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This is a book about the problems of
contemporary British philosophy. It con-
tains a searching examination of the whole
train of thought that has led from the be-
ginnings of British Empiricism, through the
development of mathematical logic and
analytic philosophy, to the present pre-
occupation of British philosophers with
questions about language. Mr Cornforth has
sought to begin a dialogue between Marxism
and the Linguistic Philosophy. He makes a
positive assessment of the contribution of
such thinkers as Wittgenstein, Austin, Ryle
and Hare, agreeing with them that investi-
gation of the uses of words is of fundamental
importance for right thinking. At the same
time he makes an energetic criticism both
of their underlying assumptions and of many
points of their analysis of ‘‘the logic of
language”. Several chapters are devoted to
questions of Logic and questions of Ethics,
as raised in contemporary philosophy, and an
alternative approach to these questions is
attempted. The last part of the book con-
tains a restatement, in the light of the pre-
ceding discussion, of the Marxist point of
view on questions of dialectics and the laws
of thought, the laws of development of
society, and human purposes and values.

Mr Cornforth writes with clarity and
humour, and with an easy mastery of
technicalities. This book will be of value
both to those specially interested in trends
of academic philosophy, and to those con-
cerned with wider questions of contempor-

ary life and thought.
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Foreword to Second Edition

This book sets out to criticise one branch of contemporary philosophy
from the point of view of Marxism. At the same time its aim is to
discuss what can be learned from this philosophy. The Marxist stand-
point which I try to maintain against all comers is not a stationary
one, since Marxist ideas must always be developing and be formulated
for our own times and problems. That is why as much as a third
of this book deals with Marxism itself, and discusses Socialist
Humanism, Marxist views on Ethics, the significance of the present-
day scientific and technological revolution, and Materialist Dialectics.
I have been criticised for putting all this in about Marxism, as irrele-
vant to the critical purpose of the book. But it was essential to my
purpose. For I do not think one should separate criticism of other
views from development of one’s own.

There was once an idea among Marxists, which I shared, that there
is an impassible gulf between “‘us” and “them”. This is only a part-
truth. One would not propose to water down Marxism by adopting
ideas opposed to it. But that is no reason to condemn everything that
is not Marxist as wholly reactionary and false. If something is false
one must prove that it is false; that it is not Marxist does not constitute
such a proof. And honest criticism of ideas one does not accept often
shows that they are neither so reactionary nor so false as might have
been originally suggested. In reviewing contemporary ideas there are
factors to take into account. One is the growing influence of a scientific
approach not only in natural science but in social and philosophical
studies. Another is that individual thinkers of any originality are
intelligent, well-educated and sincere; they see much wrong with the
status quo and are seeking how to change it, so that to impute re-
actionary motivations to their work is often to mistake them greatly.
These are all reasons why I finished this book with some observations
about “Co-existence and Controversy”. One must not compromise in
ideas, but one must discuss, understand and learn.

As for the contemporary philosophy which is discussed and
criticised in this book, Wittgenstein once said: *‘Philosophy is not
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a theory but an activity.” I wanted to try to understand better the
sort of activity now being done in the philosophy departments of
British and some American universities—the so-called *“Linguistic
Philosophy”. The name is in one respect misleading, for there exists
no set doctrine or theory of “Linguistic Philosophy”. As I have said
in the course of this book, it is not so much a theory as a method of
discussing and criticising theories. It is distinguished from other
methods of discussion in philosophy by its concern with questions
about uses of language.

For linguistic philosophy, every philosophical problem concerns
the use of words, and is therefore to be solved by the methed of in-
quiring into the uses of words. This is the “activity’” Wittgenstein
recommended to philosophers. Contrariwise, problems which cannot
be reduced to questions about words are not philosophical problems
at all, but some other sort of problem.

In this the linguistic philosophy emerges as the very antithesis of
any philosophy, like Marxism, which secks to find a perspective and
purpose for human life by an inquiry into the foundations of human
thought and action. It makes no such inquiry, but says it cannot be
made. In this way it is representative of some very pervasive features
of our day and age—namely, loss of perspective, lack of confidence in
mankind and its future, scepticism as to the possibility of finding out
any reasons why, disengagement from the big issues of human pro-
gress and, instead, narrow specialist concern with technical questions.

In order to try to understand this philosophy as a contemporary
phenomenon—to criticise it and at the same time try to find what can
be got out of it—I thought it best to study its background. Hence the
long historical introduction to this book. In this I also wanted to
correct some of what I had previously written about the same subject
in my book Science versus Idealism. 1 have tried to show how the
“empiricist” precursors of the contemporary philosophy created for
themselves a series of problems and difficulties, and evolved by trying
to find ways of getting round them. And I have tried to show, too,
how these problems were not merely adventitious but came up out of
the problems of the development of social life.

In this connection it was specially important to consider .the de-
velopment of Logic, and to try to disentangle the proper questions of
Formal Logic, as a scientific discipline, from philosophical theories
about them. Russell’s Principia Mathematica was an immense con-
tribution to science, but in it there was mixed up, to its detriment,
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some very dubious philosophical theory. This disentangling is im-
portant, not only because of the key role of discussion of logical
problems in contemporary philosophy, but because Marxists need to
rid ourselves once for all of the idea that materialist dialectics is in
any way contradictory to, or supplants, formal logic. i

Another important consideration is that modern philosophy has
been concerned more and more with questions of the interpretation
of the sciences. In this connection I have tried to point out the sig-
nificance of Subjective Idealism, as a philosophical theory growing
out of discussion about the sciences. But at the same time I have
pointed out that, ever since George Berkeley, philosophers have been
preoccupied with the criticism of Subjective Idealism. In contem-
porary philosophy it is more or less defunct. And so far from being
a form of Subjective Idealism, the contemporary *Linguistic
Philosophy” has contributed some of the most telling criticisms.

In the criticism of contemporary philosophy what seems to me of
key importance is not so much criticism of Subjective Idealism as of
the contrast and divergence which still holds between natural and
social sciences. The former study processes and relations within them
which lie hidden behind appearances. But the latter, as Marx said
long ago when he criticised *bourgeois economics”, deal “only with
appearances”. They deal with how capitalism looks to the trader,
industrialist or businessman, but not with the processes of exploitation
of labour on which it is based, nor with the social contradictions which
presage its end. The thought I have tried to express in this book is
that the most crucial thing in modern empiricist “bourgeois”
philosophy has been the working out of a view of science, of scientific
knowledge and the functions of science, which squares with and
justifies the actual character of bourgeois social science and more
especially economics. This question of what it is to study not only
appearances but the underlying reality, in its real development, is the
main question about which Marxists have to argue. The relation of
appearance to reality is a very basic philosophy problem for Marxism.

In criticism of the “Linguistic Philosophy” I have entered into some
discussion about the subject matter of philosophy, but without
attempting to argue about any formal definition. It seems to me that
to define “philosophy” is to define the problems of philosophy; and
these change with the times. As to the problems of philosophy today,
it seems to me that the “linguistic philosophers” go wrong by taking
an extremely narrow and restricted view. But on one matter I agree
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with them, namely, that problems of philosophy must be distin-
guished from problems of empirical science and consist of problems
remaining to be solved by other methods (if such methods can be
found). T agree with them that philosophy, as compared with the
sciences, does not deal with “what is the case”, which we have to find
out by empirical investigation, but with questions about “how to
interpret what we find?”, “how do we know what we know?”, “‘what
is the methodology?”, and also with questions about “the meaning
of life”, “‘purpose”, “values” and the like.

A basic thought of Wittgenstein, and in “Linguistic Philosophy”,
is that in such discussions a lot of nonsense is talked. And with this,
too, one can hardly disagree. They want to clear away this nonsense,
and for that purpose ask how it arises. Wittgenstein was responsible
for the suggestion that it happens because people ask badly formulated
questions, or “pseudo-questions”—and so we get “pseudo-theories™
as the answers. This is what led to posing the investigation of uses of
language as of basic importance in philosophy. We play various
“language games”, said Wittgenstein. Nonsense results from getting
them mixed up. If then we are puzzled by some philosophical ques-
tion we should ask : How is language being used here? If we can pin
down and clarify the uses of language, philosophical puzzles vanish.

This book contains a lot of detailed criticism of the writings of
several “linguistic philosophers”, where it seems to me they have
made false assumptions or reached unjustified conclusions in their
general observations about language and its uses. I recommend these
criticisms to anyone who is either puzzled by these writings or, on
the other hand, inclined to accept them as contemporary gospel. But
at the same time, I would like to emphasise, and have emphasised in
the text, that whatever criticisms may be made of this or that book or
article by this or that “linguistic philosopher”, or of the overall point
of view that results, the linguistic approach can be fruitful. Indeed,
linguistic analysis is an indispensable tool for philosophical discussion
even though not by itself the only thing needed.

In particular, I have tried to show that there is much to be learned
from the work of Gilbert Ryle. His Concepr of Mind has been
attacked by some of his colleagues. But it is a materialist book and a
useful book for Marxists; and possibly that is one reason why it has
been criticised so much by people who are also opponents of
materialism and Marxism.

Ryle introduced the conception of what he called “category mis-
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takes”, as the typical errors made in philosophy. This idea is a pro-
found and fruitful one. He used it to criticise traditional conceptions
about body and mind. He showed that to say the mind exists inde-
pendent of the body is the same sort of absurdity as we find in Alice
in Wonderland when the Cheshire Cat’s smile exists independently
of the Cheshire Cat. It is a “category mistake” in as much as it puts
“mind” in the same category as “body"”, as though a mind were a
ghostly body attached to the physical one. But minds and smiles are
not thus related to bodies and cats. I have taken up this idea of
“category mistake”, and of studying “the logic of categories”, and
tried to show its materialist and dialectical content—which Ryle
himself does not at all realise. In this connection I have also discussed
some problems of the methods and subject matter of logic.

I have also devoted some attention to the work of the late J. L.
Austin, not only in the criticism of Subjective Idealism but in the
study of ways in whichwords are used for purposes other than making
statements of fact. Very suggestive, in my opinion, is Austin’s book
Doing Things with Words in which he deals with what he called the
““performative” use of language. The basic point is quite simple. To
say “I will” when getting married, for example, is not simply a state-
ment recording one’s mental condition at the time. It is an act, a
pledge. With those words one does not merely state 2 fact, but one
performs an action—namely, one gets married. And without this sort
of verbal “performance” there would be no marriage as a human
institution. We do things with words. And I think it important to
try to follow up Austin’s analysis by seeing how this use of language
enters into more or less the whole of human social activity. Thus I
have suggested that such a basic human institution as property could
not be established without the use of language. And similarly with
all, or nearly all, human relations.

Marx and Engels maintained that the use of language is a product
of social production. This is the materialist account of it. And
language as a product of social production is needed for carrying on
not only production but every form of human activity, human institu-
tion and human relation of which social production forms the basis.

This leads finally to considering the special use of language in what
are called “value judgments”. Some “linguistic philosophers”, and
notably R. M. Hare, have contributed interesting studies on this—in
which, in my opinion, they have got quite a few bourgeois prejudices
mixed up with their analysis. It scems to me that the distinction which
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these studies make between value judgments, on the one hand, and
factual judgments, on the other, is of importance in the discussion
of problems of Ethics; and I have accordingly applied it in the last
part of this book in the discussion of Marxist views about Ethics. My
main point is that we can find as good reasons for value judgments
as for factual judgments (for example, as good reasons for saying that
socialism is a better form of society than capitalism as for saying that
Everest is a higher mountain than Ben Nevis); but that to argue the
case we must distinguish the objective criteria of moral argument
from those of factual argument.

To conclude, I am well aware that some of the propositions I have
advanced in this book may not be very readily acceptable to many
of my fellow-Marxists. For one thing, some of them are new; and
whatever is new raises queries and needs to be scrutinised carefully.
For another, some go contrary to traditionally accepted interpreta-
tions of Marxism. I do not believe for a moment that all I have put
forward on these questions is yet correctly formulated in this book.
A lot more work needs to be done. I think, however, that this dis-
cussion can contribute to the creative development of Marxist theory
in its application to contemporary problems. '

The only changes made in the new edition of this book are that
some misprints have been corrected and the original Foreword is
replaced by this new one. It is based on some remarks I made at a
discussion on the book organised last year by the Cultural Committee
of the Communist Party of Great Britain.

M.C.

London, June 1967
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CHAPTER ONE

Principles for Science
and Principles for Government

1. MAN THE INTERPRETER OF NATURE

“Man, as the minister and interpreter of nature, does and under-
stands as much as his observations on the order of nature, with
regard to things or the mind, permit him, and neither knows nor is
capable of more.” In this First Aphorism of the Novum Organum
Francis Bacon stated a principle which has given the direction to the
main stream of British philosophy ever since.

Bacon’s main contention was the old one, that all knowledge is
furnished through the senses. But he carried it to radical conclusions.
Because we can know nothing except what we can learn through our
senses, it follows that we can form no ideas that are not derived in
one way or another from experience, and theories which cannot be
experientially verified are worthless.

This was to set up the scientific view of nature as against the
previous philosophy. It expressed the revolt against the categories (or
rather, the category-mistakes) of feudal thought—first causes, sub-
stantial forms and the like—which stood in the way of understanding
the real causes and laws of motion of natural phenomena.

Thus for instance Thomas Aquinas, who was a traditionally recog-
nised philosophical authority, would agree that knowledge begins
from observation, and that the senses provide the data for the system
of human knowledge. But for him that system had to be constructed
on the basis of principles laid down by authorities recognised by the
Church, leading to orthodox theological conclusions. And by arguing
from empirical data to “first causes” he constructed a body of
theoretical propositions which could not possibly be submitted to any
test of experience. -~ - " T T

If science was ever to flourish this traditional philosophy had to be
destroyed. Bacon’s doctrine sought to replace dogmatic theology and
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speculation about God and nature by scientific investigation of
nature. It did not formulate any all-embracing “system” but called
for the experimental investigation of natural processes, whether these
concerned “things or the mind”.

Moreover, Bacon maintained that this experimental investigation
of the order of nature was not required merely to find things out and
satisfy human curiosity. “Knowledge and human power are synony-
mous,” he wrote, “since the ignorance of the cause frustrates the
effect; for nature is only subdued by submission, and that which in
contemplative philosophy corresponds with the cause in practical
science becomes the rule” (Novum Organum, 1, 3).

By submitting ourselves to nature—that is to say, by finding out
how things really are by observation and experiment, instead, of
vainly trying to work out @ priori how things “must” be—we can
subdue and master nature; and the discovery of real causes is the
discovery of the practical “rule” of how to produce the effect.

2. DISCOURSE ON METHOD

Seventeen years after the publication of Novum Organum (1620)
there appeared René Descartes’ Discourse on Method (1637), which
marked out another starting point. Bacon was not a man of science,
but a politician who had the imagination to see what experimental
science might yet do and achieve. Descartes, on the other hand, was
a working scientist, a great mathematician—but he had less
imagination.

These two works, which together may be said to have laid the
foundation of all subsequent scientific philosophy, were contradictory
but yet significantly alike. Both proceeded from the conviction that
the old feudal philosophy was futile—its categories had no applica-
tion, and its proofs proved nothing—and worse than futile, a positive
hindrance to any progress of knowledge. And both proceeded to
state @ method for the discovery of demonstrable truth.

Descartes’ method has been called the method of “‘unijversal
doubt”. But that is an incomplete description of it. It is rather the
method of “clear and distinct ideas”.

According to Descartes, “clear and distinct” ideas are true. His
pattern for clearness and distinctness was derived from geometry
(he was himself the discoverer of co-ordinate geometry), and his
contention was that when analysis and definition are made suffi-

11
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ciently rigorous the resulting propositions are always demonstrable,
in just the same way as in geometry.

In pursuit of demonstrations in philosophy he took the course of
doubting everything except that which was clearly indubitable. And
this he found in the proposition ““cogito ergo sum” (‘I think therefore
I exist™). For, he argued, to doubt is to think, and, if there is thinking,
a thinking being must exist. From this (as he thought) indubitable
existential premise he then proceeded “in the geometrical manner”
to demonstrate the general order of the universe. First, from the mere
postulate of existence it followed that God, an uncreated and
infinitely perfect being, exists; therefore God must have created us;
and as a perfect being could not intend to deceive, he must also have
created the material objects of which he has caused us to have percep-
tions. Material and mental substances are distinct and independent
creations, Descartes maintained. We know that they are independent
because we have a clear idea of the essence of each—material sub-
stance is essentially extended, and mental substance is essentially
perceiving and thinking; and as these ideas are distinct, so must the
substances themselves be distinct.

Descartes’ universal doubt cast doubt on the existence of everything
except the thinking self—on the existence of bodies, and the existence
of other minds. Thus he first raised the question which has harried
philosophers ever since, of how we know that anything exists beyond
our own awareness. His own answer has long since been abandoned
(for it contains a good many very clear and distinct non-sequiturs);
but the question has remained.

In one way Descartes went much further than Bacon in his
sceptical questioning of ideas previously taken as unquestionable.
Bacon never had a doubt that the use of the senses yielded knowledge
of material reality independent of the mind and there to be explored
by the investigator. Descartes squarely rejected this assumption, until
it could be proved as rigorously as theorems in geometry were proved.

But in another and, indeed, far more revolutionary way, Bacon
went much further than Descartes.

For Bacon maintained that the methods of the natural sciences
were the only methods of obtaining knowledge of the real world, and
that on the basis of natural science a sufficiently complete picture of
the world (of nature and society) could be built up as to require no
supplementation by any . philosophy- standing” above the sciences.
Descartes, on the other hand, considered that the sciences themselves
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must have as their foundation a philosophy independent of the
sciences, worked out by a priori reasoning from first principles evident
to the mind.

Bacon had little to say about mathematics; but his view implied
that mathematical reasoning was essentially a tool of the sciences.
Descartes, on the other hand, considered that such reasoning was
autonomous and was the way to systematic knowledge of final or
ultimate truth independent of the natural sciences, by reference to
which any and all conclusions of the sciences must be interpreted and
judged.

3. BODY AND SENSE

While Descartes was deducing God and the coexistence of distinct
material and mental substances, Bacon’s certainty that observation
and experiment yielded knowledge of material reality, and that this
was the one and only road to knowledge, led his pupil, Thomas
Hobbes, to the only consistent conclusion: that all knowledge is
knowledge of the material world and that to assert the existence of
anything other than the material world, transcending it, creating it
or acting on it, was to engage in fantasy.

Hobbes took as his starting point Bacon’s principle that all know-
ledge is furnished through the senses. But he did not follow this up
by further expounding the principles of scientific method and leaving
it to the future development of science to elaborate the theory of the
constitution of the universe and the nature of man. Rather, he
followed it up by deducing straight away a materialist metaphysics
which stated of what the real world consisted.

As his successors in materialism, Marx and Engels, afterwards
commented: “In Bacon, its first creator, (modern) materialism con-
tained latent and still in a naive way the germs of all-round develop-
ment. In its further development materialism became one-sided.
Hobbes was the one who turned Bacon’s materialism into a system”
(The Holy Family, V1, 3(d)).

According to Hobbes, that which really exists, and which appears
to us through our senses as clothed in the appearance of sensible
qualities, is matter, or body. Nothing else exists. The world consists
of bodies, which are always in motion. What we call “mind” is only
a specific motion of bodies. '

And he reached this conclusion by considering how “the thoughts
of man” originate.
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“Concerning the thoughts of man,” he wrote, “. . . the original of
them all is that which we call sense; for there is no conception in a
man’s mind which hath not at first, totally or by parts, been begotten
upon the organs of sense. The rest are derived from that original.

“_ .. The cause of sense,” he continued, “is the external body, or
object, which presseth the organ proper to each sense, either immedi-
ately, as in the taste and touch, or mediately, as in hearing, seeing
and smelling” (Leviathan, 1, 1).

The action of external objects upon the sense organs produces in
the mind what Hobbes variously called *seemings” or “apparitions”
or “fancies”—the sensations of light, colour, sound, odour, hardness,
softness, etc.—"all which qualities called sensible are in the object
that causeth them but so many several motions of the matter by which
it presseth our organs diversely. Neither in us that are pressed are
they anything else but diverse motions, for motion produceth nothing
but motion. But their appearance to us is fancy, the same waking
as dreaming.”

Thus: “Whatsoever accidents or qualities our senses make us
think there be in the world, they be not there, but are seeming and
apparitions only; the things that really are in the world without us
are those motions by which these seemings are caused” (Human
Nature, 2).

Hobbes defined body, or matter, by the property of existing
objectively in space, external to and independent of our consciousness
of it. Our consciousness was for him only an ‘“appearance” or
““apparition” arising from the interactions of other bodies with
human bodies.

“The word body,” he wrote, “signifieth that which filleth or
occupieth some certain room or . . . place; and dependeth not on the
imagination, but is a real part of that we call the universe. For the
universe, being the aggregate of all bodies, there is no real part
thereof that is not also body; nor anything properly a body, that is
not also part of that aggregate of all bodies, the universe” (Leviazhan,
I1, 34).

From this standpoint, Hobbes went on to develop some theories
about the nature of knowledge and thought (or reasoning).

All knowledge must relate to the properties and motions of bodies,
derived from what we ¢an Tearn about them through the medium of
the senses. -

‘Thought is impossible without a body that has sensations, and it



26 EMPIRICISM AND LOGIC

consists in a train of ideas derived from sense-impressions. But the
train of ideas itself is nothing but a process of the stringing together
of words. We attach different words to bodies and to the various
motions of bodies, according as we have become aware of them by
sensation; and so by joining words together we affirm or deny facts
concerning the bodies that surround us.

“Reason”, said Hobbes, “is nothing but the reckoning of the
consequences of general names agreed upon” (#6id, 1, 4).

It follows from this that various kinds of error are possible. There
are errors in fact, errors in reckoning, and also absurdities, to which
philosophers are peculiarly prone.

“Seeing that truth consisteth in the right ordering of names in our
affirmations,” Hobbes wrote, “a man that secketh precise truth had
need to remember what every name he uses stands for; and to place
it accordingly; or else he will find himself entangled in words, as a
bird in lime-twigs” (ibid, 1, 4).

General words, that is, those which do not (like proper names)
stand for particular bodies, but signify properties or relations of
bodies, must have their use and application defined in order that
reckoning or reasoning may be performed with them. But when such
words are used without definition, or when they are combined in
ways repugnant with their definitions, the result is *“absurdity or
senseless speech”.

“And therefore,” said Hobbes, “if a man should talk to me of a
round quadrangle, . . . or immaterial substances, . . . a free will, or
any free but free from being hindered by opposition, I should not say
that he were in an error; but that his words were without meaning;
that is to say, absurd” (:5id, 1, 5).

Most philosophies, he concluded, consist of nothing but such
absurdities. And indeed, any philosophy must always be senseless
that deals with anything other than bodies and the words we use for
speaking of bodies and their various motions.

“Substance and body,” he wrote, “signify the same thing; and
therefore substance incorporeal are words which when they are
joined together destroy one another, as if a man should say an
incorporeal body” (:6:d, I1, 34).

These views about thought and reason, and about the absurdity of
any but a strictly materialist philosophy, brought Hobbes, the
successor of Bacon, into a very direct clash with Descartes.

Hobbes ridiculed Descartes’ interpretation of cogito ergo sum as
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implying the existence of an immaterial substance which thinks.
“That which thinks is corporeal,” he objected. For since “we cannot
separate thought from a matter that thinks, the proper inference
seems to be that that which thinks is material rather than im-
material.” Furthermore: “Reasoning depends on names, names on
the imagination, and imagination on the motion of the corporeal
organs. Thus mind is nothing but the motion in certain parts of an
organic body.”

Against Descartes’ “geometrical” proofs derived from “clear and
distinct ideas” about the nature or essences of things, Hobbes
objected : “Reason gives us no conclusion about the nature of things,
but only about the terms that designate them . . . Essence as dis-
tinguished from existence is nothing else but a union of names by
means of the verb ‘is’. And thus essence without existence is a fiction
of our mind.”

The very curt and indignant replies which Descartes addressed to
Hobbes indicated clearly enough his abhorrence of Hobbes’ evident
atheism and of the whole tendency of his conclusions. (See Descartes,
Objections urged by certain Men of Learning against the preceding
Meditations, with the Author’s Replies: the Third Set of Objections,
with the Author’s Reply).

4. THE OBJECT OF KNOWLEDGE

Was there a middle path between Hobbes’ uncompromising
materialism and Descartes’ deductive method? Did Bacon’s concep-
tion of “man the interpreter of nature” have to lead to Hobbes’
conclusions? This path was discovered by John Locke, the philo-
sopher of the “glorious” bourgeois revolution of 1688 and the father
of “British Empiricism”. :

Locke began his Essay concerning the Human Understanding with
an onslaught against “innate ideas”—the doctrine that certain ideas,
such as God, substance, cause, etc., are innate in the human mind,
not derived from experiential sources, and self-evidently true. Thus
he began with an implied attack on Descartes and justification of
Bacon and Hobbes. As against the doctrine of innate ideas, he tried
to show in elaborate detail how the whole of human knowledge is
built up through the action of external material objects on the bodily
sense organs. Ce s e T T T T T

“Let us suppose,” Locke wrote, “the mind to be, as we say, white
paper, void of all characters, without any ideas; how comes it to be
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furnished? . . . To this I answer in one word, from experience . . .
Our observation employed either about external sensible objects, or
about the internal operations of our minds, perceived and reflected
upon by ourselves, is that which supplies our understanding with all
the materials of thinking. These two are the fountains of knowledge,
from whence all the ideas we have, or can naturally have, do spring”
(Essay, I, 1, 2).

According to Locke, the action of external objects upon our sense
organs produces, in the first place, “simple ideas”, the elementary
sense-data supplied by each of the senses. These simple ideas are the
atoms, so to speak, from which the whole complex of our thoughts
is built. They form “the materials of all our knowledge”.

“When the understanding is once stored with these simple ideas,”
Locke maintained, “it has the power to repeat, compare and unite
them, and so can make at pleasure new complex ideas. But it is not
in the power of the most exalted wit, or enlarged understanding . . .
to invent or frame one new simple idea in the mind” (II, 2, 2).

Locke then distinguished simple ideas which, as he asserted, were
exact resemblances of qualities inhering in the bodies which evoked
them, and simple ideas which nothing in the external world resem-
bled. The former he called ideas of “primary qualities”, the latter
ideas of “secondary qualities”.

Thus our ideas of solidity, extension, figure, motion or rest, and
number, were ideas of primary qualities, corresponding exactly to
the real solidity, extension, figure, motion or rest, and number, of
the objects of the material world. But our ideas of colour, taste, smell,
sound were ideas of secondary qualities only, not corresponding to
any real colour, taste, smell or sound inhering in material objects.

“The ideas of primary qualities of bodies,” Locke wrote, “are
resemblances of them, and their patterns do really exist in the bodies
themselves; but the ideas produced in us by these secondary qualities,

have no resemblances to them at all. There is nothing like our ideas
existing in the bodies themselves. They are in the bodies we
denominate by them, only a power to produce those sensations in us;
and what is sweet, blue, warm in idea, is but the certain bulk, figure,
and motion, of the insensible parts in the bodies themselves, which
we call so” (II, 8, 15).

In this theorising about “ideas™ Locke made an assumption which

proved of the greatest importance for his successors, in as much as
~none of them ever questioned it until recently. Namely, he main-
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tained that when we perceive, think, understand, judge, know, in
other words, when we carry out any act of cognition from the
simplest sort of sense-perception to the most complicated or abstract
thought, then the objects of our cognition are not external material
object themselves, but are rather our own ideas which are called up
in our minds by the action of external objects.

This assumption is made in his initial definition of the term
“jdea”, which he defined as “that term which, I think, serves best
to stand for whatsoever is the object of understanding when a man
thinks” (I, 1, 8).

In dealing with the development of knowledge, Locke proceeded
to say: “Since the mind, in all its thoughts and reasonings, hath no
other immediate object but its own ideas, which it alone does or can
contemplate, it is evident that our knowledge is only conversant
about them. Knowledge, then, scems to me to be nothing but the
perception of the connexion and agreement, or disagreement and
repugnancy, of any of our ideas. In this alone it consists” (IV, 1, 1-2).

The perceptions, thoughts and knowledge of man, therefore, are
confined within the circle of his own “ideas”. It is ideas, not things,
that we ““contemplate” or are “conversant about”.

In order to grasp what Locke was saying, we should note that he
was using the word “idea” in an extended sense, wider than that in
which the word is generally used. For him, “idea” included sensation
and perception. When we perceive something, then (according to
Locke) the action of that thing on our sense organs has evoked an
“idea”, which is the object we are sensibly aware of. If afterwards we
think about that thing in circumstances when we are not actually
perceiving it, then the object of our thought, still called the *idea”,
is a kind of replica or image of the original “idea” which was im-
planted upon the senses. Whether we are perceiving things or only
thinking about them, the object of our cognition is always the “idea”,

whether this be the actual sense-datum (as in the case of perception)
or its replica (as in the case of thought).

5. THE APPEARANCE BECOMES THE OBJECT

If one compares Hobbes’ earlier account of perception and thought
with the alleged improvement made upon it by Locke, it is doubtful
whether the latter was really an improvement at all. =
w ACC(?tdl;l’lg to HObE?C.S, when we perceive something there occurs a

seeming’ or “apparition” of it. These words do not (for him) denote
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the objects of perception, but are used in the description or statement
of the process in which a sensitive organism interacts with other
bodies, those bodies being then the objects perceived. But Locke
made the “apparition” or “appearance” into an object. It became
(for him) the object and the only object of cognition.

Again, according to Hobbes, to think is to use words. But accord-
ing to Locke, when we think we are contemplating, combining and
recombining the replicas or images of the alleged objects of percep-
tion. And (for him) these replicas, or ideas, are the objects of thought.

Certainly, the texts cited from both these philosophers lack the
definition of terms and precision of language very properly demanded
by professional philosophers today. But Hobbes’ account has the
advantage of postulating nothing except the existence of human
sensitive organisms which have acquired the use of language;
whereas Locke postulates also “the mind” and all sorts of “objects”
which exist solely in the mind—*"its own ideas, which it alone does
or can contemplate”—without offering any evidence at all for such
postulates, or demonstrating any advantage to be gained from them.
We shall see later that the rather acute analyses of questions con-
nected with perception published by contemporary linguistic philo-
sophers in effect demolish the assumption of Locke and lead to
conclusions much more like those of Hobbes.

Having announced that “its own ideas” are the objects of all the
mind’s thoughts and reasonings, Locke nevertheless concluded that
human knowledge does relate to the objective material world, because
ideas are caused by the action on us of external material objects and
are “copies” of them. “It is evident,” he wrote, “that mind knows
not things immediately, but only by the intervention of the ideas it
has of them. Our knowledge therefore is real only so far as there is
conformity between our ideas and the reality of things” (IV, 4, 3).

But this means that our knowledge of things is necessarily very
limited. Thus because we can be “conversant” only with our ideas of
bodies, and not with bodies themselves, “therefore I am apt to doubt,
that how far soever human industry may advance useful and experi-
mental philosophy in physical things, scientifical will still be out of
our reach; because we want perfect and adequate ideas of those very
bodies which are nearest to us, and most under our command”
IV, 3, 26).

In particular, we must remain for ever ignorant of “the substance”
~ of things.
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According to Locke, when we repeatedly find a group of “simple
ideas” associated together, then “‘we accustom ourselves to suppose
some substratum wherein they do subsist, and from which they do
result; which therefore we call substance” (I, 23, 1). But what the
nature of this substance is, our ideas do not inform us. They only
indicate to us that substances exist, which are the ultimate cause of
" our ideas. “The secret, abstract nature of substance” is unknown.
“The idea of corporal substance or matter is as remote from our
conceptions and apprehensions, as that of spiritual substance or
spirit” (II, 23, 5)-

Thus with Locke a position was reached, which he derived from
the original Baconian principle that all knowledge is based on ex-
perience, according to which the object of our knowledge is not the
objective world but the subjective world of our own ideas. The scope
of knowledge is limited to the perception of the order and arrange-
ment, agreement and disagreement, of our own ideas. Behind our
ideas, so to speak, and causing them is the objective world. But of
the nature of the objects which constitute this world we can know
nothing. They are, to use a phrase coined a hundred years after
Locke, unknowable “things in themselves”.

Thus both Hobbes’ assurance of the materiality of the universe,
and Descartes’ assurance of the existence of distinct material and
spiritual substances, alike vanish.

At the same time, and certainly inconsistently, Locke maintained
that, to a certain extent, our ideas are true copies of real things, and
that to that extent we do know what things in themselves are like;
namely, our ideas of solidity, extension, figure, motion and number
are true copies of the real solidity, extension, figure, motion and
number of objective things.

How did Locke’s theory come to involve such inconsistencies? It
happened because he turned certain distinctions into hard opposi-
tions, W%liCh it would nevertheless be difficult to justify by any appeal
to experience.

He opposed the sensation or idea produced in the mind to the
external object, on the one hand, and to the act of cognition, on the
other hand; so that (for him) “ideas™ existed as a set of sensible or
menlt:l objects standing between the knowing mind and the objective
world. o

He opposed the substance of a thing to the totality of its properties,
so that while the properties might be%movm, the sutybsl:anccp reri:xained
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as the unknown “support” of such properties. The substance or
being was abstracted from the thing’s becoming, and set up as a
separate and unknowable entity distinct from the totality of happen-
ings, relationships and properties.

And he opposed theory to practice, knowing to doing, so that it
appeared that while a man might in his practical life be engaged
with material things, in his theoretical activity he was not engaged
with them at all, but with his own ideas.

It was from such abstract oppositions that the difficulties and
inconsistencies arose.

6. THE SOCIAL CONTRACT

It was by no accident that the kind of discussion engaged in by
Hobbes and Locke, about the sources and objects of knowledge, was
started in seventeenth-century England. The early rise of capitalism,
and the break-up of every form of feudal institution and ideolo
through the growth of capitalist relationships within the old system,
caused these problems to be posed. Old scholastic ways of thinking
had to be overcome if the spirit of science, invention and discovery,
so necessary for the development of capital, was to hold sway. Such
developments as navigation, mining, and the use of artillery in war-
fare were demanding the aid of scientific research; and the new
philosophy sought, above all, to explain and justify the methods of
the natural sciences.

But it also sought to show how new, scientific methods of thought
could be extended beyond the phenomena of nature to the compre-
hension of human relations and, in particular, to the comprehension
of government—what government is and how it should best be
conducted.

" It was natural enough that questions about government should
have loomed large, since at that time the right of the old rulers to
rule was being called in question and efforts were being made to
establish forms of representative government. Hobbes and Locke
both considered that their new philosophy completely refuted the
old idea that government rested on divine decree. Where was the
evidence for such a view? It had been put forward and believed on
no basis of evidence whatsoever. They considered, on the contrary,
that an empirical examination of the actual circumstances of human

social life would show up both the origins and functions of govern-
ment. '
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Hobbes’ Leviathan was concerned with “that great Leviathan
called a Common-wealth, or State”. The “natural” condition of
mankind, he considered, is one of war of all against all, in which
each would try to get what he could at the expense of all the rest,
and in which human life would be in consequence “solitary, poor,
nasty, brutish and short” (I, 13). The only way of avoiding the
inconveniences of this state of nature is for men to enter into a com-
pact with one another “to confer all their power and strength upon
one Man, or upon one Assembly of men, that may reduce all their
Wills, by plurality of voices, unto one Will”’; thus constituting an
Authority, or “Mortal God”, which “hath the use of so much Power
and Strength conferred on him, that by terror thereof, he is enabled
to form the wills of them all, to Peace at home, and mutual aid
against their enemies abroad” (1, 17).

Once such an authority is set up, people have to obey it—simply
because it has the material power to force them to; for “Covenants,
without the Sword, are but words” (II, 17); and if it weakens and
loses its terror, then its subjects cannot but relapse into the miseries
of the state of nature.

Hobbes had no doubt at all that government rests on the exercise
of physical force. But he also stressed that various other means are
brought into play to subdue the governed—and notably the teachings
of religion. (This view of the functions of religion was not, with him,
an argument for the abolition of religion. Very much to the contrary;
it was an argument to show that, although religion rests on no
evidence, it is politically necessary to uphold it.)

Hobbes was careful to point out that this theory of government was
not put forward as an historical one. He did not maintain that in any
historical period everyone had lived in *“condition of war”, nor that
on any historical occasion they had actually entered into a compact
to end it. What he did maintain was that, without government, such
would be people’s condition; that the origin of government is the
need to avoid such a condition; and that the function of government
is to secure people against it (I, 13).

Leviathan was published in 1651—three years after the execution
of Charles I—and found favour with no-one. It was obviously
unacceptable to the defeated Royalists; and the Parliztientary Army
wanted to claim some other foundation than naked force as the
justification of the Commonwealth. Parliament condemned it offi-
cially in 1666. Hobbes, who had been non-partisan during the civil

M.L.P.=—-2
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wars, and had lived in retirement overseas, afterwards found favour
at the Court of Charles II, though probably more because he was
good company and Parliament had condemned his book, than for
any more politic reason.

Locke’s Essay Concerning the True Original, Extent and End of
Civil Government (the second of his Two Treatises of Government,
the first of which contained an elaborate refutation of the doctrine
of “divine right of kings”) came in 16go, and was in effect a
theoretical justification of the settlement made by the “glorious
revolution” of 1688. Locke started from the same premise as Hobbes,
that government has no divine sanction but arises simply because
men could not maintain their social intercourse without it. But when
it came to the actual origins and functions of government, he took
another stand.

According to Locke, government originates from property, and
its function is to preserve and protect property.

He did not accept Hobbes’ idea of man in a state of nature being a
kind of wild beast. He considered that men were naturally indus-
trious—and had to be so, in order to live. Property originated
naturally from the claims which men make on the products of their
own labours. And to protect property, government became necessary.
Submission to government represented, as Hobbes had stated, a kind
of compact. But this compact was made for the sake of protecting
the products of men’s labours, or preserving property. And that
(according to Locke) was the same thing as preserving liberty,
namely, each man’s “liberty to dispose and order freely as he lists his
person, actions, possessions, and his whole property . . . and therein
not to be subject to the arbitrary will of another” (6). Locke con-
sidered that the property of improving landowners, merchants and
manufacturers (unlike that of bad feudal barons, which was got by
pillage) was theirs by virtue of their industry.

“The great and chief aim of men uniting into commonwealths
and putting themselves under government,” he wrote, “is the
preservation of their property” (g9). The power of government “is
limited to the public good of society. It is a power that hath no other
end but preservation, and therefore can never have a right to destroy,
enslave, or designedly to impoverish the subjects . . . It cannot
assume to itself a power to rule by extemporary arbitrary decree . . .
The supreme power cannot take from any man any part of his
property without his own consent” (11). And therefore “there
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remains still in the people a supreme power to remove or alter the
legislative, when they find the legislative act contrary to the trust
reposed in them” (13).

According to Locke, to acquire property is natural to men; and
therefore the right to property is a natural, inborn or inherent right
of human beings. Governments, instituted to protect and preserve
property, are therefore the guardians of the rights of man; and are
well or ill constituted and conducted to the extent that they fulfill

this obligation.

7: APPEARANCE AND REALITY

With his insistence on the role played by social production and by
property, Locke was certainly far more realistic and less doctrinaire
than Hobbes, with his myth of “the state of nature”. At the same
time, Locke did succeed in obscuring the central and key fact which
emerged in the theory of Hobbes, that far from men possessing inborn
inalienable “rights”, all “rights”, like “covenants”, are “but words”
save in so far as they can be enforced, and that governments or states
represent an organisation of physical force and coercion employed
for compelling people, by “terror”, to act in one way rather than
another.

Convinced of this central fact, Hobbes asked why such an organisa-
tion should have come into being. And he answered, that the only
reason could be that without it human existence would be impossible,
since in that case the conflicts between people would rage unchecked.

This idea that the state came into existence to moderate human
conflicts reappeared two hundred years later in the political philo-
sophy of Marx and Engels. In their case it was based, however, on an
analysis of the actual development of historical class struggles, which
resulted from the improvement of primitive forces of production,
division of labour and the emergence of private property. In order
that class antagonisms “should not consume society . . . a power
apparently standing above society became necessary to moderate the
conflict,” wrote Engels (Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State, g). Marx and Engels likewise showed that the rights men
claim are expressions of class interests, and that the struggle for the
enforcement of claimed rights is the struggle of one class against
another. ot T T

But unlike the later materialist theory of Marx and Engels, Hobbes’
theory of the state was not historical, and it included no conception



36 EMPIRICISM AND LOGIC

of the historical development of state power. Hobbes maintained
that men are individually so constituted by nature that each must
always seek only his own satisfaction, so that all must always be at
each other’s throats unless some armed authority exists to control
them. Men must therefore always be subject to a state, which must
always assume some more or less tyrannical and arbitrary form. Marx
and Engels, on the other hand, seeing the state as the product of
class struggles, were able to show that it generally functions as an
organ of class rule and that, with the eventual disappearance of class
antagonisms in communist society, the state, as an organisation of
coercion, must eventually “wither away”. *“The society which
organises production on the basis of free and equal association of the
producers,” wrote Engels, “will put the whole state machinery
where it will then belong—into the museum of antiquities, next the
spinning wheel and the bronze axe” (i5:d).

Hobbes’ conception of human nature, with each man the natural
enemy of every other, was almost a caricature of bourgeois
individualism. He was undoubtedly a bourgeois thinker. But his
peculiarity was that he insisted on carrying things to their logical
conclusions in a way that was unacceptable to the bourgeoisie of his
own or any subsequent date. For this reason he was, and has
remained, the odd man out of bourgeois philosophy.

He carried Bacon’s conception of “man the interpreter of nature”
to its logical conclusion in atheistical materialism. And he carried the
refutation of the idea of the divine sanction of government to its
logical conclusion in the doctrine that the authority of the state rests
on its possessing the material means of coercion.

Locke, on the other hand, was a thinker who well succeeded in
formulating the ideas of the progressive bourgeoisie of his time, in
such a way as to define and justify the system of liberties within
which that class was able to rule. His theories, which soon assumed
a rather conservative tone in Britain, were, when exported to America
and, later, to France, highly revolutionary. He insisted that good
government must be placed on a representative basis; and he urged
the adoption of that system of constitutional “checks and balances”
which was, at the time, intended, and did actually serve, as a guaran-
tee against despotism, but which later came to serve so well as the
means whereby men of property could obstruct legislation which
might not be in their interests.

But in pulling off these not mean achievements, Locke’s theory of
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government did, at the same time, disguise the reality of the state.
The state existed, according to this theory, for “the public good of
society”, namely, “the preservation of property”. And property,
entitlement to which was founded on each man’s honest productive
labours, was sacrosanct and inviolable. So far, therefore, from being
an organ of coercion, the state was the effective guarantee of each
man’s liberty in the enjoyment and use of his property.

Propounded at the time of the primitive accumulation of capital,
when fortunes were being made from the slave trade and overseas
plunder, when landowners were enriching themselves by improving
estates got by enclosing common lands, and when a few grandees
were directing everything while the majority of people touched their
forelocks, this theory of the state was a staggering example of decep-
tion and humbug—however sincere Locke may have been, and
however brightly the flame of liberty burned in his breast.

Thanks to the analysis made by Marx, it is now a well known fact
of capitalist society that appearances belie reality.

The employment of wage-labour lcoks like a fair contract between
employer and employed; in reality, it is the means by which the
former gets the product of the unpaid labour of the latter. The laws
look as though they protect everyone’s right to the use of his own
property; in reality, they protect the right of a few to own all the
means of production while the majority have no property apart from
personal belongings (and those they may forfeit if they are unlucky
enough to fall out of work). The state locks like an organisation
representing everyone and acting for the public good; in reality, it
represents the interests of the capitalist class and acts on behalf of
that class. .

The link between Locke’s Essay concerning the Human Under-
standing and Essay concerning Civil Government, his theory of ideas
and his theory of government, his general philosophy and his political
philosophy, lies precisely in this—that in the former he maintained
that knowledge has for its object only the appearances of things
presented to us in the ideas formed of them in our minds, while in
the latter he treated only of the appearances which the bourgeois
state presents in the minds of the progressive bourgeoisie.

8. THE BOURGEOIS DILEMMA

In the contrast between the theories of Hobbes and Locke there
appeared for the first time that dilemma which has troubled bour-
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geois philosophy ever since—how to follow the paths of science
without abandoning bourgeois illusions.

The great intellectual and social impact of the writings of Hobbes
did not consist in their founding any new school of thought, still less
in their serving any political or class interests, revolutionary or
counter-revolutionary. There have never been any Hobbists or
Hobbesites. Hobbes’ power lay in repulsion rather than attraction.
His writings served as a warning, a red light signalling danger ahead.

The promotion of the sciences is part of the very life-blood of the
bourgeois social order. The dilemma presented to all bourgeois
thinkers consists of this—that either you take your stand by the
sciences and sacrifice your illusions, or else you take your stand by
your illusions and sacrifice the sciences. But they are prepared to do
neither the one thing nor the other. And so some third way has to
be found.

The method proposed by Descartes, of constructing a philosophy
standing above the sciences but not contradicting them, by means of
deductions from allegedly self-cvident axioms or first principles,
represented one attempt at finding the way—though Descartes him-
self, due to the conditions under which he had to work, seemed more
concerned with avoiding being condemned by the Catholic Church
than with squaring the sciences with more properly bourgeois ideas.
And in the centuries since, a variety of such supra-scientific philo-
sophies have been proposed. (It may be remarked, incidentally, that
the so-called “deductive system”, often supposed to be the typical
scholastic or feudal mode of philosophy, is in fact a bourgeois
product. It was invented by Descartes.) Such philosophies, however,
have always been vulnerable. The more the sciences have advanced,
the less plausible have such philosophies become—for their first
principles are never self-evident, their deductions always contain
fallacies, and their conclusions are always found to contradict later
scientific discoveries.

The most fruitful, the most plausible, and at once the simplest and
most flexible way was that discovered by Locke.

This interpretation of Locke is confirmed by what he himself put
on record about the origins and motives of his philosophy. In 1670
(when he was confidential secretary to Lord Ashley, subsequently
Lord Shaftesbury, Chancellor under Charles IT) he used, as he relates,
to meet regularly with a few friends to discuss “the principles of
morality and religion”. But “they found themselves quickly at a
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stand by the difficulties that arose on every side”. In other words,
they found those principles hard to justify by current conceptions of
scientific analysis. It seemed to him then that before reaching any
conclusions they ought first to inquire more deeply into the processes
of reasoning and understanding themselves. “Before we set ourselves
upon inquiries of that nature, it was necessary to examine our own
abilities, and see what objects our understandings were or were not
fitted to deal with.” This examination occupied him for the next
twenty years, and its final results were published in his Essay con-
cerning Human Understanding.

The essence of Locke’s approach was to find how understanding
could be extended by first examining its limitations. And he laid it
down that the human understanding is “fitted to deal” with no more
than the ideas, impressions or appearances of things implanted in the
mind. With these alone we are “conversant”, and no science can
ever make us conversant with anything else. The scientific approach,
whether in the natural sciences or in matters of morality and govern-
ment, must always be content to argue about things only as they
affect us, its object being not the things but the ideas of them in
our minds.

Locke thus limited the sphere of possible scientific inquiry, and
denied that it could penetrate to “‘the substance” of things. To try to
do that meant pushing inquiry beyond our capacities, and could only
result in difficulty and error.

This “way of ideas” has, as we shall see, been persistently explored
from the time of Locke right up to the present day. Its virtue is that
it enables the explorers at one and the same time to accept the em-
pirical approach and the discoveries of the natural sciences, and to
reject all materialism (such as that of Hobbes or, more to the point
later, of Marx) and keep the discussion of social and moral problems
on a plane where the real contradictions and motive forces operating
in society, behind the facade of social consciousness, remain hidden
and are never allowed to intrude.



CHAPTER TWO

Scepticism and Conservatism

I. THE ABOLITION OF MATTER

Locke was a political philosopher, whose main concern was to
establish and justify bourgeois political liberties and the rights of
bourgeois property. In pursuit of these objects, he never concerned
himself much with allied questions of religion. However, such ques-
tions remained. And some of those who professed themselves im-
pressed by Locke’s theory of “the human understanding” were
inclined to deduce from it sceptical conclusions about our knowledge
of God and the human soul.

Yet the bourgeois revolution, which demanded a scientific culture
and led to the triumph of science over church authority, at the same
time clung to religion and to the authority of a reformed church.
Anything savouring of atheism was abhorrent. And while the new
bourgeoisie, in the most revolutionary way, set out to destroy feudal
forms of ownership and feudal institutions and ideas, they took great
care that the social position of privileged classes should remain secure.
Church and State, they realised, must remain the pillars of society.
For the new capitalist society, then in process of formation, could no
more do without religion than it could without science.

Locke’s successor, George Berkeley (a theological student at Trini
College, Dublin, who afterwards became a Bishop of the Church of
England in Ireland), made it his concern to refute the view that the
acceptance of the principles and methods of science must lead to a
view of the world in which religious beliefs have no place.

The full title of Berkeley’s principal philosophical work was: 4
Treatise concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge, wherein
the chief causes of error and difficulty in the sciences, with the
grounds of scepticism, atheism and irreligion, are inquired into. In
the very title of his work Berkeley proclaimed that his purpose was
to deal with the relations of science and religion, and to remove those
“errors” in the concept of science which appeared to involve anti-



SCEPTICISM AND CONSERVATISM 41

religious consequences. The reconciliation of science and religion was
his first avowed aim.

Locke had maintained that the “immediate objects” of knowledge
are our own ideas; but that these ideas are produced by the action
upon us of external material things, and that at least our ideas of
“primary qualitics” are copies of the qualities of external bodies.

It is easy to see the inconsistency in this doctrine. For if only our
own ideas are the objects of knowledge, how can we possibly know
which ideas “resemble” external objects and which do not?

This inconsistency permits two opposite lines of criticism of
Locke’s doctrine of ideas.

On the one hand, he could be criticised in that, having said that
ideas are the products of the action of external objects and are copies
of such objects, he nevertheless maintained that knowledge is limited
to the relations between ideas and that the substance of objective
things is unknowable. This line of criticism was afterwards taken up
by the revolutionary wing of the French enlightenment—by
Holbach, Helvetius and, above all, Diderot—and led to openly
materialist conclusions.

On the other hand, he could be criticised in that, having said that
knowledge is limited to the world of our own ideas, he nevertheless
maintained that these ideas afford us some knowledge of the external
material world. And this line of criticism was that adopted by
Berkeley.

When we perceive any sensible object, what we are aware of is
nothing but the existence in our consciousness of certain combinations
of sensations. What can be meant, then, Berkeley asked, by the
existence of a material object, external to the perceiving mind, corre-
sponding to our sensations?

“The table I write on exists; that is, I see and feel it; and if I were
out of my study, I should say it existed; meaning thereby that if I was
in my study I might perceive it, or that some other spirit actually does
perceive it. There was an odour, that is, it was smelt; there was a
sound, that is, it was heard; a colour or figure, and it was perceived
by sight or touch. That is all I can understand by these and the like
expressions” (Principles of Human Knowledge, 3).

“It is indeed an opinion strangely prevailing amongst men,”
Berkeley continued, “that heuses, mountains, fivérs, and ina word
all sensible objects, have an existence, natural or real, distinct from
their being perceived by our understanding . . . For what are the
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forementioned objects but the things we perceive by sense? and
what do we perceive besides our own ideas or sensations? and is it
not plainly repugnant that any one of these, or any combination of
them, should exist unperceived?” (3).

He went on to argue against Locke’s contention that our ideas are
copies of the qualities of external material things.

“I answer, an idea can be like nothing but an idea; a colour or
figure can be like nothing but another colour or figure . . . Again, I
ask whether these supposed originals, or external things, of which
our ideas are the pictures or representations, be themselves perceivable
or no? If they are, then they are ideas, and we have gained our point;
but if you say they are not, I appeal to anyone whether it be sense
to assert a colour is like something which is invisible; hard or soft
like something that is intangible; and so of the rest” (8).

Berkeley was able very soon to dispose of Locke’s distinction
between “primary qualities”, which allegedly inhere in material
objects independent of the mind, and “secondary qualities” which
are merely subjective.

“I desire anyone to reflect, and try whether he can, by any abstrac-
tion of thought, conceive the extension and motion of a body without
all other sensible qualities . . . extension, figure and motion, abstracted
from all other qualities, are inconceivable. Where therefore the other
sensible qualities are, there these must be also, to wit, in the mind,
and nowhere else” (10).

As for Locke’s conception of ‘“‘substance” as the “substratum”
which ““supports™ the various qualities of material things, Berkeley
asserted that this was a completely meaningless and incomprehensible
abstraction.

“If we inquire into what the most accurate philosophers declare
themselves to mean by material substance, we shall find them
acknowledge they have no other meaning annexed to those sounds
but the idea of Being in general . . . The general idea of Being
appeareth to me the most abstract and incomprehensible of all
other . . . So that when I consider the two parts or branches which
make the signification of the words material substance, I am con-
vinced there is no distinct meaning annexed to them” (17).

Here Berkeley turned the tables on Hobbes’ assertion that “sub-
stance incorporeal” is a meaningless expression. It is “material sub-
stance” that is now asserted to be a meaningless combination of
words. In this assertion Berkeley first formulated the contention,
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which has been repeated many times since, that “matter” is a mean-
ingless abstraction. Materialism is condemned as a doctrine based on
unintelligible abstraction—confused, meaningless, nonsensical.

Finally, Berkeley asserted: “If there were external bodies, it is
impossible we should ever come to know it; and if there were not,
we might have the very same reasons to think there were as we
have now"” (20).

And so his conclusion was demonstrated: “Some truths there are
¢o0 near and obvious to the mind that a man need only open his eyes
to see them. Such I take this important one to be, viz. that all the
choir of heaven and furniture of earth, in a word, all those bodies
which compose the mighty frame of the world, have not any sub-
sistence without a mind; that consequently so long as they are not
actually perceived by me, or do not exist in my mind, or that of any
other created spirit, they must either have no existence at all, or else
subsist in the mind of some Eternal Spirit; it being perfectly unintel-
ligible, and involving all the absurdity of abstraction, to attribute to
any single part of them an existence independent of a spirit” (6).

Berkeley hastened to defend himself against the imputation that
there was anything paradoxical, or contrary to common sense and
experience, about this conclusion.

“It were a mistake to think that what is here said derogates in the
least from the reality of things . . . we detract nothing from the
received opinion of their reality, and are guilty of no innovation in
this respect . . . the difference is that, according to us, the unthink-
ing things perceived by sense have no existence distinct from being
perceived” (91).

But while the concept of matter has no basis in experience, its chief
use is as an aid to the enemies of religion. -

“How great a friend Material Substance has been to Atheists in all
ages it were needless to relate. All their monstrous systems have so
visible and necessary a dependence on it, that when this corner-stone
is removed, the whole fabric cannot choose but fall to the ground;
insomuch as it is no longer worth while to bestow a particular con-
sideration on the absurdities of every wretched sect of Atheists” (g2).

On the other hand, the articles of the Christian faith can be much
more readily accepted, once the prejudice of the existence of matter
is removed. Many objections have been ruised-against Christian
dogmas, from the creation to the resurrection of the dead, on the
grounds that they assert impossibilities. But: “Take away this
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material substance . . . and mean by body that which every plain
ordinary person means by the word, to wit, that which is immediately
seen and felt, which is only a combination of sensible qualities and
ideas: and then their most unanswerable objections come to
nothing” (g5).

Indeed, “Matter being once expelled out of nature drags with it so
many sceptical and impious notions, such an incredible number of
disputes and puzzling questions, which have been thorns in the sides
of divines as well as philosophers, and made so much fruitless work
for mankind, that if the arguments which we have produced against
it are not found equal to demonstration (as to me they evidently seem)
yet I am sure all friends of knowledge, peace and religion have reason
to wish they were” (g6).

In this way, then, Berkeley refuted all those who were trying to
draw anti-religious conclusions from what they supposed to be a
scientific attitude. Such *“wretched Atheists” supposed that science
was about the objective material world, its constitution and laws,
which are independent of human thought, will and sensation. When
so interpreted, it is true that science is materialistic and may seem to
be irreconcilable with any idealist or religious doctrines. But such an
interpretation is absurd. Scientific results are, indeed, valid and useful
—but we must interpret them correctly. They deal only with sen-
sations, which come to us in certain orders and combinations, the
rules and laws of which the sciences discover. Science has no other
object—and therefore nothing it can establish can ever possibly
contradict the main tenets of religion and idealism.

2. THE ROAD TO SOLIPSISM

Berkeley’s circumscription of science and reconciliation of science
and religion was not, however, entirely consistent—any more than
Locke’s doctrine had been consistent. For not content with showing
that science could not overthrow religion, Berkeley tried to develop
his philosophical principles as a justification of the fundamental
tenets of religious faith.

Having made out that matter does not exist, and that our sensations
are therefore not caused by the action upon us of external material
objects, Berkeley was led to speculate upon the real origin of our
sensations and of the order and combination which is observable
amongst them. We must distinguish, he declared, between sensible
objects, the existence of which “consists only in being perceived”,

i
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and the “soul or spirit”, which is “an active being, whose existence
consists, not in being perceived, but in perceiving ideas and
thinking” (140).

“It is evident,” he continued, “that . . . the far greater part of the
ideas or sensations perceived by us, are not produced by, or dependent
on, the wills of men. There is therefore some other Spirit that causes
them; since it is repugnant that they should subsist by themselves”
(146). Therefore “nothing can be more evident . . . than the existence
of God, or a Spirit who is intimately present to our minds, producing
in them all that variety of ideas or sensations which continually
affect us. ..” (149).

Following up this line of speculation, Berkeley was led to postulate
another mode of cognition, additional to that derived from the senses.
And this he called cognition through “notions”, as distinct from
“ideas”. “We may not, I think strictly be said to have an idea of an
active being, or of an action; although we may be said to have a
notion of them” (142). The world is spiritual; but we do not know
spirit—either our own souls, or God—through ideas implanted on
the senses, but through “notions”.

Now in this Berkeley was obviously inconsistent. For if it is
illegitimate to infer the existence of the material world as the ground
of our experience, it must be equally illegitimate to infer the existence
of God. If all knowledge is derived from sense, how can knowledge
of God and the soul be allowed? Or if we are allowed a “notion” of
spirit, why is it absurd to have a “notion” of matter? If the words
“material substance” are meaningless, surely the same must go for
“infinite spirit”?

David Hume, in his Treatise of Human Nature, set about the
removal of these inconsistencies of Berkeley.

“We may observe, that ’tis universally allowed by philosophers,
and is besides pretty obvious of itself, that nothing is really present
to the mind but its perceptions or impressions and ideas, and that
external objects become known to us only by those perceptions they
occasion . . .

“Now, since nothing is ever present to the mind but perceptions,
and since all ideas are derived from something antecedently present
to the mind; it follows, that ’tis impossible for. us so_much as to
conceive or form an idea of any thing specifically different from
ideas or impressions. Let us fix our attention out of ourselves as much
as possible; let us chase our imagination to the heavens, or to the
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utmost limits of the universe; we never really advance a step beyond
ourselves, nor can we conceive any kind of existence, but those percep-
tions, which have appeared in that narrow compass” (I, II, 6).

By “impressions” Hume meant the objects of sense; and by
“ideas”, “the faint images of these in thinking and reasoning” (I, I,
1). The objects of the mind being thus strictly limited to our own
impressions and ideas, any external reality “beyond” the “narrow
compass” of impressions and ideas is absolutely inconceivable.

In other passages Hume tried to show in some detail how the belief
that external material things exist arises solely from the persistence
and recurrence of certain groupings of impressions. Such experiences
dispose us to believe that corresponding permanent external things
exist. But we have no evidence that anything exists beyond impres-
sions and ideas. When submitted to strict analysis, the supposition of
such existence turns out to be logically baseless.

So far Hume agreed with Berkeley. But he went on to point out
that, on the same principles, not only do external material objects
disappear, but the knowing mind, or the soul, disappears as well.

“Self or person,” Hume wrote, “is not any one-impression, but
that to which our several impressions and ideas are supposed to have
reference.” And so he asked :

“After what manner therefore do they belong to self, and how are
they connected with it? For my part, when I enter most intimately
into what I call myself, I always stumble on some particular percep-
tion or other . .. I never catch myself at any time without a perception,
and never can observe anything but the perception . . . If anyone,
upon serious and unprejudiced reflection, thinks he has a different
notion of Aimself, I must confess I can reason no longer with him . ..
But setting aside some metaphysicians of this kind, I may venture to
affirm of the rest of mankind, that they are nothing but a bundle or
collection of different perceptions . ..” (I, IV, 6).

And so just as permanent external material objects are reduced to
collections of fleeting impressions, the same applies to the permanent
self, or soul, or mind. “We may observe, that what we call a mind, is
nothing but a heap or collection of different perceptions, united
together by certain relations, and supposed, though falsely, to be
endowed with a perfect simplicity and identity” (1, IV, 2).

So much, therefore, for Berkeley’s “notion” of spirit. It has gone

the same way as matter—and nothing remains but the series of fleet-
ing impressions,
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The train of thought which led from Locke, through Berkeley, to
Hume, was a train of thought which relentlessly reduced the scope
of what was asserted to exist. Thus Locke allowed three circles of
being, so to speak: impressions and ideas; the self, to which these
belong; and material objects, which they represent. Berkeley reduced
these three circles to two: impressions and ideas; and the self or soul.
Hume left standing only impressions and ideas, which belong to
nothing and represent nothing.

Having arrived at this conclusion, Hume went on to develop it
further, with the same relentless consistency. He next attacked the
idea of causality.

He pointed out—as, indeed, Berkeley had pointed out before—
that sense-impressions are quite “‘inert”, and do not contain any
element of “power” or “efficacy” or “‘necessary connection”, whereby
one can produce or cause another. They simply follow one another,
and enter into combinations, without any causal connection.

From this Berkeley concluded that they must be caused by God.
But Hume concluded that, since our knowledge is limited to what-
ever is presented to us by the senses, the idea of causality as some
kind of necessary objective connection between events independent
of our consciousness of them, must be an illusion. “All events seem
entirely loose and separate. One event follows another, but we never
can observe any tie between them. They scem conjoined but never
connected” (Inquiry concerning Human Understanding, 7).

Finally, Hume went on to conclude that, the objects of knowledge
being limited to flecting impressions, the knowledge of any one
person at any moment is limited to the existence of his own impres-
sions at that moment. There are no principles of reason which would
allow us to infer from the impressions of the moment the existence
of anything else—past, present, or future.

If, therefore, the philosopher is determined to admit nothing except
what can with certainty be demonstrated, he can admit nothing what-
ever—neither the external world, nor other people, nor even his own
continuous existence as presented by his memory—beyond “those
perceptions which are immediately present to consciousness”’
(T'reatise of Human Nature, 1,1V, 7).

Here, therefore, there appeared the logical consequence of con-
sistently following up Locke’s original. doctrine_of “ideas”. That
consequence is solipsism.

It is a disturbing consequence, and has disturbed followers of the
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empiricist tradition of philosophy ever since. “I am at first affrighted
and confounded with that forlorn solitude in which I am placed in
my philosophy,” Hume exclaimed (I, IV, 7).

3- KNOWLEDGE, BELIEF AND SUPERSTITION

Hume did not, however, elieve that nothing existed except the
momentary impressions in his own mind. “I dine, I play a game of
backgammon, I converse, and am merry with my friends; and when,
after three of four hours’ amusement, I would return to these specu-
lations, they appear so cold, and strained, and ridiculous, that I
cannot find it in my heart to enter into them any further. Here, then,
I find myself absolutely and necessarily determined to live, and
talk, and act like other people in the common affairs of life”
1, IV, 7).

His conclusion was, therefore, that what can be known with
certainty, and what one must believe, are two different things; and
that it is in practice impossible to base beliefs exclusively on what can
with certainty be known. The whole point of Hume’s philosophy
consists in this.

What is the nature of belief? Hume asked. What is the difference
between believing or assenting to an idea, and not believing it? He
answered: “An idea assented to feels different . . . and this different
feeling I endeavour to explain by calling it a superior force, or
vivacity, or solidity, or firmness, or steadiness.” Belief is a matter of
fecling, rather than reason. It is “something felz by the mind, which
distinguishes the ideas of the judgment from the fictions of the
imagination. It gives them more force and influence; makes them
appear of greater importance; infixes them in the mind ; and renders
them the governing principles of all our action” (ibid).

As to why some ideas attain such *vivacity” as to become beliefs,
Hume considered that this circumstance ultimately derives from
their association with sense-impressions.

It is the repeated occurrence of certain combinations of impressions
which engenders the firm belief in the existence of stable external
objects; and similarly, the recurrence of certain sequences of impres-
sions leads to the belief in causal connection.

Of course, social custom and education enforce certain beliefs—
such as religious beliefs. But these beliefs, too, owe their vivacity, in
the last analysis, to association with sense-impressions. Thus religious
beliefs are kept alive by association with the lively impressions
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produced by religious ceremonies, and are apt to fade away without
rituals to induce and reinforce them (I, I1I, 8-9).

In this connection, Hume was the first to draw a sharp distinction
between propositions which are demonstrated in a logical or mathe-
matical way, and beliefs in matters of fact, which cannot be so
demonstrated. It is impossible, he said, “for the imagination to
conceive any thing contrary to a demonstration™; but “‘in reasonings
from causation, and concerning matters of fact, this absolute
necessity cannot take place” (1, III, 7).

As regards “matters of fact”, therefore, we can have no demonstra-
tions or proof. And all that Hume claimed to have proved, was to
have proved this necessary truth. If you demand conclusive proof of
matters of fact, then all you can say with certainty is that your
impressions of the moment exist at the moment you are aware of
them.

Hume’s object, then (as he made very clear), was not to tell us to
stop believing in the existence of material objects, of other people, of
past history, and so on. For he insisted, on the contrary, that we can-
not help but assent to those ideas, which are enlivened by the whole
content and sequence of our experience. His object was rather to
destroy the false idea that certain beliefs are demonstrable, when
they are demonstrably not so, and to puncture the fanaticism so often
associated with unfounded pretensions to infallible knowledge.

He proceeded to stress the distinction between what he called
“philosophy”, meaning in this context “natural philosophy" or
“science”, and “‘superstition”.

“Superstition is much more bold in its hypotheses than philo-
sophy”, he said; “and while the latter contents itself with assigning
new causes and principles to the phenomena which appear in the
visible world, the former opens a world of its own, and presents us
with scenes, and beings, and objects, which are altogether new.
Since, therefore, ’tis almost impossible for the mind of man to rest,
like those of beasts, in the narrow circle of objects, which are the
subject ?f daily conversation and action, we ought only to deliberate
concerning the choice of oy guide, and ought to prefer that which
is safest and most agreeable” @, 1V, 7).

The methods of SCience are the safest guide, for the)' allow us to
assent only to that which is substantiated by actual experience—and
with regard to that; tod, they renounce dogmatism, and are prepared
to alter or modify whatever is concluded, in the light of further
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experience. We should always be cautious, Hume declared, in the
“‘use of such terms as these, ’tis evident, ‘tis certain, ‘tis undeniable;
which a due deference to the public ought, perhaps, to prevent”
(#6id). On the other hand, such expressions are freely used to
recommend speculations which have no other basis than “a warm
imagination”.

- “While a warm imagination is allowed to enter into philosophy,”
he said, “and hypotheses embraced merely for being specious and
agreeable, we can never have any steady principles, nor any senti-
ments, which will suit with common practice and experience. But
were these hypotheses once removed, we might hope to establish a
system of opinions, which if not true (for that, perhaps, is too much
to be hoped for), might at least be satisfactory to the human mind,
and might stand the test of the most critical examination . . . For my
part, my only hope is, that I may contribute a little to the advance-
ment of knowledge, by giving in some particulars a different turn
to the speculations of philosophers, and pointing out to them more
distinctly those subjects, where alone they can expect assurance and
conviction” (s6id). )

In his Inquiry concerning Human Understanding, Hume finished
with a more forceful statement of this same conclusion :

“When we run over libraries, persuaded of these principles, what
havoc must we make? If we take in our hand any volume, of divinity
or school metaphysics, for instance, let us ask, Does it contain any
abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Does it
contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and
existence? No. Commit it then to the flames; for it can contain
nothing but sophistry and illusion” (12).

4. JUSTIFICATION BY FAITH

Whatever Hume may have had to say about the fallibility of
demonstrations, it is evident from the record that his own conclusions
were reached only by accepting and following up Locke’s contention
that the mind has no other object than its own perceptions, and
Berkeley’s that there is no way of comparing these with external
objects existing independently of what is present in the mind. If this
premise is disallowed, then the whole of Hume’s argument is dis-
allowed with it. Yet the premise itself hardly falls under the headings
of cither “abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number” or
“experimental reasoning”. Despite his apparent consistency, there-
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fore, there was still inconsistency at the heart of Hume's philospohy.

But leaving this point aside for discussion later on, it is equally
evident that, with Hume, Berkeley’s pious endeavour to justify belief
in God had come to grief. Hume did quite conclusively show, that
from Berkeley’s premises no demonstration of the existence of God
followed. But nor did any demonstration of God’s nonexistence. And
certainly, according to Hume, a materialist view of the world was as
lacking foundation as a theological view. Hume was, in fact, the
first (as well as by far the greatest) of the agnostics.

Hume’s own attitude to religion was negative. He regarded it as
“superstition”, and as socially injurious in as much as it encouraged
intolerant zeal. “Generally speaking,” he said, “the errors in religion
are dangerous; those in philosophy only ridiculous” (Treatise of
Human Nature, 1, IV, 7). But he was opposed to “zeal” of any
description; and he deprecated that of the materialists equally with
that of religious enthusiasts.

His writings on ‘“‘miracles”, on “immortality”, and on “natural
religion”, were much applauded by all the anti-clerical zealots of his
own and subsequent times. Yet they were disappointed that, even
though in an ironical tone, he always inserted small saving clauses
into his demonstrations of the lack of evidence for any religious
beliefs. At the end of the Inquiry concerning Human Understanding
he remarked of religious belief that “its best and most solid founda-
tion is faith and divine revelation”. At the end of his essay on
Immortality he remarked: “Nothing could set in a fuller light the
infinite obligations which mankind have to Divine revelation, since
we find that no other medium could ascertain this great and
important truth.” And at the end of his Dialogues concerning
Natural Religion he made the principal speaker conclude: “A
person scasoned with a just sense of the imperfections of natural
reason, will fly to revealed truth with the greatest avidity . . . To be
a philosophical sceptic is, in a man of letters, the first and most
essential step towards being a sound believing Christian.”

Hume’s intention in making these remarks was, perhaps, mainly
to provoke. But at the same time he was sticking to his brief by
showing that, while he could find no matter-of-fact evidence to
justify religious belief, he could find none to contradict it either; and
that while proofs of the existence.of God were impossible;-refutations
were impossible too.

He might have been surprised had he known that later on a whole
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school of Protestant theologians would take his polite sarcasms quite
seriously, and proclaim faith and faith alone as the foundation of
religion; and that dozens of the most eminent men of science would
justify their faith in all kinds of religious hocus-pocus by his sceptical
doctrine, that the unavoidable limitations of scientific knowledge
left all questions of the meaning or purpose of life to be decided
in the light of faith alone, because science had no bearing upon
them.

Though this was not his intention, Hume in fact continued and
completed the work of Berkeley in the matter of the reconciliation
of science and religion. He agreed that the object of scientific know-
ledge is nothing but our own sense-impressions. He corrected the
extravagance of Berkeley, who had tried to make out that the
observable order in our sense-impressions was proof of the existence
of God. But equally, he reinforced Berkeley’s own refutation of
extravagant claims made on behalf of science. Men of science were
deluded if they supposed that their investigations led to the discovery
of material causes which were “the ultimate and operating principle
as something which resides in the external object” (Treatise of
Human Nature, 1,1V, 7).

Science, therefore, can discover nothing that can possibly conflict
with religion. A scientist can be religious or not, as he chooses—his
researches simply throw no light at all on the truth or otherwise of
religious faith. On the other hand, the religious man has no cause to
fear or quarrel with science.

In the first period of the development of modern natural science,
it took up arms against religious obscurantism. The philosophy which
Hume developed from Berkeley meant that science was now to be
disarmed. It was to lay aside any claim to represent a true and
expanding picture of the real nature of things, of natural history, the
forces at work in the world, and the explanation of events.

5. MORALS AND REASON

The main upshot of Hume’s work was the production of a lay
philosophy, scientific in outlook, entirely free from any theological
trappings, but equally free from making any claim that the sciences
could discover the objective causes or “operating principle” of events,
The “external object” lay quite outside the possible sphere of human
knowledge. At the same time, Hume thought that by observation,
unprejudiced by preconceived opinions, we could find out enough



SCEPTICISM AND CONSERVATISM 53

about “human nature” as “will suit with common practice and
experience”. “Human Nature is the only science of man,” he said,
“and yet has been hitherto most neglected” (Treatise of Human
Nature, 1,1V, 7).

Hume was one of the principal architects of that characteristic
form of humanism which, while considering that “the proper study
of mankind is man”, refusing to see man as subject to any extra-
human purposes, and judging everything as it affects human interests,
at the same time considers human beings only as they exist within
the confines of bourgeois society, taking this mode of existence as
the one naturally conformable to human nature.

From this standpoint, Hume turned his attention to questions of
morality, and government.

He considered it evident that men are moved to action not by
“reason” but by “passion”—and considering his own demonstrations
of the limitations of “reason”, this conclusion was not unreasonable.
From this he immediately deduced that “the rules of morality are
not conclusions of our reason”. For “morals have an influence on
the actions and affections”, whereas “reason alone, as we have already
proved, can never have any such influence” (IIL, I, I).

From this he went on to a second conclusion: *“Morality consists
not in any relations that are the objects of science . . . It consists not
in any matter of fact . . .” (ibid).

“Take any action allowed to be vicious,” Hume argued. “Examine
it in all lights, and see if you can find that matter of fact, or real
existence, which you call vice. In whichever way you take it, you find
only certain passions, motives, volitions and thoughts. There is no
other matter of fact in the case. The vice entirely escapes you, as long
as you consider the object. You can never find it, till you turn your
reflection into your own breast, and find a sentiment of disapproba-
tion, which arises in you, towards this action . . . So that when you
pronounce any action to be vicious, you mean nothing, but that from
the constitution of your nature you have a feeling or sentiment of
blame from the contemplation of it.”

