
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APPENDIX B 

Response Letters in Answer to ISP Mass Mailing

Shortly after January 1, 1997 the International Society for Panetics compiled a 

collection of Society papers, journal articles, presentations, World Wide Web site 

material and excerpts from Dr. Ralph Siu's various publications and speeches concerning 

the new discipline of Panetics and called the collection a Starter Kit for Panetics. This 

collection of printed material was broadcast mailed to over 1,100 universities and 

institutes o f higher learning around the world in order to acquaint these centers of 

learning with this very new discipline of study. The following pages in this appendix are 

samples of letters immediately returned to the Society or Dr. Siu.
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KYfTFRPTS FROM REPLIES FROM UNIVERSITY T.BRTYFrRc; in 20 COUNTRIES 
•m  TSP T.ETTER APPEAUNG FOR INTENSIFYING THE D T A T n a rm  ON PANETICS IN UNIVERSITIES

(As of March 12, 1997)

anstralia .

Thank yon for advising the Chancellor of the International Society for Panetics. '
I will forward your letter to the Dean of Health and Human Sciences for his information. .Roy Lourens Vice-Chandellor Edith Cowan University Perth

Beldam -
The Department of Psychology in Namur is included in the Faculty of Medicine. We lead researches in the field of Psychology and Medical Psychology for many years. In this setting, the topic of "sufferance" has been studied in our Department.We might collaborate on the subject of- sufferance of children and particularly violence and sexual abuse, sufferance and handicapped people, sufferance and palliative care.: .These topics could be studied from a theoretical view orempirically.■ I would like to ask you if it is possible to be informed about the possibility of collaboration,-projects in courses, etc. .I look forward to hearing from you. With best wishes and many acknowledgement. .Pr. M. Mercier .Director of the Department of Psychology Universitaires Notre-Dame de la Paix Namur, Belgium
I thank you very much for your letter of December 1st with the document concerning panetics.I have sent them thorough to the Dean of the faculty of Medicine, who is responsible for this area of disciplines.
Undoubtedly my colleague Prof. Dr. Van Camp will make contact with you. ‘

Prof.. Dr. Rik van Aerschot Vrije Universiteit Brussel Brussels
Painprnon

I am writing to acknowledge receipt of. your letter of 15 November 1996 in which you introduce the objectives of your Society. In today's conflict-ridden world, panetics can, I believe, do much to heighten the consciouisness of dcision-makers as well as that of ordinary citizens.
1
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To enable me determine how best, panetics can be integrated into the curriculum of the Cameroon University system, I would be grateful if you could provide me with additonal information on the Society. I would be particularly interested in Ralph G. H. Siu's book Less Suffering for Everybody.I look forward to hearing from you.Prof. Agbor Tabi <(former Rector, University de Yaounde) Minister of Higher Education Yaounde
Canada

Many thanks indeed for your interesting letter of January 4th which I found oil my desk upon sty return from a long trip in South America. . . ■ .X would' like to review the- issue with my colleagues to be in a position to give you same informed feedback. I will therefore be in touch with you shortly.Andr€ Bisson ChancellorUniversity de Montreal Montreal-, Quebec.
Costa Rica-

It pleases me to greet you very cordially, and in the sme wannpr to communicate to you that Dr. Luis Garita Bonilla has concluded his term as Rector, but if you would like to send him the correspondence, you an refer it to the School of Public Administration of this University. presently in charge is Dr. Gabriel Macaya Trejos, your servant, for a period of 4 years.With respect to the contents of your note, it has been sent to our Institute of Psychological research, upon which we will inform you as soon as we analyze it thoroughlyGabriel Macaya Trejos .RectorUniversidad de Costa rica San Jose

Your initiative to draw attention to the new discipline of Panetics is commendable? and I thank you for the information and 
material sent to us. , . -I am certain that there.will be much interest in this new area in our community. However, it is unlikley at this point in time, due to resource constraints, to lead to any material action beyond 
discussion and creation of awareness.Esekia Solofa

Vice-ChancellorUniversity of South PacificSuva .
India

2
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I have been directed to acknowledge the receipt of your letter dated 18th October 1996 and say that the Vice Chancellors of Universities of Rajasthan State are being asked to pursue the 
subject further. Hemant SheshDy. Secretary to Governor Rajasthan, Jaipur

I am happy to learn that the International Society for Panetics— the Society to make an integrated study of the infliction of suffering in all its ramifications and of the reduction of 
infliction— is trying to develop this new discipline.I will have the natter examined and the decision communicated to your office at the earliest.Dr. Asis Datta RectorJawaharlal Nehru University Hew Delhi

I am desired to request you kindly to send me detailed literature on Panetics, since we are' keen to develop this . discipline.Thanking you, Dr. Halin K. ShastryCo-ordinator, College Development CouncilMagdh UniversityBihar
’ He appreciate your concern and thrust about the study of suffering. This university has been interested in this area and .. there have been some related seminars and researches. We are sending your papers to, -Coordinator, Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies in Social Sciences, University of Pune, for further action depending on the interests of the scholars in related disciplines. .. Dr. M. H. PalsaneDirector .Board of College and University DevelopmentUniversity of PuneMaharashtra

Indonesia
We are interested in panetics, but before joining we would like to know more about it. Is it possible to obtain back issues of the journal Panetics (vols. I-III)? •Although at the moment we do not have experts or scholars who 

are concerned solely with suffering, the issue has been a serious concern of many people in the last decades. I myself have been involved in the Indonesian Society for Medical Polemology which affiliates with the International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War, and spend a good deal of my interest in scientific ethics, especially bioethics.I am looking forward to your reply and in the meanwhile my
3
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thanks and best wishes .. Teuku Jacob . Chairman of Board of GovernorsCenter for Security and Peace Studies Gad j ah Mada University 
Sekip, Indonesia

In Indonesia, so far, the concept of "panetics" had not been well known. Therefore, I would be grateful if you could include my university in your mailing list. ■ That way, I will be able to learn more about panetics and your organization.Once again, thahk you.for you kind attention.Prof. Dr. Asmawi ZainulAssistant Rector, Operation and Student AffairsUniversitas TerbukaJakarta
Latvia

We have gotten your letter addressed to the Latvian University regarding integrated study of the infliction. The Rector o'f the Latvian University has given it to the Rector of our academy Dr. Skaidrite Rebecca Gutmane because. University does not have any faculties for social work and social administration.Our Latvian Christian Academy is licensed and accredited by the. Latvian State and we have two main directions in our studies.1. christ.tan art (painting, drawing, graphics, interior)2.- Practical theology— -deacona! work;; . social administration,Christian psychology. .in future our students of sdcial work and administration will work at.different hospitals, orphanages, with old and ill people. Our Academy is the only one in Latvia, which have a study direction in social work or panetics. .It would be very important for us to have contacts .with your Society, to exchange students and really raise the intenstiy of adacwm'a . discourse. Maybe you could help us to develop the studies of panetics in our: Academy, because we are at the vey beginning of our way and we have no other schools or teaching programmas we could take as an example of comparison. These are topics where we 
would need a help: '1. Teachers in panetics,2. Teachers in special subjects— psychology, social care, reduction of infliction in the society,3* Academic contacts. (4. Would it be possible for us to get degree grantingcurriculum from you or something like studying programme, 

as we call it here? _We appreciate you willing to help and to share information with schools like we are, and of course, we are interested in 
further information. # ^Could you send those enclosures you mention in your letter? 
We have not gotten them.Vineta Zale Secretary

4
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(In 'the name of Rector Dr. Gutname) Latvian Lutheran Christian Academy JBrmala
Malaysia

We really appreciate your kindness in sending us various enclosures of information on panetics, thereby bringing our attention to this new discipline. We are passing this information to our Dean, Faculty of Arts and Social Science for his perusal and appropriate follow-ups since it is the faculty that is most relevant to the discipline. I am sure' the Faculty will be interested in the activities, programs and publications of your society. Please do not hesitate to contact him directly. His name- is Professor Mohd Fauzi Yaacob.. Prof. Dato' Dr. Osman Bakar Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic)University of Malaya Kuala Lumpur
Peru .

I would like to thank'you for the information you sent, on Panetics. We are very interested in this new discipline, and we would be very grateful if you could send us some more information, especially concerning the. choice of students who would be 'suitable to study the necessary requirements needed for this course.. ’ I look forward to hearing from you. ;: Dr. Juan Manuel Guillen BenavidesRector .Universidad Hacional de San Agust.tn Areqnipa '
PhT.Ti.p3.ne3

From the enclosures of said letter, panetics as. an emerging discipline and field of study is truly timely and relevant to our current concerns and problems. I have referred the basic papers describing panetics, a prototype institute for panetics and an example of a degree-granting curriculum in panetics to our concerned deans for further study and corresponding recommendations. It will, take time for them to submit the report on 
the requested study.Moreover, considering the Government requirements for offering an entirely new degree program, we expect to: meet some difficult 
problems especially because no new academic program can be recognized by the Commission of Higher Education without the 
required faculty. This being a new discipline, it appears that 
faculty development mhst .be undertaken prior to the establishment of a new curricular program.Dr. Josefina R. CortesSenior Vice-President for Academic AffairsUniversity of the East