And so he concluded: “Morality, therefore, is more Pl'OPCrl)' felt
than judged of” (IIL, 1, 2).

It is, therefore, entirely impossible that any moral conclusions
—or any “value judgments”, as philosophers say nnowadays—should
be validly derived from matters of fact. There can be no valid
conclusion from “fact” to “value”.
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“In every system of morality that I have hitherto met with,” said
Hume, “I have always remarked, that the author proceeds for some
time in the ordinary way of reasoning . . . when of a sudden I am
surprised to find, that instead of the usual copulations of propositions,
is, and is not, I meet with no proposition that is not connected with
an ought, or an ought not.” But as this “expresses some new relation
or affirmation”, it “seems altogether inconceivable, how this new
relation can be a deduction from others, which are entirely different
from it” (I11, I, 1).

Why are some things judged “good” and others “bad”? Why do
we say that some actions “ought” to be done and others “ought
not”? Hume considered that this was simply due to the pleasure or
pain which they afford us “by the mere view and contemplation”
(I1L, 1, 2). At the same time, moral judgments are not based on purely
individual or selfish considerations. A concurrence of moral judg-
ment occurs in society, because of human “sympathy”, which renders
the contemplation of the pain or pleasure of others painful or pleasant
to oneself. “Sympathy is a very powerful principle in human nature”
which “has force sufficient to give us the strongest sentiments of
approbation . . . as in the case of justice, allegiance, chastity, and
good manners” (111, III, 6).

Of course, these views of Hume about morality were taken by
many to be extremely immoral, in as much as they contradicted
traditional dogmas to the effect that morality was founded on the
commands of God, or on certainties guaranteed by reason, or on
infallible moral intuitions. Yet they were very far indeed from having
any tendency to overthrow accepted moral standards.

By saying that “ought” could not be deduced from “is”, Hume
certainly did not imply that we ought not to say “ought”. On the
contrary, moral judgments are practical ones, which people living in
society cannot in practice avoid or ignore. Hume simply sought to
correct the ““warm imagination” of partisans and fanatics, of sectaries
of all sorts, whether these were people over-zealous for established
authority or, on the other hand, people seeking to subvert the
establishment in the name of new principles and “reasons” which
they supposed to have been revealed to them. The whole force of his
argument was in favour of those standards of “justice, allegiance,
chastity and good manners™ which had come to be generally accepted
in his society, and which had won approbation (as he supposed) as a
result of experience and of their being conformable to human nature.
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6. IMPROVING THE ANCIENT FABRIC

What Hume had to say about political questions was said in his
Essays; and it was short, and very much to the point.

He was a Tory in politics, of that moderate variety inspired more
by a conviction that it is best to let well alone than by any conviction
of the sanctity of established institutions; and served for some years
with distinction as Secretary to the British Embassy in France. His
principal aversion was to any kind of “enthusiasm™ or excess,
whether of the left or of the right.

Locke had deduced how government ought to be constituted from
the alleged fact that governments were instituted to protect property.
Hume doubted whether this was even a fact. “Government,” he
said, “commences more casually and more imperfectly” (Of he
Origin of Government). But in any case, such inferences from “is”
to “ought” are without foundation. “It is,” he said, “on opinion only
that government is founded” (Of the First Principles of Government).
All governments have their conveniences and inconveniences. And
“in all governments, there is a perpetual intestine struggle, open or
secret, between Authority and Liberty; and neither of them can ever
absolutely prevail in the contest” (Of the Origin of Government).
The only wise course is, therefore, to seek to preserve that govern-
ment which has been in practice found most convenient. We should
avoid reforms and innovations which claim to be founded on
“reason’’ but are in reality merely doctrinaire.

“Let us cherish and improve our ancient government as much as
possible,” Hume concluded, “without encouraging a passion for
dangerous novelties” (Of the First Principles of Government). “An
established government has an infinite advantage, by that very
circumstance, of its being established . . . To tamper, therefore, in
this affair merely upon the credit of supposed argument and philo-
sophy, can never be the part of a wise magistrate . . . and though he
may attempt some improvement for the public good, yet he will
adjust his innovations as much as possible to the ancient fabric, and
preserve entire the chief pillars and supports of the constitution”
(Idea of a Perfect Commonuwealth).

This is exactly the same argument as Burke afterwards produced,
with more prolixity, against the French Revolution, and as still
serves today as the foundation-stone of British Conservatism.

‘When Hume was with the British Embassy in Paris, he came into
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close contact with the revolutionary thinkers of the French Enlighten-
ment. They were attracted by his sceptical attitude to religion, but
repelled by the same attitude applied to social questions (including
his readiness to tolerate clerics while still believing them peddlers of
superstition). For his part, he deplored their evident desire to turn
society upside down in the name of “truth” and of “the rights of
man” deduced from a materialist philosophy. He deplored their
theories of the perfectibility of men and of the power of ““reason”.

Those who are conscious of wrong and oppression must always try
to penctrate in their thoughts to its causes, and to justify their
revolutionary proposals by an appeal to objective truth. Hume con-
tended that we could never possess any cogent demonstration of such
truth, and condemned revolutionaries as enthusiasts carried away by
their own brand of superstition. Like Locke, he deprecated any
pretensions to be able to discover the objective causes behind the
appearances. But he carried forward this deprecation with far
greater force and consistency than Locke. Locke was still concerned
with the completion of a bourgeois revolution. With Hume there
emerged an attitude very well content with the existing social order.

The whole record shows that this philosophy, as it was developed
from Locke’s doctrine of ““ideas”, is socially conservative, well suited
to the defence of an established bourgeois order. For when revolu-
tionaries proclaim that a scientific method of thinking points the way
to social innovation, including in their programmes derivations of
“ought” from “is”, this philosophy claims to show conclusively that
no method of scientific thought can ever possibly justify such
pretensions. It can never possibly justify the undermining of either
state or church. And if it seems to do so, that is only the irrational
delusion of dogmatic enthusiasts.



CHAPTER THREE

The Philosophy of Science

I. FRANCIS BACON WAS RIGHT
THE present-day linguistic philosophy is essentially a continuation,
though in changed circumstances, of the tradition of British Empiri-
cism founded by Locke, Berkeley and Hume. And indeed, these
philosophers all acknowledge their debt, to Hume in particular. But
in the two hundred years since Hume a great deal has happened.
The sequence of thought which has been reviewed, from Bacon to
Hume, took place on the basis of the bourgeois revolution in Britain
and the primitive accumulation of capital. Then came the great
social transformation wrought by the industrial revolution, which
was made possible by, and carried along in its train, the tremendous
development of the natural sciences. Germane to our present theme
are those philosophers who directly adapted the heritage of Locke,
Berkeley and Hume to the new conditions of industrial capitalism
and the new discoveries of the sciences.

These discoveries amply bore out what Francis Bacon asserted at
the beginning of his Novum Organum—*‘man does and understands
as much as his observations permit him, and neither knows nor is
capable of more”. What with Bacon had been 2 bold stroke of
imagination became almost a truism, born out by the most abundant
experience. While philosophers sat speculating and deducing from
first principles how the universe was and must be constituted, and
what laws all things in it must obey, scientists got to work with their
techniques of experiment and observation, and began to find out
what processes really take place in nature, how they work and how
they can be used. The whole epoch of great foundation discoveries
by the natural sciences during the nineteenth century was prolific of
philosophical speculations and philosophical systems of all sorts. But
the advance of the sciences was putting these in the shade, and
furnishing an ever more effective demonstration that what men
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cannot know about nature and society by following the empirical
methods of science, they cannot know at all.

The science of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries had been
mainly mechanistic. That is to say, it had assumed that nature was
rather like a machine, made of fixed parts which moved and inter-
acted according to unchangeable laws, continually repeating the
same movements and producing the same results. The great dis-
coveries of the industrial revolution, on the other hand, were mostly
concerned with the transformations and processes of evolution and
development which take place in nature. As a result, the conception
of nature was revolutionised. Instead of the same motions endlessly
repeated, there emerged the picture of one form of motion being
transformed into another, and of change, development and evolution
taking place everywhere.

Discoveries in thermodynamics, for example, showed how different
energies are transformed into one another—as in the steam engine
heat is transformed into mechanical motion. Faraday showed how
electrical forces are generated by a moving magnet. The investigation
of living organisms showed how all forms of life ‘are developed from
cells. The Darwinian theory showed how all living species had
evolved by natural selection from more primitive forms. Geology

showed how the earth itself changed, and astronomy that the stars
are not unchanging.

2. DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM

In this way the sciences began to present a picture of the material
world in which everything could be explained from the material
world itself, in terms of processes of the transformation and develop-
ment of material systems. A living cell is a chemical system, and the
original forms of life themselves came into being by the formation
of complex molecules. Man himself evolved by natural selection from
among the primates. It remained to work out how human society
and human consciousness could have evolved from natural rather
than from supernatural causes—and this was done by the hypothesis
of historical materialism, put forward by Marx at about the same
time as Darwin was working out the theory of evolution by natural
selection. This was a hypothesis comparable with those advanced in
other fields of fundamental theory in the sciences. Marx showed that
what differentiated man from other animals was his way of using
tools to produce his means of life; men thus created social forces of
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production, corresponding to the development of which they entered
into relations of production, and corresponding to those relations of
production they created social institutions and the whole complex of
conscious social life. As Engels put it: “Just as Darwin discovered
the law of development of organic nature, so Marx discovered
the law of development of human history” (Speech at Marx’s
Graveside).

The philosophy of dialectical materialism, put forward by Marx
and Engels, was based on accepting the fundamental principle that
we can know only so much as we can discover by empirical proce-
dures. All a priori principles, all alleged certainties founded on any-
thing other than observation and the verification of theories by
practice, were ruled out. But this was far from meaning that our
knowledge is limited to our own sense-impressions. On the contrary,
human knowledge is capable of penetrating further and further into
the constitution, causes and laws of material processes which take
place independently of our perceiving or knowing them. Being is
prior to thinking. The object exists independently of its being per-
ceived or thought about; and all the phenomena of consciousness
are to be explained as the reflection and result of material processes,
not the other way about.

Adopting this strictly materialist standpoint, Marx and Engels at
the same time rejected the mechanistic assumptions of earlier
materialist philosophies. The world was to be understood, not as a
complex of things, but as a complex of processes, in which apparently
stable things, together with their reflections in our consciousness, go
through an unending succession of coming into being and ceasing
to be, of change and development. Motion is the mode of existence
of matter. But the motion of matter cannot be reduced to one funda-
mental mode of mechanical interaction. Simple spatial displacement
and mechanical interaction, chemical change, life, and human con-
scious activity, are so many evolving forms of material motion, in
which the higher always presupposes the lower, but cannot be
reduced to it. The task of scientific inquiry is always to discover the
laws of motion in terms of which particular phenomena can be
explained and brought within the scope of human prediction or
control. This means understanding things always in their motion
and change, and in thiéir complex interconnections; understanding
the ways in which purely quantitative changes result in qualitative
changes; and unravelling the tangle of contradictory relationships
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between and within processes by the working out of which all real
change and development takes place.

This philosophy represented a summary and generalisation of the
methods and discoveries of the natural sciences. As Engels insisted,
it was not a philosophy which attempted to impose itself on the
sciences, but it was drawn from them. As such, its tendency was to
liberate the sciences from pre-scientific philosophical or theological
doctrines, as well as from the hangover of the earlier purely mech-
anistic assumptions of the sciences themselves. And it served as the
guiding light for the further application of scientific methods in
formulating the fundamental theory of the development of human

society and human consciousness.

3. THE ANALYSIS OF SENSATIONS

By contrast, right throughout the nineteenth and well into the
twentieth centuries there continued to be asserted what had by then
become the classical doctrine of empiricism, namely, that sense-
impressions are the objects of knowledge, and that knowledge can-
not be concerned with an external material world. A succession of
philosophers—not noted individually for any special originality,
verve or consistency, but taken all together producing a quite impres-
sive body of theory—took it upon themselves to philosophise about
and interpret the natural sciences in this fashion. They all tried to
assimilate the great scientific discoveries of the age of industrial
capitalism, while maintaining that scientific knowledge extends no
further than the limits of one’s own sense-impressions.

The emphasis which Hume had formerly placed on the sceptical
implications of this doctrine came to be changed. Hume’s whole
emphasis, as we have seen, was laid on the lack of any positive
foundation for human knowledge. But the subsequent development
of scientific discovery and technology was so impressive, that the
bland scepticism of Hume seemed out of place. His successors sought
to interpret the methods of the empirical sciences as methods of
acquiring positive knowledge, and the chief problem which engaged
their attention was that of interpreting scientific discovery. The
resulting philosophy of science, in all its variations, may be con-
veniently labelled “positivism”,

In Britain, J. S. Mill elaborated what was called “inductive” logic,
and formulated what he considered to be the reliable scientific
methods for inferring from particular data of observation universal
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conclusions about the order and scquence of events. According to
him—and to Karl Pearson, of T. H. Huxley and others, who adopted
the same point of view—what the sciences achieve is the methodical
prediction of the ordering of sense-impressions. They explained that
when science refers to material objects and material causes, what it
actually does is predict what groupings and sequences of sensations
to expect. A material object, as J. S. Mill put it, is a “permanent
possibility of sensation™.

This contention proved capable of elaboration in two divergent
ways.

One way (which I need not discuss further, since it has litte rele-
vance to my theme) was proposed in the United States by Charles
Peirce, and led to the peculiarly American brand of positivist philo-
sophy known as “pragmatism”, “instrumentalism™ or “operationa-
lism”. Peirce suggested that what we mean when we talk about
objects should not be construed as simply a prediction of sensations,
but rather as a prediction of the results of action. For sensations are
not merely passively received, but are obtained in the course of
human activity. Significant statements are like programmes of action,
and those which serve no such practical purpose are virtually mean-
ingless. This led to a new definition of “truth”. What makes a state-
ment true is not the fact that objects are actually related in the way
the statement says they are. What makes it true is the success of the
action which we take in conformity with it.

The other way consisted in trying to state explicitly what is really
the case, or what really exists, corresponding to statements vouched
for by scientific methods of inquiry. Taking it for granted that know-
ledge is limited to sense-impressions, it was concluded that the real
“alements” of the world—the constitutive atoms out of which all
things are built up, as in the ancient atomic philosophy of Democritus
and Epicurus—are nothing but sensations. Perhaps the simplest and
least ambiguous statement of this conclusion was that contained in
Ernst Mach’s book, The Analysis of Sensations.

“Bodies do not produce sensations, but complexes of elements
(complexes of sensations) make up bodies,” Mach announced. “If to
the physicist, bodies appear the real, abiding existences, whilst the
‘elements’ are regarded merely as their evanescent, transitory appear-
ance, the physicist forgets,in the assumption of such & view, that all
bodies are but thought-symbols for complexes of elements (complexes
of sensations)” (I, 13).



62 EMPIRICISM AND LOGIC

Having said that, Mach proceeded to dispose of the view (first
foreshadowed by Locke, and afterwards stated by Kant) that causing
our sensations there exist “things in themselves”, the nature of which
cannot be known.

“For us,” he said, “the world does not consist of mysterious

entities, which by their interaction with another, equally mysterious
entity, the ego, produce sensations, which alone are accessible. For
us colours, sounds, spaces, times, are provisionally the ultimate
elements, whose given condition it is our business to investigate.
It is precisely in this that the exploration of reality consists”
ibid).
( Ald)though Mach stuck in the word “provisionally” in deference
to scientific caution—as a physicist might have said that “provision-
ally” atoms were to be regarded as the ultimate constituents of matter,
until such time as later techniques might succeed in splitting the
atom—it is pretty obvious that he saw no prospects of ever reducing
sensations to anything other than sensations. The word “provision-
ally” -was, indeed, quite out of place in his exposition.

Mach proceeded to argue that his “analysis” in no way represented
a subjectivist or idealist point of view. He was not saying (as Berkeley
had done) that reality was in essence mental or spiritual, as opposed
to material. On the contrary: “The antithesis between ego and
world, between sensation (appearance) and thing, vanishes, and we
have simply to deal with the connection of the elements” a, 7.

The “elements”, he explained, are not mental, but neither are they
material. They are, as he put it, “neutral”. And in this way he
ingeniously explained the connection between the physical sciences
and psychology. When we deal with one sort of “order” of the
“elements”, that is the science of psychology, and we call them
“mental”. When we deal with another sort of “order”, that is the
science of physics, and we call them “physical” or “material”. But
really they are “neutral”—just “elements”; and all our knowledge
and all science has the same objects, namely, the “clements” with
which we are acquainted in experience, and which in one order make
up a mind, and in another order a body.

4. A MISFIT

All the various positivist schemes for justifying the methods of
sclence and interpreting its discoveries assumed that what science
achieves is the prediction of experience, and that the method of

!




THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE 63

science is the method of reaching universal conclusions from par-
ticular data. The scientist, in other words, observes certain connec-
tions within his experience (whether these are termed combinations
of sensation or experienced consequences of activity) and then
formulates his scientific conclusion in the form of a law. This law is,
in effect, a formula for predicting future experience—namely, that
the elements of experience will always be connected in accordance
with the law. So long as experience continues to verify the prediction,
the law is all right; but if future experience contains anything which
does not accord with the prediction, then the formulation of the law
must be altered so as to accord with experience.

Of course, the laws formulated by the sciences need not all be of
the same form. And a good deal of attention was given by the philo-
sophers of science to sorting out the various different forms of
scientific law. For example, there are laws of the simplest form,
which simply say that A is invariably combined with or followed by
B; there are more complicated laws (of the sort which J. S. Mill called
“concomitant variation””), which say that A varies with B, or express
A as a function of B; and there are also statistical laws, which do not
say that a certain sequence invariably occurs but state the frequencies
with which different sequences occur.

This study of the form of laws lent to the positivist philosophy of
science a certain plausibility. Physics has often been held to be, in
some sense, the most fundamental or universal of the natural sciences;
and as physics advanced, especially at and after the turn of the
century, this philosophy was able to supply a very simple interpreta-
tion of physical laws. Physics came to be regarded as the model
science, and other sciences as scientific in so far as they approximated
to standards set by physics. The fundamental laws of physics express
the dependence of one quantity on another, where these are measur-
able by readings from physical apparatus. The laws of physics, then,
were represented simply as generalisations, largely statistical, and
expressed as mathematical formulas, co-ordinating such readings.
As A. S. Eddington later put it, the subject matter of physics consists
of “pointer readings”, “flashes on screens” and “similar indications”
(The Nature of the Physical World). These elements of experience,
and nothing else, were said to be the subject matter of physical
science. When the physicist talks of “atonss”,*‘electrons™; and so on,
he is merely using convenient (though somewhat misleading) expres-
sions for the formulation of complicated laws co-ordinating data
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given in experience. He is not discovering anything about the
constitution of the material world which exists independent of his
experience.

The plausibility of this interpretation of the procedures and find-
ings of the physical sciences depends on two conditions—first, that
attention is confined to how the sciences draw conclusions from
observational data, and no attention paid to how the observational
data themselves are obtained; and second, that the conclusions of the
sciences are taken to consist of laws which enable future events to
be predicted.

The work of the theoretical physicist, it is true, begins with the
data which are presented to him; his job is to devise formulas which
will fit all the data. But where do these data come from? They are
readings off various kinds of apparatus, and the apparatus must first
be devised and constructed in order to get the data. The science of
physics does not in fact start from “pointer-readings and similar
indications”. On the contrary, such data are a product of scientific
work and not its commencing point. Modern natural science, whether
one considers physics or any other of its branches, is not an under-
taking for devising formulas to fit given data, but is a major co-
operative undertaking for devising research techniques.

The theoretical physicist may be content to accept the data that are
given to him and use them as the starting point for his theories. But
that is only because he knows and is satisfied with the techniques by
which they were obtained. And if he did not know those techniques,
he would not know how to construct his theories or formulate the
laws of physics. Thus, for instance, there are various sorts of “pointer-
readings”, taken from scales, clocks, galvanometers, etc. The pointer
is, of course, a part of a physical object, namely, a scientific instru-
ment, which was very carefully constructed and tested according to
certain established rules in order to register certain changes by
measurement on a scale. The “pointer-reading” is not a “datum”
but something obtained by definite means for a definite purpose,
namely, the purpose of finding out more about physical processes
than is revealed by crude observation unaided by special techniques.

All natural sciences depend on specialised research techniques,
adapted to the particular subject matter. The techniques consist of
co-operative activity, interposed between the senses and the object,
with the purpose of more thoroughly exploring the properties of the
object. People devise means of acting on external objects, and making
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those objects produce their effects, in order by that means (as Francis
Bacon explained long ago) to know more about those objects and to
be able to do more with them.

And that being so, it does not fit the facts to interpret physics, or
any other of the natural sciences, as though the subject matter were
confined to the observational data given in experience (such as the
pointer-readings, in the case of physics). Nor did the pragmatists or
operationalists improve the fit by making the subject matter the
“operations” performed by experimenters. On the contrary, scientific
theory is founded, not just on given data, or records of operations,
but on the co-operative purposive activity of producing changes in
external objects, together with the construction of means to register
and record those changes; and the subject matter of scientific research
is, accordingly, not just the observational data (the end-record) but
the constitution, properties and laws of the objects of the research
activity.

If, then, we consider the content of the conclusions of the sciences,
or of scientific theories, it is also evident that these cannot be inter-
preted simply as formulas for predicting future experiences. On the
contrary, since the sciences engage in practical exploration of the
objective material world, their discoveries concern the constituents
of that world, the forms of motion and inter-connection, the inter-
dependencies of material structures, the emergence of more complex
structures with novel properties from simpler ones, and the processes
of transformation and development by which what exists at one time
came into being out of what existed at an earlier time. And the
outcome is not only ability to predict experience, but a practical
mastery over those processes themselves.

According to Mill’s inductive logic, the sciences are based on
procedures of arguing from the particular to the general, from
particular connections, several times observed, to a universal law.
Although it came to be recognised that “Mill’s methods™ were far
from affording a satisfactory account of the processes of scientific
reasoning, nevertheless it continued to be assumed that the sciences
proceed by induction, that is, by extrapolating laws from observed
instances. Hume had pointed out that there are no known principles
of logic to justify any such procedure; nor have any such principles
been discovered since. And yet it continued to.he assumed that this
is the basic or essential procedure of the sciences.

The fact is, that if one takes into consideration the whole social

M.L.P.—3
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activity in which science consists, instead of confining attention to
the logical relationship between formulas and their instances, it
appears that the problem of understanding and justifying the proce-
dures of the sciences is not at all the so-called problem of induction.
Scientific work devises powerful techniques of research by the use of
which people are able to make discoveries about processes hidden in
the absence of such techniques, so that, having discovered such things,
they can use them for their own purposes. The problem of under-
standing how this is done is not primarily a logical problem—though,
of course, any problem concerning knowledge does involve logical
considerations; it is a part of the more general problem of under-
standing how in conscious purposive social activity men develop the
human capacity of mastery over their environment.

The positivist philosophy of science which maintains that the
sciences are concerned only with the order, combination and sequence
of events within the field of sense experience, and that the conclusions
of the sciences consist of laws enabling us to predict such experience,
does not fit the sciences. Any survey of the whole field of activity
which constitutes scientific research shows that that is not what the
natural sciences in fact do. This philosophy results in a total mis-
apprehension of what the natural sciences do and of the real problem
of how they do it. It did not arise from the development of the natural
sciences themselves, but was foisted on them as an interpretation of
their methods and findings, deduced from the philosophical doctrine
that the object of knowledge is one’s own sense-impressions. From
that doctrine, this philosophy of science followed. But on the other
hand, the fact that this philosophy of science does not fit the natural

sciences is one very good reason for questioning the philosophical
doctrine from which it was derived.

5. SCIENCE AND SOCIETY

The big point which positivists always made in favour of their views
is that they refused to entertain the existence of anything not immedi-
ately open to observation. Everything that is supposedly hidden
behind our sensations, as their real cause, as the objective reality not
immediately open to inspection but which takes on a sensuous
appearance, was ruled out, as “mysterious” and “‘unknowable”. They
persistently laboured Berkeley’s contention that the concept of the
external material object, or “matter”, is “the most abstract and
incomprehensible of all other”, with “no distinct meaning annexed”.
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As Mach forcibly expressed it: “For us the world does not consist of
mysterious entities.” For the positivists, the world was just as it
scemed. Everything they admitted to exist was always above board
and open to view.

The account which such a philosophy gave of the methods and
achievements of the scientific investigation of nature did not fit the
actual methods and achievements, though it could claim a specious
plausibility for its account of the laws of nature. But it fitted in far
better with the methods and postulates which were at the same time
being adopted for the investigation of society.

The development of the sciences, which came as an integral part
of capitalist development as a whole, could not but lead to the con-
clusion that a scientific outlook must apply to society as well as to
~ nature. Those who followed in the footsteps of Locke hoped to
understand the workings of society in the same way as nature, by
drawing conclusions from observation and experience. And they
hoped to derive reliable principles for regulating social affairs—
principles of ethics, of political economy, and of government—as
conclusions from a naturalistic view of society. However, in the
investigation of society the desideratum was rather to take the
phenomena of bourgeois society at their face value, as given facts of
human nature, than to seek—as in the natural sciences—to penetrate
behind the appearances to the operative causes which bring them
into being and lead to their dissolution or transformation. As we
have seen, Locke’s contention that the object of our knowledge is our
own sense impressions had already begun to suggest and to justify
such an approach.

From the very start of the bourgeois epoch the study of economics
was recognised as of fundamental importance for the practical under-
standing and government of human affairs, since material welfare
and the accumulation of wealth depend on the proper workings of the
economy. With the great increase of wealth in the forms of rent,
interest and profit the need was felt, as early as the middle of the
seventeenth century, for understanding the mode of its production
and distribution. And it was taken for granted that all wealth comes
from labour. As Adam Smith put it at the beginning of The Wealth
of Nations (1776): “The annual labour of every nation is the fund
which originally supplies-it with all the necessaries und conveniences
of life which it annually consumes.” How the values preduced by

labour are maximised, and some returned to the labourers as wages
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and some appropriated by owners of land and capital, was the
problem posed.

Marx observed that “with Adam Smith, political economy had
developed into a single great aggregate, and to a certain extent the
ground it covered had been delimited.” But “Adam Smith himself
moves with great naivete in a continuous contradiction. On the one
hand he traces the inner connection between the economic categorics
—or the hidden structure of the bourgeois economic system. On the
other hand, alongside this inner connection he sets up also the con-
nection as it is manifested in the phenomena of competition, and
therefore as it presents itself to the unscientific observer as well as to
the man who is preoccupied and interested from a practical point of
view in the process of bourgeois production. These two modes of
approach in Adam Smith’s work not only run unconstrainedly side
by side, but are interwoven and continuously contradict each other:
the one penetrating to the inner relations, the physiology, as it were,
of the bourgeois system; the other only describing, cataloguing,
expounding and bringing under classifying definitions the external
phenomena of the process of everyday life in their outward mani-
festation and appearance” (Tkeories of Surplus Value, section on
“Adam Smith”).

Marx went on to say that this happened because Adam Smith’s
“task was in fact a double one: on the one hand, to attempt to
penetrate to the inner physiology of bourgeois society : on the other,

. to describe the living forms in which this inner physiology
manifests itself outwardly, to show its relations as they appear on the
surface . . . The one task interests him as much as the other, and as
both proceed independently of the other, the result is a completely
contradictory way of looking at things—one that . . . expresses their
intrinsic relations, the other . . . expressing the relations in their
outward appearance.”

Marx himself was primarily interested—and in this his interest
was analogous to that which inspired the great contemporary dis-
coveries in the natural sciences—in what he here calls “the hidden
structure of the bourgeois economic system”, or its “physiology”.
The clue to this was provided by Ricardo’s contention that (in Marx’s
words, loc-cit.) “the foundation, the starting point for the physiology
of the bourgeois system—for the understanding of its internal organic

coherence, and life process—is the determination of value by labour
time”.
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In Capital Marx took over Ricardn’s contention that since what
commodities have in common is that they are produced by expendi-
ture of human labour, the objective standard for the comparison ot
economic values consists of the quantity of labour. And working
from this starting point, he was able to uncover the secret of the
capitalist appropriation of surplus values and of the accumulation of
capital. The capitalist mode of production was revealed as a historic-
ally constituted method of the exploitation of labour. And from this
Marx was able to demonstrate how in capitalist conditions surplus
value is appropriated in the various forms of rent, interest and profit;
how wages, costs of production, prices, rates of profit and interest,
etc., etc., are determined; how forms of government reflect economic
conditions; how the organisation and class struggle of the working
people develops.

Writing to Engels (April 30, 1868), Marx said that thus “we have
arrived at the forms of appearance which serve as the starting point
in the vulgar conception : ground rent from the earth, profit (interest)
from capital, wages from labour. But from our point of view the
thing is now seen differently. The apparent movement is explained.”

Of course, as Marx pointed out in the Preface to Capital, the kind
of techniques employed in the natural sciences are inapplicable in the
scientific investigation of society, which requires to develop its own
special methods. “Neither microscopes nor chemical reagents are of
use. The force of abstraction must replace both.” The method is not
experimental but analytic. By means of his method of analysis Marx
succeeding in achieving in social science what the natural sciences
achieve, namely, explaining the immediately observed or “apparent”
phenomena (in economic life—wages, rents, profits, rates of interest,
price variations, etc., etc.) from the more fundamental, but neverthe-
less empirically discoverable and verifiable, processes and relationships
by which they are determined. By this means he demonstrated, not
that the capitalist system can be made to work well and to last for
ever, but that it is essentially an unstable and temporary social forma-
tion. His scientific theory became a practical programme of action
for the working-class struggle against capital and for socialism.

6. POSITIVISM: METHODOLOGY FOR SOCIAL SCIENCE
Marx had observed (Theories of Surplus Value) that Ricardo was

already, as early as 1848, .being repudiated-by..other economists.

“Ricardo discovers and proclaims the economic contradiction between
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the classes—as shown by the intrinsic relations—and hence the
historical struggle and process of development is grasped at its roots
and disclosed in economic science.” The American economist H.
Carey already “therefore denounces him as the father of commun-
ism: ‘Mr Ricardo’s system is one of discords . . . its whole tendency
is to the production of hostility among classes and nations . . . His
book is the true manual of the demagogue.””’

The consequences of the labour theory of value and of Marx’s
ensuing investigation of “the physiology” of the bourgeois economic
system proved quite unacceptable. And that theory, with all its
works and consequences, was and has continued to be repudiated, on
the grounds—directly taken from the positivist philosophy—that
the whole idea of real value and its objective measurement is a
metaphysical invention. Instead, it was asserted that science should
stick to the observed facts. And so what Marx had called the second
side of Adam Smith’s field of interest became, and has continued to
be, the exclusive field of recognised bourgeois economic and sccial
theory—*‘describing, cataloguing, expounding and bringing under
classifying definitions the external phenomena of the process of
everyday life in their outward manifestation and appearance”.

Bourgeois economic theory studied to formulate laws connecting
such observational variables as supply and demand, costs of produc-
tion, wages, prices, rents, rates of interest, etc. This conception of
“law” was precisely that formulated in the positivist philosophy; and
the task which bourgeois economic theory set itself was precisely the
task allotted to science by the positivist philosophy.

In the nineteenth century, bourgeois economic theory was closely
associated with the practical doctrine of laissez faire. While economic
theory formulated the laws, the practical doctrine proclaimed that
these laws should be let operate without interference, and that the
result would be the maximum benefit all round. At the same time,
other elements of the positivist philosophy were employed for formu-
lating the naturalistic doctrine of ethics known as “utilitarianism”,
which might be described as the morals of laissez faire economics.

The premise of utilitarianism was the supposed fact that people
always seek pleasure and avoid pain. From this Jeremy Bentham
concluded that pleasure is the only good, and that what people ought
to do is always that action which will contribute to the greatest
possible sum of pleasures—or, as it was expressed, to “the greatest
happiness of the greatest number”. He concluded, secondly, that the
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duty of government is to promote the greatest good by regulating
people’s actions by rewards and punishments. However, people
should be left to their own devices as much as possible, and be regu-
lated and restrained only when strictly necessary to prevent them
from injuring others. The actual conduct recommended by these
conclusions might have been in doubt, but for Bentham’s tacit
assumption that the free development of private profit-making con-
tributes most to the public good by promoting the greatest attainable
sum of satisfactions—so that private trade and industry should always
be allowed full rein, and whatever hinders them severely discouraged.

By means of this doctrine of ethics there was worked out by
Bentham a most active system of doing exactly what Hume had said
could not be done—deducing what people ought to do from alleged
empirical facts (above all, facts of economics). The whole stress was
laid on that side only of Hume’s contention, which declared that
ethics could not be derived from knowledge of the will of God, or
from any transcendental principles. Instead, morality was made a
matter of empirical calculation of the supposed effects of actions,
allegedly on the sum of pleasures, in practice on the pursuit of private
profit.

Laissez faire became a thing of the past in the twentieth century,
with the development (foreshadowed by Marx) of competitive into
monopoly capitalism. Government became the tool of the great
monopolies, and government intervention in economic affairs became
more and more expedient for them. At the same time, the former
theory of what Marx called “vulgar bourgeois political economy”,
that the free operation of economic laws would produce full employ-
ment and continuous expansion, could not stand up in the face of
experience to the contrary. Government intervention in economic
affairs became imperative, social services had to be instituted, econo-
mic levers had to be manipulated, and economic theories reformulated
accordingly. However, the basic procedure of bourgeois economic
science remained the same—ignoring “the hidden structure”, study-
ing *“‘the external phenomena”.

Very elaborate methods of fact-finding, statistical correlation, etc.,
were developed in the course of this study—and these methods have
been very widely extended outside the narrow field of economic
processes, to embrace sociological phenomena generally. The result
is a very impressive body of .descriptive knowledge. But it is social
science only in the sense defined by the positivist philosophy of
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science, not in the sense that it reveals the objective structure and
movement of human society in its historical development. Accord-
ingly, it serves the turn of those who—as Marx said long ago of
Adam Smith—are “preoccupied and interested from a practical
point of view in the process of bourgeois production”, who accept
the system and do not wish to see beyond it; but not of those who
want to understand how to change it, and to emancipate mankind
from exploitation. For that purpose more than merely descriptive
science is required, just as more than merely descriptive science is
required for the mastery of nature.

The positivist philosophy of science was, then, in its actual develop-
ment the philosophy which enunciated the principles of the method-
ology of bourgeois social science. That science confines itself to
“describing, cataloguing, expounding and bringing under classifying
definitions the external phenomena of the process of everyday life”,
and to formulating laws correlating the data of observation. The
positivist philosophy proclaimed that this is exactly what all science
is called upon to do, and that it cannot do more. And so it also
provided canons of criticism of the Marxist science of society, as a
metaphysical invention; and of communism, as a dangerous con-
spiracy of deluded underdogs seeking to disrupt the social order and
establish themselves in power in the name of mere doctrinaire
schemes and utopian imaginings.

Most of the effort of positivist philosophers went into the interpre-
tation of the natural sciences—and especially of physics. It was
presented as a philosophy of natural rather than of social science.
This meant, in effect, that what was being done was to misrepresent
the methods and findings of the natural sciences in such a way as to
represent the officially recognised social sciences as practising the
same scientific method, and to represent scientific socialism as
unscientific.

It does not seem likely that the misinterpretation of the natural
sciences could have become so persistent, or gained so much social
prestige, had it not been for this evident, but never stated, service
which positivist philosophy performed for bourgeois social ideology.

At the same time, the positivist philosophy continued—as with jts
precursors in eighteenth-century British Empiricism—to serve wider
ends as well. In so far as the stress was laid on the positive functions
of scientific investigation, the effect was to bolster up bourgeois views
about the social system and its workings. But in so far as stress could
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be laid, on the contrary, on the limitations of scientific knowledge—
which, after all, revealed nothing but laws of combination and
sequence of sense-impressions—the effect was to stress the inadequacy
of mere scientific modes of knowledge, and to leave scope for religious
dogma, faith and, indeed, every kind of obscurantist authority, to
stake a claim for recognition as essential elements in human con-
sciousness, which supplement but do not conflict with the findings
of the sciences.



CHAPTER FOUR

““Principia Mathematica”

I. MATHEMATICAL ANALYSIS

Tue great development of mathematics in the nineteenth century
was an essential part of the development of the natural sciences,
especially mechanics and physics. And the way from nineteenth-
century positivism to its successor-philosophies in the twentieth
century goes through the discoveries of mathematics and mathe-
matical logic.

Mathematics is written down and elaborated as a system of defini-
tions and theorems concerning spatial elements and numbers, so that
it looks as if it could ideally be worked out in its entirety independent
of every other technical accomplishment or scientific investigation.
Just as there is controversy about the subject matter of the empirical
sciences, so there is controversy about the subject matter of mathe-
matics. What is it all about? Way back at the beginnings of Western
philosophy, the Pythagoreans and Platonists were engrossed with
problems about the nature of mathematics, and put forward the view
that it brings knowledge of pure forms or ideas which are self-
subsisting and eternal, and are, somehow or other, materialised in the
world of sense. This view had a considerable appeal for some of the
modern philosophers of mathematics too. However, if we consider
how mathematical theory actually develops and how it is used, it
becomes pretty evident that people do not make discoveries about
space and number until they are practically engaged in measuring
and counting, and that the concepts of pure spatial forms and of
numbers are reached by a process of abstraction from comparing,
measuring, counting and dividing material objects. Mathematical
theory develops along with technology and the associated empirical
sciences, and serves the purpose of providing techniques for stating
quantitative relations within material processes, and making calcula-
tions about them.

The differential and integral calculus, as first formulated by
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Newton and Leibniz, was a mathematical technique devised for use
in mechanics, for calculations concerning mechanical motions (as well
as for the solution of analogous geometrical problems). For example,
if a body is accelerating under the influence of forces continuously
acting on it, that means that from instant to instant its velocity is
increasing. How to calculate its velocity at an instant, and the increase
from instant to instant? The calculus was devised to solve this kind
of problem. For this purpose it treated of infinitely small increments
occuring in infinitely short periods of time—the ratios of infinitely
small quantities, and the summation of such “infinitesimals”.
Originally formulated in such terms, it did yield the practical results
required of it. But it lacked rigorous definitions of its terms and
proofs of its theorems, so that it was impossible to see just how the
results were arrived at. In this respect it was an efficient but still
imperfect instrument. And as mechanical and physical science and
technology advanced, a better constructed mathematical tool was
required than Newton and Leibniz had provided. This led to the
later and very brilliant development of mathematical analysis.

Some credit is due here to the philosopher George Berkeley, who
as early as 1734 attacked the fundamental concepts of mathematical
analysis, as they were then formulated, in a pamphlet called The
Analyst, or a Discourse addressed to an Infidel Mathematician. As
usual, Berkeley was chasing “infidels”; and his aim was to examine
“whether the object, principles, and inferences of the modern analysis
are more distinctly conceived, or more evidently deduced, than
religious mysteries and points of faith”. He concluded that they were
not, and that mathematicians should clear up their own “mysteries™
before they presumed to question those of the theologians. The first
part of this advice was well founded, and mathematicians did take it
about a century later.

Berkeley drew attention to the fact that the concept of the “infinit-
esimal” was undefined. “Now to conceive a quantity infinitely small
. . . is, I confess, above my capacity. But to conceive a part of such
infinitely small quantity that shall be infinitely less than it . . . is, I
suspect, an infinite difficulty to any man whatsoever; and will be
allowed such by those who candidly say what they think; provided
they really think and reflect, and do not take things upon trust.”

And he also drew attention to the consequent defectiveness of the
proofs of the calculus. If the theorems nevertheless worked, he said,
they must be based on other principles than those alleged by their
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authors. “When the conclusion is evident and the premises obscure,
or the conclusion accurate and the premises inaccurate, we may safely
pronounce that such conclusion is neither evident nor accurate, in
virtue of those obscure inaccurate premises or principles; but in virtue
of some other principles, which the demonstrator himself never knew
or thought of.”

These “other principles”, which Berkeley demanded, were worked
out by the great mathematicians of the nineteenth century, who
introduced exact definition and rigorous proof into mathematical
theory.

The rigorous proof of theorems in mathematics depends on exact
definitions. The procedure of analysis involved : first, taking certain
terms and relations between them as primitive or undefined (such as
points, lines and planes, in plane geometry, or, in arithmetic, zero
and the operation plus-one, leading to the series of “natural”
numbers); second, formulating axioms concerning the terms and
their relations (the axioms must be independent and consistent, i.e.
no axiom may follow from or be incompatible with the others); third,
defining other terms and other relations so as to show their construc-
tion from the primitive terms and relations. That being done,
theorems can be proved from the axioms and definitions.

This analytic procedure was very successful indeed in the theory
of numbers.

Calculation and reckoning, as required in geometry and mechanics,
operates with various different sorts or types of numbers. To begin
with, there are the whole numbers, or cardinal numbers: o, 1, 2, 3,
...n,n+1,... These are used for counting, and may be added and
subtracted, multiplied and divided. If you subtract from a number
a number greater than itself, the result is a negative number. For
example, 2 — 3= ~ 1. For reckoning relations and proportions, what
are called fractions, ratios or rational numbers are used: 34, Y4, etc.
Then, however, complications turn up in the form of the so-called
irrational numbers. Thus there is no rational number equal to the
square root of two, or equal to the ratio between the circumference
and the diameter of a circle, denoted by the Greek letter =, How-

ever,v 2, = and other irrational numbers are needed for calculation,
so these irrational numbers have to be used along with the rational
numbers, the whole lot together being called real numbers. And then
further complications arise, involving so-called imaginary numbers.
Since the multiplication of a negative by a negative is always positive,
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it follows that there can be no real number equal to the square-rcot
of a negative number. However, for some purposes of calculation
multiplication by the square-root of minus-one is required. Such a
number is called “imaginary”, because no real number can possess
such a property.

A basic achievement of analysis was, then, the definition of all
these various kinds or types of numbers in terms of the cardinal
numbers, using for this purpose only the concepts of order, set (or
class) and limit.

Starting from the “natural” numbers, positive and negative car-
dinals were defined, and then rational numbers were defined as
ordered pairs of cardinal numbers. If, then, the rational numbers are
considered in order of magnitude, it can be shown that any rational
number divides them into two sets, such that it is the upper limit of
the one set and the lower limit of the other. For instance, the rational
number %4 is the upper limit of the rational numbers less than 4,
if they are considered in ascending order of magnitude, and the lower
limit of those greater than .34, considered in descending order of
magnitude. This simple consideration provided the clue for defining
irrational numbers. If you consider, for example, the set of rational
numbers less than 4/2, and the set greater than 4/2, there is no
rational number which is the upper limit of the one and the lower
limit of the other. In this way, what Dedikind called “gaps™ appear
in the series of rational numbers, corresponding to the irrationals;
and this circumstance was used to define irrational numbers them-
selves. The irrational numbers corresponding to the gaps could be
defined as the sets of rational numbers below the gap. Thus, for

example, 4/2 is the set of rational numbers in order of magnitude
the squares of which approach nearer and nearer to 2 without ever
equalling 2. The real numbers could then all be defined as ordered
sets of rational numbers, and were divided into rational real numbers
and irrational ones (according as they had or had not a rational
number as upper limit).

Having got so far, the theory of the functions of a real variable
was worked out. An expression “x=£(y)” is called a function of a
real variable when the variables x and y take real numbers as their
values, and when f expresses a rule whereby to every value of y there
is assigned a corfesponding value of . Tt 15 then-possible to define
functions such that when y varies continuously towards a defined
limit, so does x. And these definitions then permitted all the theorems
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of the old calculus, and a lot more besides, to be rigorously formulated
and proved, in terms of functions of real variables, without any
recourse to such obscure concepts as “infinitesimal quantity”.

Further successes for analysis were scored when it was shown that
the socalled imaginary numbers could be defined as ordered pairs of
real numbers. In this way theorems concerning the imaginaries could
be as rigorously proved as any others, and the principles of calcula-
tion with imaginaries were put on a firm basis. The “imaginary”
numbers were renamed “‘complex numbers”, and a very high degree
of generality in the formulation of mathematical theory was achieved
in the theory of the functions of a complex variable.

Subsequently, other operations have been defined—such as those
employing matrices, introduced into calculations of quantum physics,

which do not obey the commutative rule (i.e. 4.6 is not equal to
b.a).

2, MATHEMATICS AND LOGIC

The success of mathematical analysis suggested that something of
the sort should be done for the theory of formal logic, the aim of
which was to formulate the general principles employed in reasoning,
i.e. in deducing one proposition from another.

The foundations of formal logic had been established for more than
two thousand years by Aristotle, whose greatest achievement was the
technical one of introducing a notation using variables. Since Aris-
totle, it has been taken for granted that general formulas should be ex-
pressed by the use of letters (or other symbols employed as variables),
and that meaningful expressions to which these formulas apply
should be obtained from them by substituting meaningful symbols
for the variables. Thus Aristotle’s formula for the syllogism, em-
ploying the variable terms “A” and “B”—*if all A is B, and all B
is C, than all A is C”—gives a rule of inference applicable when
meaningful terms are substituted for the variables: for example, “if
all men are mortal, and all Greeks are men, then all Greeks are
mortal”. The subsequent development of mathematics and of
mechanics would not have been possible without a notation employ-
ing variables, as first demonstrated in Aristotle’s Analytics. Although
Aristotle has been much decried, the sciences owe him a great deal.

However, while mathematics forged ahead, formal logic remained
in a very imperfect condition. Its chief defect was that in its formulas
the same variables, 4, B, etc., were used indifferently to stand for
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individuals, properties of individuals, and classes, and that no for-
mulas at all had been devised for expressing relations. As a conse-
quence, the traditional logical theory lacked formal rigour, and was
virtually inapplicable to the processes of reasoning involved in the
modern sciences.

The starting point for the reformulation of formal logical theory
was made in the “algebra of logic” worked out by Boole and others
in the middle of the nineteenth century. Boole used a notation in
which all the variables stood for classes—a class being understood to
consist of all the individuals possessing some common property. And
by this restriction he was able to construct a system of formulas
applicable to classes and the relations of classes, which could be
rigorously proved. Then De Morgan, Peirce and others extended this
to the general logical theory of relations.

The key contribution to the advance of logical theory was made by
Frege, in the last quarter of the century. Frege’s aim was not, how-
ever, to present logic as a branch of mathematics, by working out an
“algebra of logic”. He rather saw mathematics as a continuation of
logic. What he set out to do was to take the definition of number a
stage further back, by defining cardinal number in terms of the non-
mathematical and purely logical conception of class.

Cardinal numbers express the results of counting, and are used for
saying how many members belong to a given class—a cardinal num-
ber is always the number of a class. Classes have the same number of
members when to each member of the one there corresponds a mem-
ber of the other. And classes between which there exists such a
one-to-one correlation may be called “similar”. It is, then, possible to
define classes of similar classes, which all have the same number of
members. What Frege did was to define cardinal numbers as classes
of similar classes. In terms of this' definition the series of cardinal
numbers, from zero (the number of “the null class”) onwards, could
be defined. And the operations of addition, subtraction, multiplica-
tion and division could be defined so as to give all the right answers.
T'wo plus two was proved equal to four.

This method of defining cardinal number meant that mathematics
should be derived from logic. But to carry out this derivation evi-
dently required a reformulation of the principles of logic. An analysis
was required which would deduce the recognised principles or
theorems of formal logic from a minimum-set-of axioms, and do so
in such a way that there could be constructed from it the definitions
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required to pass from such logical concepts as class and relation to
the mathematical concepts of number and quantity.

Frege himself employed for this purpose a clumsy and very com-
plicated notation, which was a barrier to the development of his
programme. Others, however, invented a more workable notation.
And these efforts culminated in the production of Principia Mathe-
matica by Bertrand Russell and A. N. Whitehead (the first edition of
the first part was published by Cambridge University Press in 1910).

3. THESYSTEM OF “PRINCIPIA MATHEMATICA”

In Principia Mathematica the basic conception, taken as “primi-
tive”, i.e. as self-understood and not to be defined in terms of any-
thing else, was that of the “elementary” or “atomic” proposition.
Such a proposition, which says that a certain individual has a certain
property, or that certain individuals are related by a certain relation,
is the simplest possible form of statement. Such propositions are
unanalysable into simpler propositions; but from them, on the other
hand, all other forms of proposition can be derived.

Denoting elementary propositions by the letters “p”, “q”, it was
shown that from every elementary proposition, “p”, can be con-
structed its negation, “not-p”; and that from elementary propositions
and their negations can be constructed “molecular” propositions.
Principia Mathematica took as the basic, or undefined, operation for
constructing molecular propositions the operation commonly ex-
pressed by the word “or”—*p or q”. “Implies” (or “if . . . then™)
was defined in terms of “or”: “p implies q” means, by definition,
“not-p or q”. (For example, “If you move I will shoot you” was
represented as meaning the same as “Don’t move or I shoot”—which
quite accords with common usage).

The most important logical device of Principia Mathematica was
that employed for the construction of general propositions, i.e.
propositions which refer, not to specified individuals, but to all or
some unspecified individuals which possess some common property
or stand in some relation. This involved the introduction of what
were called *“propositional functions”, and operational symbols called
“Quantifiers”, which applied to propositional functions. Propositional
functions and their quantifiers were due to Frege, and represented
his most important and abiding contribution to formal logical theory.

A propositional function was defined as an expression containing a
variable, such that, when a value is given to that variable, the result
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is a proposition. Thus where “F” and “G” stand for properties
belonging to individuals, the expressions “F(x)", “G(x)” are elemen-
tary propositional functions—and elementary propositions are
obtained from them when the variable “x” is replaced by references
to specific individuals. Thus, for example, “x is red” is a propositional
function, which has as values “This is red”, “That is red”, etc.

Suppose, then, we construct a compound propositional function
“F(x) implies G(x)”. A general proposition may be obtained from
this by saying (i) that this function yields true propositions for every
value of x, or (ii) that it yields true propositions for some values of x.
The first operation was represented symbolically as follows:

(i) “(x). F(x) implies G(x)"

which, in ordinary language, may be read as “For every x, F(x)
implies G(x)”". The second operation was represented by:

(ii) “Hx. F(x) implies G(x)”

which, in ordinary language, may be read as “For some x’s F(x)
implies G(x)", or (what comes to the same thing) “There is an x, such
that F(x) implies G(x)”. The operational signs *“(x)”” and “H" used
for these purposes are known as “‘quantifiers”, and the operation is
known as “the quantification” of a propositional function. All
general propositions could then be represented as constructed by the
quantification of propositional functions.

Though it looks difficult when first encountered, this technique
achieved an extraordinary simplification and clarification of tradi-
tional logical theory. It enables all the principles of logic whereby
one proposition is validly inferable from another to be exactly formu-
lated and rigorously proved. Formal logic became an exact calculus.

The principal use made of quantification technique in Principia
Mathematica was for the analysis of propositions about classes. Con-
sider, for example, a proposition “Class-A is included in class-B”
(say, “The class of all Frenchmen is included in the class of all
Europeans™). This looks like a proposition asserting a relation
between certain entities, namely, classes. And that is how it had been
treated in Boole’s “‘algebra of logic”. However, a class is defined as
consisting of all the individuals possessing a certain property. Let F
be the defining property of class-4, and G of class-B. Then the
proposition “Class-A is incladed in élass-B” can, by the uantification
technique, be represented as saying: “(x).F(x) implies G(x)”. In
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our verbal example, “The class of all Frenchmen is included in the
class of all Europeans” simply says “For every x, ‘x is French’ implies
‘x is European’ ”—or still more simply, “Everyone who is French is
European”. Thus by means of the quantification technique, proposi-
tions about classes could be constructed from propositions about
individuals—and there was shown to be no need to postulate such
entities as classes existing additionally to the individuals which are
the members of classes. The authors of Principia Mathematica
expressed this by saying that “classes™ are “incomplete symbols” or
“logical constructions”, which “disappear in analysis”.

An important application of this technique of analysis was made
in what was called “the theory of descriptions”. As well as such class
expressions as “The class of all Frenchmen”, such descriptive expres-
sions as “The present King of France” had occasioned much debate
amongst logicians and philosophers. The expression “The present
King of France” looks as if it “stands for” some object, namely, the
present King of France. But since France is a republic, what is this
object, and where is it to be found? And if the expression does not
stand for anything, how can it have any meaning? Some philosophers
went so far as to say that the present King of France enjoys an
immaterial existence in the realm of ideas, even though deprived of
material existence in France. However, by means of the quantifica-
tion technique a very simple and convincing analysis was offered of
propositions containing such descriptive phrases. Suppose, for ex-
ample, that it is asserted that “The present King of France is bald”
This simply says: “There is an individual, such that he is at present
King of France and he is bald”. Since there is in fact no such indi-
vidual, the proposition is false; but there is no real puzzle as to the
“reference” of the descriptive phrase. Such expressions as “the so-and-
so” are, like “the class of so-and-s0”, incomplete symbols which
disappear in analysis.

To get from here to the definition of cardinal number required a
series of further operations employing quantification technique. First,
relations were dealt with, so that statements of the similarity and
dissimilarity of classes could be constructed. Similar classes have the
same cardinal number; and so propositions about cardinal number—
the elementary propositions of arithmetic—could be constructed as
propositions about similar classes; and these in turn were constructed
as more complicated statements about the one-to-one correlation of
individual members of such classes. Cardinal numbers were thus
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defined, following Frege, as “classes of classes” (to say something
about the number two, for example, is to say something about all
classes with two members); but “classes of classes”, like *classes”,
were shown to be incomplete symbols disappearing in analysis. These
constructions, as might be expected, turned out very complicated
indeed. In particular, they were found to involve what in Principia
Mathematica was called the “theory of logical types” (individuals,
classes, classes of classes, etc., are of different logical types, and rules
had to be formulated to forbid confusion of types). However, axioms
and definitions were worked out so that the arithmetical properties
of cardinal numbers could be deduced from the logic of classes and
relations.

4: THE FLAWS IN THE SYSTEM

How successful was Principia Mathematica’s deduction of mathe-
matics from logic? Could the claim that this had been achieved be
substantiated? Further examination of the system has revealed flaws
in it—and two in particular which show that the conceptions em-
ployed need some drastic revision.

Apart from some technical difficulties connected with the theory
of types, the first objection concerns the method of defining cardinal
numbers.

A number, 7, was taken to be the class of all classes with # mem-
bers. And the definitions supposed that there actually exist as many
as n individuals—otherwise there would be no classes with » mem-
bers. Hence to define (as was required) an infinite series of cardinal
numbers (in which every number is followed by the number one
greater, and so on without end) there had to be introduced a special,
and quite arbitrary, axiom—the so-called “Axiom of Infinity”, which
says that for any number, however great, there exist at least that
number of individuals. This axiom made the whole system of mathe-
matical truths, supposedly independent of any matter of fact, depen-
dent on an alleged matter of fact, namely, that the number of existing
individuals is infinite.

Thus Principia Mathematica postulated that an infinite number of
individuals exist. And from this was deduced the existence of an
infinite series of cardinal numbers, and an even greater number (of a
higher order of infinity) of real and ¢omplex nimbers: It was thus a
system for deducing necessary truths—expressing formal properties
of propositions, of classes, and of numbers—consequent upon the
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existence of an infinite number of individuals. But that the existence
of an infinity of individuals is a necessary truth is far from evident.
How can this be known? Indeed, what precisely does it mean? That
for every cardinal number there is a rule for constructing a number
one greater, so that there is no greatest cardinal number, and so that
however many individuals may be counted the numerical system
always provides for counting some more, is undoubtedly a necessary
truth. But in Principia Mathematica this necessary truth was made
dependent on a postulate of empirical fact, which cannot be deduced
from any purely logical considerations, and which can never be
verified empirically either. Such a postulate, put forward as an axiom,
is quite arbitrary in relation to the construction of a working logical-
mathematical calculus. But without it, the calculus would not yield
the results required.

The second objection is even graver, and more decisive. It arose
out of problems presented by so<alled unprovable theorems in
mathematics. And it, too, is concerned, in another way, with infinity.
There is an infinite series of numbers, and no limit to the theorems
which, theoretically, may or may not be true of them. Is it, then,
possible to establish a set of axioms such that it can be proved that
all true theorems about numbers follow from them, i.e. that they
enable it to be decided whether or not any proposed theorem is true?

Mathematicians have been able to formulate theorems about num-
bers, which are true of all numbers that anyone has ever calculated
with, but which they have found themselves quite unable to prove.
An example is the theorem that every even numbser is the sum of two
primes. Take any even number you can think of, and this theorem
is true of it. Thus 2=1+1, 4=3+41, 6=5+1,8=5+3, 10=7+3,
12=7 +5, and so on. But no one has succeeded in proving that being
the sum of two primes is necessarily true of every even number in the
entire infinite series of even numbers.

Now, of course, it cannot be proved that any given theorem is
unprovable. All that can be said is that a given theorem has defied all
efforts to prove it. And so it might still have been hoped that one day
-any unproved theorem would be proved, so that everything connected
with number would be provable and its eternal necessity demon-
strated, had it not happened that the opposite was proved in a paper
by Kurt Gédel, published in 1931—On Formally Undecidable
Propositions of Principia Mathematica and Related Systems. With
great technical ingenuity, Gédel furnished a proof that no set of




PRINCIPIA MATHEMATICA 8s

axioms can ever be capable of deciding or proving all theorems about
numbers.

It is important to be clear as to just what Gédel did and did not
establish. Gédel’s proof did not impugn the axioms, definitions and
theorems of Principia Mathematica (though the objection remains
that the theorems would not follow without the arbitrary Axiom of
Infinity). It certainly did not demonstrate (as some enthusiasts for
unreason have tried to make out) that logic and mathematics provide
only fallible instruments of human calculation and that reason must
always break down. Rather, it demonstrated that no technical
development of logic and mathematics can ever represeat the final
end, the ultimate achievement of universality and formal perfection.
There is no system of necessary truth such that we have only to
discover the foundation principles and all of it without end comes
within our grasp.

Briefly, these two objections, or major difficulties involved in the
working out of the system of Principia Mathematica, add up to the
following

First, while formally numbers exhibit the properties of classes of
classes, the definition of cardinal numbers in terms of classes of classes
does not enable arithmetic, and then the rest of mathematics, to be
deduced from formal logic. For with mathematics there enters the
definition and deduction of the properties of infinite aggregates and
infinite series, which cannot be derived from the elementary logic of
propositions and classes.

Second, no set of primitive concepts and axioms is feasible by means
of which all questions of the properties of numbers and the results
of mathematical operations could be decided. The development of
mathematics must therefore be like that of the empirical sciences
which mathematics serves, in the sense of being an endless quest of
technical invention and discovery. It does not consist of the unfolding
of the formal consequences of any set of necessary principles estab-
lished and finalised once and for all.

That is what these objections add up to. And so, of course, they do
not invalidate the elementary calculus of propositions, or the quan-
tification technique and its applications, or the logical theory of
classes and relations, or the foundations of arithmetic, or the defini-
tions of real and complex numbers, or the theories of the functions of
real and complex variables, or any other of the great technical
achievements of modern logic and mathematics. But what they do
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show is that the idea of demonstrating the principles of logic and
mathematics as a self-contained system of necessary truth deducible
from axioms of formal logic is one which necessarily cannot succeed;
and that the conceptions employed in Principia Mathematica there-
fore need revision.

5. THE INTERPRETATION OF LOGICAL
AND MATHEMATICAL ANALYSIS

When people achieve something they often misunderstand it and
represent it as other than it is. To do something, and to know just
what you are doing, are not the same thing. In some aspects, philo-
sophy, as a critical reflection on nature and human life, is a product
of this circumstance—it is an effort to get to know what we are doing.
And its value and practical importance stem from this. For it is not
enough just to do something: we need to know what we are
doing, or what we do is apt to land us in difficulties we did not
expect,

The achievements of logical and mathematical analysis were im-
pressive. But Frege, and afterwards Russell, worked with a concep-
tion of what analysis does which led to difficulties.

The conception of analysis due to Frege, and developed in Prin-
cipia Mathematica, represented analysis as the reformulation of
propositions in such a way as to make explicit exactly what they refer
to. Thus Frege’s definition of cardinal number was represented as
demonstrating that the objects which mathematical propositions
about cardinal number refer to are—classes of classes. The Principia
Mathematica theory of incomplete symbols and logical constructions
was a generalised theory about how such analysis is done. Thus the
analysis of objects, 4, was to be accomplished by reformulating
propositions “F(A)” in the form “G(x,y,z . . .)”, where 2,9,z . . .
are the objects referred to in propositions nominally about 4. The
sign “A” was thus shown to be an incomplete symbol, and 4 was
shown to be a logical construction out of the elements 9% « ..
Such analysis could, then, be carried on until it arrived at the ultimate
or irreducible elements to which propositions nominally about other
things refer. All these other things were then revealed by analysis as
logical constructions out of the ultimate unanalysable elements.

From this it was (rather rashly) concluded by Russell that logical
analysis had at last revealed what philosophers had often wanted to
know—the ultimate structure of reality. The simplest form of
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proposition, the atomic proposition -of Principia Mathematica, re-
ferred to the ultimate unanalysable elements of reality: atomic indi-
viduals, with their simple qualities and relations. The fact expressed
by an atomic proposition (namely, that a certain individual has a
certain property, or that certain individuals stand in a certain relation)
was called an “atomic fact”—and the real world was revealed by
analysis as a kind of granular structure of atomic facts. This con-
clusion was given the name “Logical Atomism”.

This conclusion by itself is enough to make suspect the conception
of analysis from which it was derived. For it seems extraordinary that
a definitive conclusion about the metaphysical structure of the
universe should be deducible from the discovery of a technique for
making a logical calculus.

That atomic or elementary propositions, which say what properties
individual things have or how they are related, are the simplest kind
of propositions that can be constructed, and that more complex forms
are to be derived from these elementary forms, as demonstrated in
Principia Mathematica, is, indeed, indubitable. But it simply does
not follow from this that the world consists of atomic facts. That such
a statement as “This is red” is the simplest sort of statement does
not entail that such simple statements must refer to unanalysable
individuals with their unanalysable qualities and relations. For the
fact is that statements such as these, though formally simple, are at
the same time extremely abstract. If, then, one wishes to say more
concretely what is the case, one has always to make more complex
and generalised statements. For the individual things about which
we make statements are never simple, ultimate or unanalysable. If I
point to something and say “This is red”, which is logically the
simplest form of statement I can make, I am not thereby getting
down to metaphysical bedrock and stating a simple and irreducible
atomic fact. On the contrary, my statement is very abstract. And the
more I try to say what exactly is the case which renders my statement
a true one, the more complicated in logical form will my statements
become.

That in logical analysis more complex statements are constructed
out of simpler ones does not demonstrate, therefore, that the simplest
statements reveal the irreducible elements to which the more complex
ones refer. For the logical analysis of how statements are to be con-
structed is not at all the same-thing as an-analysis of the objects to
which the statements refer.
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However, it was precisely on the assumption that analysis consists
of the revelation of what statements refer to, that the achievements of
analysis in logic and mathematics were interpreted. They were inter-
preted as demonstrating that propositions about complex numbers
refer to real numbers, about real numbers to rational numbers, about
rational numbers to cardinal numbers, about cardinal numbers to
classes—and that propositions about classes refer, finally, to the
irreducible individuals which are members of first-order classes, with
their irreducible qualities and relations by virtue of which they are
classified.

6. LOGICAL AND MATHEMATICAL NECESSITY

Now obviously, the propositions of logic and mathematics differ
from commonplace factual statements and from the generalisations
of the empirical sciences, in as much as their truth is necessary and
demonstrable. The concept of analysis had, therefore, to explain and
make manifest the distinction, stressed earlier by Hume, between
knowledge of matter of fact and of necessity, or between what is
conjecture based on observation and what is self-evidently necessary
or can be formally proved. And this it proceeded to do in terms of
the distinction between the content or meaning, and the form, of
propositions.

Thus, for example, the propositions “This is red” and “That is
green” differ in meaning but are identical in form. Propositions,
whether singular or general, which state that certain things have
certain qualities or stand in certain relations, are true or false. But
we cannot tell whether they are true or false simply from their
analysis. Their truth or falsity depends on whether what they state
is a fact or not; and this we can only get to know (if we can know it
at all) by observation of facts. We cannot discover independently of
observation whether such propositions are true or false. All the
propositions asserted by empirical sciences are of this kind. On the
other hand (so the theory continued), logic, and likewise mathematics,
are concerned purely with form. And it is for this reason that the
propositions of logic and mathematics express necessary truths. Their
necessary truth is made manifest by analysis.

A proposition of logic, Russell explained (Our Knowledge of the
External World, chapter 2) “is absolutely general: it applies to all
things and all properties”. As an example he cited the proposi-
tion:
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“If anything has a certain property, and whatever has this property
has a certain other property, then the thing in question has the other
property.”

Such a proposition “is purely formal . . . Since it does not mention
any particular thing, or even any particular quality or relation, it is
wholly independent of the accidental facts of the existent world, and
can be known, theoretically, without any experience of particular
things or their qualities and relations.”

He went on to say that in the formal calculus of logic there are
formulated “supremely general propositions, which assert the truth
of all propositions of certain forms”. And this “merges into pure
mathematics, whose propositions all turn out, on analysis, to be such
general formal truths”.

Thus logic and mathematics consist of “formal” or “absolutely (or
supremely) general” truths, which can be known independently of
all particular experience, and are necessarily true. Since such neces-
sary truths are true by virtue of their form, their truth can always be
made evident by formal analysis, starting from “primitive” or *“self-
evident” formal truths and using methods of formal construction and
proof to build up from that basis. .

Thus starting with formal generalisations of elementary logic (like
the one cited above), which are the simplest of formal generalisations,
we can proceed to the logical construction of more and more com-
plicated generalisations, expressed not in terms of “any individual”,
but of “any class”, “any relation”, “any class of classes”, and so on.
And in this way, starting from elementary logic, we may construct
and prove the whole of mathematics.

7. THE OBJECT OF ANALYSIS

Tue programme of Principia Mathematica, for deducing mathe-
matics from logic, thus followed from the conception of analysis.
Conversely, the success of the programme would demonstrate the
soundness of the conception of analysis on which it was based.

But as we have seen, in the end the programme turned out not to
be an unqualified success after all. In the first place, mathematics
could not be made to follow from logic without introducing the
Axiom of Infinity, which is certainly not an absolutely general formal
truth of the sort required. In the second place, Gddel’s proof proved
that theorems of miathematics, which “according t the programme
ought to be absolutely general and formal propositions the necessary
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truth of which can be proved and made manifest by analysis, are not
all capable of formal proof. This outcome of the programme is quite
fatal to the whole conception of analysis which inspired it.

So a negative conclusion about the stated conception of analysis
seems inescapable. Whatever the analysis undertaken in modern logic
and mathematics does (and there can be no doubt at all that it does do
something, and does represent a technique capable of producing
undeniable results), it does noz proceed by revealing exactly what all
propositions refer to. The conception of analysis as doing that leads,
on the other hand, to the arbitrary metaphysical conclusions of logical
atomism (which are empirically unverifiable and formally uncertifi-
able), and, on the other hand, to a programme for deducing mathe-
matics from logic which will not work.

The view, associated with this conception of analysis, that logic
and mathematics consist of “formal and supremely general” truths,
led Russell to a combination of logical atomism with a version of
platonic idealism. In an essay on “The Study of Mathematics”,
contained in his book Mysticism and Logic, he wrote:

“Philosophers have commonly held that the laws of logic, which
underlie mathematics, are laws of thought, laws regulating the
operations of our minds. By this opinion the true dignity of reason is
very greatly lowered; it ceases to be an investigation into the very
heart and immutable essence of things actual and possible, becoming,
instead, an inquiry into something more or less human and subject to
our limitations . . . But mathematics takes us still further from what
is human, into the region of absolute necessity, to which not only the
actual world, but every possible world, must conform.” And here,
he went on, it “finds a habitation eternally standing . . . It is only
when we understand the entire independence of ourselves, which
belongs to this world that reason finds, that we can adequately realise
the profound importance of its beauty.”

It is this view that logical and mathematical analysis are not con-
cerned with anything “human and subject to our limitations”, but
discover formal truths “eternally standing™ in “entire independence
of ourselves”, which the actual development and uses of analysis
compel us to question.

Logic and mathematics are concerned with operations involved in
human statement, reasoning, counting and measuring, locating
things in space and time and specifying their motions. These are the
objects of their analysis. The distinction between logical and mathe-
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matical procedures (the analysis of which demonstrates the necessity
attaching to their results) and what Hume called “reasonings from
causation and concerning matters of fact” (in which, as he said, “this
absolute necessity cannot take place™) is not to be questioned. But
what js to be questioned is that what logic and mathematics demon-
strate are “supremely general” propositions stating “the immutable
essence of things actual and possible™.

What are called “propositions” of logic and mathematics are not
propositions at all, in the sense of the word applicable to observational
statements and to the hypotheses of empirical science. They are not
propositions true of all things without qualification, as distinguished
from propositions of empirical science which are true of particular
classes of things having particular properties. The distinction between
what is matter of fact and what is logically or mathematically neces-
sary is not one between general propositions, which require empirical
verification, and absolutely general propositions which are certified
by virtue of their form alone. The distinction lies rather between the
conclusions of investigating #hings (conclusions which require to be
empirically verified, and for the derivation and formulation of which
techniques of reasoning and calculation are used) and the elaboration
and certification, for use in such investigations, of those techniques
themselves.

8. ANALYSIS AND PHILOSOPHY

The employment of methods of analysis, first to construct rigorous
proofs in mathematics, and then to reformulate principles of formal
logic, suggested to some philosophers, and to Bertrand Russell in
particular, that the same methods could be extended to philosophy.
Could not philosophy be made analytic, on the model of mathematics
and logic, so that the dubious and often ambiguous generalisations of
philosophy should be replaced by the exact analysis of concepts,
demonstrating with clarity and precision their true and indubitable
foundation?

The fact that Russell, co-author of Principia Mathematica, was the
principal founder of the analytic philosophy has led to the belief that
this philosophy, along with the nineteenth-century positivism which
it in fact continued, was what inspired and was responsible for the
successes of analysis in formal logic and mathematics. Those successes
are therefore cited as evidence in favourof-the philosophy.

This is not, however, the first time that philosophy has tried to



92 EMPIRICISM AND LOGIC

imitate and model itself upon the methods of the exact sciences.
Descartes thought that the methods which had served him so well in
geometry should provide the model for philosophy. We do not there-
fore conclude that his philosophy had the merit of inspiring dis-
coveries in geometry, but rather that he had misunderstood the
methods of geometry in supposing them to be applicable in philo-
sophy.

The introduction in the nineteenth century of exact definition and
rigorous proof into mathematics, and then into formal logic, was
primarily the result of needing more effective logical and mathe-
‘matical techniques for the purposes of science. The introduction of
these methods was not a consequence of any particular philosophical
doctrine, and was not inspired by any particular philosophy. On the
other hand, it inspired some philosophers with the desire to introduce
comparable standards of precision and rigour into philosophy.

We have already seen that a misunderstanding existed as to the
nature of logical and mathematical analysis. It was only on the basis
of this misunderstanding that the application of these methods to
philosophy was proposed.

The proposal was, in the circumstances, a natural one enough.
For positivist philosophers were already describing the methods they
employed for interpreting the findings of the sciences as “analytic”.
These findings were interpreted and substantiated by making them
out to consist of statements of laws regulating the combination and
sequence of sensations, and this, the philosophers claimed, was an
analysis of the main concepts used in science. Thus Mach, for
example, claimed to have shown that bodies, and all the constituents
of bodies discovered by scientific research—such as atoms, molecules,
cells, tissues, etc., etc.—were revealed by his “analysis of sensations”
to consist of sensations. Sensations were the ultimate individual
elements to which all knowledge referred; and all propositions about
bodies and their elements were, in his analysis, represented as
propositions about sensations.

This meant, in the terminology of Principia Mathematica, that
“external material things”—and the same would go, as Mach also
suggested, for “minds”—were incomplete symbols, which disappear
in analysis, the corresponding objects being thereby shown to be
logical constructions out of the elements of sensation.

The proposal to extend the application of analytic methods from
logic and mathematics to philosophy was, then, a proposal whereby
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positivist philosophers could state their ideas rather more systematic-
ally and in a new terminology.

It meant that the questions philosophers asked were to be posed in
a new way. Instead of asking questions like “How do we gain
knowledge?”, “What do we know?” or “Do external material things
exist independent of being perceived?”, all questions were to be put
in the form: “What is the analysis of such-and-such propositions?”

The introduction of what was supposed to be the tried method of
logical-mathematical analysis into philosophy was widely advertised
as effecting the regeneration of philosophy. It did give positivism a
new lease of life, and enable it to develop its doctrines in some new
ways to meet new circumstances in the twentieth century. But it
soon led to greater difficulties than any it could claim to have solved;
and it is out of these difficulties that the linguistic philosophy
eventually emerged.



CHAPTER FIVE

In Search of the Right Analysis

I.0UR KNOWLEDGE OF THE EXTERNAL WORLD

ProcLaMING the logical-analytic method for philosophy in lectures at
Boston, Mass., in the spring of 1914 (see his book, Our Knowledge
of the External World), Russell declared that “‘genuinely philo-
sophical” problems “all reduce themselves to problems of logic”.

He rejected what he called “the classical tradition™ in philosophy,
which consisted (so he said) in the belief “that @ priori reasoning could
reveal otherwise undiscoverable secrets about the universe”. Instead,
he declared that such “secrets”, if discoverable at all, could be dis-
covered only by the methods of the empirical sciences. Matter of fact
can become known only through the senses, plus the more refined
techniques of empirical science. The task of philosophy cannot be to
discover facts or generalise about facts, but is to subject statements
and generalisations of fact, established by everyday observation and
by science, to logical analysis. Such analysis cannot establish any new
truths. But by making an analysis of truths already known it can
impart to positive knowledge a new clarity, and overcome the con-
fusion and intellectual bewilderment which results from the lack of
such analysis. In short, our knowledge derives from perception and
is enlarged by the methods of science, and the task of philosophy is
to provide, by logical analysis, a clarification of our knowledge.

Set out like that, the programme announced in these lectures
sounded new and attractive. Let us turn from programme to per-
formance.

“I wish to apply the logical-analytic method, said Russell, “to one
of the oldest problems of philosophy, namely, the problem of our
knowledge of the external world. What I have to say on this problem
does not amount to an answer of a definite and dogmatic kind. But
although not yet a definite solution, what can be said at present seems
to me to throw a completely new light on the problem.”