Manila

5

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



131

Poland
Thank you very much, for sending us information on the Tn-homat-.i rvnal Society for Panetics and for your invitation to cooperation. I really appreciate the initiative tending toward overcoming enormous sufferings which afflict a man in different 

way, in differnt places, of our globe..Let me also inform you that many components of your program are included within syllabus of our university, especially within Psychology and Pedagogy at Faculty of Social Sciences. However, at present we are not prepared for introducing new branch of studies called panethics into our. syllabus. In case of such need we will come into contact with the University of Alaska in Fairbanks.Rt. Rev.' Prof. Dr. Stanislav Wielgus RectorKatolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski Lublin
Russia

Thank you very much for informing us on a new discipline called panetics-. I think that the development of this science and, the possibility to deliver lectures for faculty and students would be very fruitful and favourable for the society. The development of panetics is especially significant since the living level of the main part of the population has fallen greatly in the period of the transfer to the market relations. For many people consequences of suph ordeals turned to be.tragic. The science is vital for Udmurt republic as officially it. takes the second place in the world suicide rate. Therefore, we would like to cooperate with you in terms of research grants and carrying out educational programs.Hopefully looking forward to the cooperation.Professor Vitaly A. Zhuravlyev RectorUdmurt State University Izhevsk
We thank you for the so- detailed information, allowing to get acquainted with new discipline, called panetics. The main ideas of panetics seem to us extremely urgent and representing huge value for practiced, application. Tour idea of integrated study of the infliction of suffering in all its ramifications and of the reduction of infliciton is very close to us. Allocation of panetics in separate discipline allows certainly to look wider at this problem and enables us to prepare professionals in this area. The preparation of such experts is not yet conducted in our region, however there is a number of centers-research and practical help, which come upon this problem in their work. Therefore, we consider 

cooperation to you as the important step in development of the practical help to the suffering people and in scientific maintenance of this help. In connection with this, we are ready to following forms of co-operation:— Exchange of teachers and experts,— Information interchange,— Participation in international projects,
6
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— Realization of. research under general programs.
We look forward to hearing from you soon.Alexey V. Nechaev Director' International Relations Department Samara State University

[On behalf of Prof. G. P. Yarovoy, Rector]
Slovenia

I would like to thank you for the information you have sent to me about panetics. We are very interested' in this new discipline 
and would like to ask you for more information. Our institute for Psychology, Iiogotherapy and Anthropoloyhygiene named sifter our famous Prof. Dr.' Anton Tristenjak (who passed away in 1996) deals with the subject of suffering but. not as a special discipline called panetics. Theefore we are asking you to inf orm .us where we can send our students to specialize in panetics and to get a masters or even a doctoral degree in this field.- We are keenly interested in expanding the international linkage and hope our future relationships will be fruitful. .With best regards and lots of success in promoting panetics among educational leaders bhorughout the world.Prof.. Dr. Eudvik Toplak Rektor .Univerza' v Mzriboru Maribor
Spain

Although the. document which accompany the subject of the International Society for Panetics seems to be of interest, we regret’ to communicate that at this moment we are not able to dedicate this term the attention which we would have desired-, because at the university we have other projects of priority of investigation. 'A .cordial salute.. Guido 'SteinSecretario General Universidad de Navarra Pamplona
Thailand

Thank you for the information on "panetics". At present, we 
are reviewing the content of the materials. We will contact you if we require any additional information or have any questions.Dr. Iam Chaya-Ngam PresidentSukhothai Thammathirat Open University Nonthaburi
Turkey

Thank you very much for your letter of October 30, 1996 along
7
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with. document of the statement about The International Society for Panetics.I was very pleased to be aware of the activities of this Society, Institute of Panetics and Curriculum in Panetics.Prof. Dr. Enver HasanogluPresident
Gazi University
Ankara

Ulrraine
Some days ago I sent you a letter, 'supporting the idea of joining in the International Society for studying Panetics as a prospective arpa of. research and the basis for future curriculum design for the 'students. I hope you. have received it by now.Panetics as an- area of research has attracted ay. attention as it seems to be dose enough to- what the psychologists of our University have been investigating, namely: the problems of themnntinnal stress, its. effects on. behavior, methods of diagnosing emotional stress and anxiety through verbal behavior, the problem of personality self-protection (psychological defence); the interrelation of memory and the-emotional states of the people and the like. We have designed a mathematical model for studying i nfn-rmaf.-i on processing in human memory, which account's for the possible changes in the emotional staLte of the person.In fact when your letter, describing Panetics as a new research area, came, we were in . the process of preparing application forms to the International Association for the Promotion of Cooperation with- Scientists from the Independent States of the former Soviet Union (USTAS) for a research grant in the field of Economic, Social and Human Sciences (Call 1997)According to the regulation's established by' IHTAS research grants - are alocated to the researchers from the former Soviet States if the latter manage to involve coordinators from 2 European countries (including Israel as well). ^We have decided to change our original application to attach to the intended research a panetical orientation, hoping firstly, 

that a new area of research might increase our chances of winning a research grant and, secondly, that we might find same colleagues from the European countries who have started research in the area 
of panetics quicker, if you kindly agree to advise us on this matter. . 'The thing is, the dead-line for submitting applications for the grant is April 2, 1997 (and the applications are to be mailed by that time, not faxed or E-mailed)Thus, I ask you whether you could urgently recommend to me thenames of two scientists from Europe, whom I could invite ascoordinators of. the research the draft summary of which is attached to this letter. I would also very much appreciate, f you could directly send the copy of the summary of our intended research to the people who, in.your opinon, might support it asking them to give their preliminary opinion. The coordinators are expected only to supervise the research but not carry it out, so it is not a great burden on them. . If those people -agree to act ascoordinators, I will have to send to them all our application forms

-  8
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to be signed as quickly as possible.Thank you for the attention to this matter. Hoping to hear 
from you soon.[Enclosed was a draft summary of the proposed research, entitled, "Theme: Panetic Approach to the Investigation of Personality Functioning in Employment."

A new trend of research in the sphere of human sciences, "Panetics", which concerns the study of human sufferings, caused by a variety of factors, including the unawareness of 
the people of the magnitude of suffering they inflict upon each other in the course of their daily interactions, is of particular significance for the post-soviet countries....The objective of the proposed research as the first panetically oriented research in Ukraine is two-fold. It is . aimed at.singling out the major aspects, defining the pattern of a panetically oriented approach to the study of a - personality functioning in the process of fulfilling the . maj.or activity— working activity. The second aim of the research is test the feasibility of the approach using a couple of concrete areas as examples....]Prof. Vladimir F. Prisniakov President . .Dnipropetrovsk State University Dnipropetrovsk'

United States
. I appreciate your sending me the materials' regarding your organization and the shady of panetics. While the information was indeed interesting, Amherst College, has no plans, at this time, to expand its curriculum to include .panetics.Thank you again for contacting me. Good luck in your work. Tom Gerety President Amherst College Amherst, Massachusetts

Thank you very much, for bringing to our attention the new discipline of panetics.We have reviewed the information you have provided us and consulted about it witgh some of our faculty in the social 
sciences, and while we agree that the world might benefit from such study, current funding pressures make it impossible for us to institute a program o support research in the area. We have, however, sent your packet to those faculty on our campus who may be . interested in participating in the dialogue oh panetics.We do wish you success in your effrts to raise the intensity of academic discourse, on the subject.Paul F. ParksProvost and Vice President for Academic Affairs Auburn University Auburn, Alabama

We have reviewed your proposal on Panetics and laud your efforts to establish this venture. And while we are not in a
9
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position to endorse the entire prograin at this time for Bowie State University, we will be interested in observing its development.Thank yon for sharing the program with ns.
Esther E. Ward Interim Provost Bowie State University Bowie, Maryland

While X do not know of any faculty on campus involved with 
this field of study, I have shared the material you sent me with colleagues. I am sure they will contact you directly if they are interested in learning about these studies and the work of the International Society for Panetics.Best wishes-. .Blenda J. Wilson ' President' California State University at NorthridgeNorthridge, California
. President Jorns has referred your recent letter to this office and has asked me to thank, you on his behalf.The materials you provided to explain the new. discipline of Panetics were most interesting and very -thorough.. I am certain that several of our deparments will want to review them. It is unlikely, however, that Eastern Illinois University will be- able to develop an extensive new program in the immediate future. Our curricular priorities for the next several years are set, and we do ndt anticipate having resources available for programs beyond that list.- - .We do wish you and the Society well .Charles M. Evans, Ph.D.Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs Eastern Illinois University Charleston, Illinois