“In every philosophical problem,” he continued, “‘an investigation
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starts from what may be called ‘data’, by which I mean matters of
common knowledge . . . commanding our assent as on the whole
and in some interpretation pretty certainly true.” He went on to say
that “data” are of three main kinds—facts known through curreat
experience, facts known through memory and the testimony of others,
and the generalisations vouched for by scientific research. “In the
main, we may accept this mass of common knowledge as affording
data for our philosophical analysis.”

Here is demonstrated the essence of the logical-analytic method in
action. All the philosophers who ever followed this method made
such a beginning as this. They claim to accept the “mass of common
knowledge”, vouched for by common sense or common observation,
and science, as the data of philosophy. They claim to take it for
granted that all this is “on the whole and in some interpretation
pretty certainly true”. And they then submit this knowledge to logical
analysis. In carrying out this analysis, they try to discover the ultimate
irreducible elements to which the whole “mass of common know-
ledge” refers, and then to show how all statements are translatable or
analysable into statements about these elements (just as the ultimate
elements of mathematics were found to be the cardinal numbers,
which themselves could be analysed as classes of classes).

But how to discover and decide upon these ultimate elements of
the analysis? To do that is the crucial step, evidently; and Russell
took it as follows. He pointed out that the various data mentioned
vary in respect of certainty. Some of the data, when submitted to
criticism, can very well be doubted. But the degree of legitimate doubt
must vary; and some cannot be doubted at all. The latter Russell
called “hard data”. “Let us confine ourselves to the hard data,” he
said, “with a view to discovering what sort of world can be con-
structed by their means alone.” But what are these “hard data”?
Russell had no doubt about that at all. ““Our data now are primarily
the facts of sense, i.e. our own sense-data.”

At this point we may well ask where the “completely new light on
the problem” has come from. For such lights as have shone so far
were all wired up some time before: first of all by Descartes, who
said that philosophy should begin by accepting only that which
cannot possibly be doubted; secondly by Hume, who said that the
only things we can be certain of are our own sense-impressions;
thirdly by Mach, who said that the elements_out of which the world
is constructed are sensations. Instead of speaking of “impressions” or
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“sensations”, Russell employed the new-fangled (twentieth-century)
word “sense-data”. But apart from that there is, so far, nothing new
atall.

Russell went on to analyse “our knowledge of the external world”
in terms of sense-data. “I think it can be laid down quite generally,”
he said, “that, in so far as physics or common-sense is verifiable, it
must be capable of interpretation in terms of actual sense-data alone.”
A sense-datum which might otherwise be called a sense-datum “‘of”
a thing, perceived by a certain person from a certain point of view,
he then called an “aspect” of a thing. For example, if you look side-
ways at a penny you experience or receive (according to this termin-
ology) an elliptically-shaped visual sense-datum: Russell then calls
this visual sense-datum an “aspect” of the penny. And there would
be many other aspects, corresponding to all the appearances which
the penny would have when looked at from different angles and from
different distances.

He then proposed “the task of reconstructing the conception of
matter without the @ priori beliefs which historically gave rise to it
. - . For this purpose it is only necessary to take our ordinary
commonsense statements and re-word them without the assumption
of permanent substance . . . A ‘thing’ will be defined as a certain
series of aspects, namely, those which would commonly be said to be
of the thing. To say that a certain aspect is an aspect of a certain thing
will merely mean that it is one of those which, taken serially, are the
thing.”

Now according to the definitions of Principia Mathematica, a
series consists of all those elements which are related together by a
certain relation (that is, by a relation with certain formal properties
defined as “serial””). Thus Russell’s analysis says, that a “thing” is
the totality of sense-data which are related together in series in such a
way that we call them “aspects” of a thing. A body is the class of all
its aspects.

This analysis was later worked out in considerable detail in two
large works by Russell, The Analysis of Matter and The Analysis of
Mind. Here he sought to accomplish three main objects. First, he
tried to show how the spatial-temporal relations between bodies could
be constructed out of the relations between sense-data, as “aspects”
of those bodies—in other words, how “public” or “objective” space
and time could be constructed out of the spatial and temporal arrange-
ments of individuals’ “private perceptual fields”. Second, he tried
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to define with exactitude those serial relationships between sense-data
which are used for the definition of material objects in public space
and time, and likewise to define those relations which are used to
define causality and “causal chains” of events. Third, he tried to
show that as well as those relations between sense-data which permit
the logical construction of material objects out of them, there are
also other relations between them which lead us to say that certain
sense-data belong to and constitute the subjective experience of
different sentient individuals. In other words, the same sense-data,
or elements, which in some relations constitute bodies, in other
relations constitute minds. Accordingly, he concluded that what from
my own subjective point of view is my own private experience is,
from a public point of view, located in public space and time *‘inside
my head”. True, a brain surgeon would find only brains inside my
head; but then, my brains themselves are only a collection of sense-
data, some of which, if he opens up my head, would then be, regarded
in certain of their relationships, inside Ais head.

If Russell has earned a lasting place in the halls of fame, as a great
and original thinker, it is on account of his immense contributions to
formal logic and mathematics, and not on account of his contribution
of analysis to philosophy. That will have to be forgiven him, like
Newton’s deduction of the date of the creation, with which it deserves
to rank.

As well as saying (in his lectures at Boston), that his method of
logical analysis opposed the “classical” tradition “that a priori reason-
ing could reveal otherwise undiscoverable secrets about the universe”,
and threw “a completely new light” on the problems of philosophy,
Russell declared that “it represents, I believe, the same kind of
advance as was introduced into physics by Galileo; the substitution
of piecemeal, detailed and . verifiable results for large untested
generalities, recommended only by a certain appeal to the imagina-
tion”. ’

Russell’s conclusions, as we can see, were in no sense “new”.
Although he nowhere refers to Mach, all that the analytic method
accomplished, in his hands, was to find a new terminology for setting
forth the conclusions of Mach’s Analysis of Sensations. Nor did he
even find new grounds for these conclusions. The grounds were the
old ones: all that we know with certainty to exist is our own sense-
impressions, and all knowledge is. therefore to be interpreted as
referring to these sense-impressions. o

M.L.P.—4
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More to the point is Russell’s claim to have opposed what he called
“the classical tradition” and to have introduced into philosophy
advances comparable with those which Galileo brought into physics.
His analysis may have been “piecemeal” and *‘detailed”, but it was
certainly not “verifiable”. According to him, as to Mach, the whole
universe is built up out of the elements of sensation, the complex
inter-relations of which constitute both bodies and minds. But how
is it proposed to verify the existence of all the sensations inside people’s
heads? How is it proposed to verify the existence of myriads of other
sensations, most of which nobody ever senses, which in their totality
constitute what Berkeley called “the mighty frame of the world”?
How is it to be verified that the same objects which constitute a mind
also constitute a body ? —This entire theory is the product of *“a priori
reasoning”, and of nothing else.

2. THE USES OF A RAZOR

Russell claimed that his analysis of material things into classes of
sense-data was based on what he took to be one of the fundamental
principles of all scientific method—namely, the “principle of
economy”’, which had been first formulated by one of the medieval
precursors of scientific materialism, William of Occam, and was often
known, after him, as ““Occam’s Razor”’.

“The above extrusion of permanent things,” said Russell, in his
Boston lectures, “affords an example of the maxim which inspires all
scientific philosophising, namely, Occam’s razor: Entities are not to
be multiplied beyond necessity. In other words, find out what entities
are indubitably involved, and state everything in terms of those
entities.” ‘

The “principle of economy” is undoubtedly employed in formu-
lating scientific theory, in as much as the most “economical” hypo-
thesis is always the one to be preferred. But let us ask what are the
grounds for this preference, and whether “Occam’s razor”, which
shaves scientific hypotheses clean of “unnecessary entities”, will do
the work for which Russell tried to employ it. ‘

The principle of economy, as a maxim of the empirical sciences,
is a corollary of the definitive principle that the sciences proceed by
the empirical verification of their hypotheses. Of course, all con-
clusions of the sciences are provisional—in as'much as investigations
continue, and it cannot be known how far subsequent investigations
may necessitate the revision of earlier conclusionsBut provisionaly,

X HoWeVER A GREAT Many BEMBVTARY TRATHS ARE
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the sciences conclude on the existence of things (or “entities”) so far,
and only so far, as their existence is verified. Hypotheses have to be
tested. If, therefore, hypotheses postulating the existence of various
entities are put forward to account for observed phenomena, the task
of science is to devise empirical tests for deciding (provisionally)
whether these entities exist. In the end, therefore, that hypothesis
will be (provisionally) preferred, which postulates entities the exist-
ence of which is pretty well verified by the investigations to date; and
other hypotheses, which may have been put forward to cover the
original observations, which were lavish of entities the existence of
which could not be verified, will then be convicted of “multiplying
entities beyond necessity” and will be (provisionally) given up.

The sciences regularly adopt this kind of procedure. Take, for
example, Maxwell’s original hypothesis to account for observed
electro-magnetic phenomena. He postulated a most complicated
system of stresses and strains in the ether. All this has been given up,
because the existence of the things he postulated could not be verified.
And so generally, scientific method always involves the search for,
and provisional acceptance of, the most “economical’ hypothesis.

Does this “principle of economy”, as used in the sciences, bear the
philosophical use for which Russell wanted to employ it? The
methods of the empirical sciences can no more be imported into
philosophy than the methods of the mathematical sciences. As Hegel
said, philosophy must devise, and justify if it can, its own methods.
It cannot borrow them from somewhere else.
~ The use of “Occam’s razor” by the empirical sciences is in the
testing and verification of hypotheses. But the method of “logical
analysis” which Russell practised, the products of which he sought
to shave clean of unnecessary entities by Occam’s razor, was in no
sense a method of framing hypotheses comparable with those of
empirical sciences. His use of the razor was unconnected with any
procedure of empirical test or verification. It amounted rather to a
very simple example of circular argument. He began by taking it for
granted that the only things we can know to exist are sense-data, and
the only facts we can know are facts about how sense-data are related.
From this he concluded that the most “economical” way we can
state whatever we know is by stating it in terms of sense-data and
their relations. The consequent “‘extrusion of permanent things™ was
not, then, an example-of applyifig diiy scientific maxim, but an
example of the typical fallacy of circularity in “a priori argument”.
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3- COMMON SENSE GETS INTO DIFFICULTIES

Russell’s attempted use of the logical-analytic method to show that
things are classes of sense-data may well be described as fallacious,
impetuous and rash. The incapability of this method for deciding
any questions of philosophy was shown even more convincingly in
the more canny and cautious applications of it attempted by Russell’s
colleague, G. E. Moore.

In his lectures at Cambridge University, Moore used to hold up his
hand before the class, and exclaim: “This is a human hand! What-
ever can I mean by that?” He knew perfectly well, as a matter of
common sense, that it was a hand he was looking at, and not some-
thing else. But what he was doubtful about, and what he wanted to
find out, was the correct analysis of what he knew—that is to say,
to what elements he was referring, and what facts about them were
the case, when he truly judged “This is a human hand”.

Accordingly, in an article entitled 4 Defence of Common Sense
(his contribution to the second of two volumes of personal statements
on Contemporary British Philosophy, edited.by J. H. Muirhead,
1925), he remarked: “I am not at all sceptical as to the truth of . . .
propositions which assert the existence of material things: on the
contrary, I hold that we all know, with certainty, many such proposi-
tions to be true. But I am very sceptical as to what, in certain respects,
the correct analysis of such propositions is.”

About one thing, he proceeded to explain, he could have no doubrt,
and that was that such a proposition as “This is a2 human hand”
refers, in some way, to a sense-datum. When you look at your hand,
you are aware of the existence of a sense-datum; and the proposition
“This is a hand” states that that sense-datum exists—and then
something more about it. But what? This is the problem of analysis,
of which Moore went on to say : *“There seem to me to be three, and
only three, alternative types of answer possible; and to any answer
yet suggested, of any of these types, there seem to me to be very grave
objections.”

The first type of possible analysis of “This is 2 hand” would make
that proposition state that the sense-datum to which reference is made
is one of a class of sense-data which in their totality constitute a

hand.
_ The second type of analysis would state that the sense-datum in




INSEARCH OF THE RIGHT ANALYSIS 1) I

question is related to something else, which is a material object and
not itself a sense-datum, by a relation such that we call the sense-
datum a sense-datum “‘of” that object.

The third type of analysis does not state categorically that anything
else exists besides the sense-datum actually perceived, but states a
whole set of hypothetical propositions, covering how what is per-
ceived would have varied under different conditions of perceiving it.

Of these three types of analysis, the third roughly corresponds to
the philosophy of Berkeley; the second to the philosophy of Locke;
and the first to the philosophy of Mach. The first was the type of
analysis worked out by Russell. Moore quite correctly pointed out
that several other analyses were equally possible; “but as to what is
the correct analysis . . . there seems to me to be the gravest doubt.”
And there he left the matter. Nor could he ever suggest any way of
resolving this doubt.

Moore never demonstrated *the analysis™ of any proposition what-
soever. What he did demonstrate was, that when an analytic philo-
sopher sits down to do a philosophical analysis, all sorts of different
analyses, each more complxcated and far-fetched than the last, present
themselves; but the method gives no means of deciding which of
them, if any, is the right one, that is, the one which actually corres-
ponds to the facts.

Such a negative result is not surprising. The quest for “the
elements” to which all propositions refer is essentially a vain specula-
tion. It is the old and naive search for the ultimate elements of reality,
the irreducible atoms out of which all things are made.

To know the constitution of things—as Russell, like other posi-
tivists, said; but then contradicted it—requires the kind of analytic
investigation done by the techniques of the empirical sciences. This
yields provisional conclusions about the processes which produce
familiar appearances. It shows that organic bodies are chemical
systems, that chemical systems are atomic structures, and so on. It
finds relationships which control other relationships—as is done in
one way in sciences like physics and chemistry, and in another way
in social sciences, which by analysis find relations between people in
society which determine the particular and variable forms of their
social life. But such mvestlgauons, by their very character of empiri-
cal investigation, niever arrive at anything certifiably final, never dig
down to metaphysical bedrock and demonstrate the “ultimate
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elements”. To try to do that is to give up analysis the conclusions of
which are verifiable and controlled by empirical tests, and embark
upon uncontrolled speculations.

The technical analysis made by formal logic of how propositions
are constructed is certainly of the greatest use for securing the clear
unambiguous formulation of scientific conclusions, and for enabling
them to be set out systematically, their interconnections shown and
their consequences deduced and calculated. In this sense, logical
analysis is an essential tool of scientific analysis. It is essential for
computation. But the techniques and uses of formal logic are mis-
understood if it is supposed (as the logical-analytic philosophy of
Russell and Moore supposed) that they enable us to impose on the
propositions of the sciences, and on empirical or matter-of-fact propo-
sitions generally, an interpretation which leaps from the empirical

analysis of objects and processes to the revelation of ultimate elements
and ultimate structure.

4- “PRINCIPIA ETHICA”

The most noteworthy product of logical-analytic philosophy was
also its earliest—Moore’s Principia Ethica, published in 1903, while
Russell and Whitehead were still labouring over the preliminary
work for Principia Mathematica. Here Moore directed his analysis to
judgments of value rather than of fact.

This has proved a most influential work. But its importance did
not lie in the “analysis” Moore proposed of value judgments (an
analysis which even most of his own followers have been unable to
swallow). Its importance lay rather in Moore’s reformulation of the
main problem of ethics, or of moral philosophy. Hitherto moral
philosophers had tried to decide what things are good, and what
actions we ought to perform. Moore proposed to ask, instead : What
do we mean by “good”? He asked “not what thing or things are
good, but how ‘good’ is to be defined” (5). For he considered it futile
to try to decide what things are good until we had decided what we
mean by “good”, that is, until an analysis had been made of proposi-
tions of the form *x is good”. As for propositions expressing moral
obligation (“You ought to do this”, “I ought to do that”, etc.), he
thought it evident that these must be subordinate to propositions of
the form “x is good”, since what one ought or ought not to do
depends on what is good and what is bad.

The result of this twist which Moore gave to the problem of moral
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philosophy was well expressed later by A. J. Ayer, in an essay “On
the Analysis of Moral Judgments” (Philosophical Essays, 1954):
“The theory is entirely on the level of analysis; it is an attempt to
show what people are doing when they make moral judgments; it is
not a set of suggestions as to what moral judgments they are to
make.”

The analysis of propositions saying “This is good” seemed to
Moore much easier than that of propositions like “This is a human
hand”, to which he devoted his attention later—for the simple reason
that he found it evident that “good” is not a complex but a simple
predicate.

“My business,” he wrote, “is solely with that object or idea, which
. . . the word is generally used to stand for . . . But, if we understand
the question in this sense, my answer to it may scem a very dis-
appointing one. If I am asked ‘What is goocd?’ my answer is that
good is good, and that is the end of the matter. Or if I am asked
‘How is good to be defined?’ my answer is that it cannot be defined,
and that is all I have to say about it . . . My point is that ‘good’ is a
simple notion, just as ‘yellow’ is a simple notion; that, just as you
cannot, by any manner of means, explain to anyone who does not
already know it, what yellow is, so you cannot explain what good
is.” .

Since “good”, like “yellow”, is a simple, undefinable or unanalys-
able quality, Moore’s analysis concluded that a proposition “This is
good” asserts that a simple or unanalysable quality, “good”, belongs
to something, just as “This is yellow” asserts that a simple unanalys-
able quality, “yellow”, belongs to something. ,

The essential point which Moore borrowed from logical technique
for use in this analysis was the point that any system of definitions
must employ terms which are not defined in the system, but taken as
simple and undefined. And “good” he asserted to be such a term.
Of course, things or states of affairs which are good are not simple.
On the contrary, they are complex. And Moore explained at some
length that a combination of objects none of which is good may be
a good combination; and, bearing in mind that “good” is a quality
which, while simple, admits of degree (just like “yellow” or, say,
“soft” or “smelly”), that a combination of objects can possess a
degree of goodness greater (or less) than the-sum of the various
degrees of goodness of its constituents. But while good things are
complex, their quality of being good is simple and unanalysable.
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Moore then distinguished “good” from sensible qualities like
“yellow” by saying that the latter are “natural” properties of objects,
while “good” is “non-natural”. He had some difficulty in defining
this distinction, but the upshot is that a “natural” property is one
that can be known by the senses, whereas a “non-natural” property
cannot. Thus we know that something is yellow by looking at it, but
mere sense-data do not suffice to make it known whether it is good.

Taking a moral look round the universe in the last chapter of the
book, Moore reported that two things above all are supremely good,
or better than anything else, namely, “personal affection™ and
“aesthetic enjoyment”. These he reported good, just as buttercups
and cowslips are reported yellow.

The objections to this analysis of moral judgments are so obvious
that, as mentioned above, it eventually proved unacceptable even to
Moore’s keenest admirers. If “good” is a simple quality not made
known by the senses, how, by what means, by what moral sense or
intuition, is it made known? And if people should disagree (as they
do disagree) about the objects which possess this unique quality, how
is a decision to be made, how is the judgment of the one party to be
verified and of the other party to be falsified? It turns out that this
first exercise of logical analysis merely announced a “‘non-natural”
quality supposed to be known by an unexplained faculty of intuition,
just as the later exercises announced the discovery of ultimate elements
and structures of elements, equally incapable of empirical verification.

However, if Moore made little lasting impact by his answer to the
question “how ‘good’ is to be defined”, he made a very great and
lasting impact by asking this question, The significance of Principia
Ethica is not that it contained an “intuitionist” theory of value (which
few take seriously), but that it directed attention to the difference
between “moral judgments” and ‘“‘statements of fact”, and thereb
reasserted—but in the language of modern logic—the old but for-
gotten principle of Hume, that ethical or moral qualities are not
“matter of fact”, and that it is impossible to conclude from fact to
value.

True, Moore treated moral judgments as if they were statements
of fact, in as much as he treated “This is good™ as stating a fact, like
“This is yellow”, and so put ethical and factual propositions logically
on a par. That is what led to the “intuitionist™ conclusion of his
analysis. But when he proceeded to distinguish non-natural, or
ethical, from natural qualities, he in effect drew a sharp and impas-

e



IN SEARCH OF THE RIGHT ANALYSIS 105

sable line between ethical and factual propositions, and so invited his
successors to concentrate all their attention (as they duly did) on the
logical definition and consequences of this division.

Having drawn this line, Moore denounced what he considered to
be the most widespread fallacy in ethical argument, which he called
“the naturalistic fallacy”.

As originally defined in Principia Ethica, the fallacy is that of
confusing non-natural with natural qualities. It consists in identify-
ing the non-natural quality “‘good” with some natural quality or
combination of qualities—for example, with being pleasant, or with
being the object of desire, or with being the latest and highest product
of evolution. In other words, it consists in seeking to define “good”,
and explain what it means, in terms of observable properties of objects
(10).

As a consequence of the naturalistic fallacy, people argue from
matters of fact (or what they take to be matters of fact) to conclusions
about values—for example, from the fact that everyone desires some-
thing to the conclusion that it is good; or from the fact that something
is the latest and highest product of evolution to the conclusion that
it is good. If, then, Moore’s contention that the word *“good” stands
for a simple undefinable non-natural quality is given up, the
naturalistic fallacy still remains and turns out to be simply the fallacy
denounced by Hume, of arguing from fact to value. It consists of con-
fusing judgments of value with judgments of fact, and supposing
that the former can follow logically from the latter.

Although Moore called *“good” a “non-natural” quality, and so
sharply distinguished judgments of value from statements of em-
pirical fact, his line of argument enabled him to denounce not only
what he called “naturalistic ethics”, but also “metaphysical ethics”.
By this he meant any view which holds that “ethical truths™ are to
be deduced from alleged truths about “supersensible reality” (66).

A typical doctrine of “metaphysical ethics” would be the tradi-
tional religious one, that ethical truths follow from knowledge of the
will of God. Moore argued, in effect, that even if whatever God
wills is good, and whatever is good is willed by God, being good and
being willed by God would still not be the same thing. All the theo-
logians and philosophers who imagined themselves to have know-
ledge of “supersensible reality”, and to_be able to deduce ethical
conclusions from that knowledge, were in double error—first, in
imagining themselves to have such knowledge at all; second, in
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supposing that such knowledge, even if they possessed it, could have
any relevance to the certification of moral judgments.

The main polemic in Principia Ethica was directed, however,
against “naturalistic ethics” and particularly against utilitarianism.
It was against utilitarianism that Moore scored most heavily.

In effect, Moore convicted utilitarianism on two counts. First, the
utilitarian principle that good is pleasure, and that what is best to do
is to be calculated by working out how to secure the greatest sum of
pleasure, rests on the naturalistic fallacy. Second, the alleged facts
which utilitarians cited to justify their identification of good with
pleasure are not facts anyway. The usual argument was that good is
the object of desire, and that the object of all desire is pleasure. Even
apart from the naturalistic fallacy involved in identifying “desirable”
with “desired”, it is not true that all desire is for pleasure. It may be
true that satisfaction of desire is pleasant, but people desire all kinds
of particular things and not merely the pleasure associated with
getting them.

5. THE REFUTATION OF IDEALISM

Moore’s opposition to utilitarianism coincided with the general
discredit which had overtaken that kind of moral and political out-
look. By the turn of the century, when Principia Ethica was written,
it had come to smell very musty. Theoretically it was cracking up,
under the strain of the disagreements and oppositions encountered in
trying to base actions on a calculus of pleasures. J. S. Mill had in fact
already dealt it a death blow when he began to support stringent
labour legislation and even a measure of socialism on the grounds
that human happiness demanded it, and when, in his Utilitarianism,
he introduced the idea of a qualitative distinction between pleasures
according to which the lower pleasures should be sacrificed to the
higher; by introducing such considerations he upset the so-called
calculus completely. At the same time the working class, the majority
of the nation, had won the right to organise, won the franchise, and
so come (as it used to be expressed, though the idea is now taken for
granted) “within the pale of the constitution™. They could no longer
be regarded as servants, whose good was to be decided for them by
their masters, or be written off as “the poor”. They had won the
right to negotiate the regulation of hours, wages and conditions, and
to assert their point of view generally. The calculated benevolence of
the utilitarian calculus was not what working people were looking
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for—and this philosophy could not disguise its association with the
point of view of the individual capitalist master. Behind concern for
“the greatest happiness of the greatest number” workers sensed
sordid calculations of commercial gain, to which culture, welfare,
happiness and everything else were sacrificed.

The scientific socialist outlook which developed with the working-
class movement was from the start opposed to utilitarianism. Indeed,
Marx reserved for it some of his most scathing remarks and footnotes
in Capital. But from early in the nineteenth century a reaction against
utilitarian ideas also set in amongst liberal-minded intellectuals. The
more radical ones took up Jacobin theories of the rights of man and
human perfectibility. But others began to look to German idealism
for their inspiration.

The idealist philosophy developed after Kant by Fichte, Schelling,
Hegel and others, was a peculiarly German product, arising from
conditions very unlike those obtaining in Britain. It was not under-
stood in Britain. Nevertheless, the news got around that in Germany
spiritual ideals had been preached opposed to the sordid material
calculations which had become associated with British empiricism,
and so a very amorphous philosophy was concocted, which claimed
to base itself “on Kant and Hegel”, although it had none of the
rigour and realism of Hegel’s dialectic. The world of sense was said
to be only an ““appearance”, a manifestation of the eternal, necessary
and changeless spiritual unity on which was bestowed the name “The
Absolute™.

This kind of philosophy originally represented a liberal, humanist
and romantic protest, not against capitalism itself, but against its
grossest effects on men’s lives and minds. Essentially, it was quietist,
escapist, and ineffective. That is why other romantics, like Shelley
and his circle, had no use for it. Indeed, Shelley’s friend T. L.
Peacock, in his novel Melincourt, satirised Coleridge (one of the first
to try to translate German idealism into English) under the name of
“Moley Mystic Esquire”, representing him as living-in a house called
Cimmerian Lodge in the middle of a swamp, perpetually surr ounded
by a thick fog through which he sought to guide visitors with the aid
of a “synthetic torch”, Mr. Mystic’s philosophy proclaimed that
reality is not what it seems, and called for no struggle to change it.
It was anti-socialist, And. in_a very profound sense, it was anti-
science. “Transcendental” science was solemnly invoked; but
“merely empirical” science, though admittedly useful for limited



108 EMPIRICISM AND LOGIC

practical ends, was no guide to understanding reality. It was merely
concerned with sensible appearances, irrelevant to the understanding
of spirit, and quite beside the point in comparison with knowledge
of The Absolute.

Towards the end of the nineteenth century this second-hand idealist
philosophy became far more assertive in Britain, was systematised by
professionals like Bernard Bosanquet, T. H. Green and F. H.
Bradley, and gained rapidly in influence. This was due, no doubt, to
the growing discredit of utilitarian ideas; but more positively, it was
due to changing social conditions, which were leading to a2 new em-
phasis being put on the unity of the nation and the role of the state.
A number of factors contributed to this result. The growth of the
working-class movement itself led to the idea that all citizens were
entitled to their share of education, and to a say in the common
affairs of the nation, which were the common interest of all—but
they must be educated to a proper sense of “spiritual values”, and of
their own personal subordination to higher things; the loss of
Britain’s position as “workshop of the world”, with economic diffi-
culty at home and formidable competition abroad, led to the assertion
of a common interest in Britain’s claims in face of other nations, and
in imperialist foreign and colonial policy; and in these conditions the
role assigned to the state began to change—it was no longer required
to interfere as little as possible in affairs, but its powers and functions
as general manager of the nation’s business began to be enlarged.
Responding to such circumstances, English absolute idealism made
another borrowing from Hegel, and began to preach social respon-
sibility and authoritarianism. It was above all Bosanquet who trans-
lated into English the Hegelian doctrine that the State is the
manifestation in human life of the Moral Idea, that the individual
exists only through the State and receives everything he needs
through the State, that his good lies in obeying the State, and that
the State is itself a spiritual entity, a spiritual unity more real than
the fragmentary individual selves of its citizens. All this was put
forward with a great show of moral fervour, of class reconciliation,
and of contempt for mere science and empirical calculation.

This kind of idealist philosophy played upon its opposition to
utilitarian calculations. Significantly, Moore’s Principia Ethica,
opposing utilitarianism, opposed equally this idealist philosophy with
its “metaphysical ethics”, Moore theoretically demolished utilitarian
ethics to such effect that it never again became theoretically respect-
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able. He proclaimed that ethical considerations differed from matter-
offact calculations of gain or loss. But at the same time, he exposed
the theoretical hollowness of the high-sounding claims of absolute
idealism. The logical-analytic philosophy, adopting what was essen-
tially a positivist outlook, freed that outlook from its former damag-
ing association with utilitarianism, and then set out to reinstate
positivism by the demolition of absolute idealism.

Both Russell and Moore worked out their ideas in continuous pole-
mic against what then passed in Britain for Hegelian idealism. The
so-called Hegelians had made out that the part has no existence save
within the whole, and that objects exist only as parts, unreal in them-
selves, of the higher spiritual unity within which they are presented
as objects of perception. Moore called one of his most important early
papers “The Refutation of Idealism™, and in it used the techniques
of formal logic to demonstrate that the idealists’ arguments had no
validity. When Russell proclaimed his opposition to “the classical
tradition”, which sought by a priori arguments to prove that the
world is different from what it seems, he was not, in fact, opposing
any tradition which could justifiably rank as “classical”, but only
the foggy verbiage of the contemporary British absolute idealists.

These idealists had developed a special line of argument (only very
remotely related to the Hegelian dialectic from which it was sup-
posedly derived) to prove that material objects are unreal, that motion
is unreal, that time is unreal, that we ourselves are unreal, and that
only The Absolute is real, by finding “contradictions” in proposi-
tions stating facts about individuals or motion or the passage of time.
Hence their contempt for mere facts, which they declared to be mere
contradictory appearances: appearance was proved to be mere
appearance by its contradictoriness. The “classical” statement of these
arguments was in F. H. Bradley’s Appearance and Reality; and their
final parade, leading to their being finally shot down, was staged in
Cambridge by J. M. E. McTaggart, who denied the reality of time
on the grounds of its involving a logical contradiction. Logical-
analytic philosophers had no real difficulty in showing that all these
alleged contradictions were the products merely of imprecise state-
ment and of ignorance of logical and mathematical techniques. As
the fog of verbal confusions was dispersed, the doctrine of The
Absolute perished—for as T'. L. Peacock had remarked years before,
it could livé only in an environment of fog.-And with it went the
doctrine of the State as a higher spiritual being.
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The great and wordy battle which logical-analytic philosophers
fought with absolute idealists, and in which they won a famous
victory, was of decisive importance for the development of ideas in
modern Britain. It meant that the anti-empirical, anti-scientific, semi-
mystical, authoritarian way of thinking which was growing up in
the new conditions, out of the discrediting of positivist-utilitarian
ideas, was halted, and was supplanted by new forms of positivist
ideas. These emerged as the dominant, most pervasive ideology in
Britain in the period of monopoly capitalism. Thenceforward the
alternative to hard-faced nineteenth-century individualism and laissez
faire no longer presented a choice between revolutionary socialism
and a foggy idealism, which belittled the interests of individuals and
despised science and technological progress. Instead, science was still
to be regarded as the source of positive knowledge; the dogmas of
laissez faire economics were to be corrected by more objective social
studies, combining factual surveys with mathematical calculations;
and the values of the good life were to be freed from subordination
to both sacial utility and supernatural authority.




CHAPTER SIX
A Spot of Nonsense

I. THE VERIFICATION PRINCIPLE

Tuz chief difficulty involved in the method of logical analysis, as
practised originally by Russell and Moore, lay in the lack of any
criterion or principle for deciding what was the right analysis. The
conclusions, therefore, appeared arbitrary and speculative. It was this
difficulty, above all, that led to the theorisings of the philosophers
known as logical positivists and, in particular, to the first or original
philosophy of Wittgenstein.

The main innovation was the introduction of a new “principle”™—
one which would infallibly guide the analytic philosopher in his
search for the true meaning of statements, and enable him to formu-
late his problems in a new way which would make their solution
evident. This principle said that the meaning of a statement is given
by its mode of verification in immediate experience, and is known as
“the verification principle”. It lay at the basis of Wittgenstein’s
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1922) and of his teachings up to the
*thirties. Its formulation in print was due to Moritz Schlick, the
principal founder of the so-called “Vienna Circle” of logical-positivist
philosophers.

The proposed solution, then, of the problems posed by logical-
analytic philosophy turned on the concept of verification. What is
meant by ““verification™?

In daily life we require information about the objects that surround
us, and we obtain this by going around and using our senses. For
example, if you want to know what is on the other side of the hill,
you climb the hill and look—or you ask someone else, who has
himself been there. As well as information about particular things,
we also require general information, expressed in general proposi-
tions. Any such information may be said to be verified in so far as we
have made contact With the objects conceriied and investigated them
with the aid of our senses. In general, it may be said that we find out
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and verify how things are by experience. As for the sciences, they do
not represent any entirely new and different method of finding things
out, compared with the methods employed in daily life. They rather
represent a development, refinement and systematisation of methods
that everybody knows and uses.

Questions can be asked such that experience provides no way of
finding out and verifying the answer. Propositions suggesting answers
to such questions are, then, unverifiable. But amongst them should
be distinguished those which are unverifiable because of the limita-
tions of existing techniques, and those which are absolutely or in
principle unverifiable. What is on the other side of the moon? Until
recently, there was no way of finding out; but new techniques solved
the problem. Again, what did Julius Caesar have for breakfast on
the morning he crossed the Rubicon? We have no means of finding
out; nor is it likely that we ever shall find out; but nevertheless we
could find out if there happened to turn up, say, documents of the
Roman Army in which Caesar’s breakfasts were recorded. On the
other hand, such a question as the famous scholastic one : How many
angels can stand on the point of a needle? is in principle unverifiable.
For angels were so defined as to exclude observing and counting
them. Similarly, the existence of God, or of disembodied spirits
generally, is unverifiable; and so are such questions as that of the
constitution of the Holy Trinity.

There has been a great deal of debate about such unverifiable ques-
tions. But so far as empirical science is concerned, they are by defini-
tion excluded from it. Questions are acceptable to the sciences only
when some method can be proposed of verifying the answers, and
propositions are accepted only in so far as they are verified.

But empirical verification is not at all the same thing as formal
certification. It is never final, and however well verified a proposition
may be, there is always the possibility of error. It is generally agreed
that, as a matter of good sense, we should act, so far as we can, on
verified information. At the same time, such information varies
greatly in reliability, and is never absolutely reliable beyond every
remote possibility of error. Renewed experience will very generally
either add to the reliability of information, or lead to its being supple-
mented, qualified or otherwise modified, or, perhaps, rejected as
entirely mistaken. Yet we have to act on such information as we can
get. So we try to get as reliable information as we can, and scientific
methods of inquiry and verification are designed for this purpose.
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As outlined above, the verification of propositions is a human
activity, a process; and, moreover, it is a social process, in as much as
people generally have to co-operate to obtain and verify information.
Of course, we do not continually seek each other’s aid to verify facts
which are obvious to our senses. But individual confidence in such
facts rests on a basis of social agreement and confirmation; if an
individual has doubts, he consults others; and information acquired
by the practice of science is always acquired and verified co-opera-
tively—for one man’s results have to be checked by others, and very
often the techniques employed are such as to require the co-operation
of a number of people to work them. That being so, it would seem
reasonable to say that in so far as information is verified, it is verified
by, and only by, practical social activity.

However, Wittgenstein and Schlick took a quite different view of
what constitutes the verification of a proposition; the peculiarity of
the “verification principle” was that it gave its own definition of
verification, and used this to define meaning and to solve the problem
of how to find the right analysis of propositions. Verification is done
by using the senses; and while neither Wittgenstein nor Schlick used
the term “‘sense-data”, but preferred synonyms (such as “the given”,
or “immediate experience™), they assumed that what verifies a
proposition is not the activity, or the whole process, of verification,
but simply the sense-data which result from it. In effect, they
abstracted the content of individual sense-experience, and said that
that is what constitutes the verification of a proposition. This, of
course, at once contradicted the practical social character of the veri-
fication process; each individual had to find his own verification for
himself, by contemplating what was presented or “given” to him in
his own sensuous consciousness or “immediate experience”. It also
implied that, at least in some cases, final verification, or empirical
certification, could be achieved.

The verification principle laid it down that what a proposition
means is given by its verification in experience. Take any proposition
—what would verify it? A certain kind of experience or sequence of
experience. If you know what experience would verify it, if you can
conjure up that experience in your imagination, then you know what
a proposition means; and if you cannot do so, then you do not know
what it means. To explain the meaning, therefore, you must always
contrive to explali what experience would verify a proposition. The
meaning, therefore, is given by the mode of verification in experience.
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Thus the question of trying to state the right analysis of a proposi-
tion is solved by formulating the question in a different way: what
experience would verify it?

Schlick summed up the verification principle in the following
words:

“In order to find the meaning of a proposition we must transform
it by successive definitions until finally only such words occur in it as
can no longer be defined, but whose meanings can only be directly
pointed out. The criterion of the truth or falsity of the proposition
then lies in the fact that under definite conditions (given in the
definition) certain data are present, or not present. If this is deter-
mined, then everything asserted by the proposition is determined,
and I know its meaning . . . The statement of the conditions under
which a proposition is true is zke same as the statement of its mean-
ing . . . And these conditions . . . must finally be discoverable in the
given. Different conditions mean differences in the given. The
meaning of every proposition is finally to be determined by the given,
and by nothing else.” (“Positivism and Realism”, Erkenntnis,
1932/33).

2. THE PICTORIAL THEORY OF PROPOSITIONS

In Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus Wittgenstein, on the assump-
tion of the verification principle, announced a theory of the nature of
the representation of reality effected by propositions. This may be
called “the pictorial theory” of propositions.

The idea was a very simple one. The simplest statements, or
“atomic propositions”, are pictures of corresponding facts—the struc-
ture of the picture mirroring the structure of the facts. They are
true when the elements of the facts are arranged as in the picture;
otherwise they are false. The verification of such propositions con-
sists, then, of a direct comparison of pictures with facts—and these
facts are given in immediate experience.

More complicated statements are, then, verified by the verification
of the simplest or atomic statements from which they are constructed.
Thus if “p” and *q” are atomic propositions, the molecular proposi-
tion “p and q” is verified by verifying (by direct comparison with
immediate experience) both “p”” and “q”. If they both turn out to be
true, the proposition “p and q” is true; but otherwise (i.e. if “p” is
false, or “q” is false, or both are false) it is false. Similarly with

molecular propositions such as “p or q and “p implies q”’; “porq”
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is false when “p” and “‘q” are both false, otherwise it is true; and
“p implies q" is false when “p” is true and “q” is false, otherwise it
is true. Molecular propositions were then called “truth functions” of
atomic propositions, because their truth or falsity depends solely and
entirely on the truth or falsity of the atomic propositions from which
they are constructed.

Similarly, generalisations are verified by the verification of atomic
propositions. Thus *“(x).F(x)" is verified by verifying one by one
atomic propositions which are values of “F(x)”. If I say, for example,
“All swans are white”, I verify this generalisation in a series of
experiences consisting of continually checking up on the colour of
swans. If I should undergo an experience pictured in the proposition
“This swan is black”, then the generalisation is falsified; but so long
as I go on experiencing only the spectacle of white swans, it continues
to be verified. It follows from this that whereas such universal
generalisations can be decisively falsified, when a negative instance
turns up, they can never be finally verified. For however many posi-
tive instances may turn up in experience, there is no guarantee that
a negative instance may not turn up later.—This logical consequence,
by the way, served as the basis for Karl Popper’s “Logic of Scientific
Discovery” (Logik der Forschung, 1934), in which he said that the
criterion of a scientific generalisation was that it should be falsifiable.

The pictorial theory, then, claimed to show how all propositions
are verified (and falsified) by means of direct comparison with facts
of immediate experience. The simplest propositions picture such
facts, and the more complicated propositions are verified, according
to logical rules, by the verification of the simplest propositions. The
mode of representation of reality in propositions is, then, pictorial. A
statement of fact is a “logical picture”. The form or structure of
reality cannot itself be stated; but it is mirrored or, as Wittgenstein
put it, shown, by the form or structure of the picture.

By means of the pictorial theory Wittgenstein was able to give an
account of the distinction between empirical and necessary truth—
namely, between those statements the truth or falsity of which has to
be established through experience, and those, like the principles of
logic, which are necessarily true independent of experience. For he
was able to show that the rules of construction permit the construc-
tion of complex statements such that, whatever may be the result of
comparison with ‘éxperience, they are always trife. These he called
“tautologies”. For example, if I address the reader of this book and
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say “You are not following the argument”, that may be true or false.
But if I say “Either you are following it or else you are not”, that
cannot but be true. So-called “necessary truths” are, Wittgenstein
maintained, tautologies in this sense. Their peculiarity is that their
rules of construction do not allow them to be falsified. Their neces-
sity, therefore, does not consist in their stating eternal truth about pure
form, as both Plato and Russell had once concluded, but is simply a
consequence of the logical rules for making statements, of the manner
in which statements picture facts.

3. NONSENSE .

Wittgenstein’s theory, derived from the logical researches of Frege
and Russell plus the verification principle, claimed to have shown
that statements of fact are pictures of experience, verifiable by com-
parison with experience, and that necessary statements or formal
truths are tautologies. Schlick afterwards said that this did not repre-
sent so much a further development of the techniques of formal logic
as an “insight into the nature of logic itself”. “This simple insight,”
he said, “has consequences of the very greatest importance.” For it
marked “an altogether decisive turning point in philosophy”. (“The
Turning Point in Philosophy”, Erkenntnis, 1930/31). Wittgenstein
himself said, in the Preface to Traczatus, that the problems of phile-
sophy had “in essentials been finally solved”.

For if the meaning of a proposition is given by its mode of verifica-
tion in experience, what becomes of all those statements, strewn
around the writings of philosophers as well as of theologians, which
are in principle unverifiable and are, at the same time, certainly not
tautologies? Such statements are meaningless. They are simply non-
sense. And so all those questions which philosophers have debated,
the answers to which can be demonstrated neither by comparison
with experience nor by formal procedures of logic, are nonsense-
questions. As Schlick expressed it, they are “not genuine questions,
but meaningless sequences of words. To be sure, they look like ques-
tions from the outside, since they seem to satisfy the customary rules
of grammar, but in truth they consist of empty sounds, because they
transgress the profound inner rules of logical syntax discovered by
the new analysis” (:5id).

This conclusion repeated, two hundred years later, Hume’s con-
clusion about what to do with the books in libraries. Those which
contain statements neither empirically verifiable nor formally cer.
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tifiable are to be thrown out. But whereas Hume declared that such
statements were “nothing but sophistry and illusion”, Wittgenstein
and Schlick went further and declared them to be nothing but *“non-
sense”. The “final solution” of problems of philosophy consisted,
then, not in answering these problems, but in showing that there can
be no answer because the problems themselves are “nonsense”.

This insight and this solution marked a “turning point in philo-
sophy” because, as Schlick put it, it brings to an end “the fruitless
conflict of systems” (iid). Every genuine question can, in principle,
be decided either by empirical methods of inquiry, or by formal pro-
cedures of logic and mathematics. “There are no questions which
are in principle unanswerable, no problems which are in principle
insoluble. What have been considered such up to now are not
genuine questions, but meaningless sequences of words” (i6id).

All questions about the nature of what exists, all questions of fact,
can in principle be decided “through observation and empirical
science”. If the questions have been put in such a way that no method
can be proposed for so deciding them—as has been done by philo-
sophers—then they have been formulated wrongly and turned into
nonsense-questions. Therefore “the totality of sciences, including the
statements of daily life, is the system of cognitions. There is, in
addition to it, no domain of ‘philosophical’ truths.” What remains
for philosophy is simply to clear up the meaning of meaningful state-
ments. “By means of philosophy statements are explained, by means
of science they are verified. The latter is concerned with the truth of
statements, the former with what they actually mean . . . Then it will
no longer be necessary to speak of ‘philosophical problems’, for one
will speak philosophically concerning all problems, that is: clearly
and meaningfully” (¢4id).

Philosophy traditionally abounds with nonsense-questions, the
attempts to answer which have led to “the fruitless conflict of
systems”. The long-standing conflict between materialism and
idealism provides a good example.—Which is prior: matter or
spirit? Is consciousness a product of material being, or are material
things creations of mind or consciousness? Such questions cannot be
decided by any method of verification in immediate experience, and
so they are without meaning. Again: Do bodies exist independent of
their being perceived? This, too, is a nonsense question. For whether
they do or do nét Would make no difference to thie attual content of
sense-experience.
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In a similar way, the questions posed by Russell and Moore in the
first formulations of logical-analytic philosophy, as to the ultimate
elements and structures of elements referred to by propositions
stating facts, are nonsense-questions tco. For there is no test of
immediate experience by which they can be decided. The elements
and structure of the world are (in Wittgenstein’s phrase) shown by
the structure of propositions and the way they are verified, but cannot
be stated. “It was,” wrote Schlick, “one of the most serious errors of
former times to have believed that the actual meaning and ultimate
content was in turn to be formulated in statements . . . This was the
error of ‘metaphysics’ . . . Thus metaphysics collapses, not because
the solving of its tasks is an enterprise to which the human reason is
unequal . . . but because there is no such task” (16id).

4. INSIGHT, THERAPY, ANALYSIS

From all this it emerges that Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, together
with the formulations of the verification principle by Schlick, pro-
posed, in effect, three related tasks for contemporary philosophers.
First, they should confirm themselves in and propagate the insight of

which the Tractatus was the first communication. Secondly, and in

the light of this insight, they should dispose of questions traditionally
and currently debated by philosophers, by demonstrating them to be
nonsense. Third, and likewise in the light of the insight, they should
clarify and explain what statements of daily life and the sciences
actually mean.

The dominant school of Western analytic philosophy has remained
faithful to these tasks ever since.

The new insight, which supposedly solved the problems and led
philosophy to a decisive turning point, was concerned with how
propositions represent reality; and this they do by arrangements of
signs, or in other words, by the employment of language (though
all language is not necessarily word-language, since other things than
words can be so arranged as to express a proposition). Thus this was
by no means an insight into hidden depths of reality unrevealed to
normal consciousness (such as various mystical religious teachers have
claimed); it was an insight into how reality is represented in lan-
guage, or, as Wittgenstein expressed it, “the form of representation”,
“the logic of our language”. Thus in the Preface to Tractatus Witt-
genstein stated: “The book deals with the problems of philosophy
and shows, as I believe, that the method of formulating these prob-
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lems rests on the misunderstanding of the logic of our language . . .
The book will, therefore, draw a limit to thinking, or rather—not to
thinking, but to the expression of thoughts; for, in order to draw a
limit to thinking we should have to be able to think both sides
of the limit (we should therefore have to be able to think what
cannot be thought). The limit can, therefore, only be drawn in
language and what lies on the other side of the limit will simply be
nonsense.”

With this there began the doctrine that all properly philosophical
questions are concerned with language—not with the peculiarities of
particular languages, but with “the logic of language”, observance
of which permits clear and significant statements, and non-observance
of which results in mere nonsense.

Every philosophy includes criticism of other philosophies. But the
criticism started up by Wittgenstein was different, in as much as its
object was not to show that other philosophies had made mistakes in
their answers to questions and, by criticism of wrong answers, to
substantiate the right ones. Its object was to show that the questions
other philosophies had sought to answer were nonsense, and that
therefore all the answers to them were nonsense too. And its method
of criticism was to demonstrate that the asking of the questions arose
from “misunderstanding the logic of language™.

From this method of criticism there followed the conclusion that,
except in so far as they had been concerned with genuine problems
of logic, the inquiries made by all other philosophies had not been
genuine inquiries at all, but symptoms of an intellectual ailment.
This ailment was diagnosed as “misunderstanding the logic of lan-
guage”, as a result of which thinking people got confused and
puzzled, asked nonsense-questions and quarrelled about what kind of
nonsense to propound as the answers. Insight into the logic of lan-
guage provided, then, a kind of therapy for the relief of this ailment.
For some of Wittgenstein’s followers the chief value of his teachings
was regarded as “therapeutic”, for they supplied a regimen for curing
people of a painful and sometimes socially harmful disorder.

‘Second, therefore, to the propagation of the insight afforded by
the doctrine of the logic of language (the verification principle and
the pictorial theory), the task proposed. for philosophers was the
critical or therapeutic one of curing themselves and others of the
ailment of asking nensensc-questions.” - =~ ... ...

But there also remained the third task, the task of analysis—of
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achieving with insight that clarification of the actual meaning of
statements of daily life and of the sciences which the founders of the
logical-analytic philosophy had demanded but been unable to accom-
plish. Such analysis, as Schlick had emphasised, is the positive task
of philosophy. And Wittgenstein had already defined it in the
Tractatus: “The object of philosophy is the logical clarification of
thoughts. Philosophy is not a theory but an activity. A philosophical
work consists essentially of elucidations. The result of philosophy is
not a number of ‘philosophical propositions’, but to make propositions
clear. Philosophy should make clear and delimit sharply the thoughts
which otherwise are, as it were, opaque and blurred” (4. 112).

In his philosophical activity after completing the Tractatus—and
especially in the early ’thirties, when he transferred the sphere of his
operations to the University of Cambridge—Wittgenstein devoted
much of his energies to such analytic elucidations, though the results
were not written down.

S THE RETURN TO SOLIPSISM

Wittgenstein’s elucidations at that time had a startling effect on
many who (like the present writer, when a student at Cambridge)
had the advantage of hearing them and discussing them with him.
For by the consistent application of the verification principle it
turned out that many meaningful statements mean something quite
different from what we ordinarily think they mean.

Take, for instance, statements about the past. These cannot be
verified by going back into the past and re-experiencing it. If I say, for
example, that I had breakfast this morning, the way I verify that
statement is not by breakfasting but by remembering my breakfast
~—and additionally, if I mistrust and wish to check my memory, by
other experiences, such as hearing my wife say “Yes, you did have
breakfast” if I ask her. So if (as Schlick put it, and as Wittgenstein
at that time agreed) “the statement of the conditions under which a
proposition is true is the same as the statement of its meaning”, what
the statement “I had breakfast this morning” means is simply that,
when I remember, I remember breakfast; when I ask my wife, I hear
her reply . . . and so on. Similarly, if I say that William the Conqueror
won the Battle of Hastings that means that history, starting with the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, credits him with doing so, for I verify it by
the sort of experiences described as looking it up in history books and
consulting historical records.
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Take again statements about other people. If I say you have tooth-
ache, all I can mean is that I hear you complaining of toothache, that
when I look in your mouth I see something which I describe as a

decayed tooth, and so on. For one person cannot experience another

person’s sensation. Suppose I say that what I mean is that you have
a sensation like mine? That is nonsense—for there is no way of my
verifying that your experience is like mine, or, indeed, that you have
any experience at all, in the sense that I have experience. )

Wittgenstein's application of the verification principle thus led him
slap into the very implausible philosophical position of “solipsism of
the present moment”. Nor could he get out of it, as Hume had done,
by saying that he did not believe it. For any attempt to say what then
he believed was, by the verification principle, condemned as non-
sense. All statements are verified by experience—and for each of us,
by his own present experience. Hence for each of us the world consists
simply of his own present experience. Beyond that we not only know
nothing, but we cannot even significantly state that anything else
exists.

Solipsism is, as has often been pointed out, implausible, because if
a philosopher declares himself a solipsist, who will credit him with
meaning what be says? If he really thinks’ that the world consists
only of his own sensations, why does he go to so much trouble to
explain this truth to other people? Wittgenstein evaded this difficulty
by saying that if to deny solipsism was nonsense, to assert it must be
nonsense too. For the question “Do other experiences besides my own
exist?” is a typical nonsense-question. His elucidations were solip-
sistic—but solipsism was not a truth that could be stated : rather was
it something shown in the making of the elucidations. This point
was committed to writing by Wittgenstein in the Tractatus: “What
solipsism means is quite correct, only it cannot be said, but it shows
itself. That the world is my world, shows itself in the fact that the
limits of language (the language which only I understand) mean the
limits of my world” (5. 62).

G. ACROP OF DIFFICULTIES

The solipsistic character of Wittgenstein’s elucidations constitutes a
sufficient objection to the theory of the form of representation of
reality by language which had dictated it. The verification principle
and the pictorial theory of propositions were-said to provide an insight
which would guide philosophical analysis to the full elucidation of
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meanings. But yet they led to absurdity rather than to any such
elucidation. Certainly, sense-experience is a necessary factor in any
act of verification. But as certainly, when one talks of external objects
and past events and other people’s experiences, one’s intention or
meaning is not limited to expressing an expectation of personal
private immediate experience. Even if it is wrong to think that other
people exist, everyone thinks they do and tries to communicate with
them concerning the common world which they all inhabit. In face
of this fact of experience, Wittgenstein’s insistence that we cannot so
think, because it transgresses the limits of language, seems merely
doctrinaire. His insight was evidently at fault.

But besides the general absurdity of the elucidations, the theories
put forward by Witgenstein in the T'ractatus, and which served as
the basis for Schlick’s formulations of the verification principle,
became entangled in other—and more properly logical—difficulties.

The pictorial theory of propositions rested on the assumption that
atomic propositions are verified by direct comparison with atomic
facts of immediate experience, and that all other propositions are
verified indirectly by verifying atomic propositions. But how are such
atomic propositions to be stated? It turns out that they never are
stated, and never could be. As a picture of immediate experience, an
atomic proposition would have to be stated in words which would
stand for objects “given” in immediate experience and, consequently,
known only to the person having the experience at the time he was
having it. It would be, therefore, a private and incommunicable
proposition. The language for expressing atomic propositions would
be (as Wittgenstein recognised in his statement about solipsism) a
“language only I can understand”. The logical theory thus postulates
that the basic statements, by reference to which all other statements
are verified, are statements which no one can understand except the
person who makes them at the time he is making them. And further-
more, who can pin down an atomic fact in his immediate experience,
in order to make a picture of it and then compare the picture with
the fact? A painter in a studio can hire models to sit for him—but
no one can stop the flux of his experience and get an atomic fact to
sit for its picture.

Despite such difficulties involved in the very definition of atomic
propositions (and Wittgenstein himself grew increasingly aware of
them), the pictorial theory and the principle of verification were
_ thought by many to have been signally successful in the definition of
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truth functions and tautologies. It was thought that the distinction
between factual statement and tautology had successfully accounted
for the distinction between empirical and formally necessary proposi-
tions, and that necessity had been shown to be equivalent to tautology.
Yet difficulties crop up here as well.

In the first place, whatever may apply to principles of formal logic,
theorems of mathematics cannot be regarded as tautologies. Nor did
Wittgenstein himself suppose that they could. On the contrary, he
drew in the Tractatus a sharp distinction between formal logic and
mathematics, rejected the entire thesis that numbers are classes of
classes and that mathematics is an extension of logic, and maintained
that, whereas logic consists of tautologies, mathematics consists of
equations. He sought to give an account of mathematics by treating
it as essentially concerned with certain kinds of operations (involved
in the techniques of counting and measuring, etc.) and with the
demonstration of the equality and non-equality of the results of such
operations. For example, counting two sets of two arrives at the same
termination as counting one set of four. This was a fruitful approach
to problems of the philosophy of mathematics. Wittgenstein con-
tinued throughout his life to work on it; and his Remarks on the
Foundations of Mathematics (1956) contains, perhaps, his most
positive and creative contributions to scientific philosophy. However,
despite the incautious claim that in the T'ractatus problems had been
“finally solved”, Wittgenstein could not claim to have finally solved
problems of the nature of mathematics and of mathematical necessity
(nor could anyone else, for that matter). And that being so, it is
obvious that the theory of tautology does not suffice to define the
distinction between matter of fact and necessity.

In the second place, while the theory of tautology thus fails to
apply to the definition of mathematical necessity, it also breaks down
in its application to formal logic. Wittgenstein's definition of taut-
ology was derived from his conception of verification—a statement is
tautological when the rules determining its truth-conditions do not
allow it to be falsified. This implies a standard “decision procedure”
by which it can always be decided whether or not a given form of
statement is tautological. In other words, if all formulas of formal
logic are tautologies (in the sense defined by Wittgenstein), there must
exist a standard or routine decision procedure whcreby their tauto-
logical character i certified. Sure enough, such tests havé been devised
for all the simpler formulas of formal logic (see W. van O. Quine,

\
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Methods of Logic, 1950). But quantification technique can devise
formulas of any order of complexity; and it was proved by Alonzo
Church (“A Note on the Entscheidungsproblem”, Journal of
Symbolic Logic, 1936) that there can be no routine decision procedure
applicable to all formulas of quantification theory. This does not
mean that such formulas cannot, with sufficient ingenuity, be proved
by the methods of deduction proper to a logical calculus. But it does
mean that they do not satisfy the conditions of being “tautologies”
in the precise sense required by Wittgenstein. His definition of
tautology was worked out only for the elementary part of formal
logic—the theory of the truth-functions of elementary propositions.
When it comes to general quantification theory, it is no longer
-adequate.

What Schlick called *“the insight into the nature of logic itself”
provided by Wittgenstein’s Tractatus sharply divided logic from
mathematics. Yet while the totality of mathematics is not deducible
from axioms of formal logic, it still holds good that logic and mathe-
matics are closely related as sciences which discover formal necessities,
as distinct from matters of fact. Wittgenstein defined the necessity of
the formulas of logic as tautology; but he could not define the neces-
sity of mathematics. Yet it appears that even in formal logic necessity
is not reducible to tautology. Hence we are still a long way from
having gained “insight into the nature of logic”, let alone into the
connection of logic and mathematics and the nature of formal
necessity in general.

It appears, then, that the insight conveyed in the Tractatus, far
from solving all problems, gave rise to a crop of difficulties. And
finally, and worst of all, it suffers from that most fatal of all philo-
sophical flaws, internal inconsistency. It destroys itself. For accord-
ing to the theory, all statements which are neither tautologies nor
verifiable in experience, are nonsense. By this criterion, the theory
itself is nonsense. For it is not a tautology, nor is it itself verifiable by
experience.

Wittgenstein realised this inconsistency from the start, but made a
brave attempt to make out that it did not matter. He ended his
Tractatus by saying that what he had written in it was all nonsense—
but yet, he still claimed, an enlightening kind of nonsense. “My
propositions are elucidatory . . .” he wrote. “He who understands me
finally recognises them as nonsense, when he has climbed up through
them, on them, over them. (He must so to speak throw away the
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ladder after he has climbed upon it.) He must surmount these proposi-
tions, then he sees the world rightly” (6.54).

But that a theory which is self-confessed nonsense should at the
same time be elucidatory, takes a lot of swallowing—especially when-
it turns out that the elucidations offered are themselves absurd. And
so does the method of criticism which condemns other theories as
nonsense on the basis of a theory which condemns itself as nonsense.

7- LOGICAL POSIVITISM

In the ’thirties there was a large output of philosophical writing,
generally known as “logical positivism”, generated by the “Vienna
Circle” gathered around Schlick. These philosophers worked closely
together, and established their own journals. They were dispersed by
the Nazis, after which some went to the U.S.A. and carried on from
there, Their unifying characteristic was that they all started from an
acceptance of what Schlick had called Wittgenstein’s “insight”, and
devoted themselves to trying, in one way or another, to get round
the difficulties it involved. Wittgenstein held himself somewhat aloof
from the logical positivist school. He found his own methods of
coping with these difficulties, which were different from theirs. It
was the later philosophy of Wittgenstein which engendered the
contemporary linguistic school, whereas logical positivism proved a
dead end and petered out.

The chief proposal for getting out of Wittgenstein’s difficulties was
made in the Vienna Circle by Otto von Neurath and Rudolf Carnap.
These difficulties were all concerned, in one way or another, with
trying to say how language represents reality. But the relation
between words and things, or between statement and fact, is only
another nonsense-question (or “pseudo-problem”, as they called it in
the Vienna Circle). It is but a version of the time-honoured pseudo-
problem about the relation between thinking and being. Hence it
should be ignored, and the kind of analysis in which philosophers
are interested should be strictly confined to the analysis of language.
What had been vaguely called “the logic of language” was renamed
“the logical syntax of language”, and was defined as being concerned
with the ways words are put together to make statements, and with
the way statements are put together to make theories, but not with
the ways statements represent objective reality.

In The Logival Syn¥ix of Language (1934) Carnap began by saying
that in the consideration of logical syntax “no reference is made either
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to the meaning of the symbols or to the sense of the expressions, but
simply and solely to the kinds and order of the symbols from which
the expressions are constructed” (x).

He accordingly distinguished “logical questions” from what he
called “object questions”. The latter “have to do with the objects of
the domain under consideration, such as inquiries regarding their
properties and relations. Logical questions, on the other hand, do not
refer directly to objects, but to sentences, terms, theories, and so on,
which themselves refer to objects” (72). The empirical sciences are
concerned with object questions. But “the inextricable tangle of
problems which is known as philosophy™ results from trying to
express questions which properly concern only the uses of words
(logical questions) as questions concerning the properties and rela-
tions of things (object questions). For example, philosophers have
been puzzled by the infinity and infinite divisibility of time. But
questions which are very puzzling when asked about a supposed
object, named ““time”, cease to be so puzzling when put merely as
questions about how ‘“real number expressions are used as time-co-
ordinates” (79).

Accordingly, in the Foreword to Logical ‘Syntax of Language
Carnap stated :

“The aim of logical syntax is to provide a system of concepts, a
language, by the help of which the results of logical analysis will be
exactly formulable. Philosophy is to be replaced by the logic of science
—that is to say, by the logical analysis of the concepts and sentences
of the sciences, for the logic of science is nothin g other than the logical
syntax of the language of science.”

From this standpoint, the logical analysis of science was not con-
cerned at all with trying to interpret or elucidate the meaning of
statements of science. It did not seek to show that science is validated
by its correspondence with given experience, with facts, with the
objective world, etc. It was concerned solely with the logical rules for
constructing scientific statements—not with their relationship with
objective reality but only with their relationship with one another.

A new way was found of expressing the old positivist principle
that scientific statements are tested or verified by reference to facts
“given in experience”. This had to be expressed, not in the traditional
way in terms of the relationship of scientific statements to facts, but
in terms of the inter-relationship of statements within the totality of
statements which make up science. It was said that science proceeds
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by accepting a “protocol”, consisting vf a number of statements of
the sort which would commonly be called observational, and then
devising other statements, in the form of generalisations or laws,
consistent with the protocol. In his paper “The Physical Language
as the Universal Language of Science” (Erkemntnis, 1931/32—
published later in English as a bocklet entitled The Unity of Science)
Carnap said that it is tempting to define “protocol statements™ as
statements which “refer to the given, and describe directly given
experience”. That is how Wittgenstein and afterwards Schlick had
defined them, and got into all sorts of difficulties as a result, including
Wittgenstein's solipsism. But the logically correct or accurate way of
defining them is simply as follows: “statements needing no justifi-
cation and serving as foundations for all the remaining statements of
science.”

Von Neurath put forward this analysis of science, and drew from
it the logical conclusions, in the most explicit and uncompromising
terms::

“It is always science as a system of statements which is at issue.
Statements are compared with statements, not with ‘experiences’,
‘the world’, or anything else. All these meaningless duplications
belong to a more or less refined metaphysics and are, for that reason,
to be rejected. Each new statement is compared with the totality of
existing statements previously co-ordinated. To say that a statement
is correct, therefore, means that it can be incorporated in this totality.
What cannot be incorporated is rejected as incorrect. The alternative
to rejection is . . . the whole previous system of statements can be
modified up to the point where it becomes possible to incorporate
the new statement . . . The definition of ‘correct’ and ‘incorrect’
proposed here departs from that customary among the ‘Vienna
Circle’, which appeals to ‘meaning’ and ‘verification’. In our presenta-
tion we confine ourselves always to the sphere of linguistic thought”
(“Sociology and Physicalism”, Erkenntnis, 1931/32).

From this point of view, the different sciences are to be dis-
tinguished—not by their investigating different facets of the world,
or different relationships given in experience—but by their employing
different “languages”. For example, said Carnap, the science of
economics is distinguished “by the fact that its sentences are con-
structed from expressions ‘supply and demand’, ‘wage’, ‘price’, etc.”
(The Unity of Science)-This way of distinguishing sciences simply
as different scientific languages, with different protocols, led to what
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was regarded as the crowning achievement of logical positivist
analysis—the demonstration of “the unity of science”. All the
different sciences could be made into a “unity” by translation into
one common language. And this language was said to be *the
physical language”. It was characterised by the fact that its protecol
statements “attach to a specific set of co-ordinates a definite value
or range of values of physical state”. Al scientific protocol, it was
asserted, is translatable into physicalistic protocol, and consequently
“every scientific statement can be translated into physical language”
(¢bid).

This theory of “the logical syntax of language” certainly avoided
the difficulties which had beset earlier attempts at logical analysis,
including Wittgenstein’s solipsistic elucidations. For of course, if the
rule is laid down that you must never try to inquire how your
thoughts correspond with reality, but must consider only the syn-
tactical rules whereby the sentences expressing them are constructed
then all difficulties connected with the relationship between though
and reality are avoided. However, this was to avoid the difficultie.
of philosophy in the same way as the ship’s company in Lewis Car-
roll’s Hunting of the Snark avoided the difficulties of navigation:

“Other maps are such shapes, with their islands and capes,
But we have our brave Captain to thank

(So the crew would protest) that he’s bought us the best—
A perfect and absolute blank!”

But just as that ship’s company got into difficulties of their own
(“the bowsprit got mixed with the rudder sometimes™), so did the
logical positivists.

The central difficulty of the doctrine of Carnap and Neurath was
obvious and insurmountable. Purporting to give an account of “the
logic of science”, and even of “the unity of science”, that doctrine
could give no account at all of how scientific conclusions are arrived
at and how they are tested, but instead represented them as products
of arbitrary choices and arbitrary decisions.

Science was treated simply as a system of statements. Of course,
scientific textbooks and scientific papers do consist of statements. But
there are no statements of science apart from the practice of science.
It is their connection with practice which gives these statements their
“scientific” status, and makes modern men, who have developed
science and technology as their productive forces, take them so
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seriously. For these statements are not arrived at in any arbitrary way,
do not depend on anyone’s arbitrary claim to authority or arbitrary
decision, but express the verified findings of systematic investigations.
The credibility, the reliability, the scientific status of scientific state-
ments depends, not on their relations with other statements, but on
their connection with human practice. Hence the philosopher who
insists that statements are to be “‘compared” only *“with statements”
is incapable of comparing scientific with non-scientific statements,
or of giving any intelligible account of what science is and does and
is all about. The control of scientific statement by scientific investiga-
tion and verification becomes the bringing of generalisations and
laws into conformity with a protocol. But how is the protocol arrived
at? This question goes outside what Neurath called “the sphere of
linguistic thought”, and is therefore disallowed. The laying down
of the protocol therefore appears entirely arbitrary. (Neurath himself
said that why scientists should agree to accept one set of statements
rather than another is not a question for philosophy, but for that
hitherto unexplored part of sociology which studies the social
behaviour of scientists.)

In this connection, Carnap announced in the Foreword to T4e
Logical Syntax of Language that we possess “complete liberty”
regarding the language we choose to employ. Not merely are we at
liberty to choose whether to speak in English or German or Russian,
etc., but “both the rules for construction of sentences and the . . .
‘postulates’ and ‘rules of inference’ may be chosen quite arbitrarily™.
This charter of liberty he called “the Principle of Tolerance”.
Scientists, then, can choose their scientific languages quite arbitrarily
—it just so happens that they tend to agree on a certain protocol and
rules of procedure.

Coming on top of this “analysis of science™, the crowning theory
of “the unity of science”—the theory of so-called “physicalism”—
appears merely as a crowning absurdity. Why should it be always
possible to translate all the arbitrarily chosen languages of all the
sciences into “the physical language”i’ To this question there is no
answer. Moreover, it is one thing to say that this can be done, and
quite another to find any way of doing it. For example, how can
statements of economics, *‘congtructed from expressions ‘supply and
demand’, ‘wage’, ‘price’ th-”,‘ be translated into statements which
“attach to a specific set of co-ordinates a definite value or range of
values of physical state”? This problem is so baffling that it was not
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long before the whole theory of “physicalism” and “the unity of
science” was quietly dropped.

Logical positivism was supposed to lead the way out of “the
inextricable tangle of problems which is known as philosophy”. Yet
never since the later middle ages had any school of philosophy con-
trived a tangle of problems so remote from any kind of practical
relevance and so incapable of resolution.

The attempted restriction of philosophy to *“purely formal” analysis
—that is, to analysis which ignored the meaning of statements and
confined itself to “logical syntax”—did not survive the ’thirties. In
1942, in his Introduction to Semantics, Carnap announced that “the
field of theoretical philosophy is no longer restricted to syntax, but is
regarded as comprehending the whole analysis of language . . .”
For “the earlier discussions and analyses . . . have to be supplemented
by corresponding semantical analysis.” This was to admit that philo-
sophers not only can but must consider how statements represent
reality, what they mean, how they are to be interpreted, what they
refer to, how they function as vehicles of information, how they are
verified, how meaning and verification are connected—instead of
theorising only about how staterrients are related to other statements.

This admission meant a certain turn from doctrinaire absurdity
towards more constructive inquiry. But it also meant the breakup
of logical positivism as a distinctive school of philosophy. Apart from
specialised inquiries into problems of formal logic and of semantics,
what continued to pass muster as “logical positivism™ consisted of
exercises in and variants upon the traditional nineteenth-century
positivist analysis of science.

Meanwhile Wittgenstein, working with a select band of disciples
at Cambridge, had been looking for other ways of escape from the

difficulties in which logical analysis and his own earlier theories had
involved him.
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CHAPTER ONE

A Therapy for Theories

I.SECOND THOUGHTS ABOUT LANGUAGE

WITTGENSTEIN was not only an ingenious philosopher but also an
honest man. As time passed, he became more and more dissatisfied
with his own conclusions. For he saw that they did not fit with
either language or experience, that even purely logical or formal
problems remained unsolved by them, and that a theory which was
self-confessed nonsense could not at the same time be elucidatory.
It was the combination of the verification principle with the pictorial
theory of language that led to these unsatisfactory results. So he
proceeded to question both the pictorial theory and the verification
principle. His later philosophy, and the contemporary linguistic
philosophy, were the result of this questioning. Their foundation
was a new view about language.

Language, Wittgenstein had said, makes pictures of facts which
are to be compared with facts. But this account of language, he now
declared, ignores the real function of language, which is communica-
tion between human beings. Language is in fact used for many
other purposes of communication besides making statements. But
even if we consider only the making of statements, we still cannot
equate the making of statements with the making of pictures. Words
cannot be regarded simply as the elements of a picture. They are
more like tools or instruments, which are used for a variety of
different purposes of communication.

And now comes the most important point of all. There is no limit
to the variety of the uses of words. There is no common or basic
function served by words in the making of human communications.

“Think of the tools in a tool box,” Wittgenstein wrote in his
Philosophical Investigations (1953). “There is a hammer, pliers, a
saw, a screw-driver, a rule, .a glue-pot, nails and screws. The
functions of words are as diverse as the functions of these objects

<2 (). .
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It might be objected that all tools do have something in common,
since (as Marx put it) they are all “instruments of labour” designed
to “effect an alteration in the material worked upon”. But Wittgen-
stein refuted this objection. “Imagine someone’s saying: ‘All tools
serve to modify something. Thus the hammer modifies the position
of the nail, the saw the shape of the board, and so on.—And what
is modified by the rule, the glue-pot, the nails?” (14). And so, follow-
ing up the analogy with tocls, Wittgenstein continued:

“How many kinds of sentences are there? There are countless
kinds, countless different kinds of uses of what we call ‘symbols’,
‘words’, ‘sentences’. And this multiplicity is not something fixed,
given once for all . . . (23).

“Instead of producing something common to all that we call
language, I am saying that these phenomena have no one thing in
common . . . but that they are related in many different ways” (65).

Every use of words has its rules. And in this respect, Wittgenstein
compared using language to playing games, which likewise involves
obeying rules. Cricket, for example, is a ball game played according
to the rules of cricket. And there are many other ball games with
other rules—such as hockey, baseball, netball, football, including
both rugger and soccer, and so on. There are also card games, and
board games like chess or draughts. And indeed, besides the many
games that are actually played, it would be possible to invent still
more games, and to go on inventing them indefinitely.

Wittgenstein pursued this analogy between language and games
by maintaining that in every historically constituted language an
endless variety of language games can be played corresponding to
the countless variety of possible uses of words.

These language games, or uses of language, come into being
naturally, he maintained, and their rules get established and modified
corresponding to the actual requirements of human life. The more
varied that life, the more varied the communications required for
living it, and the more varied the consequent uses of language. “To
imagine a language,” wrote Wittgenstein, “means to imagine a form
of life” (x9). Our uses of language “are as much a part of our
natural history as walking, eating, drinking, playing” (2s).

When we understand one another, it does not occur to us to ask
what language game we are playing—any more than it would occur
to cricketers to ask one another whether they were playing cricket
or football. Those who play games usually know how to play, and
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they get on with it. But we do not always understand one another.
In speech, and especially in abstract speech, we often get confused
and break the rules, or get different uses mixed up together, or
misinterpret what other people are saying by supposing them to be
playing some different language game. When that happens we find
ourselves asking questions which cannot be answered, and drawing
the queerest conclusions from attempting to answer them.

In fact, we then get into the kind of muddle that would arise from
questioning cricketers on the assumption that they were playing
football. It might then be asked, for example, “How many goals
have been scored?” Such a question arises simply from a misunder-
standing of the actual games, and so it has no answer. (If the
cricketers tried to answer it by saying “none”, queer conclusions
could be inferred. It could be concluded that the match was a draw.
And then the more philosophical might generalise this conclusion
into the theory that, whatever the appearances in terms of runs, all
cricket matches were really drawn—because the real score in goals
was necessarily “o—0”.

This, Wittgenstein now maintained, is how philosophical puzzles
and philosophical theories arise. Philosophers do not understand how
many different uses language actually has, and so become confused
between them. “A philosophical problem,” Wittgenstein wrote, “has
the form: I don’t know my way about” (123). The fact is that in
civilised society language has so many different uses that some peoPlc
get them mixed up—and hence philosophy. “When we do P}_“l°‘
sophy we are like savages, primitive people, who hear the expressions
of civilised men, put a false interpretation on them and then draw
the queerest conclusions from it” (194).