Thank you for your recent letter to President Neil Rudenstihe rgarding the development of panetics.Tour letter is being shared with those of my colleagues who would be most directly inolved in academic i nnovations of the kind you suggest. They will contact you directly if additonal 
information is desired.Albert Carnesale 

ProvostHarvard University Cambridge, Massachusetts
I found the information interesting and commend the organization on its principles and goals. Tour letter and the ■information attached will be forwrded to the appropriate academic departments within the University for further discussion and 

exploration.Thank you for bringing the material to our attention.Alfred <T. Guillaume, Jr.Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs
10
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Humboldt State University Areata, California
Thank yoa for the literature on panetics which you sent to the president. I will.share this with our academic colleagues here at Johns Hopkins. 'Ross Jones-Executive Assistant to the President Johns Hopkins University Baltimore, Maryland
Thank you for sending me the extensive information about The International Society for Panetics, your proposed curriculum and degree offerings, and the reactions' of first students of the discipline. I found your materials interesting and have forwarded th<»m to Professor Norman Care of our Philosophy Department.Nancy S. Dye PresidentOberlin University .Oberlin, Ohio
Thank you for your letter and accompanying materials on panetics. Although Stanford University is unable to participate in the Society's activities, I appreciate the information you have provided. ' . - . ' _Gerhard CasperPresident :Stanford University : Stanford, California
Chancellor Tien passed along your letter of January 10 regarding the study of panetics. X shall tell anyone interested to contact: you directly for more information.Carol t . ChristThe Vice Chancellor and Provost University of California' at Berkeley Berkeley, California

. I am forwarding a copy of your letter and the materials to Dr. Richard Dnbanoski, Dean of the College of Social Sciences at the University of Hawai'a at Manoa, for his reveiw, consideration, and direct response to yon.Thank yon for the opportunity to provide relevant ideas on developing this new discipline.Kenneth P. Mortimer President, University and Chancellor, University of Hawai'i at Manoa Honolulu, Hawai'i
Chancellor Aiken is out of town at this time, but when he returns, I shall inform him of your letter. X will also forward this information to the appropriate individual on our campus for review and from whom you may hear dirctly.Thank you for sharing this with the campus.Eileen K. Gifford

. 11
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Administrative Assistant to the Chancellor University of Illinois at Urbana Prbana, Illinois
President Foote has asked me to respond to your letter. I am 

pleased to do so. ' .Thanks for the information about The International Society for Panetics, which I have shared with Luis Glaser, Executive Vice President and Provost, for his information and whatever actions may 
be appropriate.We appreciate your interest in the Univeristy of Miami.Cyrus M. JollivetteExecutive Assistant to the President University of Miami.. Coral Gables r Florida

As Provost I maintain oversight of the. University's academic programs, for that reason President Rodin has asked me torespond to your recent' letter concerning the new discipline of 
panetics. .At Penn, courses and degree, programs sure established by the faculties of our twelve different shcools. therefore I am forwarding the materials you have provided to those schools I think might have a particualr interest in. panetics. I ami sure you will hear from them should they wish to pursue the idea of offering courses- in this new field.Stanley Chodorow •. Provost . .' University of PennsylvaniaPhiladelphia, Pennsylvania

Before too much time passes> I want to thank you for your letter 6f last month regarding the discipline of panetics. While I am supportive of the work of the Society, I most regrettably inform you that the University of San. Francisco '  s limited resources prevent it from offering any new programs.I appreciate your interest in USF and wish you success in this fascinating and important endeavor. .John P. Schlegel, S. J.PresidentUniversity of San Francisco 
San Francisco, California

Thank you very much for your letter of January 22 and the extremely interesting information on the International Society for panetics. While I believe both students and faculty would benefit from the ideas contained in the study of panetics, I think the costs of introducing such a syllabus at Stony Brook at the present tinw* axe far beyond our resources. I am sorry to have to take such a practical approach and. I wish you well in your endeavors.Shirley Strum Kenny PresidentState University of New York at Stony Brook 
Stony Brook, New York