So our aim in philosophy should be continually to clear up the
uses of language, in order to put an end to problems arising fror,n
the misuse and misinterpretation of language. “Thc'phllOf?phel‘S
treatment of a question is like the treatment of an .1llncss _(255)~
Those who get mixed up in the uses of language fall into a kind of
mental trap, in which they buzz about like flies In a“ﬂY'bOtﬂC-
“What is your aim in philosophy?” Wittgenstein asked. “To show
the fly the way out of the fly-bottle” (309). —Fe was a man with a
passion for picturesque analogies. Beginning With pIctures, hie then
substituted a tool box, then got on to games, and the treatment of
illness, and finished up.with flies in a fly-bottle- .. .. )

In all this revision of his earlier theories Wittgenstein remained
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true to the earlier conception of the threefold task of philosophy.
First, there remained the basic insight concerning language—in
which the pictorial theory was replaced by the conception of language
games. Second, there remained the task of therapy, “the treatment
of an illness”. The traditional problems of philosophy were still to
be resolved by clearing away confusions in the use of language—
but the former crude conception of “nonsense” was replaced by that
of the mixing up of language games. What, then, of the task of
elucidation? This, too, remained, but was conceived of in a new
way. The task remained of interpreting or explaining the meaning
of different sentences. But the verification principle, which said that
the meaning of a proposition is given by its mode of verification in
immediate experience, was discarded.

You make some statement—what do you mean by it?

According to the verification principle, you must explain what you
mean by stating what immediate experience would verify your
statement—that is, by producing a word-picture of that experience.
This would imply that you can employ, for purposes of elucidation,
some kind of perfect or pre-eminent language, in which what was
meant by every statement could be stated clearly. But the uses of
language are limitless, with “no one thing in common”, so that it
is impossible to find one pre-eminently correct use of language into
which all can be translated.

The verification principle, that the meaning of a proposition is
given by its mode of verification in immediate experience, has there-
fore to be discarded along with the pictorial theory of propositions.
And with it are discarded all its queer consequences—its queer
interpretations of all statements in terms of personal experience, and
the queer kind of solipsism which was “correct” but could not be
“said”.

What, then, is required to explain or make clear the meaning of
statements?

The basic error of the former “logical analysis” lay in supposing
that this was to be done by casting all statements into the mould of a
perfect or ideally clear language. But that is impossible. All that is
in fact required is simply to make evident the particular language
game that is being played. And the way to do that is to produce other
examples of the same language game, and contrasting examples of
different language games. Such examples were given the technical
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name of “paradigm case”. Where doubt or confusion exists as to
meaning, it is cleared up by producing “the paradigm case”.

In place of the verification principle, then, Wittgenstein in his
Philosophical Investigations substituted the following: “The mean-
ing of a word is its use in the language” (43)-

How, then, can we say what is or what is not “the right” use of
words?

Words are used rightly when they are used according to the rules,
that is, when they do serve a particular use of communication. But
there are no super-rules which will determine which particular uses
are justifiable. There is no pre-eminent language by reference to
which the justifiability or otherwise of particular uses can be decided,
or in terms of which everything can be clearly and correctly stated.
And so a very important conclusion follows. We cannot criticise or
improve upon the actual uses of language. We cannot distinguish
one use as justifiable in comparison with another, or invent some
special use or set of uses to supplant all the others. We must simply
accept the actual uses as all in order, but take care not to mix them up.

Philosophers have looked at tables, and asked “Do tables really
exist?” That is to say, they have suspected something wrong with
the way people actually use such sentences as “There is a table in
this room”. They have suspected that such sentences are in some way
or other inadequate and misleading, and that in the situations where
they are commonly used it would be more correct to say something
else, such as “I am now experiencing a particular kind of sensation”.
But they themselves are wrong in trying to amend the actual uses of
language in terms of some artificial standard of metaphysical correct-
ness. As words are actually used, it is correct to say “There is a table
in this room” when one enters the room and sees a table. Only in
rather exceptional circumstances—if, say, the table were to disappear,
or if one were to go up to it and walk right through it—would one
say “There is not really a table there at all”.

So Wittgenstein declared :

“Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use of
language : it can in the end only describe it. For it cannot give it any
foundation either. It leaves everything as it is . . . (124).

“We may not advance any kind of theory . . . We must do away
with all explanation, and description alone must take its place. And
this description gets ifs ‘power of illiminatioh—=i.e- its purpose—
from the philosophical problems. These are, of course, not empirical

[
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problems; they are solved, rather, by looking into the workings of
our language, and that in such a way as to make us recognise those
workings in despite of an urge to misunderstand them. The problems
are solved, not by giving new information, but by arranging what
we have always known . . .” (109).

Philosophers have been prone to draw conclusions about the nature
of the universe, and to draw them by arguing that, in despite of
appearances, the universe must necessarily be of such and such a
kind, of such and such a structure. They have argued that “it mus¢
be like ¢his”. Such arguments and such conclusions, Wittgenstein
said, are based only on misunderstanding the actual uses of language.

“In philosophy we do not draw conclusions,” he declared. “ ‘But
it must be like this!” is not a philosophical proposition. Philosophy
only states what everyone admits” (599).

So here we have the conclusion of Wittgenstein’s second thoughts
on language: “In philosophy we do not draw conclusions.” Gone
now is the solipsism, and the infallible method of explaining what
we really mean. Instead, we are advised to state only “what everyone
admits”, and so long as we do no more than that we are assured that
what we say will be all right. Perhaps we would like to know “the
foundation™ for what we say, to find whether everyone is right in
what everyone admits? But such a quest is out of order. For it
involves trying to “interfere with the actual use of language”. The
actual use of language is all right, and requires no interference. To
interfere makes nothing clearer, but on the contrary, causes con-
fusions by mixing different uses together.

It is from this position that linguistic philosophy now operates.

2. NOTHEORY-—BUT A CURE FOR THEORIES

The guiding idea of the linguistic philosophy, developed from Witt-
genstein’s second thoughts about language, is that we have only to
describe the actual use of language associated with any question
debated by philosophers, and all the puzzles vanish, leaving clarity.
For example, questions about “the mind” are to be cleared up by
investigating how words for mental activities are actually used.
Questions about “universals™ are to be cleared up by investigating
how universal words are actually used. Questions about “deter-
minism”, “freedom™ or “‘morals” are to be cleared up by investigat-
ing how words connected with causality, with choice, or with moral
judgment are actually used.
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The philosophical theories which are supposed to provide the
answers to philosophical problems arise solely from mixing up
different uses of words. How this comes about, and how both the
puzzles and the associated theories may be removed, can be demon-
strated by examples. Let us take a rather over-simplified one.

It could be said of two identical twins that “they have the same
weight” and that “they have the same father”. Philosophical puzzles
about the so-called “ontological status” of universal qualities like
weight, to which many particulars are related by the relation of
“having it in common”, and the various rival theories about uni-
versals which result from discussing such puzzles, arise only from
such confusions as mixing up the way we use words when we say
“have the same weight” with the way we use words when we say
“have the same father”. It is like getting puzzled by the question
“what is a bad temper?” as a result of hearing someone say “the
Colonel came along in a bad temper and a bath chair™.

Such puzzles vanish if you patiently describe the different uses of
words, so that each use is clearly exhibited and distinguished from
other uses. The clarity which is then attained does not consist in your
then possessing a clear statement of some general truth which was
obscure before. It does not consist in your having discovered anything
not known before, or in your having demonstrated the truth of any
theory. It consists simply in the absence of confusion, in your having
succeeded in overcoming puzzles resulting from mixing up different
uses of words.

It is in this and this alone that the illumination or insight claimed
by the linguistic philosophy consists. Wittgenstein’s precept that “we
may not advance any kind of theory” is to be taken as meaning what
it says. Quite literally, the linguistic philosophy puts forward no
theory, no theory whatever—and it can never be understood, still less
sensibly discussed or criticised, unless this point is taken. It proposes
no theory, either about language or anything else; but it demolishes
bad theory, and cures you of wanting a philosophical theory. As
Wittgenstein said, “the problems are solved, not by giving new in-
formation, but by arranging what we have always known”. The
linguistic philosophy professes to have nothing new to say, nothing
new to tell -anyone. ‘Its cluim-is -that-it. practises a technique for
describing and distinguishing uses of words, and removes philo-
sophical puzzles by doing so.




140 LINGUISTIC PHILOSOPHY

3. WORDS AND THEIR MEANING

The type of analytic investigation of the ways in which words are
actually used in different cases and in different contexts, proposed
by Wittgenstein and subsequently practised by the linguistic school
of philosophy, certainly does avoid all those perplexities which be-
fuddled the earlier practice of the logical-analytic method—from
G. E. Moore and Russell right up to Wittgenstein’s first philosophy.

Philosophical analysis was originally proposed for the purpose of
stating clearly what we really mean when we make various state-
ments the truth of which is generally agreed; the implication being
that prior to such analysis we do not know what we mean, or what
we are talking about. The perplexities arose from the difficulty of
deciding what we do really mean, as distinct from what we con-
fusedly think we mean; plus the difficulty that the proposed analyses
were always absurd.

The new type of analysis done by linguistic philosophy avoids these
perplexities, because it does not try to tell us anything we did not
know already. It does not tell us that we are really talking about
sense-data when we confusedly think we are talking about physical
objects, or that we are really making pictures of our own immediate
experience when we think we are talking about the objective material
world. It recognises that normal language is a perfectly adequate
instrument for human communication, so that normally we know
very well what we mean and do not need to have it clarified by
philosophers. Instead, by investigating the given uses of language it
sets out to remove those purely philosophical puzzles which arise
from misunderstanding them. It is not ordinary people who are
confused and who need to have clarity brought to them by philo-
sophers; it is philosophers who are confused, because they have got
themselves muddled by the ordinary uses of language. (As Wittgen-
stein said, philosophers “are like savages who hear the expressions
of civilised men, put a false interpretation on them and then draw
the queerest conclusions from it™.)

To this end, the linguistic philosophy works on one important (and
undoubtedly correct) idea that was contained in the former analytic
philosophy—that of the potential misleadingness of normally em-
ployed linguistic forms. Sentences of similar linguistic form are, in
different contexts, used for such very different purposes of communi-
cation that incredible confusions and puzzles can result for philo-
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sophers if they fail to understand how similarity of verbal form may
mask dissimilarity of meaning. This idea was central in Frege's
criticism of the traditional Aristotelian logic and reform of formal
logic. It was taken up by Russell and Moore for the purposes of
making their philosophical analysis; Moore, indeed, remarked that
language seemed to “have grown up just as if it were expressly
designed to mislead philosophers™ (The Conception of Reulity, Pro-
ceedings of Aristotelian Society, 1917-18). -

But Russell and Moore went wrong owing to their tacit assumption
that the meaning of a sentence is made clear by discovering for what
objects its terms really stand. It was the search for these alleged
objects, for an analysis which would make clear to what objects
propositions ultimately refer, which led them into perplexities. And
Wittgenstein’s way of escape from these perplexities involved a
rather radical criticism of the whole traditional philosophical con-
ception of the meaning of words.

Language is something we use to communicate with one another
. . . It may be said that this was no great discovery. Yet to state the
obvious is a merit rather than a demerit in philosophy. When philo-
sophy denies or ignores the obvious it becomes absurd. But it becomes
instructive when, after stating the obvious, it goes on to draw impli-
cations which are not so obvious. Wittgenstein certainly did bring
out some instructive implications of the obvious truth that language
is the human means of communication.

From the time of Plato (when it first began to be realised that
words have meaning only by convention) the view was tacitly
accepted by philosophers of all schools that words, phrases and sen-
tences, or language-expressions generally, have a meaning when they
stand for something, and that what they stand for is what they mean.
So what do expressions stand for? This question has involved philo-
sophers in a great tangle of difficulties and inconsistencies.

On the one hand, it could be said that expressions stand for the
thoughts which they express. In that case, there are ideas, concepts,
thoughts, propositions (a number of words, none very clearly defined,
are available), which may be expressed in words but exist inde-
pendently of any such expression. According to some philosophers,
they have a timeless existence on their own, independent also of
people’s mental processes (such was the view of Plato and, in another
version, of Hegel, and in yet another version, of Russell). According
to other philosophers, they exist “in the mind”. But whatever the
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account that may be given of the ideal or mental entities which
expressions stand for, just where and how they exist, and how they
are constituted and formed, remains a puzzle.

On the other hand, it is characteristic of thought that it is about
something. It would seem, therefore, that words which express or
stand for thoughts must also stand for whatever objects thoughts
are about. True, some schools of modern idealism have denied this
implication. According to these philosophers, thinking creates its
own objects for itself. When you have said how words express
thoughts, or express judgments, you have said all there is to say about
them—and this view led to the modern idealist logic, opposed to
formal or mathematical logic, which took as its subject matter the
classification and laws of development of “judgments™. But these
philosophers are opposed by others who take what has been called a
“realist” view and hold that words stand for the objects which
thoughts are about. This view has always regarded naming as the
basic or fundamental function of words. We have words which are
the names of objects, and also names of qualities and relations of
objects, and by combining those names together in various ways we
express the thoughts of how the objects named are combined. This
account of language goes right back to the medieval scholastics, and
even earlier, to some of the Fathers of the Catholic Church. It figured
prominently in the views about language put forward by Thomas
Hobbes, and received its final reductio ad absurdum in Wittgen-
stein’s own “pictorial” theory. It leads to the conclusion that the
universe must possess a metaphysical structure corresponding to the
grammatical structure of sentences—and consequently to intermin-
able speculations and counter-speculations about the elements of that
structure.

In general, then, the traditional view which equates “means” with
“stands for” leads, first, to uncertainties and ambiguities as to
whether expressions stand for thoughts or for objects or for both
together; and second, to a kind of metaphysical stockpiling of inde-
pendent entities which words stand for, the nature and status of
which remains obscure—ideas, concepts. propositions, judgments, on
the one hand; on the other hand, objects, complexes of objects, facts
and elements.

All these perplexities were present in the analytic philosophy, from
Principia Mathematica to Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. Wittgen-
stein must be credited with having cut right through this ancient
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tangle of ambiguities and speculations with the simple formula which
equates meaning with use.

He began his Philosophical Investigations by quoting from
Augustine’s Confessions the view that “the individual words in
language name objects—sentences are combinations of names”. And
he continued: “In this picture of language we find the roots of the
following idea: Every word has a meaning. This meaning is corre-
lated with the word. It is the object for which the word stands.
Augustine does not speak of there being any difference between
kinds of word. If you describe the learning of language in this way
you are, I believe, thinking primarily of nouns like ‘table’, ‘chair’,
‘bread’, and of people’s names and only secondarily of the names of
certain actions and properties; and of the remaining kinds of words
as something that will take care of itself” (x).

He then had little difficulty in demonstrating, with the aid of
examples, that while it is proper to speak of some words as being
used to “stand for” something, other words are used in all kinds of
other ways, and that to equate meaning with standing for something
is to confuse the use of words in general with one particular use of
words.

This criticism of the traditional view of meaning was directed
especially against the idea that accompanying and attached to the
expression is something else, a kind of double—the meaning of the
expression. But to know the meaning of an expression is not to
discover something else which accompanies it in its use, but is simply
to know its use.

An important corollary of the equation of meaning with use was
the demonstration that an expression has meaning only in the context
of its use, so that in different contexts the same expressions may have
different meanings, because they are differently used.

Take, for instance, the uses of the verb “to know” in the three
sentences “I know Mr Smith”, “I know the multiplication table”,
and “I know the height of the Post Office Tower”. The uses are
different, and the meaning of ‘“to know” is different (though not
unrelated) in the three cases, because the context is different. This
difference can be demonstrated by pointing out that each of the three
sentences is the answer to a different question: “Have you been
introduced to Mr Smith and could you recognise him again?”, “Can
you repeat the multiplication table and use it for doing sums?”, “Can
you truthfully fill in the blank in the sentence “The Post Office Tower
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is. .. feet high’?” Each question is appropriate to a different human
situation, or to a different sphere of social practice. The context of
use is the context of practice, for the purposes of which people require
to speak. Thus the first case relates to the practice of recognising
people, the second to the practice of calculations, and the third to the
practice of measurement. (And of course, besides the three quoted,
there are other related meanings of the verb “to know™). It is, then,
futile to try to work out a “theory of knowledge”, on the basis of
supposing (as many philosophers have nevertheless done) that there
is one activity, named “knowing”, which the verb “to know” stands
for, or one thing named “knowledge™ which is the single product of
knowing, and that we have to produce an analysis of that activity and
that product. What is required is rather to investigate how we use
the verb *““to know” in the context of a variety of different, yet related,
practical activities.

And there s a further interesting and instructive corollary, which
can be demonstrated by following up the same examples.

The different uses of the verb “to know” may be contrasted with,
say, the uses (in English) of the verb “to draw” in the contexts “to
draw a picture”, “to draw water”, and “to draw a cart”. We can
easily recognise that the verb “to draw” has three quite different and
unrelated (or at all events, only very remotely related) meanings in
English. Obviously, when an artist draws a picture, a cottager draws
water from a well, and a horse draws a cart, the word “draws” does
not stand for different forms of a single activity named “drawing”.
Similarly, the different uses of the verb “to know” do not stand for
different kinds of knowing—in the way that, say, “oak”, “beech”
and “chestnut” stand for different kinds of trees, or “‘trotting”,
“cantering” and “galloping” stand for different kinds of locomotion
of a horse. Yet these uses of “to know” are related with an intimacy
which does not hold for the contrasted uses of “to draw”. For the
contexts in which they are appropriate are similar in many ways. The
uses of “to know” are not related by the fact that in each of them “to
know” stands for a form of the same thing, but they have a kind of
kinship, in rather the same way that the members of a family are
akin. As Wittgenstein expressed it, they “form a family” and have
“family resemblance” (67). So such an expression as the verb “to
know” has no single meaning, in the sense of there being a single
thing it stands for; nor does it take a variety of unrelated meanings;
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but, as used in different contexts, its uses constitute “a family” of
meanings.

Hence the equation of meaning with use, with its corollary that
meaning depends on context, leads to the conclusion that, for many
expressions, to elucidate their meaning does not involve discovering
any one thing that they stand for, but the demonstration of a family
of meanings or of kindred uses.

All this is very relevant to the practice of logical analysis. And
while the linguistic philosophy does make the very large claim of
having brought about the reformation of philosophy in its entirety,
by providing a cure for all philosophical theories without exception,
its effective result is to reform the logical-analytic philosophy. The
main point of all its contentions and arguments is to remove the
perplexities that beset the path of logical analysis. Instead of trying to
express the exact meaning of various words, phrases and sentences,
and to discover the ultimate unanalysable elements to which they
refer, analysis is given the much more hopeful task of describing and
distinguishing the varieties of the actual uses of words in the various
different contexts of their use. And this suffices to cure the bewilder-
ment which philosophers experience when they confound these uses
together.

4. APROGRAMME FOR PHILOSOPHICAL
INVESTIGATIONS

We must not, says the linguistic philosopher, try to formulate any
kind of general theory about what all statements have to refer to, and
then try to interpret all statements in the light of it. Such a pro-
gramme for philosophy is based simply on failure to take into account
the endless variety of the actual uses of words, and on supposing
instead that all uses of words can be reduced to forms of a single basic
function (such as making pictures of facts) which all have in common.
“There are countless different kinds of uses of what we call ‘symbols’,
‘words’, ‘sentences’,” said Wittgenstein. “Instead of producing some-
thing common to all that we call language, I am saying that these
phenomena have no one thing in common.” That is, indeed, the
fundamental text for the linguistic philosophy.

To have a general theory about what all statements refer to, and
then to interpret all statements in the light of it, was the procedure
of the positivist- philosophy of the mineteenth. century, and of the
logical-analytic philosophy which continued it. The linguistic philo-
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sophy was, then, specially directed against this fundamental pro-
cedure of positivism in general and the logical-analytic philosophy in
particular.

However, linguistic philosophers have a marked tendency to inter-
pret all past philosophy as a kind of “analysis”, as though what all
philosophers had always done (from the earliest times to the con-
clusion of the second world war) was to try to analyse what state-
ments mean, and to get into muddles through misunderstanding the
uses of language in so doing. Thus, for example, Gilbert Ryle (who
began to lay the foundations of the linguistic philosophy before ever
Wittgenstein took a hand in it) began his paper on Systematically
Misleading Expressions, presented to the Aristotelian Society in
1931-32, by saying: “Philosophical arguments have always largely,
if not entirely, consisted in attempts to thrash out ‘what it means to
say so and so0’.”

Instead of trying to work out a general theory about what all state-
ments mean, in the light of which they can all be interpreted,
philosophy is presented with a programme in which no general theory
is allowed, but only investigations of different uses of language, as
they turn up and happen to interest philosophers, one by one.

‘Thus the claim of Russell, to conduct philosophical investigations
which, like those of the sciences, are “piecemeal, detailed and veri-
fiable”, is at last realised. It is, by the way, this very renunciation of
theory, and replacement of theory by piecemeal investigation, which
proves so exasperating to many contemporary critics of linguistic
philosophy. They want to have a theory to criticise—but they cannot
find one and so (like Mr Ernest Gellner) have to invent one in order
to refute it.

This programme of investigations continues to embody the basic
idea which Wittgenstein expressed in the Tractatus, that the problems
of philosophy can all be “finally solved” when once it is realised that
the traditional “method of formulating these problems rests on the
misunderstanding of the logic of our language”. Wittgenstein never
revised rhat idea, but sought only to purify it of misunderstandings.
And it continues to be hailed as a great revolutionising insight. We
saw how years ago Schlick celebrated it as a “turning point” for
philosophy; but, along with Wittgenstein in those years, fell into
absurdities thanks to the verification principle and the pictorial theory
of propositions. Now, with such “principles” and “theories” disposed
of, Professor Flew, writing an editorial introduction to the collection
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of linguistic essays Logic and Language, can say that “from this first
fundamental insight” a “new sort of logical criticism of language
has been developed”. Professional philosophers are “engrossed in the
exciting work of following up their fresh insights”.

The field proposed for investigation is very wide, and rewarding in
that positive results come of investigating it. The *‘uses of language”
may or may not be “countless”; but certainly they are very various,
and Wittgenstein and linguistic philosophers who follow him have
devoted a great deal of careful work to describing and distinguishing
them.

Not only are words used in a variety of ways for making informa-
tive statements (of the kind which can be practically verified or
falsified), but they are also used for many other purposes, such as
questioning, commanding or recommending. It is true that no one is
very likely to confound a question or command with a factual state-
ment—but many other uses of language may be distinguished,
which it is easy to confound with statements and which have in fact
often been so confounded.

As we shall see, Wittgenstein’s injunction to study the differences
between different kinds of uses of words, so as not to confound them
together, was applied by linguistic philosophers in the field of ethics,
where moral judgments and value judgments generally were distin-
guished from both ordinary statements of fact, on the one hand, and
from ordinary commands or recommendations on the other.

Again, a whole course of lectures was given at Harvard University
by Professor J. L. Austin, of Oxford, on what he called the “per-
formative” use of words (How to Do Things with Words, 1962).
Austin pointed out, and it is both true and interesting, that in the
marriage ceremony, for example, the words I will” are not used to
make a factual statement of the sort which can be true or false. The
use of these words is rather a performance or pledge, prescribed by
the ceremony. Such expressions as “I bet you . . .” provide other
examples. That such expressions do indeed differ from factual state-
ments is shown by considering that the latter are verified or falsified
by subsequent events, whereas this does not apply to performative
expressions. When you utter the prescribed words at a registry or
betting shop you have thereby become married or laid a bet, regard-
less of how subsequent events turn out or what you yourself may or
may nat subsequently do; -+ -~ - .|

It has often been said that such distinctions drawn between
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different uses of words are trivial. However, trivial or not, they
exist. Moreover, from the point of view of philosophy many of these
distinctions are not trivial, for confusions do result from overlooking
them. Thus, as Hume pointed out before linguistic philosophy was
ever thought of (but little notice was taken of him), confusions result
from confounding ethical or moral judgments with statements of
fact. Again, Austin’s distinction of the performative use of words
does throw light on some vexed philosophical problems. For example,
it throws light on some problems concerning the “self” or “ego”,
associated with the uses of the word “I"”. Those uses of “I”” which
are only effective when made by myself, and which therefore cannot
be construed as statements referring to an organic body to which
anyone else can equally well refer, are performative uses and not
statements at all—this is a point which is certainly not trivial, and
especially not from the point of view of materialism. The distinction
of the performative uses may also throw some light on the use of
words in law and in politics, and so be relevant to political philosophy.

As Professor Flew said, such investigations of uses of language can
become very “engrossing” and even “exciting”. And in his presi-
dential address to the Aristotelian Society in 1956, entitled A4 Plez for
Excuses, Professor Austin began by rejoicing at the happy results of
pursuing them. “Much, of course, of the amusement, and of the
instruction, comes in drawing the coverts of the microglot, in hound-
ing down the minutiae, and to this I can do no more here than incite
you. But I owe it to the subject to say, that it has long afforded me
what philosophy is so often thought, and made, barren of—the fun
of discovery, the pleasures of co-operation, and the satisfaction of
reaching agreement.”

Austin may well be remembered as the John Peel of the Microglot
Hunt. And at this and many another meet of the Aristotelian Society
he hounded down the minutiae in a way it would be hard to rival.
It is fun, no doubt. And as for agreement, he could have the satis-
faction of knowing that not even Marxists (notorious as we are for
disagreeing) could possibly disagree with most of his findings. But
while Austin often seemed content to draw the coverts and enjoy the
fun even when the eventual trophy was no more than the tail of a
microglot, he and Ryle and their colleagues were at the same time
after bigger game—nothing less than the solution of the traditional
problems of philosophy.
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5. STATING WHATEVERYONE ADMITS

Since, according to linguistic philosophers, the traditional problems
of philosophy only arise through misunderstanding and mixing up
uses of language, as a result of which “the queerest conclusions’ are
drawn, it is natural that their discussion and solution of these prob-
lems should always take the form of criticism of other philosophers’
theories. For outside the confusions perpetrated by other philo-
sophers, there are no philosophical problems to discuss.

I cannot attempt here to set out, or even try to do justice to, the very
subtle and elaborate argumentation which linguistic philosophers
have to date devoted to the philosophers’ problems connected with
such themes as the objects of perception, the relation of mind and
body, freedom and determinism, or the foundations of knowledge.
I shall only try to indicate (and I hope not unfairly) the lines of
argument adopted. In their numerous writings on these and other
themes example is piled on example, analogy on analogy; and besides
the published writings, the same thing is being done all the time by
word of mouth, in lectures, seminars and discussions. The cumulative
effect is impressive. And as Professor Flew said in his Introduction
to the essays on Logic and Language, “it has gained momentum
until now it dominates the philosophy faculties of Oxford, Cam-
bridge, and London, is powerfully representh elsewhere in the
United Kingdom, and even has outposts OVerseas, especially in
Australasia and the United States”. (To have made some impression
“even in the United States” is indeed an achievement.) Perhaps this
piling up of examples and analogies properly belongs to what Plato
and Aristotle called “rhetoric”, or the art of persuasion. But if that
is so, it must at least be admitted that philosophcrs nurtured in one
of the homes of classical scholarship are very good at it.

In all this argument, linguistic philosophers proceed on the basis
that other philosophers have posed artificial and unanswerable ques--
tions by fancying, in the first place, that the ways in which words are
actually used in situations of normal pract:i‘:al life invo}ve ““prob-
lerns”; and that they have then adopted special philosophical means,
special philosophical terms and theories, to 30SWET these problems.
Yet the problems exist only for the philosophers, whereas the actual
uses of language, if only we examine them car efully enough, involve
nosuchproblems. . . . . .. ____ _

An outstanding example is afforded by the philosophical problems
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about perception and the existence of material things independent of
their being perceived, which have dominated modern philosophy.
The whole of J. L. Austin’s Sense and Sensibilia (1962) is devoted to
showing that these problems arise only out of misunderstanding the
actual uses of language. It is a familiar situation that things are not
what they seem. Fancying that there were problems concealed here,
philosophers began trying to improve on normal language by saying
that when we see something, what we see is a “sense-datum”, and
that we do noz see the material thing at all. After that, they began
to question whether the material thing existed. The only result of
this, says Austin, has been that philosophers have landed themselves
with unanswerable questions. And yet if we patiently examine the
various actual uses of language, each appropriate to its own context,
we shall find that they are perfectly adequate for the statement of all
the phenomena of perception. Actual uses of language enable us to
say when things exist and when they do not, when we see them and
when we do not, when they are what they seem and when they are
not. There are no problems. There is no need to invent theories about
sense-data and the non-existence, or merely problematic existence, of
material objects. A veritable avalanche of such argument, all set out
in meticulous detail, overwhelms the misguided believer in “sense-
datum theory” who reads Austin’s lectures; and a great deal besides
had been let loose earlier in Ryle’s books The Concept of the Mind
(1949) and Dilemmas (1954).

The effectiveness of this kind of argument is due above all to two
things. First, it shows that certain philosophical theories create their
own problems, which are then insoluble within the theories. Second,
it shows that the theories lack cogency, because the familiar facts
which they seck to interpret are stated with greater clarity and con-
sistency without the aid of the theory than they are in terms of it.
The ghost of the “sense-datum™ has been haunting philosophy for a
long time. Of course, it never troubled Marxists. But the others are
to be congratulated that, after the linguistic criticism, this particular
ghost has been laid.

Ryle continued his demolition of the theory that the objects of
perception consist of sense-data as distinct from material objects, by
disposing likewise of the theory that sensuous consciousness belongs
to a spiritual entity (“the mind”) distinct from the body. In The
Concept of Mind he wrote that “to talk of a person’s mind is not to
talk of a repository which is permitted to house objects that some-
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thing called ‘the physical world’ is forbidden to house; it is to talk of
the person’s abilities, liabilities and inclinations to do and undergo
certain sorts of things, and of the doing and undergoing of these
things in the ordinary world”. He disposed of philosophical theories
about “the mind” as an independent entity animating the body (*‘the
ghost in the machine), and of the resulting philosophical problems
about what sort of an entity this can be and its relations with the
body, by a detailed examination of how words like “thinking”,
“judging”, “secing”, “fecling” and “deciding” are actually used.
In talking about people’s minds “we are not making inferences to
any ghostly processes, occurring in streams of consciousness which
we are debarred from visiting; we are describing the ways in which
those people conduct parts of their predominantly public behaviour.”

Accordingly Ryle, Austin and others were able to dispose of the
old puzzles about the evidence or lack of evidence for other people’s
minds and other people’s sensations which had led a succession of
philosophers, starting with Hume, into solipsism. The vexed question
of what I can mean when I say that someone else has toothache was
answered by pointing out that I simply mean what I say. Thus
Austin concluded a paper on Other Minds, presented to the Aris-
totelian Society in 1946, by noting: “One speaker at Manchester said
roundly that the real crux of the matter remains still that ‘I ought not
to say that I know Tom is angry, because I don’t introspect his
feelings’: and this no doubt is just what many people do boggle at.
The gist of what I have been trying to bring out is simply: (x) Of
course I don’t introspect Tom’s feelings . . . (2) Of course I do some-
times know Tom is angry. Hence (3) to suppose that the question
‘How do I know that Tom is angry?’ is meant to mean ‘How dol
introspect Tom’s feelings?’ . . . is simply barking our way up the
wrong gum tree.” Ordinary language includes the phraseology for
talking coherently about both our own and other people’s feelings
and sensations—and the only puzzles that arise are those adventi-
tiously invented by philosophers who have created their own extra-
ordinary language of “immediate experience”, “sense fields” and
“sense-data”. As Ryle put it, “we have no employment for such
expressions”, and they can all “be returned to store’’.

Questions about determinism and freedom are connected with
thosé about mind and body, in as much’as philosophers have found
it a problem to reconcile the causal determinism of material events
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with the freedom usually ascribed to conscious activity. Ryle dealt
with these matters too, and in the same way.

In Dilemmas he cleared the ground with a discussion about
“fatalism”, in which he sought to show (and, indeed, did show) that
the idea that nothing could possibly turn out otherwise than it
actually does, so that any conception of our being free to alter the
course of events by our own volition is illusory, is merely a conse-
quence of misunderstanding the actual uses of such words as “it is
true that . . .” For example, if a certain horse wins a race, then it
is true that that horse won the race. But to suppose, as the theory of
fatalistic determinism does, that this entails that it was true that that
particular horse was going to win even before the race was run, is
merely to misunderstand the uses of the words “it is true”. Just as it
is not correct to talk about “the deceased Mr X” until Mr X is dead,
50 it is not correct to talk about anything being true until it becomes
true. Those who back a horse that wins a race turn out to have backed
the winner. But the fact that their prediction of the winner was
correct is not incompatible with its also being true that the horse
might not have won the race. )

Turning then to questions about conscious voluntary behaviour,
the linguistic analysis claims to show that, in a similar way, the idea
that free choice is incompatible with causal determination is a conse-
quence only of misunderstanding the actual uses of words. If we
consider how words are actually used, there is no more a problem
about freedom and determinism than there is a problem about
fatalism. For in actual use, to talk about free choice goes along with
talking about causes. We make our choices in the light of judgments
about cause and effect, and unless we could say what effects different
causes are expected to have we could never decide what to do. The
philosophical problem about freedom and determinism disappears
once we examine how words are actually used.

“The billiards player asks for no special indulgences from the laws
of physics any more than he does from the rules of billiards,” wrote
Ryle in The Concepr of Mind. “Why should he? They do not force
his hand. The fears expressed by some moral philosophers that . . .
there is some contradiction in saying that one and the same occurrence
is governed both by mechanical laws and by moral principles” is “as
baseless as the assumption that a golfer cannot at once conform to the
laws of ballistics and obey the rules of golf and play with elegance
and skill. Not only is there plenty of room for purpose where every-
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thing is governed by mechanical laws, but there would be no place
for purpose if things were not so governed. Predictability is a neces-
sary condition of planning.”

A stock objection to linguistic philosophy is that it allows for no
theory of knowledge. Yet as a criticism, this is like criticising vege-
tarians on the ground that they do not eat meat. Of course, the
linguistic philosophy includes no theory of knowledge, because it
maintains that the problems which such theory professes to answer
only arise from misunderstanding uses of words. Instead of having a
theory of knowledge, linguistic philosophers examine the many and
various ways in which words are used when we talk about “know-
ing”. All these are adequate for the contexts in which they are
properly used, and philosophers who have thought there is some great
problem connected with the nature and foundations of knowledge
have merely got the uses of words mixed up.

There are in fact so many different uses of words associated in one
way or another with “knowing”, and they are so extremely diverse
(the family is a prolific one, including younger sons and country
cousins, and a host of illegitimate branches too) that linguistic philo-
sophers have, to date, never been able to complete any systematic
work covering them all. Indeed, they might well claim that that is
neither necessary nor possible. But much has been written on par-
ticular points germane to the general theme.

For example, in his paper Other Minds Austin dealt with the
procedures, and the corresponding uses of words, appropriate to
answering such normal questions as ““Is this really so-and-so?”, “How
do you know?”, “Why do you believe it?”” He showed that such
questions may be asked in a variety of contexts, and that in different
contexts the procedures and words proper for answering them may
differ in various ways. But where the procedure proper to the context
is adopted, it may thereby properly be answered either that *it really
is so-and-so”, “I do know it”, or “I have good reason to believe it”,
or else that it is not really so-and-so, that one is mistaken in thinking
one knows it, or that it is believed without good reason. Philosophers
who have invented special philosophical problems associated with
such questions have done so only because they have not paid enough
attention to the minutiae of how words are actually used. As Austin
told thein at Harvard (How to do things with words), “We must at
all costs avoid over-simplification, which one might be tempted to call
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the occupational disease of philosophers if it were not their occupa-
tion”.

Again, in relation to another area of the uses of “know” words,
Ryle in Dilemmas dealt with the relationship between scientific and
everyday knowledge. He did this by considering the employment of
“technical” words in the sciences in relation to that of “untechnical”
words in everyday use. Philosophers have invented a number of
problems in this connection. Is not the world of science different from
the everyday world? Are not the things and relations which sciences
study the real things, whereas everyday things are merely illusory?
Since sciences rely on observations, is not the language of science
merely an elaborate way of predicting observations? The philosophy
of science has become hopelessly tied up with such questions, which
vanish when we examine the actual uses of technical and other words
in the various contexts of their uses.

Of course, Ryle, no more than Austin, ever claimed to have dis-
solved al! the philosophical problems that have ever been raised about
knowledge. Their claim is no more than to have demonstrated in a
few separate instances the method for doing so.

These various linguistic investigations, or hew-model philosophical
or logical analyses, do secem to get philosophers out of the wood.
They dispel the darkness of theory and—as G. E. Moore long before
hoped could be done—let in the light of commonsense. And what
is left, when the problems and theories have been dispersed? Only
“what everyone admits”. Language was made by men for practical
communication—for the communication of information and, related
to that, for questioning, recommending, enjoining, judging, and
performing social acts. We may sometimes make mistakes in
grammar, we may sometimes not be able to hit on the right word,
we are often in doubt as to what to say—but there exists a standard
by reference to which all philosophical perplexities may be resolved,
and that is “the actual use of language”. Let philosophers but realise
this, and their special problems vanish and, with them, their philo-
sophical theories.




Philosophy and Ordinary Language

I. THE USES OF PHILOSOPHY

THe linguistic criticism of philosophical theory always appeals to the
standard of the normal sane ordinary sound and practical use of
language. This (it is suggested) is the sum of usages which are
familiar, which always serve their purpose, which can always be
understood (or if there are misunderstandings, they can be cleared
up), and which can always be described for any given language and
translated from one language into another. Since these usages suffice
for all practical purposes of communication, we need no others.
And there is no need to question the actual uses, to try to give them
a philosophical “foundation” or find for them a philosophical
“explanation”. The questions philosophers ask, such as “Do material
objects really exist?”, simply do not arise from the normal practical
uses of speech, because we know perfectly well how to employ words
for communication and do not need to ask such questions. We may
sometimes need to ask, for example, whether a particular object
really exists, as when Macbeth asked “Is this a dagger that I see
before me?” But to ask, not whether this or that object really exists,
but whether any object really exists, is merely silly or pointless.
Such questions could not be asked at all unless one had become
confused in the uses of language. And the philosophical theories
which are built up in the attempt to answer them have to depart
from normal language and to employ a jargon (or rather, a collection
of rival jargons), the proper use of which is continually in doubt,
and the meaning of which becomes the more obscure the more
minutely one examines it.

The criticism of the linguistic philosophy may well begin by
questioning this distinction between normal and philosophical
language, and by asking, in the first place, whether the account
rendered of the origin and nature of philusophical problems and
theories is in fact, historically, correct. Is philosophy simply a
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theorising about pointless and unanswerable problems due to verbal
confusion and misunderstanding the actual and normal uses of
words?

It is no doubt true that many of the arguments which philosophers
have advanced in support of this or that theory have depended on
verbal confusions. But is it also true that the problems the theories
have dealt with arise solely from mixing up “language games” and
that the theories themselves consist of nothing but such mixing up?
To substantiate such a generalisation would require a rather more
comprehensive study of the history of philosophy than linguistic
philosophers have yet devoted to it in their published writings.
Indeed, they pay little attention to the history of philosophy, but
only to selected philosophical statements (not even philosophical
theories, but bits of philosophical theories) in isolation from their
historical context. As a broad generalisation, they say with Wittgen-
stein that philosophy is due to “misunderstanding the logic of our
language”. But in particular cases it has to be admitted that there is
more than that in philosophical theorising.

For example, Miss Margaret Macdonald discussed some theories
of political philosophy in an interesting paper read to the Aristotelian
Society (1940-41) on The Language of Political Theory. She remarked
on the ‘“very peculiar” uses of language in such theories as “the
social contract” or “the general will”, or in Hegel’s theory “that
the State is a very superior moral person”. And she went on to
say :

¥‘No one will deny that in political affairs philosophical nonsense
may have serious effects. Is this philosophically relevant, or not? . . .
not to try to understand how this language has effects, even though
it may give no information, is to miss half its philosophical point
and so is bad philosophy. The philosophical ‘point’ of a remark (or
the ‘point’ of a remark which is of philosophical interest) is, at least
partly, connected with the cause or reason which induces people to
go on making it, though it can neither be supported nor refuted by
any empirical evidence . . . they feel it has some use. This does seem
to be relevant to the understanding of some philosophical remarks,
if not of all.”

She then observed that political philosophy, however “peculiar”
its language, tends to serve certain interests and aims, and to supply
people with certain criteria or reasons for obeying or disobeying
established authority. That, in fact, is the “use” of its language.
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These are very deep waters, into which the Aristotelian Society
generally allows no more than a cautious toe to be poked (for they
are dangerously infested by Marxism). The interests and aims which
a philosophical theory serves, and in connection with which it was
engendered, are generally considered irrelevant to its philosophical
criticism. In the case of certain political theories Miss Macdonald
boldly asserted the opposite, saying that to consider such things
irrelevant misses “half the point” and is “bad philosophy”. And
she was surely in the right, even from the purely linguistic point
of view—except that it misses not half the point, but the whole
point.

How is it possible to abstract what a theory says from what it does?
If one merely examines its peculiar language, without considering
what such language is used to do, then no wonder one cannot make
any sense of it. In fact, whatever may be said of “the use of language”,
the orthodox method of linguistic criticism of philosophy (as distinct
from what I will compliment Miss Macdonald by calling her more
Marxist approach) consists of the absurdity of trying to criticise uses
of words by philosophers without taking into account what the
philosophers are using words to do; or to put it another way, to
examine only the verbal shell without taking into account the mean-
ing inside it.

Whatever part verbal confusion may play in philosophy, it is
certainly not the case that the questions which have troubled philo-
sophers originate only from verbal confusion, or that philosophical
theories do nothing but mix up uses of words. For mere confusion
and mixing up of uses would hardly serve the uses for human
communication which philosophies serve, or serve them so effectively.
A mixing up of uses is failure of communication; but philosophies
do effect communication—at least while they are alive, however
difficult academics with a defective sense of history may find them
to understand afterwards. And on the same showing, it is certainly
not the case that the statements of philosophers are of interest only
to themselves, being quite pointless in relation to the normal
communication of practical people engaged in the practical affairs
of life.

As Wittgenstein said, meaning is not something separate from
use. The meaning of a philosophical theory can only be understood
in the light of what .the theary was made to do. To understand it
one must relate it to the kind of questions it was framed to answer,
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and the kinds of answers too that it was framed to refute, in the
actual historical context.

For example, Plato’s “theory of ideas”, with its peculiar language
according to which the qualities of things exist eternally independent
of and prior to the material things which exemplify them, was
connected (as he made clear in his published writings) with a theory
about the divine creation of the world. Material things were created
in accordance with an eternal and perfect model, but being subject
to dissolution and decay they fall away from it. This in turn was
connected with a view of human nature, expressed in the platonic
metaphors about the soul—“the rider on the horse” and “the
prisoner in the body”. You cannot hope to understand what Plato
meant if, like his linguistic critics, you suppose that he was only
engaged in theorising about the meaning of statements ascribing
universal qualities to particular things, and getting mixed up between
the uses of language in doing so.

2. INFORMATIVE AND UNINFORMATIVE
STATEMENTS

The linguistic analysis which Wittgenstein and his followers have
advocated and practised consists of describing and distinguishing
between different uses of words. And Wittgenstein pointed to
analogy as one very fertile source of verbal confusion. “Misunder-
standings concerning the use of words are caused, among other
things, by certain analogies between the forms of expression in
different regions of language” (Investigations, go).

In accordance with this observation, one may criticise Hegel’s
theory of the State, for example, on the grounds that, in speaking
of the State as “a very superior moral person”, he confused the
different uses of language as between, say, “The park-keeper tells
you not to walk on the grass” and “The Parks Committee prohibits
walking on the grass”. Misled by analogy, he supposed that an
institution was a kind of super-individual.

It is true that Hegelians, or at least some of the less intelligent of
them (English Hegelians, unfortunately), have introduced such con-
fusions into their arguments in support of the Hegelian theory. But
it surely does Hegel rather less than justice to presume that he was
mentally deranged to the extent of confusing institutions and persons.
He did indeed say that the State was some sort of an entity in its own
right, though not a material one; and he did use analogies with
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individual persons in describing what he took to be the moral
activities of the State; but he could not have supposed that the State
was an individual like an individual person. As he would have said,
and as everyone must agree, institutions and individuals are’ of
different category, and so what is predicated of the one cannot sensibly
be predicated of the other.

There is of course, as is quite obvious, a difference between talking,
for example, about “the State” and about *‘the Officers of the State™.
Without entering into refinements of analysis, it may be said that
the difference consists in this—that the Officers of the State are
individuals located in space and time and open to inspection by the
senses, whereas the State has no such location and cannot be so
inspected. For example, one can say that the Head of the British
State is on a certain day located at Ascot, where she can be seen by
those who get inside the enclosure, but not that the British State
is located at Ascot or anywhere else, nor that anyone has ever seen
it, though many have suffered by the authorised actions of its
Officers.

Although Wittgenstein said we *“must not” try to “explain” them
or to give them ““any foundation”, theories of the State must and do,
not only take such differences into account, but also try to explain
them and give them a foundation. The Hegelian theory of the State
did that (and so did the Marxist theory, in a different way). The
peculiarity of the Hegelian theory of the State—and this is what
made it what Miss Macdonald called a “very peculiar” theory—
was that it treated an abstraction (the State) as a being endowed
with its own properties independent of those of any concrete or
observable objects.

Thus if, for example, it is Prohibited to walk on the grass, that
(according to the theory) is because the State, a being independent
of any mere human individuals, prohibits walking on the grass.
Hence, as Miss Macdonald observed, the effectiveness of this theory
as a pillar of established authority. Those who walk on the grass are
not merely defying the park-keeper, nor even the members of the
Parks Committee, individuals they may know well and for whom
‘they may have no great respect, but defying the State—an unscen
and awesome power, which controls people but which people cannot
control. L

Such being the philosophical theory of the State, it is evident that
those who expound it must use, in talking about the State, the same
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kind of phrases as are used in talking about individuals. They will
talk about “the will” of the State, and so on. But they do not do that
because they have got confused in the employment of words. They
make use of analogics—and maybe the analogies are false—but
they have not been confused by them. What they are doing is to use
abstract words for a purpose which Miss Macdonald may call “very
peculiar”, but which is nevertheless as old as human speech itself,
namely, to ascribe properties to ideal beings existing independent of
and prior to anything material, that is, to anything located in space
and time and open to inspection by the senses.

No doubt the abstract words have a primary use for talking about
material things. For abstraction is made from fact. But once in use,
abstract words are available for uses other than simply stating verifi-
able fact. As Marx and Engels rather neatly put it in The German
Ideology, “First of all an abstraction is made from a fact; then it is
declared that the fact is based on the abstraction” (Part III, “True
Socialism”). It is just this use of abstraction which is characteristic
of Hegel’s theory of the State, of Plato’s theory of Ideas, and in
general of all philosophical theories which in Marxist terminology
are classified as “idealist” (because they make *‘the ideal” inde-
pendent of and prior to “the material”).

What is produced by this procedure is statements and theories
which are in principle unverifiable. And for that very reason,
objection may well be taken to them. Miss Macdonald said of such
statements that “they give no information”. Evidently she is using
the word “information” in a sense in which “information in principle
unverifiable” is a contradiction in terms. This is a useful sense of
the word, and I shall join her in using it. The idealist-type theories,
then, are non-informative. But the only conclusion to draw from
that is that there are actually non-informative as well as informative
uses of language for making statements.

It may be objected that a non-informative statement must be a
very peculiar sort of statement. But this is a peculiar use of “peculiar”,
for it is a very common sort. The differences between statements,
questions, commands, and so on, are easily to be understood (though
they may be rather difficult to describe with exactitude) in terms of
human practice. The distinctive feature of a statement as distinct
from, for example, a question or a command, is that it is a com-
munication of what to take into practical account. The use of non-
informative statements, therefore, is to say that information we can
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check or verify empirically is insufficient for our practical needs.
We need not only information but also revelation.

The informative uses of language for making statements are, then,
connected with various procedures of empirical verification: The
non-informative uses are not. But that does not entail that they have
no meaning, or are a mere illogical or non-communicative mixing up
of informative uses. On the contrary, it is well known that they do
effect communication, and play a very considerable role in social
life as it has actually been lived to date. If, then, one really wants to
describe the actual uses of language, its non-informative uses should
not be overlooked.

The verification principle of Wittgenstein and Schlick was
designed, amongst other purposes, for the criticism of non-informa-
tive uses of language. According to that principle, non-informative
statements are simply meaningless nonsensc. ‘The principle was given
up, because of the absurd consequences to which it led when applicfl
to informative statements. But linguistic philosophers try to have it
both ways. For they still regard a significant use of langua}ge for
making statements as necessarily an informative use, and insist t!mt
non-informative statements are produced only by misunderstanding
and mixing up informative uses, and so represent not a significant
use of language but a nonsensical misuse. .

Accordingly, they represent philOS‘»OPhl"-al t}}°°f1°$ as based on
puzzles resulting from mixing up different informative uses of
language, and in particular from being mlsl.ed by analogy. Such an
account is, to say the least, an over-simplification.

3. SOME VERY PECULIAR USES OF LANGUAGE

We may now turn from the theories of.philosophers to some
equally peculiar uses of language by non-philosophers, or ordinary
people. . .

The linguistic philosophers have said that there is no need for
philosophical theory, because the actual and ordinary uses of language

suffice for all purposes. They want t© cflispcl phaillosophica.l misuse of
b li the diversity of its actual uses.
g D e auager as something contrasted with

But this “actual use of language’s ;

the misuse of language by phigll;sophcﬁs: and by appeal to which we
can resolve all philosophical puzzles, 13 a myth. By setting it up o
the first place, Wittgenstein was behaving not very d1fferently from
many of his illustrious predecessors, who set up various absolutes

M.L.P.—6
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and indubitable certainties by reference to which all questions were
to be decided once and for all. It is only the latest of a long succession
of miraculous touchstones. And as we shall now see, it has led
linguistic philosophers into a great deal of trouble.

Linguistic philosophy refers the positive decision on how we
should talk and what we should say, once we have renounced
philosophical bad language, to the standard of actual use.

For example, should we deny that there are material objects? No,
certainly not. For the actual use of language permits us to say that
there are tables and chairs and mountains—all of which are, as the
words are actually used, material objects. :

Again, should we deny that people have minds? Of course not.
We should no more deny that minds exist than that bodies exist, for
both are vouched for by the actual use of language. But should we
say that minds exist and function independent of bodies? No, for
that too departs from the actual use of language. According to such
a theory we should, for instance, be able to say “Mr Smith’s body
goes for a walk and his mind admires the scenery”. But then everyone
(or at least, everyone outside a theological seminary or certain
university lecture rooms) would laugh, for that does not accord with
the actual use of language.

As Wittgenstein said, “philosophy may not interfere with the
actual use of language”. On the contrary, this “actual use” is,
according to him, the standard, and the only one possible, by which
we can decide the right way of talking, and clear up the confusions
philosophers get into whenever they try to speak in a special
philosophical way.

In the next chapter I shall discuss certain ambiguities in the
expression “‘actual use of language”. For linguistic philosophers are
by no means immune from the common fault of using words in 2
variety of senses and mixing them all up together. For the present,
however, let us assume that the actual use of language is something
open for inspection in the way people actually talk, and is properly
codified in the standard dictionaries and grammars. For such an
assumption has to be made if any sense at all is to be given to
Wittgenstein’s original reference to the actual use of language as a
standard. : :

On this assumption, then, it is certainly not true that the actual
use of language carries its own assurances as to how in all circum-
stances we should speak. For human practice is no such uncompli-
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cated affair as such a view would suggest. Human practice consists
of more than sitting down at tables and recognising that they exist
when you do so. It consists of economic activity, making the things
we need and getting them distributed; it consists of magical and
religious practices, politics, science and the arts; it is full of complica-
tions and contradictions; and it does not remain the same but
develops and changes. Whatever is the actual use of language, it is
the outcome and reflection of the whole social practice of those who
use it. To do him justice, Wittgenstein said as much himself. But
this entails that actual use is not fixed but extremely changeable and
(like philosophy) may include some very peculiar uses.

If instead of being dons at Oxford University the linguistic
philosophers were witch doctors in some primitive tribe, then they
would not find the actual use of language in all respects like it is at
Oxford. True, they would probably use the same sorts of expressions
when talking of, say, tables and chairs (supposing their tribe suffi-
ciently advanced economically to possess such things). But about
many other matters they would talk very differently. For example,
continual references to spirits would be part of their actual use of
language. It would be just as obvious to them that the corn spirit
existed as it is to Oxford dons that tables exist. When an Oxford
don sees a table, he says “There is a table”. When a primitive man
sces the corn sprouting, he says “There is the corn spirit reviving
again”. While the don sits down to eat a meal with the master of
the college, the primitive man gets out a knife and makes a meal of
the corn king. But he has just as good a reason for being sure the
corn spirit exists as the Oxford don claims he has for being sure
the table exists. It is vouched for by the actual use of language.

The truth is that it is totally impossible to separate out any normal
or standard use of language which is unmixed with the cultural
attainments and current beliefs of the people speaking the language.
The normally acceptable ways of talking embody culture and belief.
When, therefore, Wittgenstein set up the actual use-of language as
a standard, that was equivalent to accepting a certain set-up of
culture and belief as a standard. And so, when he said that philo-
sophy “may not interfere”, that came to saying that it may not
interfere with currently accepted culture and belief. It is lucky
no such philosophy was thought of until recently, or we should
still be under the sway of witch doctors, and the decorous feasts
of Oxford University would be transformed into ritual sacrifices.

[
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The standard to which the appeal is made is inescapably a standard
of time and place. The actual use of language is subject to change.
Old uses get given up as new practice shows them to be misleading,
delusory, false. They then appear as “peculiar”. But why should
we now accept without question, and be forbidden to interfere with,
something so notoriously susceptible of improvement?

4. VERIFIABILITY

Of course, there is a reply ready for the type of objection just urged.
The witch doctor has not the same good reason for asserting the
existence of the corn spirit as the Oxford don has for asserting the
existence of the table. For what actually happens when the corn
sprouts can be stated by simply saying “The corn is sprouting”, and
to bring in the corn spirit as well as the corn is therefore to assert
the existence of something extra for which there is no empirical
evidence. The existence of tables is verifiable empirically, whereas
the existence of spirits is not.

One may agree with this completely, and for that reason consider
science superior to witch doctoring. But if that reply is made, then the
entire basis which Wittgenstein proposed for the linguistic philosophy
is given up. For then it is admitted that there is some standard other
than the actual use of language itself by reference to which the
actual uses of language are to be evaluated. Or at least, either that,
or else the words “actual use of language” are being used in some
special pickwickian sense for which we have so far been vouchsafed
no definition.

The fact is, that simply to appeal to the ordinarily acceptable uses
of language appropriate for this or that occasion and for this or that
purpose, achieves nothing whatever, either by way of the dissolution
of philosophical problems, or of the refutation of philosophical
theories, or of establishing the right and proper uses of language.
And if one looks again at the actual arguments used, for example,
by Austin and Ryle in connection with the sense-datum theory, or
by Ryle in connection with mind and body and what he called “the
ghost in the machine”, then it becomes apparent that the real point
of what they were saying, and of all their criticism of certain
philosophical pseudo-problems and theories, lay in the question of
verifiability. The real point of their criticism was that the philo-
sophical theories used unverifiable concepts. All those terms, such as
“sense-data”, “sense fields” and the like, which Ryle said could be
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“returned to store”, were terms used by philosophers for talking
about ideal objects the existence of which could not be verified by
any distinctive empirical procedure. Therefore the sentences contain-
ing such terms could either be put just as well in the normal language
of informative statement, or else, if they were intended to mean
something more, they were non-informative and incapable of
verification.

The use of words by a philosopher who, when he sees a table,
says “Certain sense-data are present in a certain visual field”, is,
indeed, very like that of a medicine man who, when he sces the
corn coming up, says “The corn spirit is born again”. If they mean
anything more than simply that they see a table, or that the corn is
sprouting, then they may be criticised on the grounds that they make
use of unverifiable concepts and so pose unanswerable puzzles about
the relationship of the corn spirit to the corn and of the sense-datum
to the table.

It is unfortunate that in the criticisms offered of philosophical
theories a straightforward appeal to verifiability should have been
buried beneath a load of ambiguous phrases about “the actual use of
language”. And still more unfortunate that, as a result, profound
questions raised by the concept of verifiability should have been
passed over. Anyway, so far as the philosophical criticisms go, they
could have been effectively made far more briefly and simply. All
the piling up of examples and analogies drawn from current collo-
quial English, though often entertaining, is largely irrelevant. The
procedure of linguistic philosophers has been very like that of the
Grand Old Duke of York.

5. UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

In the practice of philosophical discussion, linguistic philosophers do
not, of course, make an uncritical appeal to the actual use of language.
As we have seen, that would be impossible; and they do not attempt
it. For whatever may be said in theory about the demarcation line
between the misuse of language by philosophers and its actual use
by ordinary people, in real life no such hard and fast division is to
be found. The most far-fetched philosophical theories, peculiar as
their specialised terminology may be, are generally only attempted
rationalisations or systematisations of popular notions about unseen
forces and spirits, the ureation of the world; amd so on. Ordinary
people are not innocent of philosophical ideas, which they do not
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develop out of perversity but out of problems that trouble them in
practical life; nor do philosophers spend all their time arguing
about problems which have no connection with the affairs of ordinary
people.

Faced with the actual use of language, linguistic philosophers
cannot accept the whole of it as perfectly proper, but have to pick
and choose. When it comes, therefore, to that residuum which is
considered properly representative of *“‘what everyone admits” we
are bound to ask—on what grounds have these uses been found
admissible? Wittgenstein said that we may not try to give the actual
use of language “any foundation™. Yet in practice his followers
do have to accept some uses as having a foundation which others
lack.

Accordingly, in his Presidential Address to the Aristotelian Society
in 1956, Professor Austin explained that the investigation which
linguistic philosophy makes of actual uses of language requires us
to examine not only the ways we talk but also what we are talking
about.

“In view of the prevalence of the slogan ‘ordinary language’,
and of such names as ‘linguistic’ or ‘analytic’ philosophy or ‘the
analysis of language’, one thing needs specially emphasising to
counter misunderstandings. When we examine what we should say
when, what words we should use in what situations, we are looking
again not merely at words . . . but also at the realities we use the
words to talk about: we are using a sharpened awareness of words
to sharpen our perception of, though not as the final arbiter of, the -
phenomena.”

Again, in Freedom and Reason (1963) Mr R. M. Hare declares
that “most philosophical inquiries” are “at one and the same time
about language and about what happens . . . One cannot study
language, in a philosophical way, without studying the world that
we are talking about” (5.6).

Austin went on to be even more explicit in his countering of
misunderstandings.

“Certainly ordinary language has no claim to be the last word,
if there is such a thing. It embodies, indeed, something better than
the metaphysics of the Stone Age, namely . . . the inherited experience
and acumen of many generations of men . .. yet this is likely enough
to be not the best way of arranging thmgs if our interests are more
extensive or intellectual than the ordinary . . . And it must be added
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too, that superstition and error-and fantasy of ‘all kinds do become
incorporated in ordinary language and even sometimes stand up to
the survival test (only, when they do, why should we not detect it?).
Certainly, then, ordinary language is no# the last word: in principle
it can everywhere be supplemented and improved upon and super-
seded.”

No doubt all that is well said. But what are the implications?
And what else does it counter, besides misunderstandings?

Uses of language, acceptable or normal turns of phrase, have a
history like everything else, as Austin readily agreed. One conse-
quence, as Austin also agreed, is that in customary conventional usages
of the present are to be found embedded all kinds of traces of now
dead superstitions of the past. For instance, our standard way of
talking about the wind, as in ““The North Wind doth blow”, derives
from a long dead superstition according to which natural forces were
personified, so that the wind was a windy person who, on occasion,
had a good blow.

Why should we not detect such incorporations? Why not indeed—
except that to do so entails some standard for evaluating and giving
a foundation to the actual uses of language other than by reference
to those actual uses themselves? It involves reference to “the realities
we use the words to talk about”. And therefore, as both Austin and
Hare agreed (and, indeed, proclaim), the practice of philosophy
demands such reference. All the criticisms of, for example, philo-
sophical theories associated with false analogies demand it. For how
otherwise tell which analogies are false and which are not, or in what
ways the false ones are false?

Let us suppose that some philosopher chooses to revive the ancient
views of animism by saying that the wind is a person, and then poses
the difficult problem of what sort of person this is and where he or
she lives. He would be justly criticised on the grounds that the wind
is not a person at all, that statements like “the wind blows the roof
off” are not analogous with statements like “Miss Smith blows the
candle out”, and that he has got his “language games” mixed up.

But why are we so sure nowadays that these statements are not
analogous? For this was far from evident to people in days gone by.
Indeed, some of those philosophers, early precursors of the natural
sciences, who first began to depersonify things like the wind, got into
serious trouble- for so doing-and were had up for blasphemy, cor-
rupting the youth, and similar offences. The reason why we can so
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readily detect the fallacy of animism is that we are the inh?ritors of
many advances of human knowledge, in the conquest of which those
same philosophers, who in their day refused to admit “what everyone
admits”, played no small part. Animism is in fact still embedded in
our actual phraseology. But this seldom if ever deceives us. For we
are quite well equipped with such knowledge of ourselves and of
our environment as renders us immune from confusions which
might otherwise result from our customary animistic modes of
cxprcssion. L )

Naturally enough, linguistic philosophers, practising in an ancient
seat of learning where (though later than anywhere else) science has
also won its place, make use of all this knowledge. All their practice
of linguistic analysis presupposes it. We can hardly reproach them
for this—for, when you look at it, Wittgenstein’s own conception of
language games, with its insistence on examining the whole context
in which words are used, presupposed it. But then, the founder’s
doctrine that philosophical problems arise only from getting uses of
language mixed up and are to be therapeutically removed by the
linguistic analysis of the uses of language, is being contradicted by the
practice of that very linguistic analysis. “One cannot study language,
in a philosophical way, without studying the world we are talking
about . . .” Agreed; but that means that a philosophical inquiry
involves problems concerning the relation of the use of words, on the
one hand, and the realities we use them to talk about on the other—
or, as Engels succinctly put it a long time ago, of “the relation of
thinking and being”.

But how is such an inquiry to be conducted? On what principles
can it establish its conclusions? How exactly does that “inherited
experience” to which Austin appeals enable us to distinguish truth
from error, and rational belief from superstition and fantasy? What
is this “acumen” we now lay claim to, and how can it be developed?
What is it that distinguishes superstition and illusion from scientific
enlightenment?

All these questions require an answer. And perhaps it is to the
credit of the linguistic philosophy that it does bring us so sharply up
against them. But it proposes no answer. To answer these questions
requires a general theory of human life and thought, which linguistic
philosophy renounces.

The supposed linguistic insight is in fact entirely negative—we can
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only “describe” the actual use of language, but “may not advance
any kind of theory”, “must do away with all explanation”, and
“cannot give it any foundation™. But how you describe must depend
on a theory, and what you regard as proper or improper use of lan-
guage must depend on an explanation of its foundation.




The Actual Use of Language

I. LANGUAGE AND THOUGHT

CerTAIN expressions or phrases sometimes come to play a key role in
the development of different trends of philosophy. Such a role was
played, for example, in the development of British empiricism by the
word “idea”, as introduced by Locke. To a great extent, a philo-
sophical school consists of those for whom such a word or phrase has
become specially important. In the contemporary linguistic philo-
sophy, then, this role is played by the word “language” and the
phrases “use of language” or “actual use of language”, as introduced
by Wittgenstein.

These kinds of key expressions in ‘philosophy are always very
versatile. For they are many-purpose expressions. Or, in other words,
they are ambiguous. They are generally first intreduced in the midst
of polemics, like Locke’s argument against the doctrine of “innate
ideas” or Wittgenstein’s efforts to overcome the absurdities in the
older teachings of “logical analysis”; and then many good points are
made with their assistance. But once the adversary has been over-
come, their very versatility leads to incoherence and inconsistency,
and the need arises to sort out the ambiguities.

One part of the role of a philosophical key word is to indicate the
main object or subject matter of a philosophy school’s discussion or
inquiry. For this purpose, “language” may be considered a great
improvement on “ideas”. For examples of it (or rather, of its uses)
can be exhibited for public inspection, whereas ideas, which are
presumed to hide themselves away inside people’s minds, are ex-
tremely elusive. The linguistic philosophy is the successor of em-
piricism, and may be said, like its ancestor, to be preoccupied with
some sort of inquiry about thought and the objects of thought, The
character of this inquiry has now been pin-pointed to the extent of
being called “logical”, and its subject matter has been defined as
language and the uses of language.
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Whatever some critics may say about the triviality, narrowness
and parochialism of the linguistic philosophy as practised by English-
speaking philosophers, it is a fact that to have established that an
inquiry about thought is an inquiry about the uses of language repre-
sents a considerable achievement. Locke used to talk about ideas as
‘though first they were formed in people’s minds and then were
denoted by or expressed by words. Nor was he the only philosopher
to do so. To insist that when we speak of thought and ideas we are
not speaking of anything separable from the use of language, is to
introduce a most useful clarification into both thought and the use
of language.

“It is sometimes said that animals do not talk because they lack the
mental capacity,” wrote Wittgenstein. “And this means: ‘they do
not think, and that is why they do not talk.’ But—they simply do
not talk. Or to put it better: they do not use language—if we except
the most primitive forms of language” (Investigations, 25).

People, as distinct from animals, live such a life that they need to
communicate by means of language—that is what Wittgenstein was
insisting on here; for, as he said, using language is a mode of life.
Our thinking is embodied in our use of language, and is not some-
thing prior, to communicate which language was invented. To
separate thought from language is just a symptom of the old con-
fusion that expressions stand for thoughts. It is to suppose that the
thought “accompanies” the speech in the same way as it was sup-
posed that the meaning is distinct from but accompanies the expres-
sion.

“When I think in language, there aren’t ‘meanings’ going through
my mind in addition to the verbal expressions,” Wittgenstein further
wrote. “The language is itself the vehicle of thought” (329).

“Is thinking a kind of speaking?*’ he continued. “One would like
to say it is what distinguishes speech with thought from talking
without thinking. And so it seems to be an accompaniment of speech.
A process, which may accompany something else, or can go on by
itself” (330). But “. . . Say a sentence and think it . . . And now df)
not say it, but just do what you accompaniefl it with . ..” (332). This
abortive experiment proves that “thinking 1s oot an 1.nco§'poreal pro-
cess which lends life and sense to speakings and ‘{Vthh it would be
possible to detach from speaking, rather as the ]?cvﬂ took the shadow
of Schlemiehl from the ground” (339). o

Of course, as Wittgenstein well realised, we are familiar with



172 LINGUISTICPHILOSOPHY

processes in which we arrive at conclusions without formulating
everything in words; and also with cases in which words are re-
peated, as by a parrot, without the person repeating them meaning
anything. But what is going on in such cases can be fully described
in terms of the complex activities of a sensitive organism in relation
to its environment, without having to suppose that thoughts and
meanings exist apart from their verbal expressions. Similarly, it is a
familiar fact that the same thought, or the same meaning, can be
expressed in different words, and in different languages. That is not
because the thought or meaning exists independently of its verbal
expression, but because the different expressions have the same uses
in similar contexts.

Roughly speaking, to talk either about the meaning of words, or
about the thoughts or thought-processes expressed, does not refer to
something else, separable from words, but to the ways people actually
use words.

In point of fact, the inseparability of thought and language, which
is so well argued by Wittgenstein, is a very old tenet of materialist
philosophy, going right back to what is known as “nominalism”. As
we saw, Thomas Hobbes had already made a cardinal point of it.
And doing so, he had already identified confusion of thought with
confusion in the use of language, whereby people become “entangled
in words, as a bird in lime-twigs”—though he himself needed dis-
entangling from his own theory of how words acquire meaning.

The question of the relation between language and thought has,
indeed, a very direct bearing on what Engels described as the central
issue dividing philosophers—the question of the relation between the
ideal and the material. This question still retains a very ‘“‘meta-
physical” complexion so long as it is confused by the postulate of
disembodied “thoughts”, “ideas”, “concepts” and “meanings” as
objects of study, the relations of which with material processes have
to be determined. For any materialist philosophy that follows the
prescription of Engels, an inquiry about “thought” or “thought pro-
cesses” or “laws of thought” or “logic” must, as linguistic philo-
sophers have said, be identified as an inquiry about the use of
language.

It appears appropriate, then, to consider, at least in outline, and if
only in a rough and ready way, some of the ways in which the phrase
“use of language” may be applied—when we are considering, for
example, the way a person writing a letter or a treatise uses words,
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as distinct from the way words might happen to be produced by a
monkey strumming on a typewriter; or the way a person uses words
to address another person, as distinct from the way a parrot uses
words to address its visitors. N

According to Wittgenstein, the person is playing language games,
which monkeys and parrots do not play. Though the expression
“language games” is now going out of currency, Wittgenstein's
essential point about the multiplicity of the significant uses of lan-
guage, and about their having “no one thing in common”, remains
with us. That is to say, there is no one essential thing which people
do, in using language, to distinguish them from other animals.

2. USES OF WORDS AND WHAT THEY HAVE IN COMMON

The basis of the insight into language, by the aid of which Witt-
genstein considered that philosophical puzzles could be resolved,
consisted of the negative proposition that the “countless different
kinds of uses of what we call ‘symbols’, ‘words’, ‘sentences’ . . . have
no one thing in common™.

Because they “have no one thing in common” he concluded that
“we may not advance any kind of theory” about them—*“we must
do away with all explanation, and description alone must take its
place.” In other words, there can be no general theory applying to
all the uses of language, but only separate descriptions of each of the
different actual uses; just as you cannot lay down the law for all
games from a general theory of games, but can only describe the
different rules of different games. And because “we may not advance
any kind of theory”, he concluded that “philosophy may in no way
interfere with the actual use of language”—no more than a referee
could interfere with the way a particular game was played in the
light of a general theory, or universal rule-book, of all games.

Of course, as Wittgenstein immediately agreed, all uses of language
have it in common that they communicate or signify something.
They are all in some way or another expressive of thought. But to
say merely that, he contended, is still to say “nothing whatever”
(Investigations, 13). For it is merely to say that uses of language are
uses of language.

A negative proposition may be impossible to establish, but quite
possible to refute. Let us see if we cannot, after all, say a bit more.

All uses of language are fortormmunication. They all signify some-
thing. As Wittgenstein said, to say merely that says nothing. It
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merely says that communications communicate. But the uses of
language are, more specifically, for communication between people
—and to say that is to say something to the point. Lots of animals
communicate (by squeaks or grunts or snarls, or, as in the case of
bees, by dances) but only people speak. The unique character of
language as the Auman means of communication is, evidently, a
product of the unique character of the human mode of life, of the
requirements of communication in social production and in the social
practice of human productive communities.

Marx was the first to point out the obvious fact that everything in
human sccial life depends on people co-operating to produce their
material means of life. And, indeed, Marxism consists of nothing but
taking this obvious fact, with all its implications, seriously. He
devoted much attention to the labour process, as the basic process for
the human mode of life. What distinguishes it from the constructive
activities of other animals, he pointed out, is that “at the end of every
labour process we get a result that already existed in the imagination
of the labourer at its commencement . . . man’s activity, with the
help of the instruments of labour, effects an alteration, designed from
the commencement, in the material worked upon” (Capital, 1, 7, 1).

‘The development of speech is an essential part of the development
of labour. For human labour, unlike the life activity of other animals
(including social animals, and animals that build things for them-
selves or even use various objects in a crude way as tools), requires
that people should communicate a design; and therefore that they
should not merely gruat or cry (though people still do that on occa-
sion, and use words for merely grunting or crying purposes), but
should develop means to communicate not only how things are but
how they may be changed. Articulate speech is essentially the means
of such communication. What distinguishes it from other communi-
cation is that it is used not only to signal present perceptions and
evoke responses, but to represent possible states of affairs and ways
and means to bring them about or avoid them—in other words, to
make them “exist in the imagination”.

This distinguishing mark of language is conveniently denoted by
saying (in the customary terminology of logic) that it serves “to
express propositions”.

Of course, this does not imply that all that any sentence is used to
do can be accounted for simply by saying what proposition it ex-
presses. On the contrary, the various diverse uses of language in
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communication are to assert or deny, to question, to recommend, to
approve or disapprove, to perform, to admonish or command, and
so on, with countless variations of possible use. By itself, the expres-
sion of a proposition is 7oz a communication. And it is just because
of all the variations of communication relative to a proposition that
there neither exists nor could exist a single standardised system of
linguistic expression, such as would be represented by the pre-eminent
and logically perfect language which Wittgenstein rightly said was
not feasible. But at the same time, all these uses derive from the
primary power of language to express a proposition, or to represent
imaginatively a possible state of affairs. Wittgenstein asked us to try
to imagine the thought without the words. Try a similar experiment,
and try to imagine yourself issuing a command but not able to repre-
sent what you want done, or approving something but not able to
represent what you approve, and so on with other uses of language.
What all uses have in common is that they all derive from and relate
to the expression of propositions.

Incidentally, Wittgenstein was fond of illustrating and supporting
his contentions by imaginary and simplified examples. Thus in the
Investigations (19-21) he says: “It is easy to imagine a language
consisting only of orders”, and invents a language for use in giving
orders for building operations with objects called, in German, Plazte,
and in English, slabs. The example is certainly instructive, for the
purpose of gaining some insight into the “giving orders” functions
of language. But if it proves anything, it proves the very opposite of
what he was contending. For it becomes pretty obvious that even
people whose technology consisted of nothing else than laying slabs
could not confine their utterances to giving orders.

This same point was succinctly made in the historical work The
Development of Logic (1962), by William and Martha Kneale, of
Oxford. “Communication is essentially the deliberate manifestation
of an attitude towards a proposition or thinkable state of affairs”
(X, 1). It explains the fundamental bearing of formal logic, or the
abstract study of the operations for constructing propositions, on
every kind of human communication effected by language. For stan-
dards of consistency, logical standards derived from the formal
properties of propositions, apply not only to statements but to every
kind of langudge-communication. Questions, commands, expressions
of approval, -performarces, amd alt—thre rest, may be consistent or
inconsistent. This applies even in such a case as the poetic uses of
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language. Poetry does not consist of statements; but consistency
belongs to poems as to statements, with which poetry shares the
logical form of representation.

In this earlier theory Wittgenstein said that the fundamental
feature of language is that it makes “pictures” of facts. His subse-
quent assertion that the uses of language “have no one thing in
common” seems to have been dictated by his anxiety to repudiate
this picture theory. It was a sad case of letting the baby go down the
plughole with the bathwater. The power to represent possible states
of affairs is the fundamental feature of language, and the representa-
tion or “picture” does possess logical form, just as Wittgenstein
originally said. What was wrong with his former theory was not that
he said language makes pictures, but that he said the logical form of
the picture mirrors the metaphysical structure of the fact, and com-
bined this with the verification principle—that the picture must be
directly comparable with facts given in immediate experience.

Wittgenstein’s entire philosophising about language was vitiated
by the rather uncritical way in which he handled the various analogies
he made use of—pictures, families, tools, and games.

When he gave up the pictures, he said that the uses of language
form a family, in as much as the various phenomena we subsume
under that heading do not come under it because they all possess
some single recognisable quality (that of being pictures) but because
they “are related to one another in many different ways” (65—67).
The countless different kinds of uses of language form a family in
that sense, he said, as distinct from being species of a genus or
varieties of a single thing distinguished by a common mark of
identification.

But let us agree that the uses of language do form a family, in the
sense Wittgenstein intended. It simply does not follow that they
“have no one thing in common”. The members of a human family,
with which the analogy is drawn, are, as Wittgenstein said, “related
in many different ways”. But these ways are all family ways. The
members of a family may not be all identifiable by a single recog-
nisable mark or quality, such as the family nose; but they are all
related by marriage and descent, so that who does and who does not
belong to the family can always be determined by reference to the
family tree. In other words, they do have one thing in common, by
virtue of which they form a family—even though it is not a common
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characteristic such as-the shape of the nose, but a common relation-
ship.

\gfittgenstein’s other quite good analogy, the one with tools, no
more bears out his conclusion than the family one.

He pointed to the difference between a rule and a hamimer as
evidence that tools have “no one thing in common”. For while a
hammer is used to “modify” a nail (by banging it into wood), what
is a rule used to “modify”? Of course, a merely superficial survey of
tools and their uses fails to reveal any observable characteristic in
common between them—but a more diligent inquiry cannot but
discover the common relationship which makes tools of tools. Such
an inquiry was made years ago by Karl Marx, whom Wittgenstein
never studied. “An instrument of labour is a thing, or a complex of
things, which the labourer interposes between himself and the subject
of his labour, and which serves as the conductor of his activity”
(Capital, loc. cit.). This definition takes in not only tools like ham-
mers, by using which the labourer acts directly on the subject of his
labour, but also tools like rules, which play a subsidiary but none the
less necessary part in conducting the labourer’s activity so as to
modify the subject of labour according to his design. It permits us to
do much more than merely make a list of tools and describe their
different uses. It permits us to say what is “essential” for a tool, what
condition a thing “must” satisfy to be a tool. It also shows us the
“foundation” of our standards for judging tools.

Wittgenstein’s recognition that language is used for communica-
tion would have sufficed to show how to correct his earlier picture
theory, if he had paid closer attention to what is involved in human
communication, instead of being misled by merely superficial con-
siderations about families and tools, and then jumping to a different
and far more misleading analogy, the one with games. Many philo-
sophers have proclaimed that logical form is eternal, necessary and
known a priori—and Wittgenstein’s picture theory was only an
offshoot of such views, with its doctrine that the metaphysical struc-
ture of the world “shows itself” in the structure of the picture. But if
we consider how and why language is used for human communica-
tion, and that, as Wittgenstein himself well said, “to imagine a
language is to imagine a form of life”, then it may be concluded that
the form of representation- of reality in language is the product of
fiothing but our practical human relationship with the rest of nature.
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And from this stem all the various significant (that is, communication-
making) uses of words.

The doctrine announced at the beginning of the Investigations,
that different kinds of uses of words “have no one thing in common”,
was fundamental for Wittgenstein’s reconsidered views of language.
It was the foundation of his conception of language games and all
that followed from it. But this doctrine is demonstrably false.

3. CONVENTIONS OF LANGUAGE AND THEIR USES

In the light of the above considerations about what distinguishes
the use of languages as a means of human communication, we may
now further consider the application of the words ““use” and “uses”
of language.

Whoever sets out to investigate or describe the use or uses of lan-
guage can hardly fail to note that there is not one human language,
but there are many languages. Every language is characterised by its
distinctive vocabulary, grammar and syntax, and these differ in all
kinds of ways. To employ a few handy all-purpose words to describe
these phenomena of language, it may be said that every language is
characterised by its conventions, by means of which communication
is effected, and so has its peculiar mannerisms and devices and idioms
for effecting communications.

Conventions, mannerisms, idioms and devices may all be called,
with perfect propriety, “uses” of the language in question.

In the English language, for example, the two words “it” and “is”
are put together in one order to make a statement (“it is”"), and in the
reverse order to ask a question (“‘is it?”’). In Chinese alterations of
word-order perform other functions, and the question “is it?” is
expressed by a juxtaposition of contradictories “it is, it is not?”, The
force of this Chinese usage is, of course, to invite the hearer to chcose
between the contradictories, which in juxtaposition cancel each other
out, and to select one of them as the definitive statement of fact.
These are different devices of language to ask a question about fact:
in English it is done by reversal of word-order, and in Chinese by
juxtaposition of contradictories.

The uses of language, in the sense of conventions, mannerisms and
devices, are not only different in different languages, but sometimes
change for the same language. For example, in Elizabethan English
the device of the double negative was often used for the purpose of
emphasising a negation. That use has now died out, and a double
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negative signifies a positive. If you want to emphasise a negation in
modern English, you have to do so in a different way from that
occasionally used by Shakespeare.

The conventions, mannerisms, idioms and devices of language, as
they are actually used by different people for all kinds of different
purposes, in all the variety of situations in which people experience
the need to communicate, are, indeed, “countless”. And it would be
perfectly true to say of them that they “have no one thing in com-
mon” but “are related to one another in many different ways”. It
would further be true that it is no part of the business of philosophers
to “advance any theory” about them, since that is the business of
grammarians and philologists; and certainly, philosophers “may in
no way interfere” with them, or try to give them *“any foundation™.

In short, all the conclusions Wittgenstein draws for the benefit of
philosophers about “the actual use of language” make very good
sense (and indeed, such good sense as to be merely trivial) if by *‘uses
of language” is meant no more than “conventions, mannerisms,
idioms and devices of language”.

It does, perhaps, seem rather presumptuous to suppose that philo-
sophers of such eminence as Wittgenstein and the linguistic experts
who followed him may have fallen into such an elementary confusion
as that of drawing conclusions proper to one use of a phrase and then
covertly applying them to other uses; especially when these philo-
sophers have made it their special mission to distinguish different
uses of words and to rebuke others for confusing them. However, it
is certainly the fact that Wittgenstein’s principal conclusions make
good sense for one use of the phrase “uses of language”, but not for
other uses of the same phrase, which are also to be found in his
writings and in the writings of those who follow him.

With the exception of Wittgenstein himself, all the principal lin-
guistic philosophers have written in English. There is perhaps no
great difficulty in translating their works into other languages, if
other than English-speaking people become interested in them; but
the circumstance that they write and discuss in English does really
seem to have misled them, incredible as it may seem, into confusing
questions about English usage with more general questions about the
uses of language. Thus in his Introduction to the first volume of
Logic and Language, Professor Flew writes of “how easy it is to slip
into nonséns¢ by even apparently trividl deviations from standard
English”, and again of “unexplained and unnoticed distortions of
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standard English”. But in the Introduction to the second volume he
becomes uneasy about it, and writes: “It should be put on record
that the absence of any study of the logical peculiarities of any
language other than English has been noted and regretted: but
extraordinarily little seems to have been done on this, at least by
professional philosophers.”

Some of the more facile critics of Wittgenstein and the linguistic
philosophy seem to assume that the phrase “use of language” is em-
ployed by these philosophers only to denote conventions of the
English language. So they taunt them with supposing that all philo-
sophical problems are to be resolved by consulting The Oxford
English Dictionary—a jibe especially unfair to Wittgenstein, who
talked in English but wrote in German. But as such criticism is
rightly regarded by the philosophers themselves as silly, there must
evidently be some other sense in which the phrases “use” and “uses
of language” are used. And, of course, there is such another sense. It
is the sense in which we would say that different actual modes of
expression, employing different conventions, mannerisms and devices
in different languages or even in the same language, have the same
use—that is to say, fulfil the same purpose in relation to the expression
of propositions.

Examples of different use in sense-one may be examples of the
same use in sense-two. Thus the different uses, in sense-one, of
reversal of word-order and of juxtaposition of contradictories, in
English and Chinese respectively, are examples of the same use of
language in sense-two, namely, use for asking a question,

We may speak of the use (sense-two) of a use (sense-one). And it
is pretty obvious that, for philosophers, the second sense is of more
interest than the first. Generally speaking, those who are interested
in “thought”, or in “logic”, are not primarily interested in the
peculiar devices and conventions of a particular language, but rather
in the common functions and purposes served by various modes of
expression in all languages. Thus, for example, it would hardly be
supposed that “the laws of thought” or “logic” are any different for
Chinese-speaking people than for Russian-speaking people—or for
people speaking English, Hebrew, French, Yoruba, Hindi, or any
other language. It is for this reason that what people say or write can
be translated from one language into another, and that rational dis-
cussions can be carried on through interpreters.

Now of course, the use of a convention or device of language for
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the purpose of communication for which that convention is standard
use in a given language, requires neither criticism nor explanation
nor justification. Those who use it use it properly and know what
they mean; and there is no call on philosophers to interfere with the
conventional use of their native tongue in any way, either to correct
it or improve it, or to explain to people what they really mean when
they use it. As for advice to tender to philosophers themselves, when
they discourse on philosophical questions, it is well for them to write
or speak standard English, or Russian, Hebrew or Hindi, as the case
may be, and not try to alter or improve on it. For any kind of
Finnegans Wake philosophy (Hegel perhaps provided some exam-
ples in German) is to be deprecated.

But this kind of practical wisdom does not yet solve the problems
of philosophy, though it may be true that philosophers will make
fools of themselves if they lack it. The purposes for which words are
used cannot, it is true, be discussed except as they are exempliﬁed in
the employment of particular conventions of particular languages.
But neither can those conventions be described or studied except in
relation to the purposes which they serve. And it is with these
purposes and with propositions expressed, rather than with the
peculiarities of the conventions that serve them, that the problems of
philosophy are concerned.

4. WORDS AND WHAT WE DO WITH THEM

If we consider the use of language in the sense of the purposes it is
used for and the propositions it expresses, then its use coincides with
more or less the whole of human social activity. People do give lan-
guage countless uses, for its representational power is employed for
everything we do that is distinctively human. But then, as we have
seen, it is not true to say that the countless uses of language “have no
one thing in common”. It bespeaks a quite extraordinarily uncritical
attitude towards human activities, to say that we “may not interfere”
with uses of language in zkis sense, or try to give them “any founda-
tion”. And when we are told that “we may not advance any kind of
theory” about uses of language, but “must do away with all explana-
tion, and description alone must take its place”, we may well ask
why we should be forbidden to “explain” the uses to which people
put languagé, and how we are possibly going to “describe” such
uses in anything buta very slapdash-and superficial way without
having and testing out some “kind of theory™ about human life.
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Of course, Wittgenstein’s disciples, and those who follow the trends
of the linguistic philosophy, will say that he did not mean by “actual
use of language” the actual social uses to which language is actually
put. Nor did he mean the conventions and idioms of English or any
other particular language. It becomes, indeed, very hard to determine
just what he did mean. There seems to be required some new and
hitherto uninvented metalanguage in which to say what Wittgen-
stein tried to write about language in German, and which his trans-
lators tried to put into English, but which neither German nor
English can supply the words to express. The truth is, that his
thoughts were obscure and his sentences confused and confusing.

If, however, we continue for the time being to mean by “uses of
language” the uses to which people do actually put languages, when
they make a proper employment for those purposes of the conven-
tions, mannerisms and devices socially provided for them, then it is
evident (as was already pointed out in the previous chapter) that these
uses include many “very peculiar” ones. Language is actually used
(as was pointed out) to make some “very peculiar” statements. If we
turn for a moment from statements to performative uses, we shall
find just the same peculiarities. For example, if people go on a depu-
tation to the Ministry of Agriculture and ask the Minister to do
something to relieve drought, in the presentation of their petition
they make a performative use of language. Of course, they make
statements to the Minister; but their use of words is not only to make
statements. If, then, the same people go to church and pray for rain,
they have made another performative use of words—but a “very
peculiar” one.

We should ask what there is about the way words function which
permits such peculiar uses to be made of them. In short, we need a
theory which will enable us to explain such uses and in terms of
which to describe them. The peculiarity consists of using words to
make statements about and performances directed towards ideal
objects for whose existence and properties there can be no sort of
empirical test.

It is hard to see how to account for such common uses of words
unless we are willing to recognise the fundamental feature of lan-
guage, which is its power to express propositions.

Formal logicians have tended to be engrossed with questions about
the “form” or “structure” of propositions, and their “formal rela-
tions”, to the neglect of considering those essential functions or
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operations which words perform as vehicles of communication, by
virtue of which alone they come to express propositions. If one con-
siders, for example, the dances performed by bees, by which they
communicate information about such matters as the lecation of
sources of nectar, it must surely be admitted that the dance does
express information about a fact, and that it does so by means of
having a certain form or structure which, as Wittgenstein used to say,
mirrors that of the fact. Nevertheless bee-dancing lacks the essential
features of language. Bees do not dance a proposition. And why not?
It is because a proposition always has its negation, but the functions
performed by the dances of bees do not include negation. Neither
do they include the other closely associated functions of words—
abstraction and generalisation. (Bees cannot dance such communica-
tions as “There is no nectar over there, because it has been taken
already, and, in general, if you want nectar you must look for it
somewhere else™.)

Negation, abstraction and generalisation are essential and inter-
dependent functions of language. To be able to represent how things
are not, and not only how they are, and to be able to abstract and
generalise, are the powers which people possess thanks to language.

Hence we are not, like bees, restricted in our social communication
to the communication only of particular bits of information. If we
were, our social life would be like the life of bees, and lived uncon-
sciously. Language is used to ask questions and propound answers,
and these questions are not only of the “what” but of the “why”
variety. For the question “why?” of course depends on the power of
negation, since “why?” goes with “why not?”.

People try to understand, so as to illumine their social practice by
it. Such “peculiar™ activities as magic, so characteristic of human
societies (and the example given earlier of prayer is only a much
more sophisticated if less well organised form of it), are associated
with the attempt to understand matters of practical concern in terms
of the activities and influence of unseen and intangible beings and
forces. This way of understanding, or misunderstanding, things is
very primitive, and is far more obvious, far more direct, far easier to
learn and far more popular, than any other. It is achieved in a very
straightforward way by means of the negating, abstracting and
generalising power of language. Thanks te abstraction, we can speak
of beings and forces; thanks to negation, we can deny that they are
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visible or tangible or located in any particular place; and thanks to
generalisation, we can say that they exert all sorts of influences.

In what way is the performative use of words for magic or prayer,
and the use of words for the associated statements and theories of
what Austin called “the metaphysics of the Stone Age”, or of theo-
logy and idealist philosophy, a wrong use of words? It is not wrong
for magic or religion. In what way does it infringe upon “the logic
of our language”? No doubt certain theologians and philosophers
who have tried to work out systematic theories have fallen into purely
logical errors by getting “‘entangled in words”. But such errors are
only secondary. For the employment of abstraction, negation and
generalisation for the purpose of understanding the material in terms
of the ideal, and the sensible in terms of the supersensible, does not
consist of mixing up conventional uses of words, but of using words
quite properly for the given purposes.

One may, of course, criticise the purpose for which words are used
and, like Austin, say that magic and prayer are merely “super-
stition”. In that sense, they may well be called misuses of language.
But the “acumen” required to explode superstitions itself requires
rather more than merely examining and comparing the conventional
uses of some given language in various contexts. The peculiar super-
stitions and practices and theories do not arise because anyone has
been misled by the conventions of language into mixing them up
and talking nonsense. They arise because in given conditions of life
people have adopted these ways of trying to understand and cope
with the things that concern them.

It is related in the old myth that Adam and Eve brought trouble on
themselves and their descendants when they ate of the tree of know-
ledge. And that is just what certain apelike animals did when they
took to social production and to speaking to one another. They took
the path towards human mastery over nature, and involved them-
selves, not only in labours and enjoyments, but in sufferings and
errors such as no other animal could experience or commit. For of
course, when there is humanity there is inhumanity, and when there
is understanding there is misunderstanding. These things are in-
volved with one another; but it is only the misunderstandings that
concern us in the present context.

Bees may all fly off in vain on false information. People often run
around in similar error, there is nothing specifically human about
that. But when people engage in magical practices to make the crops
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grow, that is a human error of which they alone are capable. For
they would not fall into it if they could not speak.

No other animal has technology, or, consequently, speech; so none
has magic or religion or politics or philosophy, or, on the other hand,
the arts and sciences. All these things are dependent on the imagina-
tion and the use of language. The examination and criticism and
consequent development of all human activity does therefore involve
examination and criticism of uses of language. But simply to say that
the “actual use” of language must not be interfered with, and that to
escape misunderstandings we need only take care not to muddle uses
up together, is a precept inadequate to the actual task.

5. FACT AND FANCY

Wittgenstein’s obscure and ambiguous phrase “actual use of lan-
guage”, and injunction to consider and investigate “actual uses”,
appears to rely on the conception that with regard to every use of
every convention, mannerism or device of a language, we can always
look to see what we are actually doing by its normal employment.
Thus if you together with a chosen member of the opposite sex lined
up under definite conditions in a legally prescribed place say “I will”,
you have got married. Or if, in the garden, you say *“That rose is
red”, you have communicated information about an identifiable
object. What you are actually doing can always be “described” in
empirical terms—that is to say, in such terms that anyone can apply
an observational test to tell whether you have done it or not. The idea
of infringing “the logic of language” seems, then, to imply that
certain statements or performances do not actually do anything at all,
because they result simply from misapplying and mixing up conven-
tions that do do something.

This conception that certain combinations of words do something
whereas others fail to do anything can be illustrated by an analogy
of the sort of which Wittgenstein was fond. Imagine people con-
structing apparatus out of pulleys, ropes, levers, cogs, and so on,
which they rig up to move things about. Some of these constructions
are effective—they do something, they actually move something. But
others may be rigged up in such a way as to do nothing—the rope
fails to pass over the pulley, or the lever does not engage the gear.
The “actual uses of language” are like the effective pieces of appara-
tus; infringements of *the logic. of_language” are like the badly
rigged constructions. o
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In the Introduction to the first volume of Logic and Language,
Professor Flew cites cases of “grammatically similar expressions”
where “nothing but nonsense and paradox will result if we ask
questions about one assertion which are only appropriate and signi-
ficant when asked about the other”.

“It would be absurd, but it would also be easy, to be misled by the
grammatical similarity of ‘It goes on to London’ to ‘It goes on to
Infinity’ into the misconception that ‘Infinity’ like ‘London’ refers to
a place, albeit a very queer and very inaccessible place. It is absurd,
but to some people it is also easy, to be misled by the grammatical
similarity of ‘Somebody came’ to ‘Nobody came’ into the miscon-
ception that ‘Nobody’ refers to a person just as does ‘Somebody’.”
And Professor Flew continues::

“It was this misconception of the logic of the word ‘Nobody’ which
Lewis Carroll exploited in Through the Looking Glass.” In reply to
the question, who she saw on the road, Alice replied, “I see nobody
on the road”. “I only wish I had such eyes,” the White King said.
“To be able to see Nobody! And at that distance too! Why, it's as
much as I can do to see real people, by this light!”

It is, of course, quite true that such questions as “Where is
Infinity?” or “Who is Nobody?” can be dealt with by expounding
the ordinary normal use of such expressions as “it goes on to infinity”
and “I see nobedy on the road.” And misunderstandings of such
expressions are, regrettably, to be found in certain works of certain
philosophers. For instance, the puzzles (mentioned earlier) about
what sort of an object is ““the present King of France” were in fact
of this type. Such puzzles are, indeed, typical “philosopher’s
puzzles”. They do not worry “ordinary people”. But nor do they
constitute the main problems of philosophy, about which philosophers
have disputed. At the most they are stumbling blocks over which
some philosophers have stumbled. To suppose that problems about
the ideal and the material owe their origin simply to this type of
misunderstanding of linguistic conventions is almost as absurd as to
suppose that Infinity is a place or Nobody a person.

If one takes typical statements and questions about ideal and
supersensible objects, and related performances, it would be simply
not true to allege that they do or achieve nothing, in the way that,
say, “You can see Nobody but I can’t see him” does nothing. Equally,
therefore, the philosophical problems derived from them are not
pseudo-problems about nothing, derived merely from misunderstand-
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ing “the logic of language”. They are genuine problems about how
to understand the world we live in and the life we live in it.

To investigate “the actual use of language” involves nothing less
than to try to make a critical survey of all human activity—and that
requires more theory than the linguistic philosophy has been willing
to allow. Certainly, such an inquiry is not likely to be completed,
with all the loose ends neatly tied up together. But even to contem-
plate it shows that there is a real problem of how to think, of how
to understand things, which emerges from the actual practice of
trying to think and trying to understand. And this problem is not
solved by simply advising that we should use words in the standard
ways in which they are actually used, and “leave everything as it is”.
On the contrary, to tackle it involves a criticism and evaluation of
actual uses of words—or, what comes to the same thing, ways of
thinking—in order to try to find the method of understanding and
of avoiding misunderstanding. Nor is this in practice altogether such
a formidable undertaking as it sounds in theory. For, as Professor
Austin very rightly said, “the inherited experience and acumen of
many generations of men” does represent something to go on.

It was pointed out earlier that many statements of popular belief
and of philosophical theory, while not senseless, are non-informative.
People have in fact been trying to understand the world in terms of
non-informative statements about it. And that means that they have
been representing to themselves a dual world, a dualism of the ideal
and the material. It is from this way of representation and of under-
standing that the basic divisions of philosophies have arisen. And
that trend which in Marxist terminology has been called
“materialism” (and here the word does not stand for any definite
theory, but rather for a definite approach to the making of theories) is
based on the contention that all representation must be made informa-
tive. We must try to understand the material world in terms of the
material world itself. :

In so far as the linguistic philosophy condemns non-informative
statement as based on “misunderstanding the logic of our language”,
it lends its support to materialism—but support so confused and
shaky as not to be worth much. Why should we look for materialist
ways of understanding? Not because of “the actual use of language”,
for “the actual use of language” enjoins nothing of the kind. But
not,either, because we can-werk-outa priori an infallible philosophical
theory which says, as Wittgenstein put it, that *“it must be like this”.
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It is because, in the rather pregnant words of Marx’s Theses on
Feuerbach, “Social life is essentially practical. All mysteries which
mislead theory to mysticism find their rational solution in human
practice and in the comprehension of this practice.” Human practice
requires to be informed, and in practice people learn to discard
fancies as they gain information.

Thus by a realistic consideration of uses of language we arrive at
a very different philosophy and criticism of philosophies than is
provided by the linguistic school. The outcome is not to abolish all
philosophical theory and resolve to “state only what everyone
admits”. Rather, as Engels put it (Ludwig Feuerbach, 1V), it is
resolved “to comprehend the real world—nature and history—just
as it presents itself to everyone who approaches it free from pre-
conceived idealist fancies™, and “relentlessly to sacrifice every idealist
fancy which cannot be brought into harmony with the facts conceived
in their own and not in a fantastic connection.” As he said,
“materialism means nothing more than this”.




CHAPTER FOUR
Language and Logic

I. MEANING AND LOGICAL NECESSITY

Tue view that all philosophical theory comes from ‘“misunder-
standing the logic of our language”, and so is to be cured by
demonstrating the logic of our language, evidently supposes some
view of logic.

A peculiarity of logic (as has been remarked earlier) is the logical
or formal necessity which characterises its findings—or which, at
least, is sought after by formal logicians, and characterises their
findings in so far as they are correct. This is the “logical necessity”
which Hume long ago and very properly contrasted with “matter
of fact”, and which is established by ‘“‘demonstration” as distinct
from “‘experience”.

The linguistic philosophy carries on the good tradition of logical
analysis by trying to make the method of analysis give a watertight
account of the distinction of matter of fact and necessity in human
thought. This is done by trying to show how the actual use of
language gives rise to logical necessity—to relations of formal impli-
cation or entailment between sentences, and to logical principles of
valid inference.

Logic is not an empirical science. But yet it is treated by linguistic
philosophers as in some way or other descriptive—descriptive of the
use of language. For as Wittgenstein said, we cannot “explain™ or
“give a foundation” to the use of language, but only “describe” it.
How logic, though not an empirical science, can still be regarded
as descriptive, is explained by Wittgenstein’s analogy of language

ames.
& To describe a game we use such words as “must”—"“You must
do this” and “You must not do that”. In cricket, for example, the
bowler ‘must not throw, and he must pitch the ball so that it lands
up somewhere withifi the batsman’s crease. So far as physical possi-
bilities go, balls may be discharged in all sorts of ways; but knocking
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a ball about is not cricket unless the rules of cricket are enforced.
The force of the words “must™ and “must not” as used in describing
a game is very evident. It is not merely that the bowler never or
seldom throws the ball—the history of Test Matches shows that he
does in fact sometimes do so, whereupon the umpire signals “No
balll”. Cricket cannot be described by saying “The bowler does not
throw the ball”, but only by saying “He must not throw the ball”.
Similar considerations apply to “offside” in football. And so too
with language.

If you are using words in a certain way or a certain sense (a use of
language, or language game), then, the linguistic philosophy main-
tains, that use may be described by saying that you must not say
certain other things, and with regard to yet other things, that you
must be prepared to assent to them—for this is required by the
language game you are playing. If you nevertheless do say or, in the
other case, deny those other things, then you are simply playing
another game, making a different use of language, using words in
another sense. You have another meaning from the ordinary or,
maybe, you are in a muddle and what you say means nothing at all.

For example, if you say “I am going for a walk” you must not
combine that with saying “I am not going to move my legs”. If
nevertheless you do say “I am going for a walk without moving my
legs”, your interlocutors can only conclude, either that you are a
follower of Humpty Dumpty who employs the normal expressions
of the English language in abnormal ways invented by yourself, or
that you are posing a riddle of the sort that used to be popular with
young ladies in the nineteenth century, or else that you don’t mean
anything at all.

Similarly, if you say “All men are mortal” you must be prepared
to say “Socrates is mortal”’; and in general, if you say “All A is B”
you must be prepared to say that any particular “A” is “B”.
Otherwise your statements are meaningless, or you are not using
words in the normally prescribed ways, or are using the same words
in different ways in each sentence. (You are, of course, allowed to
say “All men are mortal but Socrates is immortal”, if by “immortal”
you do not mean that Socrates does not die but that people will
always revere his memory.)

Logical necessity, the linguistic philosophy suggests, consists of
just this sort of “must” and “must not” which is involved in the use
of language. In other words, the use of language involves formal
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implication, or entailment, as between different sentences. If, for a
given use of words, “P” entails “Q”, then to say so is to say some-
thing at once formally or logically necessary and descriptive of that
use of words. But it is not a statement of matter of fact, which has
to be tested by looking at anything other than the use of words; it
is rather a way of describing or expounding or bringing out the
particular way words are used or, in short, their meaning. And if
there were not such “musts” or *“‘entailments” or “logical principles”
or “rules” governing the uses of words, then, of course, words could
not be used with meaning—or would not be words at all. It is
because words have meaning that sentences entail other sentences.
The use of language is subject to its own laws of logic—*"the logic
of our language”.

This account of entailment, or logical necessity, was summed up
very neatly by Mr R. M. Hare: “A full discussion (of entailment),
especially in mathematical contexts, would occupy many pages; but
for my present purpose it may be defined accurately enough as
follows: A sentence P entails a sentence Q if and only if the fact
that a person assents to P but dissents from Q is a sufficient criterion
for saying that he has misunderstood one or other of the sentences.
‘Sentence’ here is an abbreviation for “sentence as used by a particular
speaker on a particular occasion’; for speakers may on different
occasions use words with different meanings, and this means that
what is entailed by what they say will also differ. We elicit their
meaning by asking them what they regard their remarks as entailing™
(The Language of Morals, 2.4).

This is a generalised account of logical necessity which takes in
Wittgenstein’s “tautology” as a particular case. It makes clear the
sense in which logical principles and statements of logical necessity
may be said to be “analytic” as opposed to “synthetic”. But the
antiquated account of an “analytic proposition” as one in which “the
predicate is contained in the subject”, and likewise Wittgenstein’s
account of such propositions in terms of “tautology”, may, in Ryle’s
phrase, be “returned to store”.

2, PRINCIPLES OF FORMAL LOGIC

Professor Ryle, who has a happy gift for coining apt phrases, has
introduced the term “logical behaviour” for the object of logical
studies. A use of words is characterised by a certain mode of logical
behavidur of those words. R
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Obviously, the description of logical behaviour goes far beyond
the conventional bounds of formal logic. We shall see presently how
Ryle himself carries it beyond those bounds. But he had no great
difficulty in bringing formal logic, as a discipline with a distinct
circumscribed subject matter, under the umbrella of the description
of logical behaviour and defining the conditions of its shelter there.
He pointed out that languages employ a variety of expressions
which he called “topic-neutral”; that is to say, they are employed
in very much the same ways in all contexts. Examples are afforded
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in the English language by such words as “all”, “‘some”, “not”,
“and”, “or” and “if”’. Such words are used in all contexts, whatever
the topic. And so, said Ryle, the “rules governing the employment”
of such words are “perfectly general, anyhow in this sense, that
differences of concrete subject matter make no difference”
(Dilemmas, VIII). Formal logic describes the logical behaviour of
certain topic-neutral expressions.

For example, “All A is B and all B is C” necessarily implies or
entails “All A is C”, so long as words are being used in the normal
way, because to affirm the premise and deny the conclusion would
be to break the actual rule of the game governing the use of the
topic-neutral word “all”. Thus formulas of formal logic such as
“If all A is B and all B is C, then all A is C” are items from the
rule-book for the use of the topic-neutral word “all”. And so with
other formulas in relation to the use of other topic-neutral words or
expressions. They formulate the logical behaviour of these expressions.

Let us now follow up some of the implications of this conception
of logical behaviour, as applied to principles of formal logic.

We could, if we liked, propose different rules for the use of “all”’,
“some” and other topic-neutral words. If we were to do that,
however, the games played with these words would be different
games, their uses would be different from their actual uses, and 0O
their meaning would be different. Thus if someone who objected
to Aristotle were to say that, for him, “All A is B and all B is C”
did not necessarily imply or entail “All A is C”, then he would
simply be proposing to use the word “all” in a different way from
Aristotle. If he were then to add, however, that “All A is B” entails
that “ All Bis A", we would begin to get a clue as to the actual way
he was proposing to use the word “all”. We could conclude then
that he was proposing to use the word “all” in the same way as
Aristotle (or rather, to be exact, in the same way as the English
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translators of Aristotle) used the word “some”. Indeed, you can
always tell, as Mr Hare has pointed out, what a person means by
the topic-neutral (or by any other) words he uses by eliciting from
him what he takes statements in which those words are used to
-entail. On the other hand, if he cannot say what they entail, then
‘he is just making noises and does not mean anything. Anyone who
uses language, that is, who utters sentences and means something
by them, accepts logical formulas as logically necessary. For they
are formulas of the actual uses, the rules of the language game.
However, with regard to the actual expressions, “all”, “some”, “if”,
and so on, different formulas can be prescribed at will for their use.
As Humpty Dumpty would have said, “all” need not mean—all.
We could make words mean whatever we like by altering the
rules. .

The strength of the analogy between uses of language and games
lies, of course, in the fact that both languages and games have rules.
To that extent, the “insight” into logical necessity afforded by
exhibiting the regulative character of logical formulas is a very
useful one, and it does help to distinguish formulas of logic from
statements of matter of fact. It is perfectly true that if you want to
elicit people’s meaning you may do so by cross-questioning them
about “what they regard their remarks as entailing”. And it does
help to show that the different analogy employed by those who
have said that logic obtains information about necessary connections
between objects whereas matter-of-fact inquiries obtain information
about contingent connections is misleading. But all the .same, the
games analogy is misleading too. -

The bowler must not throw in the actual game of cricket, any
‘more than, in the actual language game played in the actual use of
the word “all”, you may say “All A is B and all B is C but not
all A is C”. If you say that, it is a logical contradiction and you
have said nothing, conveyed no information—just as if the bowler
throws, it is a no-ball. However, although throwing is not allowed
in cricket, there is no reason why a ball game should not be played
in which it is allowed. In fact, baseball is such a game (the Americans
being not so pernickety in their summer sports as the English).
Similarly, rugger was evolved by breaking the rule of soccer that
forbade picking up the ball. Does the same hold for language, in
respect of logical Fles? . T
* Evidendly, if different rules were to be used, then, whatever we

M,L.P.—7
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might say by using them, we would not be able to say what, as
things are, we actually do say. For example, people who rejected
the logic of the word “all” would not be able to say what Aristotle
said when he used the expression “All men are mortal”. They might
be able to say what we (the followers of Aristotle’s rules) say when
we say “Some men are mortal”, but they could noz say “All men
are mortal”. For if they wish to say that, they must use Aristotle’s
rules for saying it.

This example at once shows where the analogy between uses of
language and games becomes misleading. As for the rules of games,
you can “only describe” them, but you cannot “explain™ them, you
cannot give any reason for them beyond the fact that those are the
actual rules; and, in that sense, you cannot “give them any founda-
tion”. This does not apply to the principles of logic. The rules of
cricket are as the Committee of the Marylebone Cricket Club
happens to have made them; and they can be altered if the members
so desire (in fact, they are often altered—in the very summer I am
writing the “no ball” rules were altered, to the discomfiture of
Freddy Trueman). But the principles of formal logic are not just as
Aristotle happens to have made them (indeed, he did not in fact get
them all quite right). Nor can they ever be altered by anyone.
Those rules stand wherever language is used, and whatever language
is used. For they are necessary rules for all communication which
reflects “the reality of the world we are talking about”.

The task of formal logic is, then, by no means only to formulate
actual rules appertaining to the logical behaviour of topic-neutral
words in any particular language. Even if it were, the task of
generalising these rules so as to be translatable into any other
language would be a rather intractable one. Logic does more than
produce formulas of the actual logical behaviour of topic-neutral
expressions. Of course, the findings of logic are, as translated into
different languages, expressible in just such formulas (though even
this is subject to some awkward reservations which we will presently
find that Ryle had to introduce). But the logician does not arrive at
them by doing no more than describe how words are actually used.
By considering the formulas as only descriptive of the actual logical
behaviour of certain regions of our actual language, Ryle and other
linguistic philosophers who followed Wittgenstein have simply
evaded the problem of explaining how and why the principles of
logic are arrived at. They have derived necessary implications, such
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as are followed up in valid reasoning, from actual rules regulative
of actual uses of language: it is because using language involves
rules that, using language, we find necessary implications, and are
able not merely to state contingent facts but to deduce by logically
valid reasoning the necessary consequences of such statements. This
is to stand things on their heads. For all the actual rules are founded
on necessary principles of logic. Actual uses of any particular
language can be used to illustrate principles of logic, but are irrele-
vant to their demonstration. In investigating those principles we
are not describing the actual use of any language but doing what
Wittgenstein said was impossible—giving it its foundation.

3. THE FORMALISM OF LOGIC

The above considerations explain why the linguistic philosopher
finds himself having to jump some awkward hurdles before he can
reach the winning post and show how the actual symbolic procedures
or devices of formal logic coincide with rules prescribed for any
actual language. : -

Aristotle laid the foundations of formal logic by introducing the
technique of using variables—a special symbolic device. For certain
purposes of popularisation it may be said that the Aristotelian
variables, ““A”, “B”, take as values words like “men’ and “mortal”.
However—and this becomes much more obvious if one looks at a
modern textbook of symbolic logic, as compared with Aristotle’s
Analytics—the logical formulas cannot be interpreted simply as
generalisations about the ways certain classes of words are used in
“ordinary language”. Formal logic, like mathematics, operates with
a special symbolism of its own. Its formulas are not sentences, and
have no meaning in the way sentences have meaning. Its symbolism
is not merely a kind of shorthand which can be transcribed into
ordinary words and sentences, and could therefore, in theory, be
dispensed with. It may well be called a special language, an artificial
language, a formalism, painstakingly devised for a special job. It is
not so much “the logic of our language” as our language of logic.
Of course, logical textbooks contain explanatory passages in ordinary
language, just like mathematics textbooks. But the function of these
is not to explain what the symbols mean, so that their use can be
learned in the same way as, say, an English-speaking student learns
to use Frefich. Their function is much Hiore like that of the words

used by a technical instructor.
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Consequently we find Professor Ryle taking some nasty tumbles.

He had to point out “that formal logic operates (1) only with
some, and not with all topic-neutral expressions, and (2) only with
artificial extracts from the selected few topic-neutral expressions of
ordinary discourse” (ibid). There are ranges of topic-neutral expres-
sions which formal logic ignores, some of these being dealt with by
‘mathematics. And as for those that it does deal with, it does not
describe how they are in fact used in ordinary language, but treats
of them in an “artificial” way. He never can explain how or why
formal logic makes its selection of topic-neutral expressions and then
makes do so well with these few. Nor can he explain in what consists
the artificiality of the extraction, or what is the point of such
artifice.

To. account for the artificiality of formal logic, Ryle can only
appeal to the linguistic philosopher’s favourite resort—analogy. He
likens the ordinary use of language to a battle, and formal logic to
the drill by which soldiers are trained. “Fighting in battles is
markedly unlike parade-ground drill. The best conducted drill
evolutions would be the worst possible battle-movements, and the
most favourable terrain for a rearguard action would entirely forbid
what the barrack-square is made for. None the less the efficient:and
resourceful fighter is-also the well-drilled soldier . . . To know how
to go through complétely stereotyped movements in artificial parade-
ground. conditions with perfect correctness is to have learned not
indeed how to conduct oneself in battle but how rigorously to apply
standards of soldierly efficiency even to unrehearsed actions and
decisions in novel and nasty situations and in irregular and unfamiliar
country” (sbid). But this is, to say the least, a rather sergeant-majorly
view of the science of formal logic.

In the same chapter Ryle very clearly points out how the drill in
the use of words under the orders of the sergeant-majors of formal
logic fails to conform to the ways words are actually and correctly
used—not in battle this time, but in civilian life (for metaphors do
have a way of getting mixed). “The logicians’ ‘and’, ‘not’, ‘all’, ‘some’
and the rest are not our familiar civilian terms; they are conscript
terms, in uniform and under military discipline, with memories,
indeed, of their previous more free and easy civilian lives, though
they are not living those lives now.” ‘

For example, the symbol of formal logic which is usually in verbal
explanations equated with the word “and” obeys the commutative
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law. In the notation of Principia Mathematica this is expressed in
the formula
p9=9q.p

which is verbally represented as saying “ ‘p and ¢’ is equivalent to
‘q and p’”. But this formula often fails to apply to the use of the
word “and” by civilians speaking ordinary language. “If you hear
on good authority that she tock arsenic and fell ill you will reject
the rumour that she fell ill and took arsenic.”

Commenting on this example, Ryle observes that “the logicians’
conscript ‘and’” is allowed to exert only what “might be called the
minimal force of ‘and’”. To this the “familiar use” adds “the
temporal notion expressed by ‘and subsequently’ and even the causal
notion expressed by ‘and in consequence’.” Though he does not
realise it, this observation provides the clue to what formal logic is
actually all about, and what it does.

The object of formal logic is not to describe how any particular
words are actually used. Its object is rather to separate out and
isolate the operations or functions which all uses of words perform
in so far, and only in so far, as they achieve the expression of
propositions; and to demonstrate the powers and results of these
operations.

There is an obvious difference between making something happen
and making the representation of what may possibly happen, and
between bringing something into existence and making the repre-
sentation of what may exist. It is the difference between doing and
merely thinking. The use of words always involves representation,
or expression of propositions. And it is with the operations for this,
and the results of such operations, that formal logic is concerned.
Its special symbolic devices serve the purpose of defining and
demonstrating such operations.

The logical necessity which belongs to logical demonstration is
what distinguishes logical (or proposition-making) operations and
their results from material operations. For example, if you stir up
various ingredients in a pot experience alone will discover the result;
results of logical operations are demonstrated by exhibiting "the
logical operations themselves, .in abstraction from whatever else
words are actually used to say or effect. To effect this exhibition and
demonstration is the function of the specialised symbolic devices of
formal -logic. (Slmllar considerations " apply”to mathematics, when
we consider operations involved in counting and measuring.)

[
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This is why what Ryle calls “the logicians’ ‘and’” behaves with
such military precision as compared with the ordinary civilian “and”.
Sentences are used for a variety of jobs connected with asserting,
questioning, recommending, commanding or performing. In any
actual language there are a variety of different words and turns of
phrase, including a wide range of so-called topic-neutral expressions,
which serve all kinds of varied purposes. But although there are
large clutters of topic-neutral expressions to be found in employment
in actual language, and some languages are richer in them than
others, formal logic ignores all their multifarious uses, abuses and
ambiguities, and simply seeks to demonstrate the “selected few”
logical operations by which propositions are constructed.

This being so, all uses of words, in every language, no matter what
their peculiarities, are subject to logical norms of consistency. For
example, we have in English the words “some” and *all” available
for use whenever we wish to generalise. But in English, and also in
other languages, there are, besides these two words, many others,
many other expressions and turns of phrase, available for the same
purpose. The consistent use of all such expressions is governed by
the formal logic of generalisation. This has been generalised and
systematised by the technique of quantification invented by research
workers in symbolic logic. Is that technique simply a way of describ-
ing the logical behaviour of the English words “all” and *“some”?
On the contrary, it exhibits logical operations which all generalising
uses of words in all languages must be able to express. Whatever
the language, whatever the conventions, it must be able to generalise,

and its generalisations are subject to the formal logic of generalisa-
tion.

4. THE LOGICAL BEHAVIOUR OF CATEGORIES

Ryle’s account of formal logic leads him on to explaining how
properly “philosophical” inquiries are essentially “logical”. Having
equated logic with the study of logical behaviour, he went on to say
that “there remains a very important way in which the adjective
‘logical’ is properly used to characterise both the inquiries which
belong to formal logic and the inquiries which belong to philosophy”
(#bid). While the formal logician investigates the logical behaviour
of topic-neutral words, the philosopher also investigates the logical
behaviour of words—but not of topic-neutral but more “full blooded”
ones. There is less difficulty, however, in discovering the principle
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of selection of words for philosophical investigation. The philosopher
is interested in those which express “concepts which, in one way or
another, generate genuine perplexities. He investigates the concept,
say, of seeing and not that of, say, perspiring, since the former is
charged with paradoxes where the latter is not” (iid). The use of
the word “seeing” is “charged with paradoxes” connected with
questions about what does the secing and what is seen; on the other
hand, no one is puzzled with similar questions about “perspiring”
(no one has been puzzled over identifying “the perspiring subject”
or “the ontological status” of perspiration, though perhaps some
may be now that Ryle has suggested the possibility of a philosophy
of perspiration).

Ryle diagnosed the “perplexities” and ‘“‘paradoxes” which are
generated from the uses of certain words, and the cure of which
is the business of philosophy, as due to what he called “category-
mistakes”. A category-mistake, as he expounds it, is essentially the
same as Wittgenstein’s mixing up of language games. It gives rise
to what Ryle called a “philosopher’s myth”, and is to be cured by
the investigation of the logical behaviour of categories.

“A myth,” he wrote, in the Introduction to The Concept of Mind,

. is the presentation of facts belonging to one category in the
idioms appropriate to another. To explode a myth is accordingly
not to deny the facts but to reallocate them . . . The logical type or
category to which a concept belongs is the set of ways in which it is
logically legitimate to operate with it.”

In the first chapter of The Concept of Mind he went on to “indicate
what is meant by the phrase ‘category-mistake’. This I do by a series
of illustrations.” Thus a foreigner visiting Oxford or Cambridge
is shown a number of colleges, offices, laboratories, playing fields,
and so on, and then asks “But where is the University?” Again, a
child witnessing the march-past of a division sees the battalions,
batteries and squadrons go by and asks “when the division is going
to appear”. Again, a foreigner taken to watch a cricket match sees
how the bowlers bowl], the batsmen bat and the fielders field; but
he has heard a lot about “the team spirit”, and asks when he is going
to be shown it.

“These illustrations of category-mistakes,” says Ryle, “have a
common feature which must be noticéd. ‘The mistakes were made
by people who did not know how to wield the concepts university,

(S
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division and team-spirit. Their puzzles arose from inability to use
certain items in the English vocabulary.”

He went on to define how the technical term “category” is used.
“When two terms belong to the same category, it is proper to
construct conjunctive propositions embodying them. Thus a pur-
chaser may say that he bought a left-hand glove and a right-hand
glove, but not that he bought a left-hand glove, a right-hand glove
and a pair of gloves.” Similarly, one does not see the university in
addition to all its component institutions, the division in addition
to all its sections, or the team spirit in addition to the play of the
team.

The description of the logical behaviour of categories is the
description of the ways in which different terms may and may not
be combined and conjoined. And just as philosophical theories, or
“philosophers’ myths”, arise from category-mistakes, so the whole
constructive business of philosophy consists of correcting such
mistakes by investigating the logical behaviour of categories. Thus
the dualistic body-mind theory—the myth of “the ghost in the
machine” which Ryle devoted The Concept of Mind to exploding—
consists simply of a category-mistake. “It is not merely an assemblage
of particular mistakes. It is one big mistake and a mistake of 2
special kind. It is, namely, a category-mistake. It represents the facts
of mental life as if they belonged to one logical type or category
(or range of types and categories), when they actually belong to
another.”

One may well agree with Ryle that this theory is a category-mistake,
in that sense. Any materialist is indeed bound to agree that to present
mental activities as activities of a mind which go alongside physical
activities which are activities of a body, is precisely “to represent
the facts of mental life as if they belonged to one category when
they actually belong to another”. A person may be said to have a
mind because his members are so organised and so function that he
perceives and thinks, and not because his body has attached to it
somehow an unobservable perceiver and thinker in addition to its
observable parts and organs. Similarly a cricket team may be said
to have a team-spirit because its members play well together, and
not because it has an unobservable team-spirit attached to it; and a
person wearing matching gloves on each hand may be said to be
wearing a pair of gloves, not because he has a pair as well as the
right- and left-hand gloves, but because the two gloves match.
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But while agreeing so far, one may well question Ryle’s statement
that the puzzles troubling those who have made such category-
mistakes “arose from inability to use certain items in the English
vocabulary”.

If one considers, for example, the category-mistakes made by
foreigners who ask silly questions about the university and the
team-spirit in cricket, it is evident that they have nothing specially
to do with English idiom. They could make the same mistakes in
German or Dutch or Hebrew or Greek or whatever is their native
tongue. The same goes for those who make a category-mistake in
speaking of bodies and minds (that mistake was being made at a
time when the English language did not yet exist). Their trouble
is not inability to speak correct English—and therefore, by parity
of reasoning, neither is it their inability to speak any other particular
language. It is rather, as Ryle also said (but seemed to think it the
same thing) not knowing “how to wield concepts™ correctly.

The sort of category-mistakes that interest philosophers are those
that can be made indifferently in any language, and concern cate-
gories in a sense in which the same categories receive expression in
all manner of different ways in the idiom of all languages. And
indeed, Ryle himself says so. In a paper on Categories for the
Aristotelian Society, 1938-39, he states: “There are not English
category-propositions as opposed to German ones, or Occidental as
opposed to Oriental.”

In dealing with the so-called logical behaviour of categories, Ryle
is in fact involved in an analogous confusion to that in which he
and other linguistic philosophers are involved in dealing with formal
logic. Questions about categories are no more answerable by simply
describing the multiform idiomatic uses of particular languages
than questions about formal logic are answerable by the same
method.

To sort this out we may begin by looking more closely at his
definition of “category”. : '

5. CATEGORY OF WORD AND CATEGORY OF CONCEPTV

The definition of “category” used by Ryle in connection with the
logical behaviour of categories is derived from the definition of
“semantical category” given by Alfred Tarski in his famous paper
The Concept of Truth in Formalised Languages, presented to the
Warsaw Scientific Society in 1931. There Tarski éxplained that “two
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expressions belong to the same semantical category” when no
sentence containing one of them ceases to be a sentence if it is
replaced by the other. Thus differences of category may be detected
by substituting one expression for another in a given sentence; if
the result is not a sentence, then there is a difference of category.
Accordingly Ryle maintained that whenever philosophers make the
mistake of treating expressions of different category as if they were
of the same category (as those philosophers allegedly do who treat
“bedy” and “mind” as two distinct components of the human
person), their category-mistake can be detected and exposed by
showing that this would lead to absurd consequences, i.e. to pseudo-
sentences containing “breaches of logical rules” (Concept of Mind,
Introduction).

Now certain disclaimers made by Tarski should be noted. First,
he was careful to use the expression “‘semantical” category, so as to
make it clear that he was referring to the way sentences are con-
structed out of expressions in a particular language. Second, all he
did was to offer a criterion for telling whether two expressions in a
given language were of different semantical category in that language.
Third, and most important, he was dealing “‘exclusively” with what
he called “the formalised languages of the deductive sciences”, and
never supposed that what he said could be consistently applied to
ordinary everyday language. In a “formalised” language it is of
course possible to apply Tarski’s definition of category and determine
precisely whether expressions are or are not of the same category—
but it is quite another matter in a living “everyday” language.
(In the same way, Tarski demonstrated in this paper that a definition
of “truth” could be given for certain—but not all—formalised
languages, such that it would determine when expressions were or
were not true in those languages. But as for “everyday language”,
he said, “the very possibility . . . scems to be very questionable”.)

As for the definition or criterion for “when two terms (expressions
in a language) belong to the same category”, it is practically useless
in application to ordinary language, as Tarski realised. For ordinary
language is not “formalised” in such a way as to let the criterion
work. Applied to English, say, it will turn out that there are almost
as many categories as expressions. For example, one might suppose
that “arm” and “leg” belong to the same category. But they do not,
for whereas it is correct to say “He kicks with his right leg” it is
incorrect to say “He kicks with his right arm”. Again, lions become
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a special category of animal, at least in English, because one can
speak of “a pride of lions” but not “a pride” of anything else.
Further, it is perfectly allowable in English (and so with other
languages) to construct sentences such as “His body is in Glasgow
and his mind in the Highlands” (compare “My heart’s in the High-
lands a-chasing the deer™), which suggest that “body” and “mind”
are of the same category, in that each has an independent location.
True, such sentences are figurative ones—but how tell this? Again,
it makes sense to say that when the body dies the mind (or soul)
goes on thinking and knowing and communicating with other minds.
Appeal to significant uses of words does not prove that it is a
category-mistake to assert the independent existence of mind, but
quite the contrary.

Evidently, therefore, a definition of *‘semantical category”, in
terms of how expressions may be substituted for each other in
sentences, or of how conjunctions may be constructed embodying
them, in a formalised language in which ambiguity, metaphor, non-
informative uses, and so on, are precluded, is inapplicable when
it comes to considering “the logical category to which a concept
belongs” and “myths” which “represent facts as if they belonged
to one category when they actually belong to another”. For to decide
the semantical category of expressions in a formalised language is
not at all the same thing as to decide the categories of facts and
concepts.

True, if we have sorted out questions about the latter, for a certain
range of facts or concepts, then it is possible to effect a certain
formalisation of language so that category-mistakes are precluded
in the language so formalised. In a rough and ready way, this is
what is done in the languages of the special sciences. The kind of
inquiries Tarski and others have made about the principles of con-
struction of formalised languages are most practical in relation to
technology and the sciences—and the more so the more methods of
computation are introduced, since a computing machine must be
provided with a formalised language to work with if it is to produce
answers which are unambiguous, consistent and informative. But
before we can get formalised and specialised languages in which
category-mistakes are precluded by the rules, we have to consider the
concepts expressed rather than simply their expressions in everyday
language. Or as_Austin_ put. it,. we .must ‘‘look not merely at words
but at the realities we use the words to talk about™.
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6. DILEMMAS OF THE CATEGORY L1IST

The confusion resulting from double use of the word *‘category”
has landed linguistic philosophers in some irresolvable “dilemmas”,
quite on a par with the “dilemmas” they have found in other philo-
sophies. These arise from problems about whether we might not if
we chose employ other categories from those we in fact do employ,
and associated problems about whether or not it is possible to compile
a complete list of categories.

Wittgenstein’s way of investigating the differences between
different uses of language, and denying them any common deriva-
tion—which was followed by Ryle and other linguistic philosophers
—certainly suggests that the categories employed in the representa-
tion of reality are, in a sense, accidental or arbitrary. There is no
“have to” or “must” about them. We do not, for example, ““have to”
represent the world in terms of individual things with their properties
and relations. That is just the way in which, for certain purposes, we
speak. For other purposes we could speak in other ways. Thus
Carnap’s “Principle of Tolerance” has emerged once more.

Some pertinent questions about this were raised by Professor A. J.
Ayer, at the conclusion of his inaugural lecture at Oxford in 1960 on
Philosophy and Language. Having said that it is important “to
examine the architectonic features of our conceptual system, to apply
analytical techniques to the investigation of categories™, and that this
*“to some extent marks a return to Kant”, he continued :

“There is, however, a danger in following Kant too closely. It
consists in succumbing to a kind of @ priori anthropology, in assum-
ing that certain fundamental features of our own conceptual system
are necessities of language, which is the modern equivalent for neces-
sities of thought. Thus it may be maintained that it is impossible for
there to be a language which does not recognise the distinction
between particulars and universals . . . (But) I see no 2 priori reason
why even such an important concept as that of a physical object
should be regarded as indispensable. Might not substantially the same
facts be expressed in a language reflecting a universe of discourse in
which the basic particulars were momentary events? And there are
other possibilites. One which is worthy of consideration is that regions
of space-time be treated as the only individuals. Neither is it certain
that there need be any reference to individuals at all.”

There is, however (as Austin had reminded philosophers earlier), a
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danger of forgetting what you are talking about. There is a danger
of talking of language in the abstract, forgetting that its use is a part
of practical life. Certainly there is no a priori reason why language
should be used to refer to physical objects, individuals, or anything
else. Categories cannot be “deduced @ priori”, in the way that Kant
attempted. And equipped with the symbolic apparatus of formal
logic, we can certainly invent all manner of logical calculuses and
formalised languages—for example, one which would have no appli-
cation to physical objects, but only to momentary events or to regions
of space-time. But the alternative to @ priori deduction is not freedom
of choice. For there is a cogent practical reason why language employs
the categories it does. What can be done by way of inventing special-
ised languages does not conflict with the basic practical necessities of
language. People simply could not use a language every day which
made no “distinction between particulars and universals”, or in
which the basic particulars were “momentary events” or “regions of
space-time”. Given language which has the basic function of express-
ing propositions assigning properties and relations to individuals, we
can and do proceed by abstraction to talk about momentary events,
regions of space-time—and also about disembodied spirits and all
kinds of other things. But we could not possibly talk about all
these other things unless, to begin with, our language served the
basic functions required for the expression of elementary proposi-
tions.

Ayer’s danger-warning appears to have referred especially to the
speculations of Mr P. F. Strawson, whose Individuals, an Essay in
Descriptive Metaphysics was published in 1959. In that work Mr
Strawson conducted some very complicated linguistic investigations
which led him to the conclusion that the actual use of language for
informative statement always involves reference to individuals, and
that there are two and only two categories of individual, namely,
bodies and persons. A person has a body; but since predicates such as
knowing, willing, and so on, apply only to persons.and not to bodies,
persons do constitute a separate category of individual. Since these
are the only categories of individual revealed by investigation of the
actua] use of language, and since it would be absurd to talk of other
categories of individual when we lack the use of words to talk about
them, it can be concluded that in the universe there are these two
quite different kimls of things—bodies and persons. This is what
Strawson calls “‘descriptive metaphysics”, an unviable hybrid begot-
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ten by grafting Kant on Descartes and feeding with Wittgenstein
and water.

In a subsequent essay, The Concept of a Person (the centrepiece of
a volume of essays of that title published in 1963), Professor Ayer
picked some holes in Mr Strawson’s linguistic argument. But if it is
not possible to arrive at categories as “necessities of thought” by a
method of “descriptive metaphysics” relying on investigation of the
actual use of language, it does not follow, as Ayer suggested in his
inaugural lecture, that there are no “necessities of thought” at all.

Ryle was involved in a similar dilemma at an earlier stage. In his
paper on Categories he expressed his disagreement with what he
called the “‘scholasticism™ of philosophers like Aristotle and Kant,
who tried to make a list or catalogue of categories.

“We should notice one presupposition which Aristotle and Kant
share, which is, I believe, unreflectingly shared by a number of con-
temporary philosophers. Namely, it was supposed that there exists a
finite catalogue of categories . . . This seems to be a pure myth . . .
there are various grammatical constructions of English sentences,
but there can be no complete table of those varieties.

“Scholasticism is the belief in some decalogue of categories, but I
know no grounds for this belief.

“It follows that I do not think that we can ever say of a given
code-symbolism in formal logic that its symbols are now adequate
for the symbolisation of all possible differences of type or form. It
may, of course, be adequate for the exhibition of all the type-
differences that concern us in the course of some particular inquiry.”

What Ryle opposes to the scholasticism of a “decalogue of cate-
gories” is simply the description one by one of the logical behaviour
of various expressions as they happen to attract attention by their
propensity to give rise to paradoxes and perplexities. What he opposes
to scholastic systematisation is only complete lack of system. One or
the other. As Wittgenstein said, we can “only describe” the “actual
use of language”; its uses are “‘countless”, and we cannot “give it any
foundation”. If you abandon the scholasticism of trying to deduce the
list of categories @ priori, then the only alternative is to describe,
piecemeal, interesting facts about how expressions are normally used
in your native language.

But this opposition is a false one. We are not in fact thus placed
between the devil and the deep sea. If one considers category-
differences not as “various grammatical constructions of English (or
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any other) sentences”, but as differences in the concepts applicable to
“the realities we use words to talk about”, then it will indeed be
found, as Ryle said, impossible to construct “a finite catalogue™ or
“decalogue of categories”, or a “code-symbolism in formal logic
adequate for the symbolisation of all possible differences of type or
form”. But that does not entail that it is impossible systematically to
show how category-differences are derived, and how different cate-
gories are logically connected. What is most interesting about cate-
gories is their logical connection and derivation—something which
Hegel very well realised, though he set about demonstrating it in a
peculiar and fallacious manner.

7. CATEGORIES, CATEGORY-MISTAKES AND
INFORMATIVENESS

Language serves to express propositions. And while propositions
expressed may be compared in respect of logical form, or of the
logical operations of their construction, they may further be com-
pared in respect of category. The philosophically most interesting
sense of “category”, the sense in which we speak of categories of f?CtS
and concepts, has to do with the formation of propositions expressible
in any language rather than with sentences in particular languages.
The basic operations of the construction of propositions permit many
modes of abstraction—and it is in the investigation of these that the
philosopher may hope to find the most rewarding use of the WOl'_d
“category”’. Thus, for example, to speak of perceived objects and their
sensible qualities, of processes and their courses, of things and their
properties, of structures and their elements, of interactions, causes
and effects, of qualitative states and quantitative relations, of number
and measure, of the actions and properties of things individually and
of things taken together, and so on and so on, is to assert or speculate
or make hypotheses or ask questions relative to propositions exem-
plifying category-differences. These receive many and various modes
of expression in the conventions and idioms of different languages-

Ryle’s objection to the scholasticism of Aristotle’s ““decalogue of
categories” hardly goes to the root of the matter. Aristotle Was
responsible for introducing a terminology for the logical-philosophlcal
investigation of categories which has led logicians and philosophers
into the paths. of scholasticism ever since. He equated the study of
categories with the study of “terms”, so that the job was to find out
what different categories of terms there aré, and'to make a list. Ryle
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now says that no list can be made, and that all we can do is to examine
piecemeal the Jogical behaviour of particular terms when we run into
paradox and perplexity in trying to use them. But the point is not to
begin by studying terms but to begin by studying the formation of
propositions, and to find the foundations for the ways terms should
be used in the category-differences of the propositions they are used
to express. Of course, a sentence is a structure of terms; but to think
of a proposition in such a way is itself a category-mistake.

The investigation of the categories of propositions is essentially an
investigation of their ways of formation, and this requires not the
separate consideration of different formations but the consideration
of the ways in which they are connected with and derived from each
other. That there is such connection and derivation is evident from
even a superficial glance at the examples of category-differences men-
tioned above. But to study it and work it out is a matter of consider-
able complexity and labour, which has been but sporadically
undertaken by philosophers hitherto. And there are no grounds to
presume that any classification formula can be discovered which
would enable us to produce a complete table of category-differences
and to prove that it was complete. .

The category-mistakes which Ryle tries (and not without some
success) to correct are mistakes in generalisation of a kind which
make generalisations uninformative. Consider, for example, the
category-mistakes in the theory of what he calls “the ghost in the
machine” (the dualistic body-mind theory). This theory consists of
generalisations according to which all physical happenings are repre-
sented as mechanical interactions and all mental happenings as
activities of an independent and indissoluble subject. As has been
argued earlier, the real point of Ryle’s elaborate arguments against
these generalisations is that they are uninformative—and so they are.
They make generalised representations of physical and mental pheno-
mena—that is, generalisations for use in those familiar contexts in
which we are concerned about intention, judgment or feeling in
relation to bodily activity and bodily environment. And they make
these representations in such a way that the generalisations are
uninformative. That is, as Ryle said, “a mistake of a special kind . . .
a category-mistake”. It represents the facts in a way that does not fit,
it brings to given contexts of use propositions whose category-forma-
tion is ill tailored to those contexts—and this shows itself in unin-
formativeness. Thus if I say that Ryle is a professor at Cambridge,
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that is a mistake of fact; if I say that Ryle is a machine with a ghost
in it, that is a category-mistake. The same goes for sense-datum
theory, and other “philosophers’ myths” which linguistic philoso-
phers have criticised. ‘

Such category-mistakes can be illustrated by examples where the
mistake is so easily recognisable that people would never actually use
the sentence in which it is expressed, except possibly as a joke or else
because they really are foreigners or children who have not yet
learned the use of some of the expressions of the language they are
trying to speak. But these examples, which do serve very well for
expository purposes, as illustrations, as well as for entertainment,
appear to have helped mislead linguistic philosophers into thinking
that category-mistakes arise only from not knowing the idiom or
“actual use” of the language. But we have scen already that that is
not true.

And now we can try to reformulate the point which Austin and
Hare made when they said that “we are looking not merely at words
but also at the realities we use the words to talk about”, and that
“philosophical inquiries are at one and the same time about language
and about what happens”. Such remarks as these are, to say the least,
obscurely expressed, and if carefully examined will be found them-
selves to contain the germs of many philosophers’ myths, dilemmas
and perplexities. For how exactly does one “look” at “the realities™
and at “what happens”, so as to see what category “the facts belong
to”? The point is to examine the informativeness of generalisations
in the contexts of their use. This is what linguistic philosophers have
in fact spent much of their time doing—so that Austin very properly
protested when accused of “looking merely at words”. But theirs is a
curious and melancholy case: even when they have done well, they
have failed to grasp the point of it. -

We may likewise propose a reformulation of the point made by
Ryle when he said that “the category to which a concept belongs is
the set of ways in which it is logically legitimate to operate with it”.

What is “a concept”? As has already been suggested, it would be
a mistake—and one which we may now characterise as precisely a
category-mistake—to say that concepts are ideal or mental entities
which words express or stand for but which have form and being prior
to and independent of the use of words. The word “‘concept” is in fact
an ambiguous and many-purpase ane—and such words have often
drawn philosophers into confusion as they have confounded together
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the many purposes for which the same word is legitimately used. The
relevant sense of “concept” when we are speaking of categories and
category-mistakes is the sense in which we would speak of the forma-
tion, clarification, working out, and so on, of a concept.

Thus, for example, to expound “the concept of a person”, as Ayer
does, is not at all the same as describing, say, the physiognomy of
some given person. The latter task involves looking at something
already there and accurately recording and analysing its outstanding
features. The former task is quite different, and involves working
out how to generalise informatively about persons. To do this is diffi-
cult, and the questions involved may be called category-questions,
and the mistakes liable to be made, category-mistakes.

But Ryle and other linguistic philosophers still speak about *“‘con-
cepts” as though a concept were something there to be descriptively
analysed, rather than something to be made (if not from scratch, at
all events put into shape and got into better working order). Of
course, they do not think of a concept as Hegel did, as something
ideal and pre-existing independent of men and their words. But they
still think of it as in some way consisting of an “actual use of words”
—as there, predetermined, to be described, with its rules of logical
legitimacy all firmly embedded in it. However, the job of philosophy
with regard to, say, “the concept of a person” or “the concept of
mind”, is not to describe the actual use of words with all its rules as
something already given in particular languages (some of these uses
are, as we have noted, “very peculiar™), but is to work out how to
generalise informatively—and that means, sorting out the right cate-
gories for such generalisation.

This brings us back again to the self-same conclusion as was
reached at the end of the two previous chapters. On the linguistic
philosophers’ own showing, the task of philosophy cannot be to
abolish all philosophical theory and stick to describing the actual use
of language and stating only what everyone admits. On the contrary,
the proposals of Engels continue to fit the bill—*to comprehend the
real world as it presents itself to everyone who approaches it frec from
preconceived idealist fancies” and “relentlessly to sacrifice every
idealist fancy which cannot be brought into harmony with the facts
conceived in their own and not in a fantastic connection.”



CHAPTER FIVE

The Language of Morals

I. MORALS AND REASON

Like the former logical-analytic philosophy, which it continued and
corrected, the linguistic philosophy has been applied to questions of
ethics. The approach made derives directly from that of Principia
Ethica, in that the first and fundamental question posed is that of
the logical analysis of value judgments.

As we saw earlier, the key point about ethics made by Moore was
his diagnosis of “the naturalistic fallacy” which consists of confusing
judgments of value with judgments of fact. There is a distinction
between saying “This is done” and “This ought to be done”, and
as Hume had originally argued, no statement of the second kind can
be entailed by or logically deduced from one of the first kind.

Moore, working with the idea that the task of logical analysis was
to make clear exactly what statements refer to, concluded that the
word *“good” stands for a “non-natural” or moral quality of things,
known to us by some inexplicable kind of intuition, but at all events
not in the way empirical facts are known. The main point against
this conclusion was made originally by some of the logical positivists.
Moore had simply been misled by grammatical form. He had been
misled by the grammatical similarity of “This is good™ and “This is
yellow” into supposing that the former assigns a “non-natural”
quality in the same manner as the latter assigns a “natural” one. But
“non-natural” qualities are unverifiable. Appealing to the verification
principle, the logical positivists pointed out that moral statements,
taken as assignments of moral quality, are unverifiable and therefore
meaningless. In other words, although they have the grammatical
form of statements, they are not statements at all. And since they are
not statements, what are they? They are simply expressions of senti-
ment or prefereice, or, when expressed in such terms as *You ought
to do this”, injunctions or “imperatives™ —--.- ...

This view about value judgments, with its consequences, was

AR
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stated, in terms strikingly similar to those Hume had used two
hundred years before, by A. J. Ayer, in Chapter 6 of his Language,
Truth and Logic (published in 1936, when he was still a logical
positivist).

“. . . exhortations to moral virtue are not propositions at all, but
ejaculations or commands, which are designed to provoke . . . to
action of a certain sort . . . The presence of an ethical symbol in a
proposition adds nothing to its factual content. Thus if I say to some-
one, ‘You acted wrongly in stealing that money’, I am not stating
anything more than if I had simply said, ‘You stole that money’. In
adding that this action is wrong . . . I am simply evincing my moral
disapproval of it. It is as if I had said, ‘You stole that money’, in a
peculiar tone of horror . . .”

So Ayer concluded that “moral judgments . . . are pure expressions
of fecling and as such do not come under the category of truth and
falsehood. They are unverifiable for the same reason as a cry of pain
or a word of command is unverifiable—because they do not express
genuine propositions.” And accordingly, however strong our moral
convictions, “we cannot bring forward any arguments . . . It is be-
cause argument fails us when we come to deal with pure questions
of value, as distinct from questions of fact, that we finally resort to
mere abuse.” ‘

However cogent the demonstration that value judgments are not
empirically verifiable and so do not state facts, the conclusion that on
questions of value “argument fails us” remains hard to accept. It
means that we can find no reasons for our valuations. Ayer and other
analytic philosophers who put forward this conclusion were, one and
all, what is loosely called “liberal-minded” people (like Hume him-
self—for of course, a Humean Tory is very liberal-minded). They
believed very strongly indeed in what are called “liberal values”. But

their conclusion about value judgments meant that they could have
no more reason for their liberal views than, say, fascists or racialists
could have for their totally contrary views. A liberal is as irrational
as a fascist. Such a conclusion must be hard for liberal-minded people
to accept. In fact, it would represent for them a kind of moral as well
as intellectual and political suicide.
Itis in this difficulty that the linguistic philosophy has come to the
rescue. It had already thrown a life-line to rescue empiricists from
subjective idealism and solipsism. Now it throws another to save

-
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them from irrationalism and nihilism in ethics. In this matter the
principal lifeguard is Mr R. M. Hare.

The distinction of fact and value, the diagnosis of the naturalistic
fallacy, the principle that statements of value are not empirically
verifiable or entailed by statements of fact—these are all points of
substance which need to be taken into account in any discussion about
ethics. And no doubt to have made these points was a definite achieve-
ment of the empiricist analytic philosophy. But does it follow that
statements of value are meaningless expressions and cannot be justi-
fied by reason? That consequence was drawn thanks only to the
doctrinaire application of the verification principle. A more careful
linguistic analysis of the actual use of language throws a new light on
the nature of moral judgments and the reasons for them.

Carnap, Ayer and other logical positivists described expressions of
moral judgments as “ejaculations” or “‘commands” or ‘‘expressions
of feeling”. So Ayer likened them to *“a cry of pain or a word of
command”. It is true that an expression of moral judgment differs
from a statement of fact in the same way as a cry or a word of com-
mand does, namely, that it does not function as expressing any
verifiable statement, but as an expression of feeling or sentimeat, or
as a directive for behaviour. But having established that point, the
next thing to do is to investigate how a moral judgment differs from
acry or a command.

In The Language of Morals (1952) Mr Hare starts by saying that it
is “part of the function of a moral judgment to prescribe or guide
choices” (2.5). For this reason he calls a moral judgment *“prescrip-
tive”, and the use of words in it a “prescriptive” use of words, as
distinguished from the use of words for “pure statement of fact”.
Moral words, he repeats (10.3), “‘are used primarily for giving advice
or instruction, or in general for guiding choices™.

How, then, does a moral judgment differ from an ordinary com-
mand or “imperative”? The short answer is that a moral judgment,
one in which such words as “‘ought’ are used in a moral or evaluative
way (of course, they are sometimes used in other ways), “always

refers to some general principle” (11.5). Thus, for example, a notice
saying “No Smoking” stuck up in a railway compartment prescribes
what to do (or rather, what not to do) in that compartment, but “does
not refer to a universal principle of which this compartment is an
instance”, On-the other hand, if yourmake a moral judgment, “You
ought not to smoke in this compartment”, then your use of the word
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“ought” commits you, not merely to the deprecation of smoking in
this compartment, but also to some general or “completely universal”
principle governing the choice of when to smoke and not to smoke—
such as the principle of not smoking in any compartment in which
there is a “No Smoking” notice.

Moral judgments have, then, the logical characteristic of being
‘“‘universalisable”. What this means was briefly defined by Mr Hare
in Freedom and Reason (1963). A judgment is universalisable when
“it logically commits the speaker to making a similar judgment about
anything which is either exactly like the subject of the original judg-
ment or like it in the relevant aspects” (8.2).

In this respect, moral judgments turn out to be just like factual
judgments—and this accounts for our fecling that they express, or
are intended to express, objective truths. For example, a factual
judgment “This is red” commits the speaker to saying that anything
else like this in the relevant aspect is also red. Similarly, the moral
judgment “One ought not to smoke in this compartment” commits
the speaker to advocating a ban on smoking in any compartment like
this one in the relevant aspect—namely, in the aspect of having a
“No Smoking” notice displayed in it.

Accordingly Mr Hare concludes (Freedom and Reason, 1.3) “that
moral judgments are a kind of prescriptive judgments, and that they
differ from other judgments of this class by being universalisable”.

Now of course Mr Hare and other linguistic philosophers have
embellished and refined this analysis by many well-made points, and
continue to do so, for they are nothing if not meticulous in the
description and distinction of the uses of words. But the essential
point of it consists in distinguishing moral from other prescriptive
uses of words by the logical characteristic of universalisability. How,
then, does this rescue those who distinguish fact and value, and who
insist that value judgments are prescriptive rather than factual, from
the unacceptable doctrine of irrationalism in ethics?

“It is, most fundamentally,” says Mr Hare, “because moral judg:-
ments are universalisable that we can speak of moral thought as
rational (to universalise is to give the reason)” (Freedom and Reason,
1.3).

Moral principles, he states, “have to be universal, and . . . have to
be prescriptive”. The latter requirement “compels us to look for prin-
ciples that we can sincerely adhere to, the former insists that these
should really be moral principles and not the ad Aoc decisions of an
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opportunist . . . these two features taken together supply us with a
most powerful lever in moral arguments. And this is the sort of
principle that we all actually use in our moral thinking, the more so
as we gain experience” (3.7). o

And further: “Just as science, seriously pursued, is the search for
hypotheses and the testing of them by the attempt to falsify their
particular consequences, so morals, as a serious endeavour, consists
in the search for principles and the testing of them against particular
cases. Any rational activity has its discipline, and this is the discipline
of moral thought: to test the moral principles that suggest themselves
to us by following out their consequences and seeing whether we can
accept them™ (6.3).

These observations suggest that moral thought is rational in a
double sense. First, it is rational in that moral principles serve to
guide actions, not by issuing arbitrary imperatives (“I say do this|”),
but by giving reasons in the sense of referring the choice of action to
a universal principle. But second, it is rational in that moral principles
are themselves amenable to reason in the sense that they can be tested
by experience.