12
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Thank you for your letter about the International Society for Panetics. I am sharing the material you sent with Dr. John Peters, Vice Chancellor for Acaademic affairs, and Dr. A1 Bur stein, Professor of Psychology.Vice Chancellor Peters has overall leadership responsibility for academic programs. Dr. Bur stein has a particular interest in Values in. Higher education, a theme .which would appear to be compatible with the goals of the International Society for Panetics. 'William T. Snyder Chancellor .The University of Tennessee Knoxville, Tennessee
President- Robert M. Berdahl at The University, of Texas at Austin asked me to respond to your letter regarding the possibility of creating a forum for academic discourse regarding the discipline of panetics. . .I am forwarding your letter and materials ;to the Dean of Pharmacy and the Dean of Nursing at The University, and they will know if there is a forum for the discussion at UT. Listed are their names and addresses should you wish to contact them directly,:, Dean James T. Doluisio - Dean Dolores Sands.College of Pharmacy . School of NursingThe University of Texas-Austin The University of Teras-AustinAustin, Texas 78712 Austin, Texas 78712With best wishes, Z am,Mark' G. Yudof .‘ . Executive President and ProvostThe University of Texas Austin, Texas
Thank you for your letter and enclosures about promoting panetics as a field of inquiry. By copy, I am passing along the information to Peter Low, the vice, president and rpovost. Please feel free to contact Mr. Low directly (Office of the Provost, Madison hall, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 22903). .I appreciate your taking time to write.John T. Casteen III PresidentUniversity of Virginia Charlottesville, Virginia
Thank you for your recent letter offering information about 

panetics and inviting our institution to raise the level of 
academic discourse on this subject.Virginia Commonwealth University's Strategic Plan has set forth our academic and research initiatives and priorities for the next several years. Unfortunately, it does not include this area of study. Also, there are University and statewide limitations that prohibit Virginia Commonwealth University from forming a degree-granting curricula in panetics at this time.Thank you for writing. Best regards.

Eugene P. Trani
13
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PresidentVirginia Commonwealth University Richmond , Virginia
Thank you for your letter and accompanyuing materials on The International Society for Panetics. I appreciate'your thinking of me as you pursue the study of panetics 
With best regards,Richard C. Levin PresidentYale University .New Haven, Connecticut'

14
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Ws thank you for the sc detailed infcnnaticn,allowing- to 
get acquainted, with new discipline.--called panetics. The main ideas 
cf 'panetics seem to us extremely urgentand representing huge value 
for practical application. Your idea of integrated study of the 
infliction cf suffering, in all its ramifications and of the 
reduction of infliction is very close to us. Allocation of 
panetics in seprate discipline all ewes sertainly to lock wider at 
this problem and enables to..prepare professionals in this area.
The preparation of such experts is not yet conducted in our 
region, however there is a number of centers-research and 
practical help,which ccme upon this problem in. their work. 
Therefore,we consider cooperation to you' as the. important step in 
development cf the practical help to the suferring people and in 
scientific maintenance cf this help. In connection with this,we 
are ready' to following forms of co-operation!
. -Exchange of teachers and experts, -Information interchange, 

-Farticipation in international projects, -Realization of 
research under general programs. . .

we lcok forward to hearing from you scon.

SincereIv.

Alexey V. Nechaev

■ ntemsticnal Relations Department
frof.. G. ?• t e c - k * - -

Oft. A jccA e-w P*. f W '*-1
*7 -T / / PetS-St a.

e * j i l  xJZ L  
*6.-
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" yHHBEPCHTET
Pocchh. +26034. Hacescx.

' yx KpacHorepoHcxax x  71 
Texetjwiai: 78-15-92.
Texcraan 255154 Oxpa 
Oaxc: (3412) 78-15-92-

j /  o  £-Y >v f /  '.s-y

Udmurt State 
UNIVERSITY

Russia. 426034. Izhevsk. 
Kxasnogeroyskava sl .71 
Phone: (341-2) 78-15-92. 

Telex: 255110 PTB SU UNTVER 
Fax: (3412) 78-15-92 

E-mruI; interf§uni.udm.m

L4I

4428 Albemarle Street. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20016, USA
Carl F. Stover '

Dear Prof. Carl F. Stover:

Thank you very much for informing us on a new discipline 
called panetics. I think that the development o f  this science and 
the possibility to deliver lectures for faculty and students would 
be very fruitful and favourable for the society.
The development of panetics is especially significant since the 
living level o f the main part of the population has fallen greatly 
in the period o f  the transfer to the market relations. For many 
people consequences o f such ordeals turned to be tragic.
The science is vital for Udmurt republic as oficially it takes the 
second place in the world suicide rate. Therefore, we would like 
to cooperate with you in terms o f research grants and carrying 
out educational programs.

Hopefully looking forward to the future cooperation,

Sincerely,
Prof Vitaly A. Zhuravlyev 
Rector .
Udmurt State University
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