This last consideration shows that the rationality of moral judg-
ments does not imply (as so many moralists have thought it must,
and so discredited the idea of the rationality of morals) that there are
absolute indefeasible principles of morality which can admit of no
exception and by reference to which the morality of every particular
act can be unambiguously decided. No one who knows anything
about science supposes that any scientific principle is unalterable or
admits of no exceptions, or that science can ever guarantee the right
answer to every question. But the pursuit of science is none the less
rational; and the same goes for morality. Moral reasoning, like
science, takes the form of “a kind of exploration™ (10.4), in the
course of which principles get modified and their exceptions become
recognised. Absolute finality and certainty in moral judgment is not
a claim of rational moral thinking.

2. THE NATURE OF MORAL REASONING -

Mr Hare’s basic assumption about the function of moral judgments
is that they serve for “guiding choices”. Why is such a service
needed? It is because *“‘circumstances continually recur which force
us to answer .. . - the question “What-shall I do?’; . . . these circum-
stances are classifiable into kinds, the members of which are suffi-
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ciently like one another for a similar answer to be appropriate in all
circumstances of the same kind; and . . . we have to learn (from
others or by ourselves) principles for answering these questions”
(The Language of Morals, 10.4). ,

A choice is always an individual act, and what Mr Hare does is
discuss the kind of reasoning that can have weight with the individual
in deciding principles to guide his choices. In this he accepts the
general account of “free choice” given by other linguistic philo-
sophers. That is to say, situations do occur in which it is correct to
say to an individual “You can do this or you can do that and the
decision is yours”. Unless such situations occurred there would be
no sense in moral judgment—for such judgments as “One ought to
do this” are not applicable in circumstances where one has no choice.

Now in choosing, everyone must decide for himself. For though a
man can be guided, and even allow himself to be dictated to, by
other people, his decision is and always must be his own, just as his
sight or hearing is his own. So as to the principles he may adopt to
guide his choices, here too the decision to adopt or not to adopt them
is his own. Each man is therefore free to adopt whatever moral
principles he sees fit; or equally, to refuse to adopt any at all. “We are
free to form our own moral opinions” (Freedom and Reason, 1.2).

This last point was rather heavily stressed by Professor Nowell-
Smith in his Etkics, published by Penguin for mass consumption in

1954. He ended it by saying: “The questions ‘What shall I do?’ and
‘What moral principles should I adopt?’ must be answered by each
man aflor himself; that at least is part of the connotation of the word
‘mor ’.),

In The Language of Morals Mr Hare pits the necessity of each
deciding for himself against what he calls “conventionalist” morals,
which consists of unthinkingly accepting whatever is handed down
by tradition. “To become morally adult,” he says, means “learning
to make decisions of principle”’—for yourself, without merely taking
them from others. “It is to learn to use ‘ought’ sentences in the
realisation that they can only be verified by reference to a standard or
set of principles which we have by our own decision accepted and
made our own. This is what our present generation is so painfully
trying to do” (4.7). He tries to assist the present generation in its
moral problems by discussing on what principles principles may be
recommended.

It might be supposed that the insistence on each déciding for him-




THE LANGUAGE OF MORALS 217

self implies that we may as well agree to differ about moral principles.
But that, Mr Hare insists, would not be practical. We cannot contract
out of moral argument because “we cannot get out of being- men”
and “moral principles . . . are principles for the conduct of men as
men” (10.5). Hence “in the case of differences about morals it is very
difficule, and, in cases where the effect on our own life is profound,
impossible, to say ‘It’s all a matter of taste; let’s agree to differ’; for
to agree to differ is only possible when we can be sure that we shall
not be forced to make choices which will radically affect the choices
of other people” (9.2).

In Freedom and Reason Mr Hare points out that there is no prob-
lem connected with moral argument between those who agree on
moral principles. Indeed, Ayer himself had said that much in
Language, Truth and Logic. If a certain moral principle is accepted
as a premise there can of course be rational argument as to how it
applies in a specific case—and such argument turns simply upon the
facts of the case. Where Ayer said that “argument fails us” is where
there is dispute about moral principles themselves. If a principle is
disputed, how can it be substantiated? In such cases, said Ayer, “we
finally resort to mere abuse”. But Mr Hare maintains that “once the
logical character of the moral concepts is understood, there can be
useful and compelling moral argument even between people who
have, before it begins, no substantive moral principles in common”™
(r0.1).

This argument, as expounded by him, depends upon the univer-
salisable character of moral judgments. The reasons which can be
assigned for accepting or rejecting a proposed moral principle arise
from imaginatively exploring whether it is a principle “which we
can both accept for our own conduct and universalise to cover the
conduct of other . . . people” (10.4). :

Here it is of key importance to stress that moral principles are
“principles for the conduct of men as men”. The same words as-are
used for stating moral principles are often used in other than moral
contexts. For example, successful poisoners may be guided by such a
principle as “One ought to choose a poison which is not easily
detected at the post mortem”. Although “the logic of the word
‘ought’ is not markedly different in the two cases”, this principle for
poisoners differs from a moral principle, such.as “One ought to tell
the truth”, in that it is intended only for poisoners, whereas the moral

principle is intended for everyone (The Language of Morals, 10.5).



218 LINGUISTIC PHILOSOPHY

It is just that that makes it moral, and that permits us consistently to
say both that poisoners ought to choose poisons difficult to detect and
that one ought not to poison people. To take a less lurid example, a
motorist may be told “You ought to make sure there is petrol in the
tank” and “You ought to drive carefully”. The moral flavour of the
second piece of advice derives from its being an application to
motorists of a general principle of consideration for human life
which is applicable to everyone.

Bearing in mind, then, that a moral principle is for everyone, “fo.r
men as men”, the way to reason about or test moral principles is
evidently to inquire whether or not the results of applying them
would be universally acceptable to “men as men”. A moral principle,
which is a universal prescription for everyone, has as logical conse-
quences “singular prescriptions” for particular people in particular
situations. Fence “what prevents us from accepting certain moral
judgments . . . is . . . the fact that they have certain logical conse-
quences which we cannot accept—namely, certain singular prescrip-
tions for other people in hypothetical situations” (Freedom and
Reason, 10.4). To reason about a moral principle one explores its
consequences, just as one does with a scientific principle. If it has
consequences “in hypothetical situations” which “we cannot accept™s
then the principle must be modified or scrapped; otherwise, we can
continue to make do with it. And what determines its acceptability?
Not, of course, any purely logical considerations, but rather *“the
desires and inclinations of the human race” (10.4).

Those versed in the history of moral philosophy cannot fail to
remark on the similarity at this point of Mr Hare’s view of ethics
and Kant’s theory of “the categorical imperative”: “So act that the
maxim of your action might by your will become a universal law"”.
Linguistic ethics leads back to something like Kant, though it is still
much more like Hume. Mr Hare duly acknowledges “a very great
debt to Kant”, but adds, with some justification, that “it is a difficult
enough task to make my own views clear to the reader, without trying
to do the same for Kant’s” (3.3). The chief respect in which his
account of the matter seems to differ from Kant’s is that whereas
Kant wrote as if “the categorical imperative’ always prescribed with
absolute certainty what ought to be done, Mr Hare insists that moral
reasoning is always “a kind of exploration”, that finality and cer-
tainty are no more to be expected in morals than in science, and that
the final test for a moral principle lies in people’s “desires and
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inclinations”. Moral argument depends not simply on people’s
rationality—their being able to appreciate points of logic—but on
their common humanity, their common desires and inclinations.

3. THE PROB LEM OF CONFLICTING INTERESTS
AND IDEALS

It is at once obvious that a difficulty arises for moral reasoning in
view of the differences between people. There are undoubtedly
desires and inclinations common to “men as men”. But at the same
time there are differences between men which lead to disagreements
and conflicts. Mr Hare regards these differences as diversities of
“interests” and of “ideals”, and considers that it is actual conflicts of
interests and ideals which set the principal problems for moral
reasoning. If what is acceptable to one person is not acceptable to
another, in view of their divergent interests, and if what seems per-
pectly satisfying to one is not satisfying or is even hateful to another,
in view of their divergent ideals, how on earth can we ever arrive at
moral principles whose consequences would be acceptable to every-
one? The principal conclusion of Mr Hare's moral reasoning emerges
as the answer to this difficulty. Rational moral judgments are those
that promote the reconciliation of interests and mutual tolerance of
ideals.

So far as interests are concerned, he concludes that morality is “a
way of arbitrating between conflicting interests. Put as briefly as
possible, to think morally is . . . to subject one’s own interests, where
they conflict with those of other people, to 2 principle which one can
accept as governing anyone’s conduct in like circumstances” (9.1).

Of course, it is not denied that in many cases moral precepts are in
fact enunciated only because they suit the interests of those who
propose them. Professor Nowell-Smith made a point of this in his
Ethics (Chapter 16). Referring to what he called the “pro-attitude”
which people adopt towards moral rules, he wrote that to account for
it “in many cases we need look no further than to the fact that a’
sufficiently powerful or influential set of people have a pro-attitude
towards the inclusion of a particular moral rule in the moral code of
their society . . . And their power enables them to provide an indirect
pro-attitude to their subjects in the form of penalties for disobedience
. . . laws are made in the interests of rulers - - - rules are promulgated
and enforcéd because At'in-eiv are believed to Dé in-the interests . . . of

“some class.”




220. LINGUISTIC PHILOSOPHY

‘Mr Hare maintains, however, that the cause of a particular moral
code being enforced at a particular time and place is one thing, and
the rational justification of moral principles another. For items of a
moral code which merely express sectional interests in conflict with

others cannot be upheld by the sort of completely impartial moral.

argument which he expounds. Rational morality arbitrates. “Con-
flicts between interests,” he says, “. . . admit of reconciliation by
means of the forms of argument which the logic of the moral words
generates” (8.7). He does not say that such reconciliation is easy,
but that moral argument consists of exploring its possibilities.

But difficult as the reconciliation of interests may be, the difficulty
is greatly increased where conflicts between ideals, and between ideals
and interests, are involved. “In the broadest sense,” says Mr Hare,
“morality includes the pursuit of ideals as well as the reconciliation
of interests” (g.1). Troublesome situations accordingly develop when
people extol certain ideals to the point of maintaining that other
people’s interests should be sacrificed to them.

Such situations are only too familiar, not only in relations between
individuals, but in international politics. “If two nations, or their
governments, have conflicting interests,-the conflict may be more or
less easily resoluble”—in the short term by simple “bargaining”, in
the long term “by the introduction of moral considerations . . . But
where ideals are introduced into international politics, neither of
these methods is so easy of application, and conflicts become much
more intractable. The chief cause of the Second World War, for
example, was the conflict of ideals between Nazism and democracy;
and the chief cause of the next World War, if there is one, will be a
conflict of ideals between communism and Western liberalism” (9-1)-

“If we are to understand these tensions,”” Mr Hare continues, ‘it is
most important for us to see . . . wherein such conflicts differ from
mere conflicts between the interests of two parties. The chief differ-
ence, and the source of all the rest, lies in the universalisability of
ideals.”

Judgments affirming ideals are, like all moral judgments, prescrip-
tive and universalisable. But “good” differs from “ought” in having
a comparative, “better”. Hence “whereas the judgment that I ought
in a certain situation to do a certain thing commits me to the view
that no similar person in a precisely similar situation ought to fail to
do the same thing, this is not the case with a judgment framed in
terms of ‘good’ . . . For it is not inconsistent to admit that there may

),.l'u
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be different ways of life, both of which are good” (8.6). For this
reason Mr Hare concludes that there are differences about ideals, that
is, about what is the best way of life, which are not susceptible to
settlement by moral argument, and concerning which we may weéll
be content to “agree to differ”. v

But although “there are some conflicts of ideal with ideal which
are not amenable to argument . . . it would indeed be a scandal if no
arguments could be brought against a person who, in pursuit of his
own ideals, trampled ruthlessly on other people’s interests, including
that interest which consists in the freedom to pursue various ideals”
(9-1). Such a person he calls a “fanatic”, and he evidently considers
the argument against fanaticism to be the most vital of all moral
arguments in the contemporary world.

As examples of fanaticism he cites the Nazis, who ruthlessly
pursued an ideal of German supremacy, and contemporary racists,
who ruthlessly pursue an ideal of white supremacy. In such cases it is
obviously impossible to “agree to differ”, since the victims cannot
very well coexist with their oppressors in mutual tolerance. But there
is a rational argument against such “fanatical” ideals, and Mr Hare
expounds it in the last chapter of Freedom and Reason. Such ideals
as German supremacy or white supremacy, and in general ideals
which lead to some people ruthlessly trampling on others, are always
(he suggests) based on certain judgments of fact which make out
that the tramplers are different from those trampled on in some way
that justifies the trampling. Demonstrate that the alleged facts are
not facts, and the fanatic’s case falls to the ground. The racist, for
example, claims that black people are different from white in a way
that makes it necessary for the white people to kick them around.
But there is no such difference. And “it #s morally relevant that
blacks are people” (11.9).

Hence the essence of rational morality is this—to prescribe arbitra-
tion and reconciliation between interests, mutual tolerance of ideals,
and rejection of fanatical ideals which do not allow such tolerance.
And this conclusion is reached simply by examining, in the context
of its uses, the language of morals, and finding that the moral use of
words is distinguished by its logical peculiarity of being prescriptive
and universalisable. In this department of inquiry the description of
the actual uses of words and of their logical behaviour suddenly
drags the linguistic philosopher from Fis acadeniic seclusion, and
lands him in the middle of the disputes and conflicts of life outside.

L3
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In undertaking to describe how language is used for prescribing
choices and principles for social practice, the linguistic philosophy,
like others, lays itself open to the test of how well or badly it can
.slflcltlzfeged in providing its contemporaries with “a practical philosophy
of life”.




CHAPTER SIX

Liberalism and Individualism

I. THE ARGUMENT FROM UNIVERSALISABILITY

In the Preface to Freedom and Reason Mr Hare states: “The func-
tion of moral philosophy . . . is that of helping us to think better
about moral questions by exposing the logical structure of the lan-
guage in which this thought is expressed.”

The linguistic approach to ethics thus sets a double task : first, to
investigate the use of ““the chief moral words”; second, in the light of
that investigation to clear up confusion in the use of those words and
so “help us to think better about moral questions™. To afford this
help has been the traditional aim of moral philosophy. Hence lin-
guistic philosophy has reinstated that traditional aim, its special
contribution being that the way to achieve it is by investigating “the
logical structure” of the language of morals.

Mr Hare rather disarmingly continued: “When I wrote my first
book, which was a study of the chief moral words, I had no more
than a dim notion of what account of moral reasoning would develop
out of this study . . . although I am still far from clear on many
matters, I think it worth while to publish this progress report, if only
to enlist the help of others in becoming clearer.” Nothing could be
fairer than that, and this chapter represents an effort to help.

On the logical structure of moral language, or actual use of moral
words, the conclusion of the linguistic investigation is, in Mr Hare’s
terminology, that moral judgments differ from factual judgments in
being prescriptive but agree with them in being universalisable.

There is no more need to dispute this purely logical conclusion
than to dispute, say, Austin’s astute linguistic analysis which distin-
guished certain statements as performative. On the contrary, this
account of the agreements and differences between moral and factual
judgments is equally perspicacious..And-far-from heing trivial, it
does help dispose of three major confusions in the moral philosophy
of the past—namely, the naturalistic view that moral judgments are
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simply statements of fact, the intuitionist view that they deal with
“non-natural” characteristics of human affairs, and the theological or
transcendentalist view that they express prescriptions emanating from
some higher authority (such as God or Pure Reason). But yet how far
does that get us? To have noted the performative character of f‘he
words uttered in the marriage ceremony is still far from providing
a system of marriage guidance, and to have noted the prescriptive
and universalisable character of moral judgments is still far from
telling us how to reason about moral questions.

Endeavouring to jump from the logical structure of the language
of morals to the validation of specific moral principles, Mr Hare's
taking off point-could only be the logical characteristic of univer-
salisability, and his criterion of validation the logical characteristic
of consistency. Moral principles are validated by passing a consistency
test, and this consistency test in turn is a test of whether or not their
consistent application could become universally acceptable taking
into account the actual “desires and inclinations of the human race”.
Here, naturally enough, Mr Hare at ‘once gets tangled up in ques-
tions arising from actual conflicts of “interests” and “ideals”; and his
final conclusion about miorals emerges with a certain logical inevit-
ability. Rational or valid moral judgments are those that promote
reconciliation of interests and miutual tolerance of ideals.

This conclusion accords with what Mr Hare himself calls
“liberalismi” (Freedom and Reason, g), so that the whole analysis of
the validation of the moral judgments, the whole argument from
universalisability, turns out to’be an argument for liberalism. The
word “liberal” is one that, as Wittgenstein would have said, bears 2
whole family-of meanings rather than one definite meaning. We may
apply to Mr Hare’s particular member of the family his own test of

following up its logical consequences and seeing how acceptable they
really are. '

2. PRINCIPLES AND INTERESTS

The account of “interests” and “ideals” presented in Freedom and
Reason is a singularly oversimplified one, for it pays only the
scantiest attention to the very complicated social phenomena which
in fact come under this heading. The examples cited by Mr Hare are
mostly of individuals’ interests in the possession of particular objects
or freedom to perform particular activities which give them satis-
faction; and similarly of the conceptions which individuals form, in




LIBERALISM AND INDIVIDUALISM ...225

accordance with their individual predilections, of the ideal way of
life. For example, smokers have an interest in being able to smoke,
and non-smokers in breathing an atmosphere free from tobacco
fumes. Again, a sportsman may be inspired by an ideal of all-round
sportsmanship, and a businessman by an ideal of business success.
As Mr Hare very justly concludes, the interests of smokers and non-
smokers can be reconciled by the one occupying “smoking” and the
other “no smoking™ compartments on railway journeys. And simi-
larly, the sportsman and businessman can each pursue his ideal
without either trampling on the other. But can the conclusions from
such cases be generalised to cover all cases of “interests” and “ideals”?
Mr Hare does not devote the same close attention to cases where not
merely individual but class interests are involved, or to “ideals” in
the sense of political or economic aims.

That morality reconciles interests supposes that interests are recon-
cilable. But this is true only within certain limits of individual
interests. Certainly, it is part of the duty of a nursery school teacher
to train the children to share their toys without squabbling over
them. Nearly everyone would agree that this is an important item in
moral education, inculcating rational principles essential for the sub-
sequent conduct of the adult. But the rational principles of the
nursery school have their limitations.

The moralist who tells the workers that they ought always to
accommodate their class interests to those of their employers and
accept arbitration is in effect upholding the class interests of the
employers. He may also tell the employers that they ought to make
such concessions as they can afford to the workers; but that is effec-
tively in the interests of the employers too. The moralist may claim
that the proposed arbitration is equally in the interests of both classes.
For working-class interests, too, require that the wheels of industry
should be kept turning, for which purpose reconciliation of capital
and labour is required on the basis of mutual concessions. This moral
argument is, indeed, a stock one—and not only on the employers’
side, for it has been a contention of Labour ever since Keir Hardie
sought to base the conduct of the Labour movement on moral prin-
ciples. If the capitalist mode of production were susceptible of con-
tinuous adjustment and reform so that both workers and employers
would go on benefiting from it equally, then the case for continuous
reconciliation would: be- made:-But -if-(as. Marxists contend) that
proposition is not in fact true of capitalism, then the moral reasoning

M,L.-P.—8
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is in fact biased in the interests of the one class against the other.
The universalised prescriptions of the liberal moralist turn out to
depend upon covert and highly questionable assumptions about the
economics of capitalism.

. And now let us turn to “ideals”. Once again, there is a good
argument for tolerance where it concerns only divergent conceptions
of individual excellence. Why argue which is “best”, to be good at
sport or good at business? People should not try to impose their
individual ideals on each other, and the businessman who insists
on buying up sportsgrounds for property development may well be
reprobated in the same way as a smoker who insists on smoking in
“no smoking” compartments. Let him do his property development
somewhere else, and let him smoke somewhere else] But when Mr
Hare begins to talk of such “ideals” as “German supremacy” of
“white supremacy” he changes the context and with it the sense of
the words; and so he does when he talks of his own (far more
attractive) liberal ideal of everyone tolerating everyone else. For then
he is talking not of individual but of social ideals~—of social aims,
what sort of society we should aim at.

Ideals in the sense of social aims are always, if they count for
anything, reflections of social interests, and primarily of class interests.
Thus, for example, an individual believer in apartheid may be what
Mr Hare calls “an idealist”, in that he passionately believes that
apartheid is best for everyone. But it puts a strain on one’s credulity
to say that apartheid owes its origin primarily to the occurrence of
such idealism amongst individuals, Apartheid is a trampling of some
interests by other irterests, and the socalled ideal is a cover for
doing that. Similarly, when Mr Hare says that “the conflict of
ideals” was “the chief cause of the Second World War”, he is
proposing a crude idealist theory of historical causation which ignores
the rival interests which found expression in the conflict of ideals.
This may still pass muster with philosophers, but, since Marx,
provokes raised eyebrows amongst historians even in the University
of Oxford. ‘

According to the moral argument, the pursuit of ideals is morally
justified only in so far as it does not infringe on existing interests.
But if social ideals are in fact tied with interests, it follows once
again that the moral reasoning is rather heavily biased on the side of
the social status quo.

Let us then consider an “ideal” which counts for much in the
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modern world, the revolutionary social aim of communism. Mr Hare
evades discussing it (perhaps for the very creditable reason that he
does not want to get involved in cold war polemics). He does say,
however, that if there is a Third World War it will be due to the
“conflict of ideals between communism and Western liberalism™.
This statement is as questionable as the one about the Second World
War. Communists do not propose fanatically to impose one ideal in
opposition to rival ideals, but to follow up the interests of the working
majority of society to secure the social ownership and social planning
without which modern means of production cannot be fully developed
and used. And this is the only way in which the conflicts of interests
(and consequently of “ideals™) can be resolved, and a general human
interest be established.

On the other hand, what are the logical consequences of Mr Hare’s
moral arguments about reconciliation and tolerance when applied
to the questions communism raises? Evidently, his principles imply
agreement with Mr Khrushchov, and with his successors, in advoca-
ting the peaceful coexistence of capitalist and communist states in
the current conditions of international politics. The Russians had a
revolution with which certain social aims are associated; and that
being so, they and people in “the West” who have other “ideals”
ought to coexist peacefully and settle any conflicts of interest by
negotiation. But if we project the same moral argument some years
into the past, it equally evidently follows that the Russians ought
never to have had a revolution at all, for it certainly involved
trampling on some people’s interests for the sake of those of other
people, and for the sake, too, of other people’s “ideals”. The Russians
made a moral error; and though we ought to make the best of
things now they have got away with it, they still stand condemned
at the bar of moral reason. The same moral argument applied
within capitalist countries today, and within colonial countries too,
and countries where neo-colonialism is practised, implies that nothing
revolutionary, that seriously damages capitalist interests for the sake
of instituting what some people would consider an order of society
that better accords with their own interests, ought ever to be
attempted. So far as “socialist ideals” are concerned, the argument
leaves us at liberty to believe in them as fervently as we like, but not
to take any steps to realise them at the expense of capitalist interests.

In linguistic philosophy, then,.the same study: of -the. chief moral
words which leads to the justification of the principle of not smoking
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in “no smoking” compartments on railway journeys leads to moral
principles for the conduct of political affairs identical with those
enunciated by Hume at the very beginning of this kind of moral
argument. We should study to preserve and improve *the ancient
fabric”, while the “wise magistrate” continues to prevent fanatics
from disrupting it for the sake of their various ideals. It is remarkable
how conservative liberal principles always turn out to be.

The fact is that the prescriptions of liberal morality universalise
admirably for the sphere of what may be called private life, and
likewise for the purely administrative sphere of public life. Mr Hare’s
example of the ethics of smoking on railway journeys illustrates this
fact. The argument from universalisability prescribes mutual con-
sideration, fairness, kindness, understanding of other people’s points
of view, all the virtues of domestic life and of good administration.
One should not belittle these principles; for it is zrue that if everyone
practised them, everyone would find them very acceptable. But
when it comes to public policies and social aims, then (to quote from
The Thousand and One Nights) the liberal moralist is “carried into
the mill of complication”. How, in a class-divided society in which
the profits of one class are derived from the labour of another, can
public policies and social aims be judged by a criterion of universal
acceptability? Under cover of that criterion, the principle of arbitra-

tion and reconciliation inevitably comes down in favour of preserving
the profit-system.

3. MEN AS MEN

The argument from universalisability depends on evading any close
examination of the actual social condition of mankind, and instead
trying to prescribe universal principles of human conduct on the
basis of an abstract conception of what Mr Hare calls “men as men”’.
It is postulated that there exist certain *“‘desires and inclinations of
the human race”, characteristic of men as men, which moral precepts
must be made to fit and by reference to which they must be tested.

Indeed, all the liberal-humanist moral philosophies, as opposed
to those which appeal to supernatural or transcendental moral
sanctions, or to mysterious intuitions, have depended on this same
postulate. Hume’s conception of pleasure and pain, Kant’s cate-
gorical imperative, the utilitarian principle of the greatest happiness
of the greatest number, and the new linguistic analysis of moral
reasoning, all alike depend on it. It states that human individuals
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as such are basically identical in desires and inclinations, and that
therefore there can be worked out a morality for men as men,
prescribing ways of living together, which is absolutely impartial as
between particular interests and ideologies and adjusts and reconciles
them all. Such a morality is truly universalisable, and stands right
above all merely personal or class interests.

But what is characteristic of men as men is their social life, based
on the social production of their means of livelihood. And this evolves,
and presents very different formations from place to place and from
time to time. There exist human individuals, identical in their
anatomy and physiology and in basic material needs. But in order
to satisfy these needs they have to live and work together in human
society; and their desires and inclinations, like their capabilities,
their interests and their ideals, are all determined not simply in
accordance with their genetical attributes as human individuals, but
in accordance with the forces of production possessed by their society
and the relations of production within which they are used. To say
anything to the point about “men as men” requires not only the
abstract comparison of human individuals to find what desires and
inclinations they have in common, but also the investigation of social
relations and of the development of men in society.

This objection to the abstract liberal method of moralising was
first lodged by Marx. “The human essence,” he wrote “is no
abstraction inherent in each single individual. In its reality it is the
ensemble of social relations” (Theses on Feuerbach). Though he
wrote that about Feuerbach in 1845, to apply it to what Mr Hare
wrote in 1963 one need only substitute for “the human essence” the
more or less synonymous phrase “men as men”’.

When the modern bourgeois social formation began to take shape,
old ideas of status and hierarchy, according to which some people
were slaves who belonged to their masters, or serfs who were tied
to the land and owed corresponding duties to their lords, were
challenged, and it was proclaimed that all men are equal and have
the same human rights. This idea of human equality which, like the
authors of the Declaration of Independence, all liberal moralistsregard
as “self-evident”, reflected in the most obvious way the actual
changes which were taking place in the economic organisation of
society. But to"justify it there came, not the critical analysis of
economic changes (which-shows that tlre-changes need to go a lot
further), but the abstract theory of “men as men”. And from this
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theory the conclusion emerges that practical moral principles for
regulating men’s conduct in living together are to be tested and
established by considering how far, if everyone applied them, every-
one’s basic claims as a human individual would be met.

This conclusion, now reargued and reformulated by linguistic
philosophy in terms of “the logic of language”, has been urged in
one form or another for a long time. For example, analytic philo-
sophers recently discovered that Bishop Butler, who preached a
series of sermons on “self-love” and “benevolence” to a fashionable
congregation in London in 1726, was the greatest of British moralists.
The Bishop said that everyone should take care of his own interests
with due regard to those of other people, and that conscience would
guide him in finding the right balance. Though Mr Hare’s exposition
lacks his predecessor’s episcopal decorum, his conclusions are not
essentially different. Look after your own interests, respect other
people’s, and don’t have ideals which interfere with interests—it is
still the liberal Bishop addressing his well-fed bourgeois congre-
gation.

The fallacy in this comfortable and comforting view is a simple
one. Since at any given time and place’ the desires and inclinations,
the interests and requirements of people in society depend not
simply on the human nature of each individual, but also on the
totality of historically determined social relations between individuals,
it follows that the interests and claims of individuals which morality
has to respect are determined in conformity with the established
social order. Consequently the morality for “men as men” turns
out to be in reality the morality for living within the social order,
with all its contradictions and class divisions, in which the conception
of “men as men” was born. As Marx said, “the abstract individual”
of the liberal moralist “belongs in reality to a particular - form of
society” (ibid). He belongs, in fact, to the bourgeois form of society,
and his moral nature will never permit him to infringe upon
bourgeois interests or to pursue other than bourgeois ideals.

4. “1” QUESTIONS AND “WE” QUESTIONS

The idea of ““men as men” which Mr Hare, like all liberal moralists,
finds essential for moral reasoning, is bound up with what may be
described as an essentially individualistic outlook. This should not
be confused with selfishness or egotism. Some of the earlier bourgeois
moralists did indeed fall into this confusion, and could find no
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moral reason why any individual ought to respect any interests but
his own. But moral philosophy has long extricated itself from that
position, and Mr Hare’s moral arguments depend entirely on the
idea that each individual ought to respect the interests of every other
individual.

The individualism of Mr Hare and of other liberal and linguistic
moral philosophers goes deep, for it resides not only in the answers
they give but in the very questions they ask. They arrive at individual-
istic answers because they ask individualistic questions.

The “moral questions” which Mr Hare tries to help us “to think
better about” are questions of the form: “What shall I do?” He
never seems to doubt that “moral questions™ must take this personal
individualistic form, since the function of prescriptive judgments
is to guide choices and choices are made by individuals. Hence each
individual must decide for himself, and moral philosophy is the
logical exposition of the moral reasons for individual decisions. It is
in order to work out the answers to such questions that Mr Hare
deploys the concept of “men as men”. Individual people are endowed
by Ged or Nature with common desires and inclinations, and’ so
they can reason about and test universalisable prescriptive judgments
adopted to guide their choices by exploring how far they are all able
w0 accept their universalisation. But in order to account for how
such questions come to be asked, he deploys another and more
ancient concept, namely, that each individual is endowed with free
choice or free will.

That people are often presented by choices and do make them,
is indubsitable. In a sense, to be in a situation of choosing is something
that continually happens to all animals, whenever the relation of
organism to environment permits them alternative modes of
behaviour. What is unique about the suman capacity of choosing,
and makes us claim that we are able to choose what to do freely or
deliberately or rationally or morally in a way not open to other
species of animal, is that human individuals put the alternatives
before themselves in a way not open to other animals. This is not
due to our being endowed with something called “free will”” which
other animals lack, but to our having acquired the use of language
in which alternatives may be presented. Language is a social acquisi-
tion. And so evidently human individuals possess their human
capacity of deliberate choite because they- are members of human
society. Outside their relations with each other they would lack free
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will, and could not indeed possess that kind of individuality or
personality that is specifically human and makes the human indi-
vidual a moral agent. (It may be objected that Robinson Crus?e
presented an outstanding example of a person exercising free will
in a highly moral manner. But had he been stranded on an island
as an infant, his behaviour would have been different. His whole
story makes it very clear that the initial factor in forming his
character was, as he tells us, that “I was born in the year 1632, in
the city of York, of a good family™.)

Such considerations about human choice seem fairly obvious—
but it is only by ignoring them that Mr Hare can consider “moral
questions” exclusively from the point of view of what each individual
should do and how each individual should decide for himself. He
argues as if to think out moral principles were to think out the
-principles which I shall prescribe for myself, as an individual possess-
ing free will, and thereby also by implication prescribe for other
people. He calls his conclusions not only “liberal” but *“protestant”—
and rightly so, for they echo the protestant individualism which
sees moral questions as personal questions, and duty as obedience to
“the monitor within”. But yet, the consideration that individuality
is a social product suggests that the individual puts moral questions
to himself because of his membership of society rather than because
of his individual attribute of free will.

The outstanding fact about people is their mode of dependence
on each other. It is not only that each is rather helpless alone and
that we can do things together which none of us can do separately;
it is that no one becomes a person except in human relations with
other people. Outside such relations there can be individuals of the
species, but not people. Hence the concept of ‘“‘a person” is a concept
of human social relationship, of doing things together with other
people. And hence, when people are looking for principles to guide
choices, they are not only concerned with questions of the form
“What shall I do?” but also of the form *“What shall we do?” And
indeed, whether judged by the effect of their answers on the fate of
the social organisation or on the fate of each individual, the latter
questions must rank as more important. But not only are they
more important, they are also logically prior to the individualistic
questions. -

It is rash to presume, as individualists evidently do, that because
acts of choice are individual, and a collective decision can only be
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carried out by individual actions, answers to “we” questions must
follow logically from answers to “I” questions—that is to say, that
what a number of people together ought to do follows from what
in the circumstances each of them individually ought to do. The
contrary is true. People can do together what they cannot do
individually, and moral questions would not arise at all about what
they do individually unless they did things together.

For example, if the question is mooted by members of a trade
union “Should we come out on strike?”, what each individual has
to decide is “Should I vote for or against a strike?” But his answer
to this question about what he individually should do is logically
dependent on his answer to the question about what the members
collectively should do. Again, the answer to the collective question
is not arrived at by each considering for himself “Should I come
out on strike?” As regards that question, most trade unionists would
act on the principle that when it is decided to strike each individual
should strike, and when it is decided to remain at work each
individual should remain at work. In this instance, then, the answer,
for each person concerned, to the question “What should I do?”
is dependent on the answer to the question “What should we do?”
And this same order of dependence is not unusual with questions
about what individuals ought to do, though it is often overlooked.
Thus in many socially controversial questions the answer to what
individuals should do depends on the answer to whether we should
preserve the existing social system or try to change it. Even the
principle that one ought not to smoke in “no smoking™ compart-
ments on railways depends on the principle that we ought to run
the railways so as to satisfy both smoking and non-smoking
passengers.

The reason why moral questions are in fact posed is not because
individuals are faced with choices and have individually to work
out principles to guide their choices, but because individuals depend
on each other in society in such a way that they need principles to
regulate the way they live together. Naturally enough, the latter do
serve as principles to guide what individuals should do. But it is the
same social mode of life that makes individuals free to choose that
makes their voluntary actions subject to moral principles. People in
society cannot but regulate their affairs by judgments answering
the question “What should we do?”, and the answers to questions
“What should I do?” are consequent on these.

Ve




234 LINGUISTIC PHILOSOPHY

5. CHOOSING THE WORSE

That Mr Hare and other linguistic philosophers have posed their
questions wrongly when they conclude that moral principles are
adopted simply to cope with the individual’s predicament whenever
he is faced with a choice, is shown by the fact that this leads them into
an odd “dilemma”—one of those artificial puzzles which, as they
themselves have observed in other contexts, are an infallible sign of
something wrong somewhere in a theoretical exposition.

How can an individual ever deliberately act against a moral
principle which he himself recognises? Mr Hare and others have
tied themselves up in knots over this question, as their predecessors
did over such questions as “How can anyone know that anyone else
has toothache?” For though an individual may choose to act against
the principles guiding someone else’s choice, he cannot choose to act
against the principles guiding his own choice; for if he did, the
principles would not be the principles guiding his choice. Hence
to say “I ought to do this, but I won’t” is a contradiction in terms,
and it is logically impossible deliberately to do anything one considers
wrong. ) :

Mr Hare tries to work his way out of this paradox (it has been
debated by linguistic philosophers for years, being a worse headache
than the toothache) by saying that he who does something he
considers he ought not to do, does not in fact choose at all (Freedom
and Reason, 5.7). What happens is that he is driven to act against
his principles by the overmastering effect of irrational impulse. Far
from acting deliberately, he is in fact the mere passive agent of his
own passions. As proof of this Mr Hare quotes the poet Ovid:

“Meanwhile Aeetes’ daughter’s heart took fire,
Her struggling Reason could not quell Desire. . . .
“This madness how can I resist?’ she cried,
‘No use to fight, some god is on its side . . .
Urged this way—that—on Love’s or Reason’s course,
I see and praise the better, do the worse.’”’

and also the Apostle Paul :

“. .. what I do is the wrong which is against my will; and
if what I do is against my will, clearly it is no longer I who
am the agent, but sin that has its lodging in me.”
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He does not add that this unlikely combination of authorities could
be quoted in every lawcourt to get the accused off on a plea of
“temporary insanity”. The Judge might have some caustic remarks
to make. Here it is only necessary to say that it involves no logical
contradiction to recognise the prescriptions of one’s society and
at the same time deliberately try to get away with ignoring
them.

6. THE SOCIAL NATURE OF MORALITY

The universalisable character of moral judgments, correctly noted
by Mr Hare and other linguistic moralists, is a consequence of the
essentially social nature of morality. That a moral prescription applies
not to anyone in particular but to anyone in like circumstances is
simply the result of the fact that such principles are enunciated for
the purpose of regulating social life. Similarly, though moral
principles are enunciated by individuals (indeed, it is absurd to say
that anything is ever enunciated except by individuals), they differ
from ordinary “imperatives™ or “commands” in that the individual
who uses moral words does not suppose himself to be speaking
merely for himself.

When, for example, a sergeant-major shouts “Shoulder arms|” it
is Aim issuing an order to the squad. But when the C.O., instructing
the recruits in their duty, tells them they ought always to polish
their buttons and have their hair cut, it is not merely him as an
individual issuing an order (though it is an order, and if they disobey
it he will put them in the guard house). He is not speaking only for
himself. What is he speaking for? He is the mouthpiece for enunciat-
ing a universal prescription to regulate army life. If he has not
studied linguistic philosophy and is prone to category-confusion, he
may well maintain, if asked, that he is speaking for The Army,
which makes its prescriptions known through the voices of its officers.
The Army itself, he may add, is an arm of The State, and The
State’s prescriptions are derived from God. It is quite easy to see, in
such examples, how the prescriptive and universalisable use of words
to fulfil certain social requirements generates the illusion that moral
principles are laid down for individuals by a supernatural authority.
And certainly (whatever Mr Hare may have to say to the contrary),
in considering himself subject to moral principles the individual
considers ‘himsel subject to prescriptions which are not laid down
for him by the fiat either of himself or of any other individual.
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The authority, however, is not supernatural but social: it is the
natural product of the social association of persons.

7. INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIAL QUESTIONS

The key questions to decide in moral argument are, then, not indi-
vidual questions but social. Before people each try to work out *“on
what principles should I act?” they should give some consideration
to the question “‘on what principles should we act?”

Grave as may be the individual’s moral problems in contemporary
society, such as the problem of whether to tell a lie, or sleep with a
member of the opposite sex to whom one is not legally contracted
for that purpose, or smoke in a “no smoking” compartment, there
are nowadays (and there always have been) collective or social
problems that are a good deal graver. These are problems about how
public affairs should be conducted, and how and to what ends people
should work in concert. The individualistic way of posing moral
questions (which linguistic moralists seem to think the only way
presented in “the actual use of language) assumes that once having
worked out principles of what each individual ought to do, all moral
questions are by implication answered. For if everyone agrees on
the principles on which everyone ought to act, what else remains to
decide on? On this assumption Mr Hare concluded that the same
principles which work in private life when individuals respect each
other’s interests are equally applicable in public affairs. But as we
have seen, the assumption is false. For the human relationships
and conflicts of interests and aims which arise in public life are
of a different order from those affecting people in their private
lives.

It is indeed for this reason that we are faced in contemporary
society (and the same has been true in the past) with the unedifying
spectacle of public men who conduct their private lives in the most
moral way, and whose indignation knows no bounds whenever their
colleagues are caught out in any misdemeanour, making themselves
responsible for public policies in which the ruthless pursuit of
interests is but barely disguised by a few moral catchphrases. Their
personal moral principles need not be questioned, but they simply
do not apply in public affairs, and so they conduct the latter in a
very different style. At the same time, the moral demand is made
that all individuals should learn how to conduct themselves individu-
ally on moral principles, regardless of the state of the society in which
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they have to live. Yet it is a bit hard to expect certain Asians and
Africans, for example, to cultivate individually the domestic and
civic virtues of British or American suburbanite commuters when
they are being bossed by puppet rulers and harried by mercenaries,

“or to expect the youth of Britain and the United States to behave as
models of propriety when their elders are spending so much public
money on hydrogen bombs and failing to provide them with decent
homes or even playing fields.

There can be no doubt, however, that moral questions—that is
to say, questions answered by prescriptive judgments—are raised,
and due to the conditions of human existence are bound to be raised,
not only about the private behaviour of individuals but about the
conduct of public affairs. For example, many people have asked in
Britain “Ought the old-age pensioners to be treated like this?” We
may also ask such questions as “In modern conditions ought means
of production to be privately owned and worked for profit?”

Mr Hare tries, as we have seen, to answer such questions by
applying to public affairs the same principles of the reconciliation
of interests which he considers fundamental for the conduct of
personal life. On the other hand, there are many who would contend
that these sorts of questions are not “moral” at all, but are of another
kind, namely “political”. Morality, it is suggested, is essentially a
personal matter, a matter of the conduct of each individual. Though
Mr Hare does say that public policies should be decided on moral
principles, the fact is that he too continues to regard morals as
primarily a personal matter.

Of course, there is a distinction between different types of “‘ought”
questions. The question “Ought the rich to be taxed in order to
provide old-age pensions?” is a different type of question from
“Ought one to cut down on luxuries in order to support one’s aged
mother?”” But the approach which sees morals as primarily a personal
matter in effect separates morals, which is personal, from politics,
which is public, and for practical purposes turns morals into a
system of exhorting individuals to act on one set of principles while
the society on which they depend for their health, education and
happiness is managed on quite contrary principles (if, indeed, it is
managed on any principles at all).

It is in this sense that most morality, as publicly preached, has

always been hiimbug; and most moral philosophy a mere embellish-
ment of humbug by specious reasoning.
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8. SOCIAL ORGANISATION AND PERSONAL BEHAVIOUR

In practice and in logic the answers to questioris about the rights
and wrongs of personal behaviour depend on the answers to questions
about the rights and wrongs of social organisation. To try to consider
the former separately and independently can never lead to anything
but (to quote Hume) sophistry and illusion.

That this is so in practice is shown by the fact that at all times
conceptions of people’s duties to one another no less than their duties
to themselves have varied with their conceptions of what sort of a
social organisation they ought to maintain. For example, conceptions
of sexual morality vary with different forms of family organisation.
Again, the peculiar virtues of sturdy independence, honest dealing,
rendering value for money and, indeed, the degree of submission to
arbitration between interests and tolerance of different ideals so
eloquently recommended by Mr Hare, belong to a capitalist free-
enterprise society, and were not so highly prized in former slave or
feudal societies. People who are banded together to defend a threat-
ened regime develop their own peculiar conceptions of loyalty, self-
sacrifice and devotion to impersonal symbols such as the Church or
the Crown or the Country; while others who combine to resist or
overthrow the regime develop conceptions of solidarity and comrade-
ship and giving up everything for the struggle; or if, like the primitive
Christians, they think the regime wrong but can do nothing to alter
it, they form yet other ideas of how to conduct themselves as a
community of saints and martyrs in a wicked world.

Naturally enough, there are some “moral words”, such as “theft”
and “murder”, which almost always imply blame, and others, such
as “honesty” and “loyalty”, which almost always imply praise
(though in different conditions opinions as to what constitutes theft,
murder, honesty or loyalty may vary greatly). This is because almost
any social organisation must demand some sort of honesty and
loyalty from its members and forbid them to murder one another
or steal each other’s things. Hence the identity of standards of
personal behaviour which has always existed amid differences.

And that it is so in logic, that logically conceptions of people’s
personal duties follow from conceptions of what sort of social
organisation they ought to maintain, and not the other way round,
follows from the consideration that the use of language to utter
moral imperatives is not a use whereby each individual decides for
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himself how to regulate the action of his own free will, but is a
use whereby individuals associated in society state principles for
carrying on their social life. That being so, it is evident that to
carry on difterent forms of association entails different moral
imperatives.

9. INTERESTS AND REASONS

The universalisability of moral judgments, on which Mr Hare’s
account of moral reasoning hinges, is a consequence, as I have
already noted, of the essentially social nature of morality. Mr Hare,
however, treats each individual as if he existed as an individual
person independent of society; and then treats moral judgments as
if they were prescriptions which each individual decides to make
for himself, taking into account that, as it happens, he has to live
alongside others of his kind. Consequently the account he gives of
the logical property of universalisability, as belonging to moral
judgments, is itself not at all complete or adequate; and this in turn
affects his account of the logic of moral reasoning.

Mr Hare treats moral reasoning as if it were a matter of each
individual making his individual moral judgments consistent. So
he concludes that consistent moral principles are such that anyone
could consistently wish everyone to act on them. Hence moral
principles must always be such as to compromise interests, because
everyone must wish that everyone else should reconcile their interests
with his; and similarly they must not let ideals be such as to
trample on interests, because everyone must wish that no one else’s
ideals should lead to his own interests being trampled on. Quite
apart from the practical impossibility, in existing circumstances,
of everyone consistently acting on such principles, this entails, as
we have seen, that the existing social set-up on which existing
interests depend ought to be preserved and no fundamental social
changes ought to be made.

But suppose such changes are socially desirable, and that certain
existing vested interests are a barrier to desirable social reorganisa-
tion? Are we to conclude that it is logically impossible for there
ever to be a valid argument in support of such judgments? There
is some mistake in the logic which leads to such a logical consequence,
just as there is some mistake in the logic which concludes that it
is logically impossible” for anjoné to ‘chdosé’ to-do anything he
considers wrong.
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The primary moral questions, on which all others depend, concern
the desirability of different forms of social association. And with
these moral reasoning has to begin.

Moralists have formed their ideas of what is socially desirable or
undesirable, couched them in grandiose moral language, and given
all manner of reasons for them; but what in effect they have
generally been doing is to express conflicting social aims corres-
ponding to conflicting class interests. In class-divided society social
aims or ideals reflect class interests. And hence to argue rationally
about what is socially desirable involves finding reasons or standards
by reference to which to judge or evaluate interests. Before questions
of how far to compromise and reconcile interests can be rationally
decided, a decision must be reached on which interests take prece-
dence, which are to be subordinated to which.

Generally speaking, moral judgments reflect interests. And
naturally, when there exists a fair amount of agreement on the
desirability or otherwise of certain kinds of action (for example,
theft, or cruelty, or telling lies; or, in another sphere of activity,
starting a nuclear war) that is because those kinds of action appear
desirable or undesirable from the standpoint of all or at any rate
most interests. Such agreement is usually strongest about what is
undesirable rather than what is desirable. People tend to agree more
readily in being sure of what they should not do than of what they
should do. Moral judgments are accordingly arrived at, as is obvious
(and as Hume long ago pointed out), not so much by processes of
reasoning as by essentially irrational or pre-rational ideological pro-
cesses. We tend to judge first and then, stimulated especially by our
disagreements, to look for reasons. Then, in the light of reasons,
we may modify our judgments. In this way moral judgments are
generally neither entirely irrational nor entirely rational; reason
plays a part in their formation, but rather in moulding what is already
proposed than in originally proposing anything.

In moral philosophy, as distinct from social anthropology, we are
concerned, as Mr Hare has said, with the sort of reasons that can
validate moral judgments. And though he does not say this, it is
worth noting that this concern is itself the application of a moral
principle. To say that we should try to make our moral judgments
such as can be validated by reason, and criticise them and modify
them in the light of reason, is itself a moral principle (though far
from universally agreed), just as it is to say that we should base our

N
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judgments of matter of fact on the honest endeavour to ascertain
the facts (and that is not universally agreed either). Both these
principles amount to the injunction to submit judgments to certain
kinds of criticism and test. Discussion of theoretical questions of
ethics, as of the theory of knowledge and scientific method, often
fails to take into account the complicating factor that the discussion
itself is inescapably a matter of moral controversy which, like all
such controversy, reflects conflicting social interests.

How can we reason about questions of social desirability? What
else than a factually-based account of society can supply such reasons,
yet how can a factually-based account supply them?

Formally, there can be no doubt that Hume was right in insisting
that no factual statement or combination of factual statements can
entail a prescriptive statement. And so, as Mr Hare points out in
The Language of Morals (2.5), “No imperative conclusion can be
validly drawn from a set of premises which does not contain at least
one imperative”. But that merely says that no prescriptive judgment
can be formally deduced from non-prescriptive judgments. Of course
not. As Hume also showed, no scientific generalisation is formally
deducible from any set of factual statements; and so it is not sur-
prising that no moral generalisation is deducible either. Hume's
principle only shows how not to reason about moral questions—
that is to say, not to try to conclude about desirability by formal
deduction. But formal deduction is not the only, nor indeed the chief,
method of reasoning.

A good or valid reason for judging something desirable is not the
same as a cause for certain people desiring it. And if it is a good
reason, it is not merely a reason “for me” or “for my group” but for
anyone who takes into account the objective circumstances which
are cited.

It is this last point about moral reasons that constitutes the missing
constituent of the logical property of universalisability as applied to
moral judgments. A universalisable judgment commits the speaker
to the view that reasons supporting it hold good for anyone. The
same applies, of course, to factual statements, such as “The train is
running late”, which, as Mr Hare has said, are universalisable. On
the other hand, there may be some doubt as to whether it applies,
in all contexts, to such a statement as “This is red”. And that, of
course, is why it is open to doubt whether *“This is red” always states
an “objective” fact in the same way as “The train is late”. Indeed,
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the two words “universalisable” and “objective”, as applied to judg-
ments, are practically synonymous. That a value judgment is univer-
salisable means, that it is intended to be objective as distinct from
being a mere subjective expression of preference. Thus if I say that
something is desirable, I may be merely expressing my personal
preference. But if such a statement is put forward as a moral judg-
ment, or as a universalisable prescription, I am saying that that thing
is desirable and that there are reasons for holding it so which are
good for anyone. Evidently, then, a judgment which is universalisable
or objective should be supported by good reasons; and if such cannot
be found, or if such are found for some incompatible judgment, then
the truth of the original judgment is open to doubt or is refuted. In
this sense, we may speak (as we very generally do) of the “truth” of
value judgments, just as we speak of the “truth” of factual judg-
ments. It is true that they are not “pictures of facts” in the sense
defined by the simpler versions of the correspondence theory of truth;
but neither are factual judgments.

The reasoned recommendation of a way of social life cannot, then
(and so far Mr Hare would agree), simply cite causes why I or any
other particular person or group of persons in fact desire it. To do
that is merely to cite particular interests in opposition to others, and
to supply no reasons why the former should prevail over the latter.

On the other hand, it is not required that such a reasoned recom-
mendation should be universally applicable at all times and places,
regardless of existing social conditions. For what is practicable must
always depend on circumstances, so that what is or is not a rational
recommendation must always depend on the actual historically con-
ditioned character of the social set-up in which it is made. Nor is it
required that whatever is recommended must be equally acceptable
to everyone. As we have seen, such a requirement is impossible to
meet anyhow. Thus because individuals live in historically condi-
tioned social relations, and are made what they are to a great extent
by social conditioning, it is impossible for any way of life recom-
mended as desirable to be even practicable, let alone acceptable to all
individuals, in all circumstances; or where people are divided by class
interests for it ever to be both practicable and acceptable to them all.

If, then, we are to find good reasons for current judgments about
what is socially desirable, and what interests should prevail, this
requires, first of all, an accurate description of the current state of
society—its economic basis, the interests and conflicts of interest con-
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tained within it, the individual and collective needs which people
have acquired in it and the ways in which and extent to which the
current social relations permit their satisfaction, and the possibilities
of maintaining social stability or of effecting social changes.

And it requires, secondly, a scientifically based general theory
about man and his social life. It is such a theory that provides the basis
for evaluations, the standards of judgment. For it permits a com-
parison of the actual with the possible which provides insight into the
defects of our social relations and mode of social behaviour relative
to the objective requirements for the development of social life, and
into practical ways of overcoming them. In other words, if only we
can work out a scientifically based general theory of man and society,
we can do what Hume said was logically impossible, namely, find
a way both practical and rational of concluding from what the human
situation is to what ought to be done in it, and of finding reasons for
what we think ought to be done in the investigation of the human
situation.

" The chief reason why Hume, and still more his followers, thought
that that was logically impossible was that they would never admit
that social investigation could do more than record lists of facts—
they denied it the right enjoyed by other branches of science to estab-
lish a general theory. In actual practice, however, people always do
argue from an account of a particular set-up, judged in the light of a
general theory (however vague and implicit that general theory may
be), to the conclusion that certain things are desirable or undesirable,
and ought to be changed or left alone. And those who disagree, argue
by denying that the current set-up is as described, or denying the
general theory, or denying both. For example, I have yet to meet
anyone who admitted the truth of Marxist general theory and of its
particular descriptive analysis of capitalism, and at the same time
denied the Marxist conclusion of the desirability of replacing capi-
talism by socialism; they have always found fault with some item of
the general theory or of the particular analysis or both.

How Marxism establishes a rational basis for value judgments and
for the critique of value judgments I shall try to indicate in the last
part of this book. Here it suffices to say that, on questions of social
desirability, reasoned judgment is always based, and cannot but be
based, on theories about the actual conditions of human existence.
And likewise when it comes to questions of the rights and wrongs
of individual conduct and personal relations, ho reasons can be given
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without presupposing some such theory. Such theories have tradi-
tionally been religious—and hence the widespread idea that morality
is inseparable from religion. But there are also all manner of non-
religious or lay theories. As we have seen, even Mr Hare has a thcory
of man, though a very vaguely formulated one—the theory of indi-
vidualism. ‘The real point for moral reasoning, then, is first of all to
discuss and test such theories, and then to test value judgments in the
light of the theories and in the course of practical experience.

10, WANTED—A MATERIALIST PHILOSOPHY OF MAN

The discussion of the linguistic analysis of the language of morals,
at least as it is presented by Mr Hare, thus leads us to the same con-
clusion as was reached in discussing the more general linguistic
theories of language and logic. It is quite untrue that the investigation
of the actual uses of language, however useful some of its findings
may be for showing how to avoid certain pitfalls of confusion, suffices
by itself to instruct us how to think better about either philosophical
problems in general or about the more practical problems posed in
moral philosophy. To think better about moral or any other questions
cannot be done with no other aid than describing the actual uses of
language and stating only what everyone admits. To quote Engels
for the third time (and now it is a temptation to invoke the Bellman’s
principle that “what I tell you three times is true™), it requires that we
should study ““to comprehend the real world as it presents itself to
everyone who approaches it free from preconceived idealist fancies”
and “relentlessly to sacrifice every idealist fancy which cannot be
brought into harmony with the facts conceived in their own and not
in a fantastic connection.”

Mr Hare set out to show how linguistic analysis of the language of
morals would succeed in “helping us to think better about moral
questions”. But to think better about moral questions requires 2
philosophical materialist approach applied to the actual social situa-
tion of mankind—if you like to put it in such terms, a materialist

philosophy of man. Only by such methods can we hope to make
moral thinking both practical and rational.

]



CHAPTER SEVEN

A Place in the Establishment

I. CRITICISM OF LINGUISTIC PHILOSOPHY

HavinG now examined in some detail what I take to be the principal
teachings of the contemporary linguistic philosophy, I shall try to
reach as balanced an estimate as my preconceptions allow of this
philosophy as a whole. This means trying to decide what is acceptable
and what is not in its teachings, on their face value, and also trying
to see them in their historical setting as representative of opinions and
trends in contemporary society.

Like every philosophy, this one took shape in a process of critically
considering the views of predecessors and seeking a way out of their
difficulties. (That much was true even of the first philosophies that
ever existed, for philosophy as a distinctive kind of intellectual exer-
cise did not come into being through the sudden discovery of philo-
sophical problems but rather through a critical attitude directed at
earlier pre-philosophical myths and religious ideas.) The linguistic
philosophy arose, as I tried to show in the first part of this book,
through trying to dispose of problems and get out of difficulties posed
by the earlier development of empiricism, and particularly by the
application of the method of logical analysis. It is this, rather than
any continuity of doctrine, that makes it the continuation of the great
empiricist tradition in modern philosophy joined with the tradition
begun by the founders of modern symbolic logic. That is how it
arose, and that is what it is. For like a living body, a philosophy is
what its genetical constitution makes it.

Linguistic philosophy is a particular way of trying to get out of the
difficulties created by the past development of empiricism. And what
is most characteristic of this way is its negativity. Problems are solved
by showing that they are wrongly formulated, and that there are no
such problems. Difficulties are got oit of by showing that they arise
simply from misunderstanding the uses of words, and that there are
no such difficulties. Theories are put to rights by showing that
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philosophical theory itself is due to misunderstanding, and that there
is no need for theories.

This means that characteristic of linguistic philosophy is, amongst
other things, a totally unhistorical view of philosophy. It is only a
succession of verbal muddles. And this succession is brought to a
fortunate stop when linguistic philosophers investigate the actual
uses of language. Then, as Wittgenstein said, the solution of the
problems of philosophy is seen in the vanishing of the problems. But
yet, this solution itself can only be made plausible because the unhis-
torical approach to past philosophy leads to misunderstanding what
philosophers were doing. And it generates its own new myth that
“what everyone admits”, that is, ordinary factual statement, sets no
problems. But when at length linguistic philosophers have decided
that the common man is right in denying that a table is a collection
of sense-data, all the problems of philosophy are still not disposed of.

Perhaps the best achievement of linguistic philosophy, and its
greatest boon to perplexed humanity, is to have at last freed em-
piricism from the bogey of subjective idealism. But it has done that
only at the cost of imposing prohibitions on what we are allowed to
say which free us not only of subjective idealism but of any coherent
philosophical theory at all, and consequently leave a legacy of in-
coherence and ambiguity. What is a language game? What is an
actual use of language? How demonstrate the logically permissible
uses of language, and distinguish them from impermissible ones, if
they may be given no foundation? These are among the new diffi-
culties which linguistic philosophy generates in its turn.

Because of its negativity, the criticism of linguistic philosophy must
take the form of arguing, not that the kind of theory it puts forward
is wrong (for it puts forward no theory), but that the kind of theory
it forbids is wrongly forbidden.

Consequently two quite opposite criticisms can be made of lin-
guistic philosophy. These critical points of view face respectively to
the past and to the future. On the one hand, it may be criticised for
having rejected the whole of what has been called “metaphysics”.
But on the other hand it may be criticised because, having justifiably
rejected metaphysics, it has no theory to put in its place and nowhere
to go.

At the end of My Philosophical Development (1959) Russell says
that “the new philosophy seems to me to have abandoned, without
necessity, that grave and important task which philosophy through-
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out the ages has hitherto pursued. Philosophers from Thales onwards
have tried to understand the world . . . I cannot feel that the new
philosophy is carrying on this tradition.”

What remains far from clear in Russell’s account is how this
tradition, which the linguistic philosophy has abandoned, is to be
carried on. Russell thinks philosophy must be “analytic”, and with
that no one need quarrel, for the word is vague enough to include
almost whatever one wants. But is the analysis which he recommends
as contributing to understanding the world still to consist of setting
forth the elements of the world to which all true statements refer?
In so far as his views at the latter end of his philosophical develop-
ment remain continuous with those at the beginning, it would seem
that he objects to linguistic philosophy because of its rejection of that
kind of analysis. Hence he rebuts its criticism of the old logical-
analytic method, and considers that the world is eventually to be
understood by continuing to apply it. This is to criticise linguistic
philosophy on points where a very good case can be made for its
being in the right.

Such criticism is always in the end inconsistent and incoherent, for
neither Russell nor anyone else has ever been able to say how this
kind of philosophical analysis can validate its conclusions. In so far,
therefore, as linguistic philosophy is criticised from this point of view,
the criticisms fail to hit it.

Criticising the idea that philosophers need only describe the uses
of language and not give them any foundation, Mr Ernest Gellner
said that “one cannot describe the use-in-the-world of an expression
without having a picture of that world first” (Words and Things,
VII, 3). This remark is true enough, and yet it is incoherent because
fundamentally ambiguous. What is this “picture of the world” and
how is it to be got? If it is a “picture of the world” of the kind that
traditional logical analysis, and before that traditional metaphysics,
set out to furnish, then the linguistic philosophers are surely right in
proposing to get along without it. Mr Gellner complained that they
have contrived a built-in immunity to criticism, because they have
always got an answer to everything. But why should they not have
an answer to critics whose basic criticism of them is that they refuse
to get bogged down in unrewarding problems from the past?

On the other-hand, linguistic philosophy may be criticised because,
having justifiably. said. that a critical-and analytic approach to the
problems of human thinking requires, not metaphysics, but an inves-
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tigation of the uses of language, it still fails to see that any investiga-
tion of the uses of language raises the problem of finding the right
approach to the investigation of the life and requirements of people
who use language. Having rejected metaphysics, we still require a
theory of man, according with and connecting up the different aspects
of social life and experience, and demonstrating the foundations for
extending and deepening our knowledge, and rationalising and
humanising our purposes.

2, THE REVOLUTION IN PHILOSOPHY

Linguistic philosophers claim to be the heirs of a great revolution in
philosophy.

This is no new claim. Philosophy has been revolutionised many
times since the Church lost its grip on it, but most of the revolutions
made little material difference to anyone. There was, indeed, a
genuine revolution, not only in ideas but in material life, when the
mechanical and chemical sciences started to be a major force of pro-
duction. And the processes then started must yet compel sccial changes
and changes in ideas more revolutionary than anything seen so far.
Associated with this, there was a  genuine revolution in philosophy,
the main herald of which was Francis Bacon; its completion depends
on bringing it home to ideas on man and society. But what of the
other revolutions? There was the revolution effected by Locke, which
saddled the empirical approach with subjective idealism. There was
the so-called copernican revolution effected by Kant, who awoke
from his dogmatic slumbers to ask how a priori synthetic knowledge
was possible. Then there was the revolution which proclaimed that
philosophy was logical analysis. And then Wittgenstein in rapid
succession led two revolutions, the first setting up the verification
principle and the second knocking it down again. At last linguistic
philosophers appear as the heirs to revolution, and discover that it
all makes no difference at all, and that everything is as everyone
except philosophers always thought it was.

Linguistic philosophers have made a thorough clean up of sub-
jective idealism. But what is remarkable is how very little difference
they claim this makes to what anyone should say or do. They have
taken Berkeley at his word when he said that in philosophy “we are
not deprived of any one thing in nature. Whatever we see, feel, hear,
or any wise conceive or understand, remains as secure as ever, and is
as real as ever . . . That the things I see with my eyes and touch with
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my hands do exist, really exist, I make not the least question”
(Principles, 34—5). Hence in the end their only difference from Berke-
ley is that whereas he said that Matter has no real existence, and only
Ideas exist, they say that such statements are unnecessary and mean-
ingless. All that philosophy has ever done, according to them, is to
add something puzzling and unacceptable to what everyone admits.
Just refrain from doing that, and stick, as Berkeley said he wanted
to do, to what everyone admits, and all philosophical puzzles are
ended, along with philosophy itself as traditionally practised. This is
the final revolution in philosophy—the cleaning up of verbal
muddles. The new revolutionary aim of philosophy is simply to cure
philosophical confusion.

In the course of its recent development professional philosophy,
with its special philosophical problems, has been getting extremely
remote from life’s problems. Having got so remote, the linguistic
philosophers, the most professional of all, discover that all the prob-
lems are only muddle and are quite pointless. The outcome for them
is to get more remote than ever—simply to devote their professional
skill to removing muddles which no one but professional philosophers
bothered about anyway. For them philosophical problems arise only
from philosophical misuses of words, so that the only problem for
philosophers is to clear up one by one the muddles of other philo-
sophers. If that task were to be completed, there would be an end to
philosophy as a profession. This is to reduce professional philosophers
to the status of those islanders who lived by taking in each other’s
washing. But fortunately for them, such an activity is self-perpetuat-
ing. Their jobs are not in danger. For when they have done with
cleaning up their predecessors’ confusions, they still find an occupa-
tion in cleaning up each other’s.

In short, the sequence of revolutions has eventually led to a position
where philosophers have no purpose apart from debunking philo-
sophy. They have deprived philosophy of any aim.

Philosophers for some time tried to function as hangers-on of
science, seeking to interpret it, to explain what its terms stand for
and what its propositions mean. Whatever linguistic philosophy has
positively to say is said in the field of logic, where a clarification has
been made of the meaning of meaning in the light of investigating
the uses of words. This knocked the bottom out of the interpretation
schemes of the analytic philcsophers—and the linguistic philosophers
mistook this for a revolution. In fact, philosophers had been hunting
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the snark—hunting for what we really mean when we make state-
ments, and for what words really stand for. They had not heeded the
warning given to the original snark-hunters:

“But oh, beamish nephew, beware of the day,
If your Snark be a Boojum! For then
You will softly and suddenly vanish away,
And never be met with again!”

And the end was, of course, that the Snark was a Boojum.
So what this revolution amounts to is that an entire line of philo-
sophical speculation has come to nothing. All the real questions of life

and of knowledge for life remain, while philosophy has vanished and
has nothing to say about them.

3. THEORYLESSNESS

The vanishing which occurred when Wittgenstein discovered the
snark makes the linguistic philosophy a puzzle for critics. For what
is it? As Mr Gellner complained, it is hard to catch; you may hunt it
with thimbles and hunt it with care, but you never quite know what
it is you are after. Or as Shakespeare said in a different context, “a
man knows not where to have her”. As I have tried to show, the
linguistic philosophy is not a theory—not even a theory about the
uses of language—but a cure or therapy for theories. What is revolu-
tionary (or at least novel) about it is not that it puts forward any new
and revolutionary theory about the world and its reflection in human
thought, or about man, or about the foundations of human know-
ledge, or about the purpose of life, or about anything else that has
been of interest to those interested in philosophy, but that it denies
that any theory is needed on the grounds that none of the questions
asked make sense. The end of the line of theorising begun when
Locke’s critique of “innate ideas” stimulated Berkeley to query
“abstract ideas” in general, is the imposition of a general ban on all
philosophical theory.

What is distinctive about linguistic philosophy is not what it asserts
but what it denies. Its novel and distinctive feature is not that it says
that philosophers should investigate the uses of words (which had
been said by many philosophers before) but is the adoption of the
principle announced by Wittgenstein (and not since argued about,

but simply taken as gospel) that the different uses of words have no
one thing in common.
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From this follows the peculiar methodology of the investigation of
the uses of language, which is confined to describing and exemplify-
ing lots of different uses, distinguishing and comparing them, clari-
fying many particular confusions in the process, and summed up in
the precept : only describe, don’t try to explain or derive or give any
foundation.

This principle and this methodology is what constitutes the therapy
for theories and the general ban on theory. For a general theory in
any field of inquiry depends on finding something in common. If
there is nothing to be found in common, then there can be no
theoretical generalisation, no theory but only the description of details
and the comparison of cases.

As I have tried to show, there nevertheless is something in com-
mon to the uses of language. If this is denied, the investigation
becomes theoryless, random and aimless, simply creating new prob-
lems and confusions of its own, which it cannot deal with, for every
old problem or confusion that is removed. But when, in view of this,
one seeks to derive the phenomena of language from their source, to
explain them, to find their foundation—then one is immediately
involved in general theory about man and his relation to nature, the
foundations of human consciousness and knowledge, the foundations
of human purposes and evaluations—in other words, in questions of
philosophical theory involving much more than only describing the
uses of words.

There are two opposite approaches to the making and formulation
of theory about the human situation and its problems—materialist
and idealist. As Engels put it, “The great basic question of all philo-
sophy . . . is that concerning the relation of thinking and being”
(Ludwig Feuerbach, 2). To explain men’s conditions of life and mode
of life from their ideas, is idealism; whereas to explain material
conditions from material causes, and to regard ideas and aims as
arising in response to material conditions, is materialism. Similarly,
to consider the world as though created or modelled in conformity to
forms and categories of thought, is idealism; whereas to consider the
forms and categories of thought as consequential on our need to
understand for human purposes the conditions of our existence, is
materialism.

Every general theory embodies one or other approach, or an incon-
sistent mixtiife of them or effort to reconcile them. And so, as Engels
said, “the great basic question” is that of which approach to take. To
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follow up consistently the approach which is learned from the ex-
perience of developing the methods of empirical science, is to take
the materialist approach. In the end, the objection to every sort of
idealist approach in theory is that it proceeds by false abstraction to
conclusions in principle unverifiable. But the objection to the
materialist approach is of another kind. It is that it is potentially
dangerous to vested interests entrenched behind organised systems of
mythology. It is far from true that every anti-establishment movement
adopts a standpoint of materialism or that every school of thought
which inclines to materialism is anti-establishment; for real life is
more complicated than over-simplified definitions of what is “pro-
gressive” and “reactionary” would allow. Nevertheless it is true that
every establishment has always scented danger in materialism, in
case it is carried too far.

Since the modern development of the sciences, most philosophers
have been engrosed with making philosophy scientific—but at the
same time with avoiding dangerous applications of materialism.
This is still true of linguistic philosophy.

Like logical positivism before it, the linguistic philosophy denies
or bans the whole question of materialism versus idealism. It is said
that such a question “concerning the relation of thinking and being”
is a pseudo-question and the product of mere verbal confusion. Like
all the brands of recent analytic philosophy, the linguistic philosophy
is, in its protestations at any rate, opposed to idealist-type speculations.
But it is opposed to materialism as well.

The traditional way of being at once scientific and anti-materialist
was established by Berkeley, and consists of saying that statements
about material things and material processes really refer to sensations
or ideas. But by saying this, empirical philosophers tied themselves
up in a knot of solipsism. At length, after they had spent more than
two centuries tying themselves up worse and worse in trying to
untie themselves, Wittgenstein adopted the expedient of the great
Alexander and cut the knot with a single stroke. The therapy for
theories did it. The philosophers were now freed from solipsism, but
they remained as free from materialism as ever. No wonder they
became “‘engrossed in the exciting work of following up their fresh
insights”! It is the distinctive bans against theory—there is no one
thing in common between uses of language, don't try to explain
anything, don’t give anything a foundation—that enabled them to
avoid all the traps of solipsism and at the same time to avoid
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materialism. But it is these bans, thought up to avoid the old solip-
sistic difficulties while still abjuring materialism, that cause all the
difficulties for linguistic philosophy.

Thoroughly to investigate the uses of language is a good idea for
philosophy. For thought cannot be separated from the uses of
language, so that the most fundamental questions for philosophy are
indeed questions concerning uses of language. It is not the injunction
to investigate uses of language, but the injunction that in so doing
one should “only describe”, that is open to criticism as the cause of
all the difficulties and inconsistencies and incoherences which we
have already noted as afflicting the linguistic philosophy. How
distinguish mere superstitions from the products of human acumen?
How relate the ways we use words to the realities we are talking
about? How understand and formulate the logical or formal neces-
sities governing the uses of language, and distinguish them from
the consequences of the grammatical and syntactical rules of parti-
cular languages? How understand and formulate the correct ways
of employing categories, and distinguish category-mistakes, which
may be committed in any language, from the mere violation of
idiomatic usages in particular languages? How criticise or find
reasons for moral principles and desirable ends of human association ?
These and similar questions are all posed by linguistic analysis, but
the bans on theory forbid their being answered, or suggest answers
which are obviously mere equivocations.

But raise these quite arbitrary bans—and then you open the way to
formulating a general materialist and revolutionary philosophy of
man, totally different from the linguistic philosophy, but at the same
time not contradicting but, on the contrary, incorporating the positive
findings of its detailed investigations.

4. THE LOGIC OF SCIENTIFIC DISCOVERY 7

The bans against theory imposed by linguistic philosophy are quite
groundless, and the therapy for theories is itself the cause of new
forms of mental derangement. |

But the negative ideas that inspire them—the ideas of not looking
for any one thing in common, only describing, not giving any
foundation—do correspond to what has long become the standard
approach, not to the sciences in general, but to the investigation of
human activities. Since. to-use language is a- human activity, it is
quite natural that philosophers who have uncritically imbibed such
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an approach to investigating human activities should apply it to
investigating the uses of language. .

As Marx observed, the approach developed in economic investiga-
tions has consisted of ‘“‘only describing . . .”” As he wrote to Engels
(June 27, 1867), economists became interested in “only the immediate
form in which relationships appear . . . and not their inner connec-
tions”. And as he wrote in the Afterword to the second German
edition of Capital (1873), this enabled some of them to function as
“hired prize-fighters; in place of genuine scientific research, the bad
conscience and the evil intent of apologetic™. Similarly in sociology
and history, investigation consists of recording, describing and classi-
fying. Of course, generalisations, even quite bold ones, are allowed
in so far as they simply consist of extrapolating observed correlations
of observable data. But as for fundamental theory such as directs
and unifies the sciences of nature, which not only describes but gives
a foundation, that is not allowed.

Refusal to accept the ban on theory which has for some time been
imposed in the social sciences, and has now been extended by the
linguistic philosophers to philosophy, is supposed to open the door
wide to every sort of unverifiable metaphysical speculation. And
the ban is indeed considered highly expedient, because those who
only describe human affairs keep an open mind about them, whereas
theories close people’s minds and turn them into dogmatists and
fanatics. It is alleged that any one thing in common underlying all
human activities must be something invented and unverifiable;
that to explain must be to cook up a fantasy-explanation; and
that to give a foundation must be equivalent to imposing -2
dogma.

But why? What is the basis for these allegations?

Scientific method as successfully developed in the natural sciences
always at a certain stage of investigation arrives at conclusions about
something in common, and such conclusions then constitute the
fundamental theories of the sciences. The sciences then leap from the
level of mere description and classification to that of explanation;
from the level of merely recording observations, and correlations of
observations which enable certain predictions to be hazarded, to
that of deeper understanding and control of the phenomena. Thus
the work of such investigators as Galileo and Newton arrived at the:
fundamental conclusion that the condition of existence of any body
at any instant is that it has a certain motion of its own and is acted
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on by external forces. The fundamental investigations of physics
deal with what is common within all chemical and physical change.
Since Darwin the biological sciences have proceeded from the funda-
mental idea that every organism lives by assimilating and adapting
itself to an environment. And similarly Marx proposed as the founda-
tion for the social sciences the proposition that men live by associating
together to produce their means of subsistence—and for the special-
ised science of economics, that the one thing all commodities have
in common is that they are products of human labour, and that
therefore what people are doing when they exchange commodities
is to exchange the products of definite quantities of socially-necessary
labour-time.. What is there unique about human activity which
should forbid the same type of fundamental theory being worked
out for the social sciences as has been worked out for the natural
sciences? And what is there in the simple propositions of Marx
which is invented, fantastic or dogmatic, as compared with the
fundamental propositions at present found acceptable in other spheres
of inquiry?

In The Logic of Scientific Discovery Dr K. R. Popper showed that
every scientific theory, every scientific generalisation or hypothesis,
takes the form of a “conjecture” which is suggested by reflection
on experience and practice but has to be falsifiable. If it is so framed
that nothing could conceivably falsify it, it is not susceptible to any
kind of empirical test and so does not belong to the body of
science.

For some reason or other, Dr Popper has since concluded that this
condition precludes the possibility of any fundamental theory about
men and human society. But why such theory should be any more
unfalsifiable than similar theories about natural phenomena, he does
not tell us. Very fundamental theories become, it is true, very obvious
as their consequences get worked out, and no one expects them to be
falsified, though conceivably they could be. In that respect, the
“fundamental law of motion of human society”, which Marx pro-
pounded, is in exactly similar case to, for example, the first and
second laws of thermodynamics. Various secondary hypotheses about
particular things may turn out to be mistaken and have to be
corrected, but that does not necessitate the revision of the funda-
mental theory, nor does this in turn render the fundamental theory
unfalsifiable and reducc -it -to “the ‘statis of What Dr-Popper has
called “a reinforced dogmatism”. It is not the view that the investi-
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gation of human activities should proceed on the basis of fundamental
theory that is dogmatic, but the view that it should not.

In his diatribe The Poverty of Historicism Dr Popper recalls that
in section 15 of Logik der Forschung he had shown that “every
natural law can be expressed by asserting that such and such a thing
cannot happen”—so that if it does happen, the law is falsified.
“For example, the law of conservation of energy can be expressed
by: ‘You cannot build a perpetual motion machine’; and that of
entropy by: ‘You cannot build a machine which is a hundred per
cent efficient’.” He is certainly right about that. Thus the first and
second laws of thermodynamics make it just too bad for people who
would like to build perpetual motion machines or machines one hund-
red per cent efficient. And similarly, the fundamental laws governing
the development of social relations make it just too bad for people
who would like to combine full employment, continuous techno-
logical advance, a steadily rising standard of living, and a lasting
peace, with maximum profits for employers of labour. If, however,
someone did build a perpetual motion machine, which ran without
fuel, or a machine one hundred per cent efficient, or if somewhere
there did come into existence a society not based on producing the
means of living, or a profitmotivated society without capitalist
contradictions, then the very fundamentals of both thermo-
dynamics and sociology would have to be very thoroughly over-
hauled. Yet nothing of the sort has happened to date, nor is it
likely to.

Evidently, then, there are no grounds for forbidding fundamental
theory concerning human activities. With human affairs and human
activities, as with nature, such theory leads from appearances to
reality, from form to substance, from external relations to inner
connections. These are words horrifying to many empiricist philo-
sophers, and especially linguistic ones. In the past it was thought
advisable to avoid certain words lest we conjure up the Devil. Today
the words just used are abjured lest we conjure up the shade of a
far worse personage, namely Hegel. And yet to do what these words
describe one does not have to become a Hegelian. One does not have
to make anything up, or engage in fantasy or speculation, or

renounce the open mind, or produce unfalsifiable systems of rein-

forced dogmatism. One does not have to do anything that Newton,
Darwin or Einstein have not taught us to do.
The fact is, that to oppose description to explanation is a totally
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false antithesis, just as it is to oppose detailed investigation to finding
something in common.

Yet the whole basis of the linguistic philosophy lies in posing these
false antitheses. Wittgenstein did not make them up, he only
borrowed them from what has for long been the official practice of
bourgeois social science in opposition to Marxism.

5. PROFESSIONALISM AND SPECIALISATION

A feature of linguistic philosophy, and indeed one of its strong
points, is that it has given up the old positivist aim of interpreting
the sciences. The sensationism, neutral monism and so forth of the
nineteenth century, which was smuggled into the twentieth by
labelling it “logical analysis”, has been dropped. But by what has
it been replaced? By nothing. Linguistic philosophers have had
much to say about “scientific language” in its distinction from and
relation to “ordinary language”, so as to show that there is no
contradiction between “scientific” and “common sense” statements
—language being used to perform a somewhat different job in the
one case from the other. They have also criticised nineteenth-century
theories of inductive inference and scientific method, such as were
developed out of J. S. Mill’s Logic. These careful linguistic investiga-
tions do show that certain traditional views about the sciences could
make their interpretations sound plausible only by misrepresenting
actual uses of words. So far, so good. But in its discussion about the
sciences linguistic philosophy sets aside any questions of explaining,
or justifying or finding the foundation for scientific methods and
scientific knowledge. It has no theory, no philosophy of science at
all, in the sense of having anything to say about the foundations of
the sciences, their interconnections and unity, or their purposes and
uses.

Its lack of connection with the sciences is one of the principal
indictments against linguistic philosophy made by Bertrand Russell
in the last chapter of My Philosophical Development. He calls lin-
guistic analysis “triviality” (but this is not the right word, in my
opinion), and continues:

“The only reason that I can imagine for the restriction of philo-
sophy to such triviality is the desire to separate it sharply from
empirical science. I do not think such a separation can be usefully
made. A philosophy which is tn have any value should be built upon
a wide and firm foundation of knowledge that is not specifically

M.L.P.—g
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philosophical. Such knowledge is the soil from which the tree of
philosophy derives its vigour . . . philosophy cannot be fruitful if
divorced from empirical science. And by this I do not mean only
that the philosopher should ‘get up’ some science as a holiday task.
I mean something much more intimate: that his imagination should
be impregnated with the scientific outlook and that he should feel
that science has presented us with a new world, new concepts and
new methods, not known in earlier times, but proved by experience
fruitful where the older concepts and methods proved barren.”

On the other hand, linguistic philosophers usually justify the sharp
separation they make between philosophy, as linguistic analysis, and
empirical science, on the grounds that professional philosophers are
not professionally qualified to discuss scientific questions. Thus
Professor Ryle, when delivering the Tarner Lectures, endowed for
the discussion of “the Philosophy of the Sciences”, excused himself
from dealing with the sort of questions dealt with by former lecturers
on the grounds that “I am disqualified . . . by the simple bar of
technical ignorance . . . I have long since learned to doubt the native
sagacity of philosophers when discussing technicalities which they
have not learned to handle on the job, as in earlier days I learned to
doubt the judgments of those towing-path critics who had never done
any rowing” (Dilemmas, I). Scientists know their own business, and
should be left by philosophers to get on with it.

The old positivist philosophy of science, as I tried to show, got
round to justifying the concepts and methods currently used in the
social sciences by way of its misinterpretation of the natural sciences.
The function of the sciences, it said, could only be to record
observations and correlations of observations. Linguistic philosophy,
on the other hand, will not thus legislate for the sciénces, or mis-
interpret them—and very properly not. But the practical outcome
remains much the same. Scientific experts know their own business;
so the methods adopted in social studies are not to be questioned,
and laymen, including philosophers, must accept what the experts
tell them. The outcome is that the general practice of “only describe”
adopted by experts in social studies is accepted by philosophers and
then applied by them to their own speciality of investigating uses of
language. Here the practice is turned into a principle, and once that
is done it in effect continues to justify the approach to social studies,
just as the older positivist philosophy of science did.

That all specialists know their own business is a veritable article
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of faith in linguistic philosophy. Who is the philosopher to lay down
the law for them? And so it turns philosophy itself into another
specialised inquiry, an inquiry into the actual uses of language—
with its bounds set so as not to overlap with any of the empirical
sciences, but within those bounds accepting the same limitations
which experts say all studies of human activity should accept.

In this, linguistic philosophy has the feature of carrying the
professionalisation of philosophy, which has long been a product of
academic life, to an extreme.

This type of professionalism is entirely modern. For such ultra-
specialisation is a natural feature of bourgeois society, growing to
extremes as technology advances and with it monopoly. The skilled
intellectual, formerly a free-lance citizen of the world with his
interests flung wide and his fingers in all manner of pies, has more
and more become a professional, an employee, a man with a specific
job. This has long applied in the sciences, and has intruded into the
so-called arts subjects and the humanities, where experts worry each
at his own little piece of culture, with as little qualification to
scientific judgment as scientists have to artistic or literary or even
moral and political judgment. And now the system of specialisation
is completed when philosophy becomes strictly specialist.

It is of course true that the development of modern society creates
and demands the development of a variety of special skills and
special branches of knowledge. But must the specialisation of human
skills lead to the specialisation of human individuals? The fate of
the individual would become, if this tendency persisted, like that of
the unfortunate selenites whom H. G. Wells portrayed as an awful
warning to mankind in The First Men on the Moon. There some
individuals had evolved enormous hands, suited to special types of
manual work and to nothing else, and were almost brainless; while
others, the intellectuals, had evolved huge heads of various shapes,
each with some special part of the brain enlarged while other parts
had atrophied. This was to portray how the individual who is trained
and confined to one and only one special function is in reality help-
lessly subjugated to an impersonal social organisation, for all his
individuality. Individuals thus become, as Engels once put it, the
subjects and not the masters of their own forces of production and
their own social organisation. But.rather_than accept such a fate it
is pertinent to ask ourselves to what ends our social organisation is
to.be directed by us, and in what ways the special skills and branches
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of knowledge evolved in social life are to be used for purposes that
will enrich the life of each separate individual and of all taken
together—We may ask such questions, but specialist philosophy
will not allow them to be answered. The foundations, connections
and purposes of human activities are no one’s business in the society
in which everyone is trained and employed for his own speciality.

6. A CLASS IDEOLOGY

In this context, the characteristic bans on theory of the linguistic
philosophy may be studied as a truly classical case of class-conditioned
ideology.

In describing the relation of the ideologists of a class to the class
they represent, Marx long ago explained that it consists of nothing
so simple as that the ideologists are themselves members of the class,
or even enthusiastic admirers of it. “According to their education and
their individual position,” he wrote, “they may be as far apart as
heaven from earth.” What ties the ideologists to the class they
represent is “that in their minds they do not get beyond the limits
which the latter do not get beyond in life, that they are consequently
driven, theoretically, to the same problems and solutions to which
material interests and social position drive the latter practically.
This is, in general, the relationship between the political and literary
representatives of a class and the class they represent” (T4e Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, 3).

The owners and managers of monopoly-capitalist economy are
concerned in practice with nothing but the expansion and profitability
of their own particular branches of industry and commerce, and to
this end they hire hands and brains. The linguistic philosophers are
certainly not monopoly capitalists and, so far as one can tell, they
mostly neither like nor admire monopoly capitalists. Professional
philosophers are not capitalists but professional workers employed
at universities for specialised purposes of teaching and research, and
as such they often show fight on a variety of issues ranging from
university grants and salaries to the defence of peace and democratic
liberties. Good for them! But what makes them ideologists of
monopoly capital is that in their minds they do not transgress the
limits which monopoly capital will not go beyond in life.

But of course, there is no irrevocable fate which imposes such
limits on the mind of any individual student or teacher of philosophy.
As Mr Hare has well said, it is open to everyone to think and to

o
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choose as he pleases. Or to use a phrase of William Blake, these
limits are merely “mind-forged manacles”. It is possible for the
mind to break them, if one chooses to try.

The specialism of the linguistic philosophy, and its corresponding
idea that everyone knows his own business, accounts for what Russell
and many others have felt to be the “triviality” of this philosophy,
and also for what Mr Gellner called its “blandness” and “com-
placency”. Blandly and complacently it fiddles away while Rome
burns.

It is also because linguistic philosophy has no theory to defend
that it is able to defend itself so effortlessly and to answer all comers.
It is an extraordinarily self-contained philosophy, as Mr Gellner
noted; but it has few possibilities of development. For the same
reason, it is simultaneously in a very weak position from which to
counter rival philosophies, whether of the right or of the left.
Linguistic philosophers are mostly progressively liberal in their
practical outlook—the typical standpoint of the professional workers
in Britain. Hence on at least some immediate practical questions
some of them may tend to keep left, and to place themselves with a
foot in the same camp with those whom theoretically they would
regard as highly doctrinaire socialists. When it comes to Marxism
and Communism, as a theory and as a social policy, they lack
argument, and can appeal only to the alleged expertise of anti-
Communist specialists and entrench themselves behind rather absurd
and crude, though doubtless very honest, misunderstandings of
Communist theory and aims. As an example of the latter one might
cite Professor Ayer’s remarks to the newspapers about dialectical
materialism on his return from a visit to the U.S.S.R. However,
far more to the point is the feebleness of the linguistic philosophy,
as a would-be rationalist, humanist, liberal and empiricist outlook,
to deal with all kinds of obscurantist doctrines of the right. All it
can say is that these doctrines offend against the logic of language
and don’t mean anything. This is indeed a feeble barrier to raise
against a flood of emotionally-charged preachings and teachings
which only too obviously do mean something and use language in
a way capable of influencing and directing action.

As a philosophy; the linguistic philosophy is, on all social questions,
in relation to all the problems-of real-life; remarkably quietist, non-
partisan and non-militant. It expresses the outlook of would-be
enlightened commonsense, getting on with your own speciality to
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the best of your ability and leaving others to get on with theirs, in
the belief that if everyone did so everyone would get on very well
in a spirit of mutual good will and compromise. And it is this very
outlook which was theoretically adumbrated by Mr Hare as the
conclusion of his examination of the language of morals. This is an
outlook that has pretty deep social roots in Britain. Over two hundred
years ago it was expressed very persuasively by Hume. While Britain
ruled the waves and was the workshop of the world it even seemed
at times to work very well. It today expresses the very essence of a
system of parliamentary democracy in which an elected government
is courteously kept in order by a loyal opposition, and no one would
dream of seriously challenging anyone’s right to make profits out
of other people’s labour. But those who live by such an outlook
have never, for all their professions, been able to stop others from

getting away with murder. Indeed, they have been known to get
away with it themselves.

7. A PLACE IN THE ESTABLISHMENT

In a capitalist society there are many philosophies which seemingly
compete, because they contradict each.other, but are socially supple-
mentary. Thus there are religious philosophies and anti-religious
ones, rational ones and irrationalist, sceptical doctrines and systems
of dogma. There is no such thing as “a bourgeois ideology” which
is all of one piece. What is most characteristic of ideology is that it
moves amid dilemmas and controversies in which some take oné
side and some the other. But behind the ever varying disputes of
the ideologists there remains in permanence the tough outlook of
the men with the power, for whom theories mean nothing except
as means of getting their own way or of amusing intellectuals and
keeping the masses in order. It is in this context that there has for
long been practised what has been harshly called “the treason of the
clerks”. This is the treason of intellectuals who discuss questions in
academic seclusion and put up no challenge to the powerful groups
whose interests stand in the way of human progress. Is not this tru¢
of many professional philosophers in this age of scientific progress
and of mass poverty and barbarous war? What possibilities there
are for the advance of the whole of humanity—and how they write
them off! This, I think, must be the final judgment on linguistic
philosophy. Just now this philosophy is being patronised and encour-
aged, and is making a clean sweep in British universities. But it
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cannot possibly satisfy the aspirations and needs of the people, and
especially the youth, for theoretical enlightenment and guidance.
Nor is it very likely to enjoy its privileged access to university
chairs and television screens for very long—any move either to the
right or to the left in the balance of British politics would be likely
to disturb it.

Yet despite its seclusion and its evasiveness, this philosophy is far
from trivial or negligible. In its own very specialised sphere of
linguistic investigation it has undoubtedly made discoveries, clarifica-
tions and criticisms of lasting value to any philosophy which sets
out to comprehend human life and purposes.

The history of philosophy has always been a story of gain and loss.
A philosophy earns a permanent place in the body of progressive
thought, and achieves ideas not to be erased, by its discoveries,
critical analyses and clarifications. The linguistic philosophy has done
this, which is more than can be said for some of its contemporary
rivals. But at the same time, a philosophy gains only a temporary
prestige in so far as it earns for itself a place in the temporary
establishment by its expression of the limitations, evasions and

prejudices corresponding to the interests and practices of the ruling
class.
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CHAPTER ONE

The Dialectical Materialist Approach

I.ACLEAN BREAK

Tue fundamental disagreement between Marxism and the linguistic
philosophy is not a disagreement between rival systems of philo-
sophical statements—for neither the one nor the other is such a
“system”. In what, then, does the disagreement consist?

This disagreement does not preclude a measure of agreement on
a number of important points. Both agree that knowledge about
nature and society, about mankind and the world we inhabit, is to
be won only by empirical means, with nothing known a priori and
everything subject to the tests which scientific method exacts. Both
agree in rejecting speculative philosophical theories of the sort which
say, as Wittgenstein put it, “it must be like this”. And for both
there remains nothing of the old types of philosophical investigation
which sought to determine “the nature of the world” in advance
of the detailed discoveries of the empirical sciences. For both, there-
fore, the only part which remains of the inquiries philosophers
traditionally made independently of the empirical sciences is that
which falls within the domain of logic.

The first philosopher to announce this conclusion was Friedrich
Engels, who wrote in the first chapter of An#i-Dukring: “What
still independently survives of all former philosophy is the science
of thought and its laws—formal logic and dialectics. Everything
else is merged in the positive science of nature and history.” It is
interesting to compare this statement with what Bertrand Russell
was to say a quarter of a century later, in the Tarner Lectures of
1914: “Every philosophical problem, when it is subjected to the
necessary analysis and purification, is either found to be not philo-
sophical at all, or else to be . . . logical.” By calling a problem “not
philosophical at all” he meant that_its_answer_depended on some
empirical investigation. And from Russell’s saying that logic is “the
essence of philosophy” eventually ensued the conclusion drawn by
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linguistic philosophers that the independent province of philosophy
is inquiry into “the logic of our language™.

"The special character of the linguistic philosophy lies in its special-
isation. It continues to regard philosophy as a specialised discipline,
that can be pursued independently of every other, with its own
special questions and special ways of answering them. These special
questions are “logical” ones, which means, among other things,
that empirical methods of investigation and test are inappropriate
to them—hence philosophy’s independence of the empirical sciences.
But they are so formulated as to exclude what Engels referred to by
using the word “dialectics”. Russell began by thinking of special
philosophical questions as of the form *“What exactly do we mean
by so-and-so?”” When linguistic philosophers had subjected such
questions to “the necessary analysis and purification” they eventually
emerged as questions about the actual uses of language.

Philosophy is accordingly pursued with no other aim than simply
to settle these very special “logical-philosophical” questions. That
is alleged, by some at least, to be a socially very rewarding pursuit.
Thus (although he said later that the linguistic philosophers had
overdone the specialisation of philosophy) Russell concluded his
History of Western Philosophy (1946) by claiming: “The habit of
careful veracity acquired in the practice of this philosophical method
can be extended to the whole sphere of human activity, producing,
wherever it exists, a lessening of fanaticism with an increasing
capacity of sympathy and mutual understanding. In abandoning 2
part of its dogmatic pretensions, philosophy does not cease to suggest
and inspire a way of life.” But this alleged application of specialised
logical-philosophical inquiry is entirely extrinsic to the aims of the
inquiry itself. And in any case, as the record shows, the actual
clarification of the moral and political problems of contemporary
society by specialist philosophers has not been impressive.

For Marxism, on the other hand, the aim of philosophy—and for
Marxism philosophy is a living activity and not a fossilised doctrine
—is to deal with the problems coming up out of our contemporary
social life which we, who by now have found out so much by the
practice of empirical inquiry, have to face as a result of the advances
of science and technology. The aim is to arrive at theoretical clarifica-
tions which are of practical value for human life—for formulating
human purposes and ways and means of realising them. Such
clarifications, of course, cannot be of the finalised or dogmatic
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variety: they can be arrived at énly to be tested in practice as the
starting point for further clarifications. For Marxism, in short, the
aims of philosophy are out in the wide world, and not enclosed
in the study or the lecture room.

It may be said that that means only that Marxism and linguistic
philosophers are using the word ““philosophy” to stand for different
things. The only disagreement is that we each try to do something
different but use the same word for it. Such an easy mode of
reconciliation will not do, however. For the specialised linguistic
philosophy has reached the conclusion that the wider aims of philo-
sophy are formulated only as a result of misunderstanding the logic
of our language. Under whatever name they may go, the aims
proposed by Marxists for philosophy are said to be illusory ones.
And of all the aims those generally called *“philosophers™ have ever
set themselves, the only ones not based on misunderstandings are
said to be the specialised ones of investigating the logic of our
language. The disagreement is about philosophy and not merely
about the use of the word “philosophy”. Marxism is not concerned
to challenge any particular analytic description of uses of language
made by linguistic philosophers. On the contrary, many of these
detailed analyses are very accurate. But the linguistic philosophy,
with its therapy for theories, opposes Marxism by saying that the
sort of philosophy on which Marxism relies, the formulation of the
dialectical materialist approach to understanding the world and our
place in it, cannot be done at all.

The specialised philosopher’s philosophy has become played out.
All that is left of it is an investigation of language, producing, as
we have seen, some very useful points of logic incapsulated within
a great deal of confusion. In specialising in logical questions philo-
sophers forgot the truth of which Russell has reminded them: “A
philosophy which is to have any value should be built upon a wide
and firm foundation of knowledge that is not specifically philo-
sophical . . . philosophy cannot be fruitful if divorced from empirical
sciences.” Because logical questions are the only ones conclusions
about which do not rely on empirical techniques of investigation,
it does not in the least follow that the questions of philosophy are
exclusively logical, or that there are not questions of philosophy,
distinct from the questions of particular empirical sciences, for
which the findings uf the sciéfces are relevant. As Engels so carefully
put it, questions of logic (and dialectics) are the only ones surviving
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from philosophies which tried to decide “the nature of the world”
independently of the sciences; but that is not to say that they are the
only questions of philosophy.

The attitude of the specialist-philosophy was typified in Wittgen-
stein’s statement that the theory of evolution has no particular
relevance to philosophy. “The Darwinian theory has no more to do
with philosophy than has any other hypothesis of natural science”
(Tractatus, 4.1122). But the philosophy for which the discovery of
evolution and its mechanism has no particular relevance is, if not
completely obscurantist, at least completely irrelevant to human
welfare and human understanding.

Jean-Paul Sartre has said that Marxism is ‘“the contemporary
philosophy”. And that it is, in opposition to both the older philo-
sophy and to the linguistic philosophy which claims to dispose of
the older kind. But Marxism cannot be understood, criticised or
practised unless one understands that as the contemporary philosophy
it works on a new and contemporary conception of philosophy itself.
For while there is historical continuity of philosophy, at the same
time its questions, aims and relations with other branches of inquiry
change, and change profoundly, in the course of historical develop-
ment, under the influence of the development of technology and
the sciences, and of social change.

For Marxism, philosophy is not a separate discipline, it is not a
speciality with its own special subject matter or problems or premises.
It is not distinguished from other kinds of inquiry by having for its
subject matter some particular aspect of things, or by philosophers
asking peculiar questions which do not interest other people, or by
its making its own startling discoveries (such as that everything is
different from what most people have generally believed, or that
queer things exist which most people have never dreamed of). But
that does not mean that Marxism is content to “leave everything as
it is”. Very much the contrary!

For Marxism, philosophy is that kind or branch of inquiry which
is concerned with criticising, analysing, connecting and making
consistent the fundamental concepts employed in different fields of
inquiry (concepts of both method and object), with the aim of
arriving at a well-founded conception of the human condition and
of human potentiality and purpose. Such a philosophy is quite indis-
pensable in the contemporary world, because of the contemporary
stage of development of the sciences and technology, and because of
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the contradictions set up in contemporary social relations and con-
temporary ideas of life and how to live it. It is indispensable as an
element for creating solidarity and common purpose, and waging
the struggle for human progress.

Marxists do not agree with confining philosophy to a technical
procedure of what Wittgenstein called “the logical clarification of
thoughts”, or, as he said later on, to describing “the actual use of
language”. Nor is it a specialised technique with which only
specialists are concerned, but an activity which concerns everyone,
and of which everyone may judge the results.

The chief evil accruing from the specialisation of philosophy,
which culminates with the linguistic philosophy, is that it makes the
conception of the human condition and of human purpose at once
everyone’s business and no one’s business. And so it turns thinking
on the subject into something alien to and divorced from scientific
method and the qualities of scientific rigour and precision. This is
then the field for do-gooders and crafty theologians, for impractical
idealists and scheming politicians. Philosophy leaves it all to them.

There is need for a clean break, not with any particular line of
theorising—for there is no theory left to break with—but with the
whole idea of the specialisation of philosophy. There is need to
reinstate the old aim of constructing “a world outlook”; but not as a
speculation and not as a dogma, not as a theory that it must be like
this”, and not only for the sake of satisfying the desire of a few
individuals for understanding, but as a social methodology for so

understanding human life as to be able to give it a value and purpose
for each and for all.

2. A SCIENTIFICALLY BASED VIEW OF MAN

The central achievement of Marx was to apply scientific method to
the understanding of man and society. The foundation of the Marxist
view of humanity and human relations and purposes lies simply in
applying scientific method. :

Science, or employment of scientific method, is self-supporting,
self-justificatory, autonomous. It does not need any independent
philosophical foundation, by reference to any collection of first prin-
ciples or axioms carrying a supposedly more authoritative assurance
with them than belongs to science iteelf. For the practice of science—
that is to say, its"Whole development as an organised social activity
for finding out about what concerns us—is its own justification.
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When something has been investigated in a scientific way, then
superstitions about it, or merely superficial descriptions, are thereby
demonstrated to be superstitions or superficialities. As to how well
founded a scientific discovery or conclusion may be, the appeal is to
the investigation itself and its applications, and not to any general
philosophy, or any collection of general principles, supposedly known
independently of and prior to the investigation, by reference to which
the investigation itself is to be judged. To be sure, it is always possible
to criticise an investigation, or particular steps in it, as being in some
way unscientific or not up to standard; and in point of fact, most
investigations have to be subjected to such criticism, as a result of
which faults are found and fresh investigation is begun. But the
standards of criticism are themselves developed in the course of
scientific investigation. They may be formulated as principles of
scientific method (though no such formulation is ever complete or
final); but they are not arrived at independently of the practice of the
sciences or introduced into scientific practice from outside.

This, incidentally, is why it is often and notoriously quite difficult
to “refute” anyone who maintains such propositions as that the earth
is flat, or that species have not evolved, or that social ideas and insti-
tutions do not reflect class struggles. For it is very easy to assert such
propositions and to quote a lot of familiar experience to support
them. But the demonstration that they are erroneous depends on a
great deal of painstaking work done by a great many people. Hence
even the rudiments of a scientific outlook are the product only of a
very long process of social endeavour, and its possession by individuals
is the product only of good education.

The growth of the sciences and technology in modern times has
discredited the idea that philosophy should tell about the nature of
the universe and man’s place and purposes in it independently of the
investigations of the sciences. For it replaces such speculations by
verifiable hypotheses, and compels us to think out our purposes in
relation to our real powers and needs.

When the modern development of science and technology began,
the feudal philosophy, which at once came under attack, was con-
cerned primarily with tracing and making manifest the design of
God, and teaching men to live according to that design. Everything
Wwas to be settled on authority competent to reveal the grand design—
direct revelation, or the doctrines of earlier philosophers and fathers,
or the kind of scholastic logic which laid down that “it must be like

'
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this”. The eventual culmination and reductio ad absurdum of this
outlook came when the theologians declined to look through Galileo’s
telescope, on the grounds that if it showed anything contrary to what
theology and philosophy had decided must be the case, then it was
the telescope that was at fault and not theology or philosophy.

Bacon proclaimed as a general principle what Galileo acted on,
namely, that we can know how things are only by the invention of
research techniques to find it out empirically, and not by concluding
as to how they are from how they must be. Bacon himself still thought
this implied that we should find out bit by bit how God had designed
the world to be. But the final implication was that we should not
think of the world as created or designed at all.

The notion that whatever is, is made what it is according to a
preconceived or pre-existing plan, is one that dies hard. It has cer-
tainly long outlived ancient and feudal philosophy and theology. For
a long time the notion persisted that the world does and must answer
to a design—that it consists of thlngs of such and such kinds moving
together and related to one another in such and such ways. The ve
word “law”, as used to denote the invariable rules obeyed by things
in interaction, brings in the idea of the enactments of a lawgiver.
While mechanics, including “celestial mechanics”, was still the pre-
mier and model science, this notion continued to be impressed on the
sciences. And what Marxists have called *“mechanistic” (or better,
“metaphysical’”) materialism consists simply of a generalised formula-
tion of this same notion. It was a plan of creation, the blueprint of
the world design—and though Laplace told Napoleon that in his
reproduction of the blueprint God was an unnecessary hypothesis,
the Emperor, along with more humble and rational people, still found
it hard to believe that there should be such a well designed and well
regulated creation without any creator.

The advance of the sciences themselves has broken through the
conception of design—which no longer survives within the theory
of the sciences, but only within philosophy, and popular metaphysics
and theology, separated from the sciences. It has become evident in
field after field of inquiry that things are not created as they are, but
come to be and change in ever varying inter-relationship. There is no
master pattern of creation, but the patterns we observe have them-
selves to be accounted for out of the pracesses of becoming. The
problem of tracmg the design of the world, or of finding out the
nature of the universe as a whole, or of specifying the essential
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patterns and forms of things to which particular things must con-
form, is found to be unanswerable because it rests on a misunder-
standing.

The price that has to be paid now for adopting a scientific approach
is to exchange revelations about the totality of things, or the nature
or design of the universe, for verifiable information about particular
things or aspects of the whole. What concerns us is to understand our
own conditions of existence, capacities and needs, and other things in
relation to them; and it is this that we can do by the methods of the
sciences. And such is the approach adopted by Marxism. The core of
Marxism is a scientifically based view of man.

A comprehensive theory about man, which is at the same time a
way of directing social practice, as Marxism is, is sure to present a
dual nature according to how you look at it and how you take it. As
what we do changes our circumstances, and so makes us think things
out afresh, the guiding theory grows and, like any living thing,
changes while remaining recognisably the same. On the other hand,
it presents at any time a body of doctrines and policies. You can look
at it and take it, therefore, either as a living and growing unity of
theory and practice, or as a fixed system of doctrines and policies.
Critics of Marxism nearly always look at it in the latter way, and,
unfortunately, this is also how some Marxists themselves take it. But
a system of dogma cannot be sustained; only a living unity of theory
and practice is viable. The view of man which living Marxism works
out does not rest on some great and final generalisation about the
universe, arrived at by a philosophical argument independent of
scientific method, but is itself a case of scientific generalisation.

3. NO FINAL CERTAINTY

No such generalisation can lay claim to that finality and infalli-
bility which it has been hoped would attach to non-scientific or extra-
scientific generalisations about the universe as a whole. Of course, the
appeal to an infallible person or committee or book or doctrine,
whose word will settle any disputed or doubtful question once and
for all, is totally foreign to science. The idea that somehow or other
we must find an infallible source of truth, because if we have not got
certainty and finality we are left in uncertainty, expresses an anti-
thesis which belongs only to pre-scientific ways of thinking. No
scientifically based generalisation can be certain and final, because
neither the people who made it nor the methods they used are
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infallible, and because it is subject to test, and so long as it is used the
test continues. But that does not mean that it lacks foundation or
cannot be relied on for practical purposes. On the contrary, it is
supposed final certainties that lack foundation and cannot be relied
on.
In the introduction to his History of Western Philosophy Russell
wrote: “To teach how to live without certainty, and yet without
being paralysed by hesitation, is perhaps the chief thing that philo-
sophy, in our age, can still do for those who study it.” And that is
true enough, for what it comes to is to teach how to judge of the
things that concern us, and to frame our purposes, in the light of
scientific appraisal. For example, no engineer building a bridge or a
dam claims “certainty” for the scientific principles he applies, but he
is not “paralysed by hesitation”. He manages to design and build
the thing, and the principles applied serve also for the detection and
correction of mistakes as the work goes along.

However, before the sentence quoted Russell had written : “Science
tells us what we can know, but what we can know is little, and if we
forget how much we cannot know we become insensitive to many
things of very great importance. Theology, on the other hand,
induces a dogmatic belief that we have knowledge where in fact we
have ignorance, and by doing so generates a kind of impertinent
insolence towards the universe.” But these statements are very
questionable.

The words “little” and “importance” are, as Russell should not
need reminding, relative terms. However much we can know, there
remains, no doubt, much we cannot know. In other words, relative
to what we cannot know what we can know “is little”. It does not
follow, however, that what we cannot know includes “many things
of very great importance”. Importance for what? For example, we
cannot know anything about galaxies so far away that no signals
from them reach us—not even whether or not there are any such

axies. But are such things “‘of very great importance” to us? On
the other hand, relative to what it is important to know for the sake
of human life and happiness, what we can know is not “little” but
much. In effect, Russell says that science cannot tell us much of
importance about ourselves, for the guidance of our lives—which is
simply not true. It is not by forgetting how much we cannot know
that “we become insensitive to. many-things of very great import-
ance”, but rather by forgetting how much we can know.
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As for theology, does it induce “a dogmatic belief that we have
knowledge where in fact we have ignorance”? We are not ignorant
of the properties of God as we are ignorant of the properties of objects
we are not able to investigate (such as the inhabitants of planets in
remote galaxies). What is wrong with theology is not that it claims
knowledge where in fact there is ignorance, but that it sets up
illusions and calls them knowledge. Russell deplores dogma about
God, ultimate reality, the nature of the universe, the totality of things,
and so on, on the grounds that it “generates a kind of impertinent
insolence towards the universe”. To think you know all about every-
thing is certainly, as Russell suggests, deplorable—but not so much
because it is impertinent to the universe as because it is a ridiculous
illusion of a kind that leads to reckless behaviour.

The objective of the Marxist view of man and formulation of
human purposes is to work out something we can continue to live by.
And of course, what is ascertainable for such working out is never
complete and is never finally certified. There is always work in pro-
gress, never work completed. And because human life goes on, and
is so varied and variabfe, the very idea of a complete and rounded off
doctrine which would impose a final pattern on to human activities,
relations and purposes, is not only in practice an absurdity but a very
injurious one at that. It is of the nature of scientifically based ideas to
be always under review and revision. So the Marxist world outlook
does, indeed, “teach how to live without certainty”. And at the same
time it teaches how to live “without being paralysed by hesitation”. It
does not teach that “what we can know is little”, or consider it
“impertinent insolence towards the universe” to claim that we can
get to know about whatever is “of very great importance” to us, or
when generalisations are pretty well established propose to revise
them without good reason. It gets rid of illusions of knowledge and
power to increase real knowledge and power—control of natural
forces and of our own social use of them.

4. METHODOLOGY

Marxism completes the revolution of philosophy which was begun
under the stress of modern science and technology. The advancement
of the sciences was facilitated by capitalism and by ideas adapted to
capitalist conditions, but its product is communism and communist
ideas.

One should say “Marxism” and not “Marxist philosophy”, because
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the latter is a part of Marxism and there is no separable theory of
Marxist philosophy. A separable philosophical theory would no more
function as Marxist philosophy than a separable head would function
as a head. A separable head is only a dummy head, and the same goes
for a separable philosophy. Professional academic philosophers, in-
cluding the linguistic ones, find the absence of any separable Marxist
philosophy both puzzling and obnoxious. One can, indeed, write a
book expounding Marxist philosophy, but not without bringing
into it topics which are not academically recognised parts of
“philosophy”.

The linguistic philosophers were right in saying that philosophy
disappears as a separate theory. But that does not mean that philo-
sophy disappears, but that it finds its place in the organism of inte-
grated and developing materialist theory of man and his place and
purpose in the universe. As for the linguistic philosophers, they know
that the old philosophy which claimed to operate separately from the
sciences has disappeared, but yet they try to keep a separated
philosophy going as a very restricted, very specialised discipline.
The result is an amazing phenomenon, like the grin of the
Cheshire Cat.

Marx called his philosophy “dialectical materialism™. This expres-
sion does not, however, stand for any set theory of the nature and
layout of the universe. And in that respect it is, in its proper use, a
quite different kind of expression from, say, “neutral monism” or
“logical atomism™. The neutral monism of Mach and the logical
atomism of Russell were theories about the ultimate elements and
structure of the universe. The expression “dialectical materialism”,
on the other hand, does not stand for any such metaphysical theory,
but is descriptive of the approach that is made to forming theories
and views about particular matters of interest. The proper use of the
expression is, therefore, adjectival rather than substantive. Dialectical
materialism is not a philosophical theory about everything, as distinct
from scientific theories about particular things or aspects of things.
One’s theories and views about things are “dialectical materialist”,
and “‘dialectical materialism” is not an additional theory.

To make dialectical materialism out to be another theory, distin-
guished from others by its comprehensiveness, is a “category mistake”
of much the samé sort as that which makes out that one wears a pair
of gloves as well as-a-glove on eachi tiand. Murxism does not propose
a number of theories each about a particular topic, plus dialectical
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materialism, but all its theory is dialectical materialist. Dialectical
materialism is “fundamental” in Marxism in the sense of being the
methodology or approach which characterises and unifies all Marxist
theory.

H?l;ce it is not a premise from which the rest of Marxism follows
by formal deduction. It is not a theory, known somehow a priori,
which says that the universe “must be like this”.

Nor is it a very general generalisation drawn inductively from
observation. It does not say anything like: *All things so far exam-
ined are material, therefore everything is material”, or “All mental
processes so far examined are products of material processes, therefore
everything mental is a product of material processes”, or “All things
so far examined contain internal contradictions and are subject to
change, therefore everything contains internal contradictions and is
subject to change”, or “All quantitative changes so far examined
have led to qualitative changes, therefore all quantitative changes
lead to qualitative changes™. It does not formulate super-scientific
inductive generalisations, which apply not to particular spheres of
being but to being in general.

All these misunderstandings are mere vulgarisations, of a sort that
can well, as linguistic philosophers would say, be described as violat-
ing the proper uses of language. They derive from the very ancient
dogma put forward by Aristotle, that while particular sciences deal
with particular departments of being, metaphysics, the supreme
science, deals with “being as being”. To formulate principles of
dialectical materialism is to formulate principles of approach or
methodology for making theory, taking into account the relation of
human thinking to human existence.

The materialism of this approach consists in its being confined to
describing and explaining observable things in verifiable ways (as
Engels put it, explaining what happens in the material world from
the material world itself), and deriving ideas and purposes from
how things are found to be and not, on the contrary, concluding as
to how things are from ideas and purposes to which they are sup-
posedly made to conform. And its dialectical character is inseparable
from its materialism. Rather than putting forward hard and fast
classifications and definitions to which it is supposed everything must
necessarily correspond, it takes into account the actual changeability,
variability and interconnectedness of things, and regards all classi-
fications, formulas, generalisations and descriptions as provisional,
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and as relative only to some particular phase or state, or to some
particular level of abstraction arrived at in description and explana-
tion.

For the opposite kinds of approach Marxists have customarily
reserved the words “idealism™ and “‘metaphysics”.

Scientific theory is materialist and dialectical. Or in so far as the
theory propounded in any particular branch of science does not bear
this character, that is only because that branch has remained at a
primitive classificatory and descriptive level, or because of the
obtrusion into it of idealist and metaphysical notions surviving from
past philosophy. It is no part of the function of dialectical materialism
to instruct scientists to make up theory in some way foreign to the
sciences. It cannot lay down from first principles the kinds of tech-
niques scientists shall use in their investigations, or the conclusions to
which the use of those techniques will lead. On the contrary, its
function in relation to particular sciences is to assist in purging their
theory of extra-scientific philosophical preconceptions.

For philosophy, the dialectical materialist approach entails that
philosophers should not try to arrive at conclusions as to how things
are independently of the investigations and findings of the sciences,
or to formulate general theories about the nature of the universe
going beyond (as such theories are bound to go beyond) what has
been scientifically ascertained.

As applied to the conception of man, of the human condition and
human purposes, it entails that we should base our conception of
what people are, what they depend on and how they live, on trying
to find out as much as we can about human relations and how they
are constituted and change; and that we should frame our ideas as to
how to live and how to conduct our relations, what to do about our
conflicts, perplexities and troubles, and what purposes to pursue, on
what we have been able to find out about our circumstances, our
needs and our possibilities of changing our circumstances in
accordance with our needs.

As applied to the conception of the whole environment of man and
of man’s place in it, it entails that this should become a generalisation
from the findings of the separate sciences. The unity of the sciences
consists in their all contributing information about man and his
environment; and as Engels wrote in the first chapter of Anti-
Duhring, “As soon as each separate_science is required to get clarity
as to its position in the great totality of things and of our knowledge
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of things, a special science dealing with this totality is superfluous.”
Thus the information available already enables us to formulate, as a
basis to go on, provisional general conceptions of the cosmic environ-
ment and its evolution, of the origin of life on earth and the evolution
of its forms up to man and human society, and of the development
of chemical processes and relations out of physical ones, of biological
processes and relations out of chemical ones, and of human activities
and relations out of the processes of biological evolution. This is a
conception of man in his environment, derived from the human
practice of searching, changing, understanding and mastering the
material conditions of human life, and reapplicable in that practice.

Finally, there remains for philosophy the independent task of
investigating and formulating the constitutive guiding principles of
human thought itself, which must be observed in assembling infor-
mation in communicable form and drawing from it conclusions,
evaluations and purposes as a basis for deciding what to believe and
what to do.

Evidently, what Engels called “the science of thought and its laws”
differs from what are generally called empirical inquiries—those of
the special sciences—in as much as it deals with different questions.
The logical character of an inquiry is always definable by that of its
questions; and differences of questions likewise dictate differences in
the methods or procedures appropriate for answering them. The
special or empirical sciences deal with questions of the structure, con-
ditions of existence, interconnections and laws of operation of observed
events (physical, chemical, biological, social, and so on), and their
answers inform our practice in relation to these phenomena. On the
other hand, the “science of thought and its laws, formal logic and
dialectics” deals with questions of how to formulate consistent, con-
crete, informative statements. “The ideal is nothing else than the
material world reflected in the human mind and translated into
forms of thought”, wrote Marx in the Afterword to the second
edition of Capital. The “science of thought and its laws” is concerned
with questions of how to make such “reflection” and “translation”
faithful, correct or informative, as distinct from distorting, illusory
or uninformative. Its conclusions, therefore, do not state “matters of
fact” comparable with statements of the special sciences.

Dialectics provides no definite factual information, any more than
formal logic or mathematics. To learn, for instance, that quan-
titative changes give rise to qualitative changes (a recognised “law
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of dialectics™) provides no definite information whatever of the sort
which can guide practice in any particular context—in contrast, for
example, to the laws formulated in chemistry about how the addition
of particular atoms in molecular structures gives rise to qualitative
chemical changes. And consequently such a “law of dialectics™ is not
to be established or disestablished by controlled observation and
experiment in the way an “empirical law” is. It is, of course,
abstracted from observed facts, and exemplified or illustrated in
them; but it is not established experimentally. Experiments are
required to ascertain just which quantitative changes produce which
qualitative changes—but not to establish that these changes are con-
nected, and that a concrete account of phenomena must always
connect them.

In this sense, then, the “science of thought and its laws” is, as
Engels stated, “independent” of special empirical sciences. But at
the same time it is not independent of empirical sciences, if such
independence is taken to mean that it could as well be worked out
if there were no empirical sciences and without any reference to the
conclusions of empirical sciences.

The investigation of the laws of thought has as an important part
of its subject matter the actual procedures and work of empirical
sciences. We could not first work out a priori how to think, and only
afterwards apply the conclusions by thinking like that in the sciences.
On the contrary, the practice of the sciences must have been estab-
lished before we can investigate the principles. Otherwise there
would be nothing to investigate. And then the principles can be fur-
ther applied and developed in the practice. Furthermore, thinking is
something people do. It is a performance depending on the human
brain functioning as what Pavlov called “the organ of the most
complex relations between the animal and its environment” and on
the social use of language. An investigation of the laws of thought
has, therefore, to start from a conception of people who think, and
of what they are doing when they think, and of their use of language;
and this conception is properly derived from accumulated findings
of empirical sciences and not made up in advance. Otherwise, instead
of investigation of the laws of thought there can only be word-spin-
ning about something purely imaginary—thought in the abstract,
separated from people using langiiage——as was done, for example, in
Hegel’s Science of Logic.
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5. THE CIRCULARITY AND THE TEST OF
DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM

Dialectical materialist philosophy is in its whole procedure essen-
tially circular.

At the start of The German Ideology Marx and Engels stated:
“The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones, not
dogmas, but real premises from which abstraction can only be made
in the imagination. They are the real individuals, their activity and
the material conditions under which they live . . . These premises
can thus be verified in a purely empirical way.” Starting from “real
individuals, their activity and the material conditions under which
they live” leads to conclusions about the principles according to
which they must think, so as best “to comprehend the real world”
and “‘sacrifice every idealist fancy which cannot be brought into
harmony with the facts conceived in their own and not in a fantastic
connection”. Thinking in that way leads to developing the dialectical
materialist conception of man in his environment, of the human
condition and human purposes. And this in turn leads round again
to a vindication of the starting point, the demonstration that *“the
premises from which we begin” are indeed “not arbitrary ones, not
dogmas, but real premises . . .” and that there is nothing else either
to start with or to finish with or to think about on the way.

This circularity of a train of thought which leads back again to
where it started (but with a much fuller conception of the starting
point adumbrated in the process) does not, however, exemplify the
logical fallacy known as “arguing in a circle”—*"circularity” or
petitio principii. A fallaciously circular argument is one which pro-
ceeds by formal deduction from premises to a conclusion which is
already assumed in the premises. It assumes a conclusion in order to
prove it. The dialectical materialist argument, on the other hand, is
not a case of formal deduction and makes no claim to prove anything
by formal deduction. Its circularity is a demonstration of consistency
and completeness. Such circularity is required of a comprehensive
philosophy of life.

The objection has been made against Marxism that it is a closed
system. And of course it is closed, in the sense that it excludes: it
excludes and is meant to exclude “every idealist fancy”. But does this
make it what Dr Popper has called “a reinforced dogmatism®?
According to Dr Popper, a reinforced dogmatism is a system so
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designed as to be made “secure against any sort of criticism or
attack™, “a dogmatism which is elastic enough, by using its dialectical
method, to evade any attack’ (Wiat is Dialectic? first published in
Mind, 1940, and republished in Conjectures and Refutations, 1963).
His objection against such dogmatism is that it is incapable of any
sort of test; for, as he very properly says, a theory can only be tested
in so far as circumstances are conceivable which would falsify it.

Marxism has so far proved irrefutable—and that, according to Dr
Popper, quite conclusively refutes it. Here he confuses doing well in
tests with being untestable. He is like an examiner who disqualifies
the candidate on the grounds that he has done so well he must have
cheated.

It should be noted, in the first place, that, as Marx and Engels said,
“the premises with which we begin . . . can be verified in a purely
empirical way”. And indeed, “real individuals, their activity, and
the material conditions under which they live™ are empirically estab-
lished about as well as anything can be.

As for the general Marxist theory about man and society, it is, as
I remarked earlier, far from being in principle or a priori unfalsifiable.
On the contrary, as with other well founded scientific theories, par-
ticular extensions of it do in fact quite often become falsified—but
not in such a way as to necessitate completely scrapping the whole
theory and starting again, but in such a way as to lead to its correction
in detail, amplification and development. As with other well founded
and fundamental scientific generalisations, the falsification of the
fundamental Marxist generalisations about man and society would
be surprising though still not inconceivable.

If there were perpetual motion machines, and the people using
them had social relations, institutions and culture functionally un-
related to their way of getting a livelihood, then that would falsify
both the laws of thermodynamics and the laws of social development
formulated by Marx. That the example is so far-fetched simply shows
how well founded and mutually consistent are Marxism and thermo-
dynamics.

But in the second place, it is absurd to demand that the general
principles which Marxism applies in making theories shouldbe subject
to empirical test in the same way that the resulting theories are. Not
even Dr Popper rejects a scientific approach on the grounds that its
methodological principles are unfalsifiable. The idealist and meta-
physical types of approach to making theories are, indeed, refuted on
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the grounds that the theories they make are in principle unverifiable.
But on the same showing, the dialectical materialist approach isupheld
because it rules out every unfalsifiable theory or “idealist fancy”.
Marxism as a whole is not unfalsifiable; and all it need plead guilty
to is that its basic approach has led to the formulation of theories
about man and society so well founded as not to be falsified. And
these theories themselves lead to the conclusion that that basic
approach is the right one to make. What is wrong with that? Where
is the reinforced dogmatism? The strength of the theory supports the
approach made in making the theory.

We can be as sure as we can ever be sure of anything that we are
on the track of the right ideas, when we can formulate laws of
thought which lead to thinking about ourselves and our conditions
of life in a way that is continually verified and works out in practice,
and when those conclusions about ourselves show why those must be
the laws of our thought. Marxism is no reinforced dogmatism, but
stands or falls by that kind of test. Marxists say it stands, and busy
themselves with developing it as a going concern. Let those who say
it falls find the evidence and arguments, which they have not found
yet, to knock it over.




CHAPTER TWO

The Laws of Thought

I. FORMAL LOGIC

In discussing the linguistic philosophers’ investigations of the actual
use of language I came to the conclusion that what distinguishes
language as a means of communication is its expression of proposi-
tions. Language has the unique functions of negating, abstracting
and generalising. These, by the way, should not be conceived of as
separable or co-exclusive functions—like walking, running and
jumping as achieved by moving the legs. For purposes of logical
exposition we can, of course, speak about or represent symbolically
negation as distinct from generalisation, or generalisation as distinct
from abstraction. But all propositions combine negating, abstracting
and generalising functions. Every significant sentence negates,
abstracts and gcncralises.
Operations involved in making propositions can be considered
purcly formally That is to say, we can mvesUgatc the proposition-
ing operations performcd in sentences in abstraction from their
meanmg For a formal investigation is one which abstracts from
eaning For example, consider such sentences in English as “This
rose is red”, “This pig has wings”, “This triangle is equilateral”’, and
equivalent sentences in English expressed in other idioms (such as
“The rose I am calling your attention to has the colour denoted by
the word ‘red’ ), and equivalent sentences in other languages, and
then abstract the logical operations exemplified by all those sentences
by disregarding the differences of both meaning and verbal construc-
tion. To do that is to start a formal investigation of logical operations.
This is what is done in formal logic, and to do it the specialised
symbolic techniques of formal logic have been worked out (starting
from the rather crude and madequatc techmques of Aristotle’s
Analytxc.f, his genius having consisted in inventing a technique but
not in perfecting it).
The special business of formal logic is to work out the symbolic
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techniques of representing logical operations (of key importance was
the recent invention of quantification technique); and to construct a
logical calculus, with techniques for testing it and demonstrating
consistency and completeness. This is a specialised science, allied to
mathematics. What it does is to demonstrate how to conduct with
consistency logical operations of any degree of complexity.

Those responsible for the great recent advances in formal logic
were perhaps motivated mainly by personal interest and curiosity:
they wanted to make these demonstrations because they can be made,
much as mountaineers wanted to climb Everest “because it is there”
(though some, like Russell, were apparently inspired also by a notion
that they would achieve a revelation of the ultimate structure of the
universe). Certainly, the science that has been achieved is far removed
from the paltry practical aim sometimes claimed for formal logic—of
being an aid to the art of disputation or catching other people out in
logical fallacies. But the fact remains that formal logic, like various
branches of mathematics, was not developed until advances of em-
pirical sciences and of technology provided a stimulus and a demand;
and though it is not of very much use to human beings as a com-
pendium of instructions on how to think consistently (it is far easier
to think consistently than to master such a complicated science as
formal logic), it is of the greatest use, and indeed indispensable, for
the purpose of programming computers. Machines do not think for
themselves, and so a calculus of logical operations has to be available
before we can make them think for us.

Formal logic, then, has become a formal science in its own right,
with a status like that of mathematics. It is no part of philosophy, but
something philosophy has to take into account. In the past, its
development was hampered by being treated as a part of philosophy
—as a result of which quite different sorts of questions were con-
tinually mixed up together and the quite different procedures
required for dealing with them were not observed. While Boole,
Frege and others were turning formal logic into a science, a whole
crop of rival and incompatible philosophical “logics” emerged, rang-
ing from J. S. Mill’s to F. H. Bradley’s. These can now be written
off. But as with other sciences, including mathematics, questions
remain about what formal logic does and how it does it, and about
its connections with other sciences; and these can properly be re-
garded as coming within the sphere of philosophical investigation.
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2. CATEGORIES

Professor Ryle distinguished what he called the logical investiga-
tion of categories from formal logic. While his account of both is
open to criticism (and was duly criticised above), the distinction is of
profound and far-reaching philosophical importance.

To start investigating categories is to become concerned with
meaning, and to depart from purely formal inquiry. For this reason
there is not and cannot be anything like a calculus of categories, nor
are symbolic techniques like those of formal logic and mathematics
applicable. At the same time, while not a formal inquiry, an inquiry
about categories is not an empirical inquiry either—for its findings
are not subject to empirical test. As Ryle has said, a “category
proposition” is a generalisation to contradict which leads to absurdity;
and so it is certainly not empirically falsifiable, like an empirical
generalisation.

Hume proclaimed that whatever was neither formally certified nor
empirically verified should be committed to the flames. But the very
fact that he said so showed that he could not have meant what he
said, for such a principle is self-destructive. The conclusions he him-
self arrived at were neither formally certified nor empirically verified,
nor could such conclusions be. Hume was, in fact (in a rather
unmethodical way, but he deserves perpetual respect as a pioneer),
undertaking an investigation of categories—especially in his famous
discussions about material objects, minds and causality. There are no
good reasons for committing his philosophical writings to the flames,
though there are good reasons for concluding that he made mistakes
in them.

It is an old prejudice in philosophy that all statements must be
either “empirical statements” or else be “known a priori”, that is,
independent of experience. This dichotomy goes back to Hume, and
was further fixed in the minds of philosophers by Kant. But it is
totally false and misleading, like so many other hard and fast anti-
theses. Thus mathematical principles are not established empirically
like the generalisations of the empirical sciences, but they are certainly
derived from experience and not known independenty of ex-
perience. And this is true also of the principles concerning “cate-
gories” which are of primary interest to philosophy.

The systematic or methndical investigation-of categories has to do
with the word-function of abstraction. Formal logic deals with
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abstraction only in the way of calculating the logical operations
involved in abstracting a conclusion from premises. For instance,
from information “All A’s that are B are C”, plus information that
“This A is B”, can be abstracted the conclusion “This A is C”. This
is the sort of abstraction a computer can be programmed to perform.
And of course, when very complicated information is fed into it, it
can abstract conclusions, as required, which human brains would
make very heavy work of abstracting.

But there are procedures of abstraction depending not on the logical
form but on the meaning. For instance, from information “This rose
is red” may be abstracted “This rose is not white”; and that abstrac-
tion does not depend on the logical form of propositions but on mean-
ing. Suppose a rose grower had a computer to tell him how many
roses of different colours he had sold, so that for each sale it regis-
tered the colour of the rose. It would not work unless in programming
it he had been guided by the principle: “These are the colours of
roses . . . and a rose of one colour is not of any other colour”. But
that is not a proposition of formal logic, and is not demonstrable of
certifiable by procedures of formal logic. Suitably generalised (for it
applies not only to roses), it may be called, after Ryle, a “category
proposition”’. ‘

Propositions stating colour may be termed a category of proposi-
tions, distinct from, for example, those stating shape or weight. And
obviously, there are principles or rules for abstraction (“‘category
propositions”) dealing not only with abstracting one proposition of a
given category from another of that category (such as deriving “This
is not white” from “This is red”), but also for abstracting proposi-
tions of other categories (such as deriving ‘““This has a shape” from
“This has a colour”). To go against category rules, or “category
propositions”, always results in absurdity or non-informativeness—
such as saying that “So and so’s red roses are white”, or “So and s0’s
roses have no shape or size™.

Such examples or the conclusions of an investigation of categories
may well be regarded as trivial and obvious, so that such an investiga-
tion may be thought trivial and unnecessary. However, two points
are already worth noting.

The first is that a computer has to deal with definite categories of
information, and has to be instructed and programmed according to
the rules for those categories. The people who build and instruct
computers must know those rules before they can make machines
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that obey them. Computers themselves could not conclude to such
rules by any process of their own mechanisms.—This is an illustra-
tion of the fact that human thought, on the one hand, and what
computers do and can conceivably be made to do, on the other, are
by no means the same. A machine can quite well be made to observe
and record observations and generalise and abstract from what it
observes. But just as it does not fall in love with other machines and
produce little ones, or co-operate with other machines in socially
producing and distributing their means of sustenance, so it lacks the
capacity of developing for itself the categories of thought and the
rules for operating with them. It is not made of the right stuff for
doing such things. In an age of automation and computation it is
important to work out with great care principles concerning cate-
gories as well as a calculus of formal logic.

Secondly, even some of the most apparently trivial category rules
are not so obvious as they look. Take colour, for example. Informa-
tion about how things are coloured includes not only such items as
“This is red” but also “This looks red”. Thus it can be stated : “This
is red, but it looks yellow in this light”. Again, how tell the
colour of, say, the sunset on Mars, when there is no one there looking
at it? Indeed, what does anything look like when no one is looking
at it? Such considerations show that it would be mistaken to regard
information about colour as information about certain simple quali-
ties which either do or do not belong to things irrespective of their
relationships with other things. Propositions specifying colour are
evidently relational propositions, though this is disguised by the
verbal forms in which they are often expressed. Hence there is plenty
of room for painstaking investigation of the categories of propositions
even in the case of such apparently trivial examples as that of
propositions stating colour, and it yields conclusions which are far
from obvious at first sight.

This kind of discovery of the not so obvious in the obvious was
what originally led to the use of the expression “dialectics”. Thus
Plato illustrated dialectics by holding up a finger and asking if it was
short or long. It was short in relation to longer things, and long in
relation to shorter things. From this he reached the important and by
no means obvious conclusion (essentially a conclusion about category,
though he did not.put it in these terms) that propositions specifying
length are a category. of relatinnal propositions. From this, inci-
dentally, it already becomes evident that there is no sort of incom-

M.L.P.—1I10
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patibility, as has sometimes been suggested, between dialectics and
formal logic. To say, as Plato said, that a finger is short and long—
or short and not-short, and long and not-long—does not contravene
the formal logical principle of non-contradiction.

Of very great interest are categories of propositions at what may be
termed different levels of abstraction, together with the connections
between them. For example, to describe and distinguish things in
terms of their sensible qualities (such as colour) is to operate at a
certain level of abstraction. But information about what produces
these sensible differences (for instance, what makes things look one
colour rather than another) belongs to another level of abstraction
and is formulated in propositions of different category. And the
second category of information does not replace the first, but connects
with it. Together these different categories of information constitute
information about (in the case of colour) how bodies reflect light and
how that affects our senses. This kind of connection of propositions
at different levels of abstraction and of different category is of great
importance in the management of information. For on it depends.
the proper assembly of relatively abstract items of information into
something more concrete—filling in and generalising our conceptions
of the matters that concern us.

All information is abstract (how could it not be?). And what I
have just called the management of information (which is the practical
business of thinking, as distinct from what Engels called “idealist
fancy”) consists of assembling abstractions. Information is not only
negative and positive (for example, “This rose is not white” and
“This rose is red”), and more or less generalised (“All roses have
thorns” and “All red roses have thorns™), and more or less abstract
(“This rose is red” and “This rose is red and sweet-smelling”)—all
of which are differences of form and are treated in formal logic. It
also exemplifies a host of what may be called different modes of
abstraction, which are not distinguished in formal logic because they
are not formal differences. For example, to talk about colour and to
talk about shape, to talk about sensible appearance and to talk about
physical-chemical constitution, to talk about internal structure and to
talk about interaction and interrelation with other things, and so on,
all exemplify different modes of abstraction.

The sense in which the much-abused word “category” is used in
the context of a logical investigation of categories is the sense in which
category of proposition corresponds to mode of abstraction. In
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general, different categories of proposition result from different
modes of abstraction. To take a very simple example. “This is red”
and “This became red in the process of being painted” are proposi-
tions of different category—the first exemplifying what one might
(in semi-Hegelian language) term a category of “being” or *“quality”,
and the second of “becoming” or “causality”’. Their connection by
way of abstraction is evident, since the first proposition is relatively
more abstract than the second, and could be called an abstraction
from the second. In both information is assembled, and the assembly
of information in the second is such as to render a more concrete
account of the same thing of which the first gives a more abstract
account.

To investigate differences of category, therefore, is not simply to
describe the ways words are permitted to be put together in various
languages, as Ryle and other linguistic philosophers have supposed.
It is to investigate modes of abstraction and their assembly, which
are expressed in the permissibility and impermissibility of combina-
tions of words.

3. DIALECTICS

In his paper on Categories Ryle said that *“category propositions™
describe and distinguish “the logical type” of different expressions
used in statements, and so concern “only collocations of symbols”.
But he added that this does not equate them with “the propositions
of philologists, grammarians or lexicographers . . . Nor does it
imply that they can say nothing about the ‘nature of things’. If a
child’s perplexity why the Equator can be crossed but not seen, or
why the Cheshire Cat could not leave its grin behind it is perplexity
about the ‘nature of things’, then certain category-propositions will
give the required information about the nature of things. And the
same will hold good of less frivolous type-perplexities.”

Because he confined philosophy to describing “collocations of sym-
bols”, Ryle may be justly likened to Horatio. At the same time,
because he set philosophy the task of formulating category-proposi-
tions, and considered that this (especially in its “less frivolous”
applications) would throw some light on the “nature of things”, it
may be said of him that there is more in his philosophy than he
dreamed of. For the yield of this investigation is nothing more nor
less than the principles-of materialist dialectics.” - -

Dialectics, as an investigation and discipline distinct from formal
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logic, deals with categories—and so studies and distinguishes modes
of abstraction and assembly of abstractions. Evidently, for the
purposes of managing information there is required not only the
observance of formal consistency, as enjoined by formal logic, but
also the observance of the rules of abstraction and assembly of
abstractions, as enjoined by dialectics. Dialectics comprises the pro-
cedures for arriving at less abstract and more generalised working
conceptions of ourselves and our environment by the proper conduct
and assembly of the different modes of abstraction.

Thus, for example, it is generally agreed among Marxists that
dialectics has to do with understanding things in their inter-relations
and changes, as opposed to the “metaphysical” way of considering
things separately, out of relationship and in abstraction from their
changes. Evidently, to get a concrete picture of any phenomenon
we must assemble the available information in a way that adcquately
reflects the actual interconnections and motion of things, and thus
understand the separate properties of things, and their temporary
states, as products of processes of interaction and change. The dia-
lectical approach consists in doing this—its “laws” are the laws
for doing it. As Lenin observed, the essence of dialectics is “the
concrete analysis of concrete conditions™.

This makes the word “dialectics” a many-purpose one—as it is,
indeed, in common use. Thus one may speak of ‘“dialectics* in
general, as the universal method of procedure of right thinking, and
also of “the dialectics” of any topic one chooses to mention. One
can speak of “the dialectics” of the thought-process in general, as
management of information, and also of “the dialectics” inherent
in the subject matter of thought. But there emerges as of the very
greatest interest and importance the investigation of the most uni-
versal modes of abstraction and assembly which are variously
exemplified and applied in dealing with any subject matter on which
information may be abstracted and assembled.

Hegel has the credit of being the first to open up this department
of investigation, in his Science of Logic. True, he obfuscated the
whole issue by working with a merely mystical conception of
category. But as Marx said of him (in the Afterword to the second
German edition of Capital): ‘““The mystification which dialectic
suffers in Hegel’s hands by no means prevents him from being the
first to present its general form of working in a comprehensive and
conscious manner. With him it is standing on its head. It must be
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turned right side up again, if you would discover the rational kernel
within the mystical shell.” If only linguistic philosophers could so
far overcome their prejudices as to ignore the mystifying misuses of
language in Hegel, they might be able to extract the “rational kernel”
for themselves, and break out of their own shell. As Engels
remarked in the Dialectics of Nature: “If we turn the thing round,
then everything becomes simple, and the dialectical laws that look
so extremely mysterious in idealist philosophy at once become simple
and clear as noonday.”

To this department of investigation belongs, for example, the
investigation of the rules of qualitative and quantitativedetermination
and their connection—the so-called “law of the transformation of
quantity into quality”. What is subject to qualitative determination
is subject to quantitative determination, and vice versa; and these
are so connected that alteration of the one is not independent of
alteration of the other. Again, there belongs too the investigation
of the so-called “unity and interpenetration of opposites” and of
“dialectical contradiction”. To describe processes, motions and
operations always involves the deployment of polar oppositions,
such as “attraction and repulsion”, “increase and decrease”, “growth
and decay”, “‘addition and subtraction”, “forwards and backwards”,
and so on.

But investigation of universal laws of dialectics remains an open
field. It is something that has been projected but not yet systemati-
cally done. And the laws that have been written down, following
Hegel, still lack both the precision of formulation and the systematic
derivation to be expected of anything that can rank as science. The
laws of dialectics should be, as Engels claimed, ““as simple and clear
as noonday”, If they are not, and if their interconnection is not
evident, that is because not enough work has been done on their
formulation. (A case in point is the socalled “law of the negation
of negation™.)

This may perhaps be thought a great failing. But to work out
reliable theory it is not necessary first to work out all the principles
which reliable theory exemplifies. On the contrary, no more than
you have to work out all the laws of locomotion before you can
walk do you have to work out all the laws of thought before you
can think. It has been reported that Marx was always meaning to
write a systematic tweatise on logic”and dialéctics: ‘But he never did.
And even if he had tried, he might not have succeeded. For such an
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enterprise calls for a lot of highly specialised work, and most of this
was done afterwards, and some of it by linguistic philosophers. To
deal with dialectics requires a grounding in formal logic. Engels
did make a few remarks about formal logic in his notes for the
Dialectics of Nature, as well as about mathematics in Anti-Duhring;
but today these date badly. The well known practicality of Marx
prevented him from writing his treatise on logic and dialectics, not
only because as a practical man he had other things to do, but also
because it is never practical to undertake tasks for the fulfilment of
which the conditions are not ripe. For the same reason he never
tried to work out the detailed principles of socialist planning, which
his followers now have to wrestle with. But what he did work out
provides a secure starting point for socialist planning and socialist
philosophy alike. He did establish the dialectical materialist approach,
leaving it to his successors to work out the abstract principles of its

logic as that becomes necessary for purposes of understanding,
criticism and further development.

4. THE LAWS OF DIALECTICS

I have already remarked that the findings of an investigation of
categories are distinguished from the propositions of formal logic
in that they are not formal, and so are not to be symbolically con-
structed and tested in the way logical formulas are. But they are not
empirical generalisations, and so are not comparable with even the
most fundamental laws formulated by empirical sciences. For
instance, the laws of thermodynamics deal with transformations of
energy from one form into another. But “the law of the trans-
formation of quantity into quality” is not a comparable law, just
as “transformation of quantity into quality” is not comparable with
“transformation of mechanical motion into heat”. These exemplify
different uses of the word ““transformation™.

In the Dialectics of Nature Engels called the laws of dialectics
“the most general laws”, and said that they were “abstracted” from
“nature and human society”. But if he meant, or is interpreted as
meaning, that laws of dialectics are comparable with, say, laws of
motion as formulated by Newton or Einstein, differing only in being
even more general, then that simply exemplifies confusion in the
use of the words “law” and “general” (admittedly very confusing
words), since the latter are empirical laws and the former are not.
There is not a shred of evidence to suggest that Engels was actually




THE LAWS OF THOUGHT . 295

guilty of any such confusion—that he really thought that, for
example, the “law of transformation of quantity into quality” was
a transformation law of the same logical type as, say, the first law
of thermodynamics. Some of his interpreters did afterwards perpe-
trate such confusion—but Engels himself simply did not deal with
such logical questions, which had not yet been raised at the time he
was writing. The point can, if one likes, be put like this—that the
difference between these laws is not only a quantitative difference, of
degree of generality, but a qualitative difference; they are different
kinds of law, or exemplify different uses of the word “law™.

Perhaps the difference can be most perspicaciously brought out in
terms of Dr Popper’s criterion for a “scientific” (or empirical) law.
Such a law, he said, must be falsifiable. Sure enough, the laws of
thermodynamics, for example, are falsifiable, even though never
actually falsified. But principles or laws concerning categories, includ-
ing “the most general” ones, or universal “laws of dialectics”, are
not falsifiable—or if they are, they are not correctly formulated.
For instance, certain scientific or empirical laws stating and fore-
casting how particular changes happen state and forecast how certain
quantitative changes bring about certain qualitative ones. Such laws
are subject to empirical test (falsifiability), as to whether the connec-
tion of qualitative with quantitative change is always in fact as
stated. But that qualitative and quantitative changes are always
connected is not similarly subject to test. That they are connected in
a particular way in a particular case has to be empirically established
or disestablished—but not that they are connected. Thus “the law
of the transformation of quantity into quality” is, as Engels said,
exemplified in scientific laws, and in that sense it may be said to be
“abstracted” from the same factual data as are generalised in
scientific laws. But at the same time it is not a more general empirical
law, comparable to scientific laws, and the method of arriving at its
formulation and of testing its correctness is entirely different.

In his inaugural lecture at Oxford (PhAilosophical Arguments, 1945)
Professor Ryle said that “a pattern of argument which is proper and
even proprietary to philosophy is the reductio ad absurdum”. He
was evidently referring to those arguments in philosophy which
concern, in his phraseology, the logical investigation of categories.
Correctly formulated principles concerning category, or “‘category
propositions”, are- such-that their ‘breach - results in “‘absurdity”—
and this is the test of such principles. That (I believe) is in principle
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correct. But he had earlier ended his paper for the Aristotelian
Society on Categories by asking: “But what are the tests of
absurdity?” And this vital question was still not answered. In
criticising, above, the linguistic interpretation of category, I suggested
the way of answering this question.

The kind of absurdity that results from breach of category prin-
ciples is not the same thing as violation of the rules of the actual or
significant use of given languages. For example, it is no more a
violation of those rules to say that quantitative changes can go on
and on indefinitely without involving qualitative changes (which
Hegel and Marx said should not be said), than it is to assert the
independence and immortality of ghosts which temporarily inhabit
the machines of our bodies (which Ryle and Marx said should not
be said). The “absurdity” of such statements consists rather in what
I have called their uninformativeness.

Those very simple and obvious examples of “category mistakes”
which linguistic philosophers quote from Lewis Carroll are of this
kind. For example, when the White King misunderstood Alice’s
statement that she “saw nobody on the road” he was expressing the
curious view that the person Nobody is the person who is there
when no visible or tangible person is there. This raises a laugh; but
its “absurdity” is of the same kind as that perpetrated by primitive
peoples and theologians who say that your immortal soul is that
part of you which thinks and feels and acts when you yourself have
ceased to think or feel or act. Of the same order of absurdity is the
statement that the Cheshire Cat’s grin remained after the Cat had
disappeared. Some such absurdities are very easy to recognise, and
are funny; and others are not so easy to recognise, and are serious.
To the latter class belong those absurdities which result from breach
of the general principles of materialism and dialectics. The point of
these general principles, and what makes their formulation worthy
of being called ““the science of thought and its laws™, and their
observance as essential for right thinking as is observance of the laws
of formal logic, is that they are the principles for maintaining
informativeness and removing illusion and fantasy.

We can very well speak, if we want to, in violation of laws of
dialectics, of things which are not affected by other things and are
eternal, indestructible and changeless. Language permits us so to
speak, and it involves no grammatical or syntactical error, no viola-
tion of principles of formal logic and no logical contradiction. But
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if we try to describe a world consisting of such things, then we are
describing something unrecognisable and unverifiable. For how
could we recognise anything or verify its existence unless it affected
us in some way? And how can anything which is fixed and change-
less and does not interact with anything else possibly so affect us?
To speak of such things is to speak of things in principle unverifiable
—like, for example, Leibniz’s monads. Statements about them are
uninformative or, as Engels put it, “fantastic”, or as Ryle puts it
“absurd”.

Similarly with quantitative specifications unconnected with quali-
tative ones, or with processes free of opposition or dialectical contra-
diction. For example, we can very well describe a physical system
in which the law of gravity did not hold in the form we know it.
Thus bodies might attract each other with a force not inversely
proportional to the square of their distance; or in the formulation
made by general relativity theory, quite different geometries might
apply. But what of a physical system in which forces acted between
bodies but none of these forces were attractive? It is not very hard
to see that such a system is an “absurdity”. One can talk of such a
system, but it is mere “fantasy”. So in Dialectics of Nature Engels
wrote about the necessary correlation of attraction and repulsion in
physical systems, and showed that this was a case of the more
general principle of “unity of opposites”. Again, one can speak of
a system in which quantitative changes did not involve qualitative
ones. But how could we recognise or measure any quantitative
changes unless there were recognisable qualities connected with
them? And how could we formulate generalisations or “laws”
governing such changes except in terms of such connection? As
Engels put it in Dialectics of Nature, “the dialectical laws are really
laws of development of nature, and are valid for theoretical natural
science”. They are “laws of development of nature”, and theoretically
“yalid”, because no material system and its laws could be described
in concrete terms except in conformity with the dialectical principles.
Hence they are always and necessarily found exemplified in natural
as well as social science, whenever we undertake “the concrete
analysis of concrete conditions”. Their formulation is first suggested
as a result of observing their occurrences and exemplification (some-
what as mathematics is first arrived at from observation and practical
application; and not produced-Teady-made. a priori out of people’s
heads, the concepts of number and measure, just like those of
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quantity, quality, opposition, and so on, being derived from experi-
ence). But at the same time, once they are formulated, the necessity
of dialectical laws, and consequently their logical distinction from
empirical laws, can be demonstrated, and their formulation be then
systematically corrected and made more exact in the procedure of
demonstration.

5. DIALECTICS AND MATERIALISM

An important consequence of this account of dialectics is that it
renders invalid the separation so often made in expounding Marxist
philosophy between materialism and dialectics.

In his little book on Dialectical Materialism (which was extracted
from the larger History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
1938) J. V. Stalin separated materialism from dialectics by saying
that the former was “the theory” and the latter ‘“‘the method”.
Mechanistic or pre-dialectical materialism is, perhaps, “a theory”—
that is to say, a “metaphysical theory” which attempts to state the
ultimate constitution and structure of the universe. But dialectical
materialism is not “a theory” in that sense, or in any sense of the
word in which “theory” may be contrasted with “method”. The
fact is that the derivation and substantiation of the principles of
dialectics is at the same time that of the principles of materialism—
they are inseparable and are principles of exactly the same sort,
being demonstrated in terms of the correct marshalling of categories
in informative discourse.

Thus, for example, Ryle was quite right in calling the idealist
theory of “the ghost in the machine” a “category mistake”, even if
one may disagree with his account of category. And so is it a category
mistake to adopt the more general idealist approach that “thinking
is prior to being”, as it is to adopt such typically “undialectical”
ideas as that things are what they are independent of their relations
with other things and of their modes of coming into being and
ceasing to be, or that qualitative and quantitative changes take place
independently, or that processes proceed free of contradiction. To
think in a consistently materialist way is to think in a dialectical
way and to think in a consistently dialectical way is to think in a
materialist way. These ways are the laws of thought, because they
are the ways of assembling information, keeping thought within
the bounds of informativeness and excluding illusion and fantasy.
Materialism is not “a theory™ that requires experimental verification

i S
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and could be falsificd, any more than it is a “metaphysical theory”
which is somehow established a priori; nor are the laws of dialectics
laws that require experimental verification and could be falsified; for
any verifiable theory is materialist and dialectical.

The “mystification which dialectics suffers in Hegel’s hands™ was
due to the way he separated dialectics from materialism, and tried
to base formulation of laws of dialectics on idealist theory. The way
Marx began to put this right was by getting rid of *‘preconceived
idealist fancy”. Hegel started with a preconceived and absurd idealist
theory, to the effect that Thought or The Idea exists timelessly and
independently of anyone’s thinking, and that the world is created
to be as Thought thinks it. Then (supposing himself to have what
Ryle and others would now call “privileged access” to The Idea)
he tried to write down in a book the sequence of Categories (in this
context capital letters are used as a mark of respect for timelessness)
in accordance with which the world is created. The result, naturally
enough, was “mystification”. Marx, on the other hand, did not start
with any “preconceived idealist fancy”. He started from ‘real
premises from which abstraction can only be made in the imagination
. « . the real individuals, their activity and the material conditions
under which they live”. He started to work out how these real
individuals must think and assemble their information in order to
inform their practice. That is what he meant by turning dialectics
“right side up again”.

To work out the laws of thought is to work out the principles in
accordance with which we must think in order to inform our
practice. It is not, therefore, an a priori inquiry of the sort Kant
imagined, but it starts, as Marx and Engels said, from “real premises”
which are “verified in a purely empirical way”.

At the same time, it is by no means the same as stating the laws
in accordance with which subjective processes of thought proceed,
as contrasted with the laws (studied by empirical sciences) in accord-
ance with which objective processes proceed. Indeed, such a mis-
understanding is an absurd one—for thought-processes are just as
“objective” as any other processes, and to find out how they proceed
requires, as for any other processes, examining the evidences of
their occurrence. The generalised principles of materialism and
dialectics no mare provide-information;additional to that obtainable
by empirical means, about thought-processes and how they proceed
than they do about any other processes and how they proceed. And
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they apply equally to both. They are not statements of information
but principles of its assembly. But as such they do serve to correct
erroneous views (those that take the form of illusion and fantasy),
and consequently to specify the category-formation of truthful views.

It is in this sense (and a very important sense it is) that the working
out of the principles of materialism and dialectics may be said, in
Ryle’s words, to inform us about the “nature of things”, and of
their reflection in human thought; or, as Engels put it (Ludwig
Feuerbach, 4), materialist dialectics becomes “the science of the
general laws of motion both of the external world and of human
thought”. How things are and move (the forms of interconnection,
the transformations of quantity into quality, the contradictions), and
how this movement is to be reflected in our thought, is the discovery
of materialist dialectics.

Principles of materialist dialectics, then, are expressible in less
negative and “frivolous” terms than Ryle supposed, when he
observed that the conclusion that “the Cheshire Cat could not leave
its grin behind it” enlightened us “about the nature of things”. For
what we learn from these principles i$ of considerably greater and
more general practical importance. Thus, for example, the conclusion
that “it is not the consciousness of men that determines their being,
but their social being that determines their consciousness™, or, more
generally, that “being is prior to thinking”, is at once more general-
ised than a principle about cats and their grins, and what we learn
from it is in practice more important for us—since in practice no
one gets led astray by supposing that grins exist independently of
faces, whereas many get led astray by supposing that thinking or
consciousness exists independently of real individuals and their social
being. Similarly with conclusions about the dependence of qualita-
tive changes on quantitative ones, and other “laws of dialectics”.

If we consider principles of materialist dialectics, such as those
mentioned as having been first formulated by Marx and Engels,
my contention in this chapter is that they evidently differ from the
generalisations arrived at by the empirical sciences in that they are
not established and tested by the same type of directed observation
and empirical test, and that their applicability in the guidance of
practice is therefore also not of the same sort. Their character and
application is essentially that of “laws of thought”, as Engels already
emphasised when he included “dialectics™ along with “formal logic”
in “the science of thought and its laws”, stressing that it was
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demonstrable “independently” of “the positive science of nature
and history™.

However, this does not entail, as Kant supposed in his fanciful
theory of “synthetic a priori knowledge”, that they are somechow
spun out of the inner resources of the mind and imposed by the
mind upon “the phenomenal world” which it constructs for itself
as its “object”. On the contrary, they are indubitably and universally
true of the processes of the real world, which we get to know about,
but which proceed in accordance with these “laws” independently
of our knowing them. Such a contention can appear paradoxical
only to those who are still under the spell of the old antitheses
of a priori and a posteriori, or of “analytic” versus ‘“synthetic”
knowledge.

The distinguishing feature of principles of materialism and dia-
lectics is that they concern categories. They lay down correct ways
of assembling relatively abstract items of information in order to
arrive at concrete and informative conclusions. Category principles,
considered in their aspect as reflecting objective reality or *“the nature
of things”, are characterised by their absolute generality (corres-
ponding to Aristotle’s conception of truths true of “being as being”),
in distinction from generalisations of natural or social sciences which
deal with particular classes of phenomena. As I have said, this
“quantitative difference” of degree of generality marks a *‘qualitative
difference” in the character of the generalisations.

Of course, as Engels often and justifiably insisted, such generalisa-
tions, far from being spun out of the mind from its own inner
resources independent of all experience (the conception of the mind
spinning anything out of itself independent of experience is absurd)
are arrived at as a result of experience. And naturally, errors or
crudities in their formulation may be detected as a result of contra-
dictions with experience. But the test or demonstration of the
correctness or otherwise of such generalisations goes beyond merely
ascertaining their empirical confirmation. Their demonstration
depends on demonstrating, not as with empirical laws that they are
not in fact falsified, but that to imagine their falsification results in
“absurdity” or “fancy” in the sense of uninformativeness.

For example, Marx’s principle that “social being determines con-
sciousness” was atfived at by studying the facts of human history,
and criticising the conclusions reached by historians and sociologists
who proceeded on an opposite principle. But in its generalised form,
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“being is prior to thinking”, this principle is one which must
necessarily be observed in assembling information, because not to
do so is to introduce uninformative fancies in principle unverifiable.
In that respect it differs from Marx’s formulation of the basic law
of development of human society, which dealt with the particular
way in which men live by developing a mode of production.

Thus Engels, with complete consistency, said on the one hand
that laws of dialectics are “laws of thought”, and on the other (in
the preface to Anti-Duhring) that “there could be no question of
building the laws of dialectics into nature, but of discovering them
in it and evolving them from it”. He went on to say that “the
revolution which is being forced on natural science by the mere
need to set in order the purely empirical discoveries . . . must bring
the dialectical character of natural events more and more to the
consciousness even of those empiricists who are most opposed to it
. . - It is possible to reach this standpoint because the accumulated
facts of natural science compel us to do so; but we reach it more
easily if we approach the dialectical character of these facts equipped
with the consciousness of the laws of dialectical thought.”




CHAPTER THREE
Socialist Humanism

I. MAN AND THE UNIVERSE

Tue philosophical family in which both the linguistic philosophy
and Marxism are related by common descent is 2 humanist one.
Marxism inherits not only the scientific empiricist tradition but the
linked tradition of humanism. This link was first closed in philo-
sophy by Hume, in whose Treatise of Human Nature the insistence
that “objects become known to us only by those perceptions they
occasion”, and that philosophy as opposed to superstition “contents
itself with . . . the phenomena which appear in the visible world”,
was linked with the proclamation that “human nature is the only
science of man”.

The humanist injunction, whose most famous expression was that
of Alexander Pope:

“Know then thyself, presume not God to scan,
The proper study of mankind is man.”

and which Hume put into effect in philosophy, contrasts with the
medieval view that to understand ourselves we must learn what God
intended when he created us with the universe around us, and with
the ancient view expounded by Plato that we must understand the
eternal forms of which the visible world is an imperfect reflection.
Humanism takes the view which Plato objectcd to so strongly when
it was first put forward by Protagoras, that “man is the measure of
all things”. Everything else is to be judged in accordance with how
it affects men and can be used by men. Everything men do is to be
done for the sake of men and to be judged by its effects on men.
Men are not to regard themselves as existing for the service of
anything else. Men were not created to serve God, but their purpose
is to make other things'sefvemen, - — —' -

The Copernican hypothesis which removed the earth, the habita-

tion of men, from the centre of the universe, and made it a small
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planet circling the sun, which in turn was subsequently shown to
be a medium-sized star circling around within one among many
galaxies, is generally regarded, and was so regarded the moment
it was published, as a blow against the then established view of how
and why God created man. Intellectually, it delivered a shock which
the modern world is still trying to assimilate. It has detracted from
the privilege and importance of the human race in the scheme of
things, and made men into mere specks of organic matter whose
existence and continued existence can be of no importance in relation
to the vast concourse of bodies in inter-stellar space. From the point

of view of the universe, sub specie aeternitatis, men are negligible. -

And it is extremely likely that in the course of time they will all be
destroyed anyhow, leaving no trace behind.

The realisation that we are of no special importance in the
universe must bring the realisation that we are nevertheless of
supreme importance to ourselves. For mankind, what is important
is the development of mankind and of human capacities. And of
course, we are now only at the beginning of such development, every
step in which means surpassing the bounds of what were previously
thought inescapable human limitations. Wé can enrich our life on
earth, and extend our exploration of space—discovering, perhaps,
much more about the conditions which not only gave rise to our
own existence but to that of analogous forms of intelligent purposive
life in other parts of the galaxy or other galaxies; and perhaps not
only about the mode of formation of the material world we inhabit,
and the life in it, but also about its mode of dissolution. But
however great our activity and discovery, it cannot terminate in a
comprehensive understanding of the entire infinite universe; such
a thing is anyway only a hangover from theology, and it cannot be
done. The point is to reach a comprehensive understanding of
ourselves and our capacities, and of other things in so far as we
depend on them and they affect us and can be related by us to the
development of our own purposes—and this we can do, by the
exercise of science,

This is the basic standpoint of humanism adopted by Marx, and
recommended by Marxism. “Man is the highest being for man,”
he wrote—and added that that implied “the categorical imperative
to overthrow all conditions in which man is a humiliated, enslaved,
despised and rejected being” (Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of
Law). And in the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts:

i L S RO, e e e e
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“Natural science will include the science of man in the same way
as the science of man will include natural science.” In that early
work he called his standpoint “humanism” and ‘“‘naturalism”. His
humanism was naturalistic because it denied that men were created
by or subordinated to any supernatural agency. Its premises were
men as they are observed to exist on the earth, as given, as products
of natural causes, as organisms living within and living by their
interaction with the natural environment, all their needs arising
from this mode of life, and their abilities to satisfy them depending
on the natural powers of their own bodies. Later he preferred the
word “‘materialism”, to mark his opposition to the idealist approaches
which produced their own brands of naturalism and humanism.
His humanism was materialist because it staked everything on being
able to explain whatever concerns us in our lives in terms of processes
in space and time and given to our senses. It rejected every theory
that was not based on active investigation and could not be tested
by empirical methods. It was open-minded as to what might yet be
discovered about our environment and our powers, but closed-
minded towards theories which transgress the limits of verifiability.

“What is man?” is the key question which men have to answer
for themselves, and in terms of it manage their lives. Marxism is
essentially an attempt to answer it, and the answer proposed is
based on empirical evidences—As was pointed out above, this
produces a circularity in the Marxist train of thought (as there must
be in any thinking which does not start from supposedly self-evident
first principles), in as much as Marxism demonstrates the material
nature of man by first accepting it as given.

2. SOCIAL PRODUCTION

Men are distinguished from all other forms of life on earth by
their social production of their material means of life. The natural
precondition was the evolution of the human hands and brain,
which led to men distinguishing themselves from the rest of nature
by their social use of tools and speech—by working and speaking,
living by labour and, in so doing, developing the capacity to imagine
and to think.

Homo sapiens is the product of the evolution of species by natural
selection. But with men living by social production a new kind of
evolutionary development begins. -In' géneral, the evolutionary
development of living species amounts to change in means and
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methods of appropriating the organism’s requirements from nature.
Prior to man, this has always meant some structural change in
organisms themselves; for instance, forms of life which evolved in
the sea gave rise to those living on land through the development
of lungs. With men, however, the organic structure does not
change, but in the course of social production men develop tech-
niques. For instance, men can now fly, not because they have grown
wings but because they have built aircraft; and they have acquired
remarkable powers of sight, not because the structure of the eyes
has changed, but because they have built microscopes and telescopes.

Human evolution is the evolution of techniques. And it is a
progress, in as much as, in a most obvious sense, men advance from
lower to higher techniques. Further, this progress is, in a sense,
predetermined from the very beginning of social production—not
that every technique was bound to be discovered by a certain time,
or to be discovered at all, but that in the relation of the human
organism to nature, though still unexplored by man, is contained
the possibility of every technique that can ever be discovered, and
the dependence of the more complex and later techniques on the
simpler and earlier ones. It is like a short-sighted man finding his
way up a staircase. He can never know what the next step will
bring until he approaches it (obviously, we can never know what
there is to be discovered until we approach its discovery), and he
may break his leg at a particular step and never get any further;
but the steps from bottom to top are all predetermined in the
structure of the staircase.

Living by social preduction, men develop the tools and implements
they use for production, together with the knowledge and skill
involved in using them. In short, they develop their forces of produc-
tion. And to do this, they enter into relations with one another
necessary to ensure the performance of labour, the management of
the whole productive process and the distribution of the product.
In short, they enter into social relations of production. And the
progressive development of forces of production brings in turn
changes in relations of production and so in the whole structure and
character of human society.

The hypothesis which Marx put forward as the fundamental law
governing social life (and it has yet to be falsified or replaced by
one that fits all the facts better) consisted of positing, first, that people
in society have always to bring their relations of production into
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conformity with their forces of production, and second, that the
relations of production condition the character of all human institu-
tions and human activities and purposes. Without production men
cannot live as men, and without conformable relations of production
they cannot successfully produce. The existence of given relations of
production is, then, the basis on which the whole of social life is
carried on; and whenever, in the development of social production,
relations of production have ceased to conform with the developing
forces of production, that is, have ceased to promote their successful
use but begun to disrupt it, then they have to be brought back into
conformity.

“In the social production of their life,”” Marx wrote in the
summarising Preface to Critique of Political Economy, “men enter
into definite relations that are indispensable and independent of
their will, relations of production which correspond to a definite
stage of development of their material productive forces. The sum
total of these relations of production constitutes the economic struc-
ture of society, the real foundation, on which rises a legal and
politcal superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of
social consciousness. The mode of production of material life con-
ditions the social, political and intellectual life process in general. It
is not the consciousness of men that determines their being, but, on
the contrary, their social being that determines their consciousness.
At a certain stage of their development, the material productive
forces of society come in conflict with the existing relations of pro-
duction, or—what is but a legal expression of the same thing—with
the property relations within which they have been at work hitherto.
From forms of development of the productive forces these relations
turn into fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. With
the change of the economic foundation the entire immense super-
structure is more or less rapidly transformed.”

3. HUMAN RELATIONS

All human relations develop out of the social production of the
material means of life. Indeed, human individuals themselves are so
created, since it is only by being brought up a member of society, and
so entering into human relations and experiencing human needs, that
the organism genetically constituted as Homo sapiens becomes a
person.

By “human relations” is meant not simply any relation into which
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human individuals enter, but those relations into which only human
individuals, or persons, can enter. For instance, just to sit down
together, or to go hunting together, is not a specifically human rela-
tion; but to sit down at a meeting or a party, or to go hunting after
the manner of a primitive tribe, or with the Pytchley or Quorn, is a
human relation—only people could participate in such relationships.
The uniqueness of man lies in the social use of tools and speech, the
latter being requisite for the former. Human relations develop among
tool-using animals, but they are not confined to relations of produc-
tion and their distinctive mark is the way language enters into them.

The use of language is an essential element in the formation of
human relations. They could not exist unless spoken into existence.

Thus Professor Austin was doing more than amuse himself with
linguistic subtleties when he gave his lectures on Doing Things with
Words. It is, as he said, the use of words in the marriage ceremony
that marries people; the words serve not merely to state that certain
people are married, but to marry them. But quite apart from this
specialised performative use of words essential for the conduct of
human institutions, the very capacity of language to express proposi-
tions means that by using it people bring themselves into relationships
which could not hold apart from its use; and these are the uniquely
human relations.

A certain mystery that has often been attributed to human relations
is thus dissipated. They have been supposed to be in some way
“transcendental”, because they seem to elude any merely naturalistic
description of observable facts and material motion. Describe all the
manifold physical and chemical motions of human bodies, and you
have still said nothing about human relations. But human bodies do
not enter into human relations independently of what they say and
think, so that language has more to do with these relations than
simply to state them as facts. It is only by using language that people
enter into them.

Thus if observers from another planet were to carry home any
adequate account of what they found people doing, they would have
not only to observe and record their behaviour but discover the
meaning of human speech.

Indeed, language is an essential means whereby human individuals
relate themselves to the external world in ways additional to those of
other animals. Men obtain their requirements from nature by the
purposive social use of tools and implements, and this they can only
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do in so far as language serves them for the imaginative conception
of their purpose and for organising its realisation. In this process,
whatever affects men is translated into terms of human thought,
reflected and related to other things in terms of the categories of
human thought, and thus becomes an object of human knowledge.
By this means men relate themselves to nature in another way than
the other animals. And so do they relate themselves to each other.
Hence every relation between persons, whether a production relation
or not, and whether an institutionalised type of relation or not, owes
its existence to the use of language.

Take love, for example. Does this consist simply of mutual feelings,
a purely emotional bond which can come into existence independently
of people’s possessing the use of language? Absolutely dumb sexual
attachment would not be human, and it is well known that the whole
character of such attachment between persons involves the exercise
of imagination and varies with the way they have learned to think
of each other. It is not merely that feelings may be expressed in lan-
guage, but that human feelings are not felt by animals lacking the
use of language, since without language they lack imagination and
could not enter into human relationships. (This example provides a
clue, incidentally, to the role which literature plays in developing
human relations; the expression it gives to them and the images it
makes of them are factors in making and changing them.)

The use of language owes its origin to social production, since to
carry on social production people must speak to one another. And
just as social production is the distinctive activity of man, so are
relations of production, or property relations, the basic human rela-
tions. They are the precondition of all other human relations, which
are all conditioned by whatever are the forms of property. All rela-
tions into which people enter are so conditioned—how people treat
one another, how they regard each other, how they co-operate
together and how they fight one another. ‘

Not the least important of the uses of language, then, is to con-
stitute or bring into being the relations of production. Marx already
equated these with “property relations”, calling the latter “but a legal
expression of the same thing”. Words are, of course, used to describe
property—as when one says that a large part of the land on which
London is built is the property of the Dukéof Westminster. But the
use of words is also requisite to institute property.

Animals which do not say “These things are ours”, or “This is
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mine” and “This is yours™, have no property. A dog may guard its
bone and a Duke his land; but the land belongs to the Duke in
another sense than the bone to the dog; property begins with appro-
priation (collective or individual), but does not end there. Without
their “expression”, property relations could not exist at all. Thus the
“legal expression™ of relations of production, as property, does not
merely state that people stand in certain relations, as a fact that is
the case whether stated or not, but is requisite for bringing them into
those relations.

Hence the language of property, the “legal expression” of the rela-
tions of production, without which those relations fall apart and
vanish and human association would become unworkable, is of
profound importance for the formation of all human relations, of all
relations between persons, without exception.

4. DIVISION OF LABOUR AND PRIVATE PROPERTY

The fact that language is requisite to institute property does not
mean that it is possible, by saying whatever we please, to institute
whatever relations of production we please.

The existence of property means that affairs are regulated by
certain prescriptions, that people assume certain rights and obliga-
tions. For this it is required, firstly that certain conditions (often
quite elaborate ones) must be satisfied without which entitlement to
property does not hold good, and secondly that the prescribed rights
and obligations must be enforceable. But what prescriptions as to
property can be effectively instituted and enforced depends on the
circumstances and, above all, on the character of the production pro-
cess itself. Thus Marx said that people enter into relations of produc-
tion “‘independent of their will”’. How they can and do regulate their
social production does not depend on free choice (they do not all get
together, as was once imagined, and freely institute a “social con-
tract”) but on the character of the social production it is required to
regulate.

In their primitive state, possessing only the very crudest and
simplest techniques by which they had first raised themselves above
other animals, people could live only in small groups, jointly appro-
priating and sharing out such means of life as they could obtain.
They were still completely dependent, like other animals, on the
natural conditions of their habitat and what it provided for them.
After living in such a condition for countless generations, some
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people managed to break this dependence by finding out how to
cultivate crops and domesticate animals.

The invention of agriculture led to the kinds of human relations
with which we are now familiar in recorded history. By breaking
their subordination to nature and beginning to subdue nature to
human purposes people entered into those relations with each other
which led the liberal historian Gibbon to describe history as the record
of “the crimes, follies and misfortunes of mankind”. Keenly aware
of the fact of progress, he yet compared the way people actually
treated one another with the kind of relations he would have expected
were we really, as some have claimed, rational animals—and so
queried the value of the progress made and whether anything any
better could ever be achieved by man. The same query still demands
an answer today. Progress, in the scientific and technological sense,
is a fact, but where is it getting us and what is it worth?

Any technique demands some kind of division of labour, with
different people performing different functions in the economy. It
seems probable that with very primitive techniques the principal
division of labour was based on the natural division of the sexes. The
invention of agriculture eventually brought new division of labour
of a much more artificial and elaborate sort. It led to a greater multi-
plicity of jobs in growing crops and looking after animals. Then the
discovery of the use of metals led to the differentiation of various
industrial crafts from agricultural labour. And as population in-
creased and people lived in bigger communities and more contact was
established between different communities, it led to the differentiation
of both management and distribution from productive labour. All
this in turn altered the relations of the sexes and the structure of the
family: women became relegated to the dependent and subordinate
position which civilised peoples afterwards came to regard as natural.
At the same time, labour began to produce a surplus. Whereas in
primitive conditions the most that a human group could do by com-
bined productive efforts was to get enough for them all to live on,
those engaged in production now produced more than enough for
their own subsistence, so that it became possible for non-producers to
be supported on the labour of the producers.

The division of labour, with production of a surplus, meant that
people entered -into new relations™ 6f “pruduction, which could no
longer be expressed in terms of the primitive ideas of communal
property with everything being shared out among the members of a
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group. New forms of property had to be instituted, private property,
giving expression to new relations of production within which people
could effectively regulate the division of labour which their tech-
niques involved. For as Marx and Engels observed in The German
Ideology (I, 1) “the various stages of development in the division of
labour are just so many different forms of ownership; i.e. the existing
stage in the division of labour determines also the relations of indi-
viduals to one another with reference to the materials, instruments
and products of labour™.

Thus instead of everything being shared out, products are ex-
changed. They pass from hand to hand, and have to be regarded as
belonging to the different people who acquire them in the process.
Similarly, different means of production come to be regarded as
belonging to different individuals or groups of individuals.

Property is a socially regulated form of appropriation. And the
most noteworthy feature of private property is that, in acquiring it,
people no longer communally appropriate products of communal
labour, but individuals or groups within the community appropriate
means of production, and articles for use or exchange produced by
other individuals or groups. It means that some people acquire an
entitlement to the products of other people’s labour.

Thus the appropriation of objects as private property, both means
of production and means of consumption, consists not simply of a
relation between people and objects but of a relation between people
and people—a relation of social production.

Private property was not instituted by choice but by necessity,
“independent of men’s will”. Theologians like Aquinas and political
philosophers like Locke supposed it natural for men to acquire
private property. If that were true, then it would have to be admitted
that in civilised communities not only are some people more equal
than others but also more natural. It is true, of course, that the human
mode of life requires that people should always enter into relations of
production, expressed as property relations; but so long as they re-
mained nearest to their natural condition the idea of instituting
private property never entered their heads. Private property came into
existence out of the (very unnatural) division of labour involved in
higher techniques, and it was technological progress which in the
first place made it necessary.

Private property was a condition for the technological progress of
human communities and for the increase of their command over
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nature and of their wealth. And it was equally a condition for freeing
some people from the drudgery of necessary productive labour and
allowing them to develop their intellectual powers, and so for the
development and diversification of human interests and human
personality, and of culture and the arts. Evidently, it profoundly
affected all human relations in a number of ways, making them quite
different from the simple and direct person to person relationships
characteristic of primitive communities.

Reliable evidence about the historical development of all human
communities is, from the nature of the case, rather hard to get, and
in many cases not obtainable at all. As Marx’s own rescarches already
showed, no simple historical “law” postulating a universal stage-to-
stage development for every human community will fit the facts; and
while everything people do is conditioned by their social relations of
production, not everything they do can be directly attributed to
economic causes. In the course of history, as various communities
have carried on their social production and adapted their production
relations in various ways to their productive forces, diverse formations
of property relations (in Marx’s phrase, “social-economic forma-
tions™) have been instituted locally and undergone various metamor-
phoses. In these, a variety of specific types of human relation arising
out of private property have emerged—such as the relation of master
and slave, lord and serf, guildmaster and journeyman, capitalist and
wage-labourer, and a host of others. But quite apart from such specific
relationships established locally, and their effects on all human rela-
tions within local communities, it is possible to distinguish certain
universal ways in which private property affects human relations,
irrespective of the particular form of property.

5. ALIENATION AND THE DEPERSONALISATION OF
HUMAN RELATIONS

The principal and universal effect of private property on human
relations is to divide people up within communities, in such a way
that the labour of some becomes the necessary means which others
must subdue to their own purposes in order to get from it the products
they desire.

Hence there is introduced into human relations a man-made
assymetry distinct from the naturalassymetry. of the relations of men
and women, stronger and weaker, older and younger, parents and
children, and so on. This is the assymetry characteristic of domina-
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tion and exploitation. It means that people are so divided up and
estranged that for some of them other people stand in the relation of
depersonalised things or objects, to be used as means to ends, without
regard to their personality. It means that what people learn to set a
value on is not the enjoyment of human activities but the external
objects they can manage to appropriate and to possess which they
compete with other people and use other people. This estrangement
is superimposed on the personal relationships between human beings,
in which all are to each other simply other persons with whom one
is living in the community, their differences being simply differences
of sex, age, ability, character, and so on. It means that persons or, at
all events, their inherent personal capacities exerted when they work,
become the property of other persons, to be used up as those others
direct—as happens, for example, with slaves or serfs or wage
workers. The introduction of man-made assymetry, or inequality,
into human relations means their depersonalisation. The unequal or
assymetrical relations between persons resulting from division of
labour and private property are relations holding between them, not
by virtue of their being persons with such and such characteristics,
but by virtue of their holding or not holding entitlements to property.
Hence these relations are not personal ones, which can be voluntarily
adjusted as between persons, but depersonalised or impersonal rela-
tions.

The fact that in the regulated system of production and appropria-
tion some people are treated by others as things, and that, in that
respect, they or their personal capacities become other people’s
property, was described by Marx, in the Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts, as “self-alienation”, meaning that an integral part of
their own persons is alienated as the property of others,

This alienation has a depersonalising effect on human relations
generally, and not only on those specific relations in which the
alienation cccurs. Human fellowship is replaced by relations in which
people have to use other people, and to see the end or good of their
lives not in relations with other people but in things, and in the use
of other people to obtain possession of things. It means that everyone
is related to everyone else by impersonal relations, depending on
property. Naturally, they are all people and can and do enter into
personal relations. But personal relations are conditioned and
coloured by impersonal ones. For example, a slaveowner or feudal
magnate or employer may be keenly aware of the personalities of
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slaves, serfs or employees, and do his best to treat them accordingly;
and they may even respond with respect and affection. But this does
not in the least alter the impersonality of the relationship.

The fact that people are for other people objects for use has funda-
mentally affected the relations between the sexes. Personal sexual
relations based on the natural difference between the sexes, the
pleasure and support they naturally afford each other, and the rearing
of children, are made unequal in the sense that women are subjected
to men and treated as objects—means for sexual use, means for the
production of children, and amongst the propertied classes means for
alliances of properties, for producing heirs and, very often, as items
of property themselves. Thus as well as other divisions a division is
created cutting right through the human race, in which the natural
difference of sex become a difference of status, and in which the
personal relations between the sexes in their sexual activity are par-
tially or even wholly depersonalised.

Such alienation effects in human relations are so well known from
experience as to be perfectly obvious. They have been for so long
familiar as to be simply taken for granted, so that few think there is
anything remarkable, still less remediable, in human relations being
like this.

The introduction of inequality, alienation and depersonalisation
into human relations brings into the human community antagonisms
entirely distinct from personal antagonisms—oppositions of interest
between whole groups or classes of people arising, not from personal
disagreements or quarrels, but from differences in their methods of
acquisition. These antagonisms are utterly impersonal, and may cut
right across the personal likes or dislikes of people for one another;
but willy nilly, people are caught up in them. The history of all com-
munities thus becomes, as was stated in The Communist Manifesto,
“the history of class struggles”. And because people are for other
people things for their use, wars of conquest result and, on the other
side, wars of liberation, with all the destruction, cruelty and suffering
they bring. The social violence and cruelty which has long been
characteristic of human behaviour is not the result of the aggressive-
ness of human individuals (there is, of course, such an aggressiveness,
and it is harnesséd in class struggles and wars), but of the property
relations into which they have entered in the development of social
production..

At the same time the divisions within society have a polarising
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action, in which the toil is concentrated at one pole and its reward at
the other. Thus for the masses of producers (and this has always
meant primarily agricultural producers) there is unending toil, filling
their whole lives, with a bare subsistence to show for it, and ignorance
and squalor without opportunity to enjoy the benefits of the sciences
and arts, while the reward of this toil in the way of comfort, luxury,
education and culture goes to the opposite pole of society, the ruling
class and the privileged. Similarly, the masses are able to exert only
manual skills and crafts, while the work of the intellect and of artistic
creation is monopolised by a privileged few, dependent on and
patronised or employed by the ruling class. And similarly, the
advances of civilisation are concentrated in towns, while the rural
hinterland remains in backwardness. With every advance in technical
accomplishment the effects of this polarising action become greater.
The greater the sum of social wealth, the greater becomes the in-
equality between the wealth of the few and the poverty of the
many.

The upshot of alienation and the depersonalisation of human rela-
tions is that people in their social activity find themselves subject to
impersonal forces—which they themselves have unwittingly created
but over which they have no control. Thus human relations them-
selves confront people as an alien power, influencing their actions
and the results of their actions, and determining the relations into
which individuals can consciously enter with one another. Hence,
unlike production in which men produce what they intend to
produce, the development of social relations proceeds in directions
independent of and often quite contrary to men’s intentions, like
any natural process the laws of which are independent of men’s
will.

In another sense of “alienation”, men have collectively alienated
their own social relations, and not only that but their own means of
production, their own products and their own institutions, so that
instead of these being under the collective control of men, sub-
ordinated to human purposes, men’s lives are subordinate to them.
People find themselves passively accepting or struggling to get free of
their own alienated creations. Thus in developing the means of pro-
duction people have become individually subordinate to them, so
that the peasant is tied to the land and the animals, and the industrial
worker to the machine. The means of production are not the man’s
servant, but he becomes theirs. When products are produced not for
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the producers’ use but to be appropriated by others and exchanged,
men lose collective control over them and instead fall under the
control of their own products exercised through the impersonal power
of money. In the divided condition of humanity state institutions
are set up to maintain social order and direct public policy, and then
people become subject to the state. The interests of the state are set
up, demanding scrvice and sacrifice from persons in precedence to
their personal interests.

6. RELIGION

The relations into which people enter with one another in obtain-
ing their means of life are reflected in the way they think about
human life in general, and human needs. The alienation and deper-
sonalisation of human relations universal in communities that have
advanced beyond primitive techniques accounts for religion becoming
so pervasive a feature of men’s conscious life in such communities,

Religion is the product of this state of human relations. While a
number of very primitive ideas and magical practices have been
incorporated into religious rituals (for example, scholars have traced
Christian rituals back to primitive magic, and Protestant Churches
are still reckoned “high” or “low” according to the extent to which
their rituals incorporate it), religion is a phenomenon of human
consciousness quite distinct from the magic by which primitive
peoples try to subdue nature and strengthen their own hands. Reli-
gion presupposes a degree of technical progress. It presupposes that
the extreme dependence of men upon nature in primitive communities
has been overcome, and that therefore the primitive consciousness of
union with nature, expressed in magic and animist ideas, has been
overcome too. With religion man conceives of himself as a being
apart from nature, taking cognisance of the natural properties of
things in order to use them for human ends.

There have been and are a variety of religions practised by different
people in different circumstances. Moreover in civilised communities
religion is always a two-tier phenomenon. There is religion as under-
stood, obeyed and practised by the uneducated masses, and there is
the doctrine and theory adumbrated by officials who direct it from
the top. Between these big differences can develop, resulting in mass
breakaways. But ignoring .the variegated forms of religion, the con-
tradictions among them and the ways in which they are rationalised
in religious doctrines, certain fundamental features remain in com-
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mon. All religions teach a doctrine of the supernatural, according to
which the natural world is a dependency of the supernatural, and
man is not a merely natural being but has a stake in the supernatural
world. And all religions combine this with teachings about the fallen,
lost or sinful condition of man in his natural existence, and about
the road to salvation. The combination of conceptions of the super-
natural with those of sin and salvation is the hallmark of religion (by
itself, a doctrine of the supernatural is merely idealist metaphysics, a
by-product of the rationalisation of religion by sophisticated leisure
classes).

Evidently, the religious conception of the supernatural presupposcs
a conception of nature to which the supernatural is opposed. And this
presupposes a development of technology which has overcome primi-
tive animist ideas, so that natural processes and their laws are con-
ceived as independent of human activites. Thus, for example, a
procedure for turning wine into blood would be, according to primi-
tive conceptions, simply a piece of magic, and not a miraculous
abrogation of the laws of nature confirming faith in the supernatural.
The religious conception of the miracle contradicts the primitive
conception of magic, even though it develops out of it, just as the
religious opposition of the supernatural to the natural contradicts
primitive animism. Religion introduces into men’s ideas of their
condition a fundamental dualism—the opposition of man to nature,
of the supernatural to the natural, of spirit to matter, and of the
eternal and changeless to the temporal and changeable.

This dualism constitutes the ideological essence of religion. Thus
religious doctrines are not hypotheses invented to explain the pheno-
mena of nature, which are superseded as the sciences develop other
types of hypotheses. Many scientists are still religious: that does not
mean that they inconsistently support incompatible hypotheses, since
religion is not a hypothesis comparable with those of the sciences. It
continues alongside and complementary to the development of tech-
nology and natural sciences.

With the conception of the supernatural goes that of sin and salva-
tion. Man, conceived as divided from nature by his spiritual attributes,
is conceived as in his natural existence a fallen being. But he can
win salvation from this state, though it is not to be realised in this
earthly life—and all religious teachings, precepts and rituals are
concerned with how to do so. Of course, ideas of what salvation
consists of, and of what to do to be saved, vary greatly, as do ideas of
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the fate of those who remain in sin (though this is always unpleasant).
The idea of sin is, along with that of the supernatural, a fundamental
idea of all religion, and sin is no more to be described in empirical
terms than is the supernatural. Thus to say that people are sinful is
not the same as to describe typical modes of behaviour and express
disapproval. Sin does not consist merely of bad behaviour (though,
as Saint Paul made clear, the sinful nature of men results in their
bad behaviour). Nor does salvation from sin consist of finding the
way to lead a good and happy life on earth.

Religion has been condemned on the grounds that it is a system of
illusions propagated by agents of the ruling classes to deceive the
masses. Yet it did not arise by being imposed on the masses, but
arose from amidst the masses themselves. It has been condemned
for serving to support systems of exploitation and to incite to and
justify man’s inhumanity to man. Yet both oppression and the fight
against it, cruelties and the protest against them, individual greed
and the ways of altruism and self-sacrifice, savage wars and persecu-
tions and appeals for tolerance and reconciliation have been. practised
in the name of religion and been apparently inspired by religious
ideas and motives. The fact is that religion is not simply a system
of doctrines craftily worked out, and it is not itself a primary motive
power in society, either for good or ill. It is the reflection in ideas
of the alienated human relations within which all men’s social action
takes place.

The lives of men, the realisation of their intentions, and their
relations with each other, are dominated by an impersonal power
which has no natural origin or explanation. In the human community
man is opposed to man, actuated by something inherent in but alien
to himself. These are the objective circumstances reflected in religion
—in the religious ideas of supernatural power, and of the lost and
sinful condition of men from which we can escape only by sceking
a salvation not of this world. These fundamental and universal
religious ideas are thus the reflection in human consciousness of
the alienation of human relations. The language of religion is the
peculiar and universal language in which people come to represent
to themselves their condition and their relations with each other
and with nature, when they have still found no way of comprehend-
ing how they have brought themselves into- this. condition, or of
bringing what they have alienated under their own conscious
purposive control.
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The universal prevalence of religion is due to the universal occur-
rence of conditions in which men lack control over the social use
of their own means of satisfying their needs. According to religion,
men can never satisfy their needs without help—and that help is
not the mundane help of other men, nor the help afforded by
scientific knowledge, but extra-human supernatural help. In the
dualistic religious conception of man and his needs, the nature of
man is divided into the material and the spiritual, and his spiritual
needs are offset against his material ones. The sorrows of the material
deprivation of the masses and the divided condition of mankind are
compensated by the spiritual consolations of religion.

Hence, as Marx was already insisting in his Contribution to the
Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Law (1843), the criticism of
religion is the criticism of the human conditions which give rise to
religion, and the criticism of the religious conception of the human
condition and of human needs must rest upon the investigation of
the actual condition and needs of men, and of how men by their
own efforts can satisfy their needs. The people cannot find the way
to “their real happiness” so long as they seek “the illusory happiness”
provided in religion. “The demand to give up illusions about their
condition is the demand to give up a condition that requires illusions
. . . The immediate task of philosophy, which is at the service of
history, once the other-worldly form of human self-alienation has
been unmasked, is to unmask self-alienation in its this-worldly form.
Thus the criticism of heaven turns into the criticism of the earth,
the criticism of religion into the criticism of rights, and the criticism
of theology into the criticism of politics.”

7. CAPITALISM AND SOCIALISM

Capitalist property and capitalist production relations, which have
been instituted in modern times, represent the extreme limit, and
so the final form, of the process described by Marx as human “self-
alienation”.

With capitalism all products are produced as commodities, and
labour-power and, indeed, all human abilities are put up for sale
and so alienated by their possessors. The depersonalisation of human
relations reaches an extreme in which the subordination of some
people to others takes the form of the subordination of them all to
completely impersonal organisations. Thus in a feudal society, for
example, men were subject to their lord or their king; but in a
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capitalist society, while some give orders for others to carry out, the
employee is equal as a person to his boss and the employer is a
corporation—of a peculiar type instituted by monetary statements
of entitlement to property. The holdings of capitalist corporations
are derived from appropriations of the products of labour, so that,
as Marx put it, their sway represents the rule of ““dead” over “living”
labour. The great capitalist monopolies and trusts, and the capitalist
machinery of state, are faceless and impersonal. Of course, a capitalist
community, like any other, is nothing but a lot of people doing
things together and speaking to each other; but their relations to
each other, and how they treat each other, are governed by impersonal
profit-making and profit-disposing organisations, and every relation-
ship in which people live and work together is governed by con-
siderations about money, by the impersonal and alien power of
money which has the last say in what they can or cannot do together.
Personal deprivation takes new forms. Even as extremes of depriva-
tion of material goods become alleviated, people are increasingly
turned loose and left to fend for themselves in their personal lives.
The individualistic protest which increases under capitalism, and
takes all manner of unconventional and on occasion anti-social forms,
is the response to this.

At the same time, the polarisation in society continues, acting not
only inside each capitalist community but on a world scale. Men are
increasingly equalised, as personal privileges of birth and rank dis-
appear. But the more democratisation and equalisation there is, the
more marked becomes the division of classes and the more dangerous
and intractable become the conflicts on a world scale. The so-called
“disappearance of class distinctions™ in capitalist democracies, and
the formal recognition that all people are equal members of the
human race, only serve to reveal in their nakedness the class conflicts
and national conflicts as based on nothing but impersonal divisions
of interest. And these conflicts are then revealed as human anoma-
lies, due only to the degree of subjection of persons to an impersonal
system.

But if capitalism is the extreme of the alienation process in human
relations, it also brings into being the conditions to end it.

Capitalist relations are instituted when_the development of rela-
tively advanced techniques demands the purchase of labour-power
for the purpose of employing a number of people to work together
in a single enterprise, And once the capitalist relations are in opera-

M,L.P.—11
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tion, the drive for profits from which to accumulate more capital,
together with the competition of different capitals, leads to the
continuous improvement of techniques. The search begins for motive
powers other than those of animal and human muscle (water power,
steam power, the internal combustion engine, electrical energy,
nuclear power), and the development of mass production methods
powered by them. Under capitalism there occurs not only a revolu-
tion in techniques but, as The Communist Manifesto put it, a con-
tinuous revolutionising of techniques. Scientific research is developed
as itself a new force of production. The sciences do not simply
investigate nature but, by their discoveries, change the relationship
of man and nature, by equipping men with new powers.

As a result, a stage has been reached when techniques are available
completely to satisfy the material needs of the whole human race.
The means and knowhow actually exist to provide abundance to a
large population, and to do so with a minimum expenditure of
muscular energy, without arduous labour or a high proportion of
individuals’ time being demanded by labour, so that plenty of leisure,
with opportunities for education and enjoyment, should be the right
of everyone. Despite the existing mass poverty and technological
backwardness throughout large areas, the realisation of such a state
of affairs could now be technically accomplished quite quickly,
within two or three generations. The obstacle is not lack of means
but the human relations which prevent people from uniting to deploy
the means.

When men have changed their relationship with nature they can
also change their relations with each other. As was enunciated in
Marx’s fundamental proposition about social development, a change
in the first always necessitates a change in the second.

The technological development under capitalism changes the
character of the labour process and of the division of labour. This
change can be expressed in one word by saying that production
becomes socialised. Instead of the production of the totality of goods
needed by a community being done by a large number of separate
individuals and groups, each working independently and each con-
tributing one product which they themselves or others must approp-
riate, production is more and more concentrated within large-scale
enterprises. A large number of people work together according to
a production-plan to produce their output jointly or socially.

Although the development of modern technology began by accen-
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tuating the earlier effects of division of labour on human personality,
by tying individuals to particular parts of the processes of mass
production and making them the servants of machines, its long-term
demand is for highly educated people with a grasp of the production
process as a whole. The use of modern technology demands indi-
viduals who are not the servants but the makers and masters of
machines, and for whom, moreover, labour is not the dominant
factor in their individual lives. This was already stressed by Marx
(in Capital), but the most recent developments of automation under-
line it even more. By the development of technology capitalism
set in motion a new development of the division of labour, reversing
the old. This is in contradiction to the division of the community
into the rulers and the ruled, the educated thinking elite and the
ignorant uneducable mass, which nevertheless it is the whole tend-
ency of the property relations to retain.

The socialisation of production under capitalism, then, brings
into existence conditions in which it is possible to put an end to
relations in which the capacities of some are treated as the property
of others, with all the effects which ensue from that. But not only
is this possible, it is necessary, if the processes of production are not
to be continually interrupted by human conflicts and economic
breakdown.

The system of private appropriation, which originally developed
out of the division of labour, and which survives in capitalist
property relations, is no longer in accord with the new socialised
form of production. As Engels put it in Socialism, Utopian and
Scientific, socialised production is “subjected to a form of appropria-
tion which presupposes the private production of individuals . . .
The mode of production is subjected to this form of appropriation,
although it abolishes the conditions upon which the latter rests.”
Consequently there exists a contradiction between *socialised pro-
duction and capitalist appropriation” and “between the organisation
of production in the individual workshop and the anarchy of
production in society generally . . . The mode of production is in
rebellion against the mode of exchange.” Socialised production
requires to be socially planned in accordance with social resources
and needs, and to be matched by social appropriation, in which
entitlement to products rests simply on being a person, a member
of society, and ot on the ownership of property.

Capitalist private property can and must be converted into social
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property. How can this come about? Unhappily, with the human
race divided and estranged from each other as they are, it cannot
possibly come about by general agreement. It can only come about,
as other revolutionary changes in property relations have done,
through class struggle. Wherever class conflicts exist they cannot
but be fought to a conclusion, however long it takes and however
much some may wish to bring about a reconciliation.

The socialisation of production in the countries of advanced tech-
nology accentuates the contradiction of interest between the magnates
of capital and the working people of their own and of the under-
developed countries. And the result is, as The Communist Manifesto
showed, that by organising and hastening the development of
socialised production “what the bourgeoisie produces, above all, are
its own gravediggers”. The effect is to bring together and organise
in opposition to capital whole populations of working people.

The difference between this conflict and earlier ones between
exploited and exploiting classes is that, with the new character of
production, the exploited become organised and educated. There is
no further need for a privileged class of rulers, to manage public
affairs; the working people themselves have become quite capable
of providing the personnel for that purpose.

The original cause of the estrangement within human communities
was division of labour leading to private property. And property
is the issue of every irreconcilable conflict between men. Property
relations are not unchangeable. They are instituted by men and can
be changed by men. But the reconstitution of property comes about,
and this is the only way it can come about, as the outcome of class
struggle. The power to preserve property relations or to change them
is the power to make and to enforce laws. Consequently the final
issue of the struggle against capital is the issue of securing this power.
The practical conclusion of Marx about the struggle for socialism
was that it is and can only be a political struggle, based on and
mobilising the forces of the classes opposed to capital, with the
object of obtaining political or state power to institute a radical
change in property relations.

8. COMMUNISM

In his Preface to the English edition (1888) of The Communist
Manifesto, Engels thus summed up the conclusion of Marxist social
theory: “The history of class struggles forms a series of evolutions
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in which, nowadays, a stage has been reached where the exploited
and oppressed class cannot attain its emancipation from the sway
of the exploiting and ruling class without, at the same time, and
once and for all, emancipating society at large from all exploitation,
oppression, class distinction and class struggles.”

The fundamental law of development of human society discovered
by Marx—the law that men must always bring their relations of
production into accordance with their forces of production—does
not (as I have already remarked) state any preordained sequence of
stages of social development through which every human community
must inevitably pass. On the contrary, new forces of production are
only developed in rather exceptional local circumstances, and many
communities have set up social relations incapable of development,
in which they have remained stuck until overrun and overcome by
the aggression of others. But Marx’s discovery leads to three con-
clusions about the overall course of social development. It may be
noted that these conclusions are not statements of what is deter-
ministically inevitable, but take the form proper to scientific con-
clusions—that is, they delimit possibilities.

To begin with, the development of forces of production could
only take place under conditions of private appropriation, the
exploitation of labour, the alienation of human capacities and the
depersonalisation of human relations, divided communities and class
struggles.

In these circumstances, the sequence of technological progress was
bound up with the production of products as commodities. The
eventual outcome, bound by the working out of probabilities to be
arrived at somewhere some time, whatever digressions and deadends
particular communities might get into, could only be the formation
of capitalist property relations and the socialisation of production.

Now that outcome has been reached, the sequence of class struggles
can be brought to an end with the assumption of power by the
exploited class and the institution of socialist relations of production.

“The bourgeois relations of production,” wrote Marx in the Preface
to The Critique of Political Economy, “are the last antagonistic form
of the social process of production . . . at the same time the productive
forces developing in the womb of bourgeois society create the material
conditions for the solution of that antagonism. This sccial forma-
tion brings, theréfore, the pre-history of human society to a close.”

Once power has passed from the hands of the classes whose mode
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of appropriation is based on private property, it is possible to begin
to transform property relations by making the means and products
of socialised production public or co-operative property. This begins
the reconstitution of the relations of men to men corresponding to
the establishment of the new relationship of men to nature in
socialised production. It stops the labour-power of some being the
property of others, and by ending capitalist appropriation abolishes
the exploitation of man by man and the conflicts forced on men by
the impersonal antagonistic relations of classes.

On this basis it is possible to plan social production so as steadily
to increase the quantity and improve the quality of the goods and
services available to each individual. And at the same time, with
the scientific development of technology, it is possible progressively
to shorten the necessary working day for each individual, and to
ensure that the necessity of working, imposed on men by their
relationship with nature, becomes a pleasure instead of a burden.
It is possible, as Marx claimed (Capital, 111, 48, 3), that men should
carry out the task of necessary work “with the least expenditure of
energy and under conditions most favourable to and worthy of their
human nature”, and that it should serve them as the basis for free
personal activity and personal relations—*‘that development of
human energy which is an end in itself”.

The basis is then established for conceptions of men and their
needs radically different from the prevailing religious ones. Human
needs are now understood as arising solely from the human mode
of life rooted in social production, and capable of satisfaction through
men’s efforts alone. Men are not divided into a degraded material
and a higher spiritual part, and need no supernatural help or

idance. Yet their needs are not confined to material needs, in the
sense of requirements for the biological functioning of human bodies
and the continuation of the species. The characteristic human need
is for personal relations with other people. People need human
companionship, sympathy, assistance and co-operation first of all to
produce together the material means of life and then, on that basis,
to develop and enjoy the activities and fruits of human culture.
While none of this is possible unless elementary material needs are
satisfied (so that to preach that material satisfactions are worthless
in comparison with “spiritual” ones is utterly repugnant to the
development of human relations and human personality), the
material needs of men are themselves humanised and transformed
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into specifically human as distinct from animal needs. Thus people
do not simply need food but need it artfully prepared and served,
they do not simply need clothing and shelter but fashions and
architecture, and they do not simply need sexual intercourse but
the art of love and human relations between the sexes. Socialism
is not a new religion, but makes all religion pointless. It establishes
the conditions in which people can begin purposively to co-operate
to make possible for all the satisfaction of their needs.

The first tasks of socialist revolution are political—to change the
state from an organisation functioning to protect private appropria-
tion into one functioning to prevent it; to expand the state by
instituting organisation for managing socialist production; and to
protect socialist property and put down any efforts to subvert it.
These are the tasks covered in Marx’s famous phrase “the dictatorship
of the proletariat™.

These political tasks combine with economic ones—to plan produc-
tion and distribution so as to deploy all available resources, materials,
machinery and labour, to produce the goods and services people
need and to share them out; and to expand scientific research and
education so as to develop the techniques of planned production,
lighten labour and make more and better goods and services available.

The goal of socialist politics and socialist planning is, obviously,
to produce an absolute abundance of goods and services, so that all
that anyone can need is available to him. And, apart from obstacles
of external interference, natural calamities and errors of planning,
all of which are surmountable, there is no reason why this goal should
not be reached.

The eventual and final abolition of shortages constitutes the
economic condition for entering upon a communist society. When
there is socialised production the products of which are socially
appropriated, when science and scientific planning have resulted in
the production of absolute abundance, and when labour has been
so lightened and organised that all can without sacrifice of personal
inclinations contribute their working abilities to the common fund,
everyone will reccive a share according to his needs. This economic
principle of communism was first announced by the English philo-
sopher William Godwin: “From each according to his ability, to
each according to hisneed.” -~ -7 T = o -

Before communism can come into operation, however, the affairs
of socialist society (called by Marx *the first phase of communism”,
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or the “‘transitional” phase from capitalism to communism) have to
be managed on a different principle: “From each according to his
ability, to each according to his work.”

Evidently, the socialisation of property in means of production
does no more than initiate a change in human relations. It makes it
possible of completion, but does not complete it. Socialism abolishes
the primary condition of self-alienation, in that no person’s abilities
are any longer appropriated for the use of another person. But in
the socialist economy goods and services are still allocated to each
person “according to his work”, which means, as Marx put it in
The Critique of the Gotha Programme, the continuation of unequal
“bourgeois right”. Defects, he said, “are inevitable in the first phase
of communist society, as it is when it has just emerged after
prolonged birth pangs from capitalist society. Right can never be
higher than the economic structure of society and its cultural develop-
ment conditioned thereby.” Once a socialist economy is well
established (as it is today, for example, in the U.S.S.R.) all exploita-
tion of man by man is indeed abolished. All are working together
now for the benefit of each. Yet some of the effects of the earlier
condition of alienation remain—the inequalities of persons (as Marx
put it, their “unequal rights for unequal labour™), the depersonalisa-
tion of human relations and subjection of persons to impersonal
organisations. What each person can offer by way of labour is still
appropriated by a public organisation, and his entitlement to recom-
pense depends on the value it places on what it gets from him.
People are still related to each other through their individual
relations to an impersonal organisation. They have created this
organisation for their own benefit, to an increasing extent they
democratically control it, but they still make themselves subject to
it. And how they can each develop and help or hinder each other
depends not alone on each of them personally but on what they have
set up over themselves. With socialism, therefore, for a time at
least, some of the alienation effects experienced under capitalism
may even be accentuated. For the power and scope of impersonal
organisation, and its control over and direction of what people do,
increases.—This is a point important to understand, for otherwise
we may be surprised and dismayed to find that unpleasant things
can still happen in socialist society, which we had hoped could
never happen there.

But socialist economic development itself removes the causes of
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these alienation effects and paves the way for men being finally
able to get rid of them in communist society.

Having been depersonalised, human relations can be personalised.
Having been made indirect and impersonal, they can be made direct
and personal. The relations of millions of people, most of whom
can never meet, can be made as personal as those of a group of
friends, because they are all engaged together in the common
enterprise and adventure of human life. Then, as Marx said (Capital,
I, 1, 4), “the practical relations of everyday life offer to man none
but perfectly intelligible and reasonable relations with regard to his
fellow men and to nature”.

This ending of the depersonalisation of human relations, and
making relations between persons personal, “perfectly intelligible
and reasonable”, involves two main changes.

The division of society into antagonistic classes made necessary
the setting up of states, with their apparatus of law-making and
enforcement, of administration and coercion, a public power exer-
cised by people but standing over them to make and enforce public
policies to ensure that some interests prevail over others. In the first
place, therefore, the ending of class divisions and the impersonal
conflicts between classes makes this public power a human anomaly.
Special organisations to govern people, with armies, police and
officials, together with all the political organisations and parties
which have been formed with the object of creating a power to
influence and direct state power, will no longer be needed and so
can be disbanded. The state, as Engels expressed it, can be made to
“wither away”. For “state interference in social relations becomes,
in one domain after another, superfluous, and then dies out of itself;
the government of persons is replaced by the administration of
things, and by the conduct of processes of production” (Socialism,
Utopian and Scientific, 3).

In the second place, the organisation of production itself changes.
In socialism, the state takes charge of production. The means of
production become state-property. And as class antagonisms dis-
appear in a socialist society, the state ceases to have any function of
class repression but continues to function as owner and manager
(and protector) of public property. There thus exists an organisation
which employs people and makes available to them goods and
services in accordance with their work. But eventually the conduct
of processes of production can be arranged by people simply working
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together to make use of things to satisfy their needs, instead of being
governed by an organisation standing over them and making use
of them for the purpose of publicly appropriating and distributing
things.

In socialist society the production plan still takes the form of
“a law”, an act of state, made and enforced by a planning authority.
However much democratic consultation goes on, the planners are
still the agents of an impersonal authority—an authority for the
government of persons as well as for the administration of things.
As resources increase and techniques become more powerful, the
problems to be solved in a plan become more complex; and, so it
would seem, the more necessary becomes the role of a competent
planning authority as an organ of government. But this very
complexity of the problems also means that no human agency
could possibly solve them without mechanical aid, any more than
it could move mountains. The advance of techniques includes tech-
niques of data-processing, communication, computing and directing
the use of techniques—and would grind to a stop unless these were
included. Hence the planning authority, as a manned apparatus of
government, becomes, like the rest of the state, superfluous. Planning
must itself become automated. People will use automata to plan
production and distribution, just as they use machines to make
things and transport them. The most complete automation of the
action of persons on things in social production is the condition
for the most complete humanisation of the relations of persons with
persons.

Such a change in human relations means, essentially, that indi-
vidual personality is no longer subordinated either to the acquisitive
use of other persons or to the service and direction of impersonal
organisations and powers. There are only the direct and intelligible
personal relations of living individuals, each of whom depends on
others for the development of his own personality, as well as for
the benefit of the techniques which they all employ together for
getting their requirements from nature and making them available
to each other.

Q. THE CONTEMPORARY PHILOSOPHY OF MAN

Central in the Marxist philosophy is the demand for adopting a
strictly scientific empirical outlook on all problems of practice—
and this is what is formullated in the principals of the dialectical
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materialist approach to making theories. It is in accordance with
this that there is worked out the Marxist general view or theory of
human society and of the nature of human personality and human
relations. This lays bare the causes and effects of all those intrusive
and often deplored phenomena in human life which come under
the heading of *alienation”, and demonstrates the practical possi-
bility of now getting over them as a result of the development of
technology.

Communism does not, of course, mean anything so unlikely as
that no one will ever quarrel or disagree with anyone else, or
deceive or injure anyone else, or ever be discontented, or that all
will be equally wise and high-minded, and human stupidity never
again bring human enterprise to grief. It does mean that social
injustice, oppression and strife, the insolence of office and the osten-
tation of wealth, will be ended along with cultural deprivation and
material want. When techniques have been developed to the point
when the whole of social production and distribution can be rationally
planned for the satisfaction of the needs of all, society can become
simply an association of equal persons with no other end than to
serve the interests of each individual as an end in himself. The
interests of no privileged person or group, and no social organisation,
can then claim precedence over the individual needs of any single
person. Then, as Marx put it, the “pre-history” of human society
will have been brought to a close. And instead of social events being
explicable only in terms of relations into which people enter indepen-
dent of their will, of impersonal conflicts in which they find
themselves involved and have to fight out, and of consequences of
their actions which no one intended, they will be explained in terms
of how people judged, chose and decided.

Marxism demonstrates the actualities and possibilities of human
existence—and this, surely, is what philosophy should do for us.
It should not be, as the linguistic philosophy seeks to make it, nothing
but a specialised investigation of logical questions, but a thinking
activity of making good use of such a specialised investigation.
Marxism cannot and does not despise logical investigations, with
their specialised concern about uses of language; but it does seek
to make good use of them.

It is the demonstration of practical-possibility that is all-important
in philosophy; and one of the chief lessons of the study of logic is
on how to employ the practical conception of possibility—and
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desirability—and overcome misunderstandings due to harbouring
the theological-fatalistic conception of necessity. The final issue of
class struggle under capitalism is the ending of class struggles and
of the divisive effects of private property. The conclusion of Marx’s
analysis was the clarification of the issue, and the intellectual equip-
ment of the struggle to bring it to a finish. The whole point of the
scientific definition of human relations under communism is not to
predict what must necessarily come about (for such a prediction is
entirely foreign to social science), but is to examine the known
character of the existing mode of production in order to demonstrate
what it is possible to do and to achieve, which alone will enable
human progress to continue. Modern technology contains the possi-
bility of a complete change in human relations, the change to
communism; and its full development demands that that change be
made.

At the same time as demonstrating the possibilities, therefore,
Marxist philosophy also makes us aware of the difficulties and
dangers of the present time. The future of mankind does not ensue
from the present with the same type of causal necessity as day
follows night. Day follows night because there is nothing to disturb
the regularity of the motions of the solar system; but since the future
of men will be made by men themselves, there is much some men
may yet do to retard or divert its course. The future of men still
depends on the outcome of their conflicts—in short, upon a fight;
and the issue of no fight is settled until the last blow is struck.

In his book written in the thirties, Fascism and Social Revolution,
R. Palme Dutt asked what could happen supposing that fascism
were victorious on a world scale, and concluded that in that case
there would occur a retrogression to a new phase of barbarism.
Fascism was not victorious and this did not happen—but it could
have happened. At the present day we have similarly to ask ourselves
what could happen supposing that there is a nuclear war on a world
scale. Half the human race would certainly be destroyed, and the
greater part of the world devastated and polluted by radio-active
fall-out. Some socialists have said that in that case the survivors
would be rid of capitalism and so would go ahead to build a
communist society. But what grounds have we to determine with
confidence how survivors would react in such circumstances? All
that is certain is that their condition would be far more miserable
than that of any previous generation. With their nervous systems
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deranged by horrors and their reproductive organs by radio-activity,
there is no knowing what they would do. Again, it is possible that
the great organisations of state control that modern industry
engenders might become so powerful and so fixed into a rigid
pattern (as has happened before in the history of some communities)
that technological progress would be halted and something like the
state of affairs envisaged by George Orwell in 1984 would be realised.
These disturbing speculations illustrate the principle that men’s
future is never settled until it becomes their past.

Finally, in thus publishing the contemporary philosophy of man,
Marxism derives from the scientifically-based conception of the
human condition and its possibilities rational humanist conceptions
of human values and aims, which it sets against the present state of
affairs, to inspire the struggle to overcome it and not succumb to its

difficulties and dangers. That is what people have always looked for
in philosophy.




CHAPTER FOUR

Communism and Human V alyes

I. SCIENCE AND EVALUATION

THE scientific demonstration of what it is possible to make of human
life by progress to communism is at the same time a demonstration
of its desirability. It establishes factual judgments about the actual
character and mode of development of forces of production and
relations of production; practical or political judgments about what
has to be done and who has to do it, if human relations are to be
developed in conformity with the possibilities and requirements of
technological progress; and, finally, value judgments about the
desirability of the end and the merit of the struggle to reach it.

The scientific ideas of communism about social development and
human personality, and likewise its ideas about how to conduct the
politics of class struggle, are not derived from moral concepts or
value judgments; they are derived from investigation of human
relations and experience of class struggle. On the other hand, moral
concepts and value judgments are derived from the scientific and
political ideas of communism. Thus communism is not founded on
principles of morality but, on the other hand, it enunciates founda-
tions for value judgments. Communism does not by 2 moral argu-
ment deduce an ideal of human association and standards of conduct
but, on the other hand, by examining the actual conditions and
possibilities of human association and the causes and effects of
different kinds of conduct it finds the reasons for judging one form
of association more desirable than another, and one mode of conduct
better than another.

At the same time, the value judgments which the scientific ideas
of communism lead to are not in contradiction to those which have
been previously evolved during the progressive development of man-
kind. Communism does not contradict the traditional conceptions
of human values exemplified in the condemnation of greed, cruelty
and oppression, the assertion of the rights of individuals, the inviola-
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bility of human personality and the brotherhood of men; on the
contrary, it embraces them, justifies them by sufficient reasons and
shows the way to convert them from ideals into realities.

The evaluative significance of the scientific ideas of communism
was already shown very clearly in the work of Marx.

Marx’s arguments for replacing capitalism by socialism are not
“moral” arguments, in the commonly accepted sense. Yet they are
arguments in favour of doing something, in support of certain
prescriptive judgments of value. Marx did not simply make a
prediction : capitalism will in fact be replaced by socialism, because
the laws of social development make it inevitable. He did not merely
advise people to make a virtue of necessity by voluntarily acting in
the way they were compelled by the laws of history to act anyhow.
He investigated the actual development of relations of production,
and on this he based prescriptive practical judgments to guide action
to change them in a desirable way. He never supposed socialism
would be brought into being without the prescribed collective action,
or that it could not fail. He stated facts; but he did not merely
state facts, in stating them he execrated them and, on the other hand,
warmly advocated the new conditions that should replace them.
And the more clearly, fully and factually he described the existing
conditions and what should replace them, the greater was the moral
force with which he drove home his condemnation of the one and
advocacy of the other.

This mixed descriptive-evaluative character of Marx’s social ana-
lysis has been remarked on by a number of his readers. Dr Popper
drew attention to it in the second volume of The Open Society and
its Enemies. The latest to remark on it is Dr E. J. Hobsbawm, who
says in his Introduction to the English translation of Marx’s Pre-
capitalist Economic Formations (1964) that Marx’s theory is “a model
of facts, but, seen from a slightly different angle, the same model
provides us with value-judgments”.

With the development of the sciences in modern times it has
become an axiom in some quarters that questions of fact, such as
are ascertained by the sciences, are logically unconnected with
questions of value. This conclusion of Hume, revived by the logical-
analytic philosophy, became the latter’s most influential contention.
If you are making. a scientific inquiry you are unconcerned with
questions about values, and if you are engaged in making evaluations
you are not engaged in any kind of scientific enquiry. The confusion
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of both thought and action leading to and resulting from this
antimony is extreme. There is confusion about science and also
confusion about values; but the root of it is confusion about science.

Of course, the conclusions of science must not be influenced by
antecedent valuations, in the sense that a scientific inquiry must
always test its conclusions in terms of what is the case and not of
what someone thinks ought to be the case. But that does not mean
that scientific generalisation, on the one hand, and evaluation on
the other, are separate and independent matters.

The setting of them in antithesis results in the first place from
taking natural sciences as the model, and ignoring the special
character of social science. When a physicist generalises about the
behaviour of atoms, his conclusions merely show how atoms in fact
behave and have no bearing on how they ought to behave. This is
not surprising, since such words as “ought” apply only in prescribing
the behaviour of people and have no meaning if applied to atoms.
But social science differs from natural science in that it deals with
people, and generalisations about people, stating the actual conditions
of their lives and effects of their, actions, do have some bearing on
deciding what people ought to do.

In the second place, the antithesis results from so limiting the
scope of social science that it is not permitted to generalise in the
way natural sciences do. In accordance with the old positivist philo-
sophy of science, social science is limited to stating particular facts
and formulating statistical correlations. Of course, if scientific inquiry
is so limited, social science remains on a merely classificatory and
descriptive level, and is not permitted to arrive at the sort of general-
isation familiar in the natural sciences and which, in social science,
does become relevant to the foundation of evaluations. Such general-
isations do not merely describe social relations, but show how people
can and do change them corresponding to the development of their
actual means of satisfying their needs, and therefore how both
existing relations and men’s aspirations and aims to change them
satisfy or fall short of human needs and possibilities of developing
human capacities.

The generalisations which Marx established for social science
(comparable with those established as the foundations of other
departments of science) do provide a basis for evaluations. This
means that not only does the Marxist scientific approach to social
questions formulate aims for the present, but the same generalisations
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on which present aims are based is the basis for evaluation of the
past. The Marxist historical approach not only tries to explain what
happened, but the way it explains it is the basis for evaluating it,
for evaluating historical actions, institutions and movements and,
in another sense, social, political and moral ideas. Such evaluation
is, indeed, inseparable from the scientific approach to history. If
the study of history is regarded as nothing but making a record of
events, then naturally it is not evaluative—but neither is it scientific.
So far from the scientific approach to society and its history being
antithetical to evaluation, the approach which fails to evaluate fails
as science.

Scientific generalisation about people and society shows that people
can live only by co-operating to obtain their requirements from
nature, that they depend on cach other, and that they can develop
their human nature and human powers only by adapting relations
of production to forces of production. Consequently, it shows the
deprivations they suffer, in relation to human needs and the latent
possibilities of human life, while they remain in primitive conditions
and while they suffer the effects of self-alienation.

Itis only in our present epoch, when, as Marx put it, social relations
have developed to the stage which “brings the pre-history of human
society to a close”, that it is at length possible for these deprivations
to be overcome. And it is now, when to end alienation effects has
become a practical question in the field of social action, that the
corresponding science can be and is worked out in the field of social
theory. Science then establishes the sufficient reasons for the practical
desirability of the communist reconstitution of human relations,
and of everything that can tend to overcome, and can finally remove,
the alienation effects in human relations. This value judgment is
not founded merely on the sentiments of approbation or pleasure
which may be evoked by the image of personal relations free from
impersonal conflicts, and of everyone having the opportunity to
satisfy his needs—though there does go with it the cultivation of
such sentiments. It is founded on the scientific demonstration that
this is what people can and must do in order to develop the mode of
human co-operation by which they live.

The guiding principle of the scientific materialist communist
humanist methad . of arriving-at.value judgments is that what is
worth while, what is good, what is right, what ought to be aimed
at and done in human relations and human behaviour is what
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promotes the human mode of existence—or, as Marx put it in the
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, ‘“‘realises the human
essence”’. It is what promotes that mode of existence in which people
co-operate to obtain what they require, and in which the develop-
ment of the personality of each is aided by and aids that of others.

This principle does not exemplify the naturalistic fallacy. It is not
a definition of what ““good” means (for of course, as linguistic
philosophers have pointed out, universalisable value judgments are
not factual but prescriptive). What it does is to establish, in terms
of human relations, the objective standard by reference to which
value judgments can be based, not on individual and subjective
sentiments and aspirations, or, for that matter, on class interests,
but on sufficient reasons.

For ages and ages the common people, and the representatives of
progressive thought, have proclaimed these human values and
deplored and condemned whatever goes counter to them, even while
they have accepted the class values and moral codes thrown up by
particular social formations. But they have proclaimed them as
aspirations hardly realisable, or as realisable only by individuals or
sects who separate themselves from the mass of sinful humanity;
as drawn down as revelations from heaven, not as rcoted in the
earthly existence of men. What Marxist social theory does is to
discover the foundations for human values—the reasons for them,
the demonstration of their universalisability or objectivity—in the
science of man; and at the same time discover how men, when they
have advanced to the stage where they are able to establish the
science of man, can conduct and win a struggle to make the conditions
for a good life not a dream but an everyday reality. It strips the
idea of a good life of its supernatural glamour, as something to be
earned by the happy elect in another world, and presents it in
commonplace terms as descriptive of ordinary people going about
their worldly business.

2. HUMAN VALUES AND CLASS INTERESTS

In discussing earlier the linguistic analysis of the use of moral
words and the nature of moral reasoning I concluded that the
primary moral questions, on which the answers to others depend,
concern the desirability of forms of human association.

The Marxist approach is to find a reasoned answer to such
questions by examining the actual way in which human society,
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on which all individuals depend, is and has to be kept going. It
finds the standard of objective value judgment in the fact that people
associate to produce their means of life, and that their form of
association either helps or hinders the development and social use
of their forces of production. The communist aim is for the establish-
ment of those personal relations between people, free of earlier self-
alienation and impersonal restraints and conflicts, in which they
can develop and use all the resources of technology for the satisfaction
of human needs and, on that basis, freely enjoy as individuals “that
development of human energy which is an end in itself”. Thus
Communism does what all humanist philosophies have sought to
do—wvalidate value judgments by reference to the conditions of
existence of men as men. It does this, however, not by appealing to
sentiments and desires, inclinations allegedly inherent in each
separate individual, but by ascertaining the necessary conditions of
association for utilising those forces of production by which alone
people support their social life and create and satisfy their
needs.

In the current circumstances of division of class interests, the
communist aim corresponds to some class interests in opposition to
others, and demands the subordination of the latter to the former
and, eventually, their complete elimination. Aims which do not
accord with interests cannot be practicable aims—and therefore there
is no sense in arguing about their desirability, since desirability
entails practicability. Aims only become real aims and desirable aims
when they express interests: they are not, as Marx and Engels
insisted in The German Ideology, conjured up out of some abstract
philosophical conception of man and his good, but they are practi-
cally conceived and find expression in the actual historical struggles
of living people. But yet the reasoning which validates value judg-
ments does not validate the communist aim merely because it accords
with particular interests, but rather values those interests and asserts
their over-riding claim, because the interests of working people are
ever bound up with the development of human co-operation to
satisfy human needs (the human way of life), which can at last be
practically realised in the communist aim of the modern working-
class movement. As Marx and Engels said, the aim of socialism
and communism only emerged from theTealm of utopia and became
a practical aim with the formation of the modern industrial working
class, and only the conscious struggle of that class against those
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whose interests are opposed to it can bring socialism and communism
into being. But the reason for the desirability of the social aim, and
for the subordination of some interests to others which it entails
until such time as it is completely achieved, is not concerned with
the particular interests of particular persons or classes but with what
has to be done to bring about relations of production within which
people can continue to develop the use of the forces of production
they have already created. For to bring relations of production into
line with forces of production is what people have to do, what men
as men have to do, to carry on their human mode of life. As things
are, such a requisite change in relations of production is in the
interests of some people (the great majority who do the productive
work) and not of others. Hence it involves social conflicts based
on conflicts of class interests, and the requirement, rooted in the
way human life has actually developed, of subordinating some
interests to others.

An argument from class interests, which merely says “We are
workers and socialism is in the interests of the working class, there-
fore we ought to aim at socialism”, has some force as an incentive
to struggle, but none at all as establishing the universalisability of
value judgments. And like much bad logic, it is also in the long run
ineffective in practice. It has nothing to say to workers who feel
that their personal interests might suffer in the course of any big
social change, and who do not see why they should make personal
sacrifices for a cause. It has nothing to say to middle<lass people
and intellectuals. And, since class interest is considered the source
of obligation, it implies that while workers ought to strive for
socialism, capitalists ought to strive to stop them getting it. In fact,
capitalists do so; but a socialist argument which implies that they
ought to do so is inconsistent and unconvincing. It is proper that in
conducting a struggle for socialism which mainly depends on mass
working-class economic and political struggle, the appeal should
continually be made to the defence and promotion of working-class
interests. But in practice much more is required than appeals to
class interests, and much more is always said in socialist argument.
The appeal is always made to conceptions of “humanity”—to the
idea that personal or sectional interests ought to be subordinated to
the common good, and that socialism is desirable for the sake not
merely of the interests of the working class but of the future of
humanity. Capitalists pursuing their own profit stand condemned
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from the human point of view. And workers fighting for their
emancipation as a class are justified. What is involved in class
struggles is more than a clash of interests.

As Engels showed, today the emancipation of the exploited class
means ‘‘emancipating society at large from all exploitation, oppres-
sion, class distinction and class struggles”. That is why Lenin, in his
address to the Communist youth on The Tasks of the Youth Leagues
(1920), after saying “Our morality is derived from the interests of
the class struggle of the proletariat . . . communist morality is the
morality which serves this struggle, which unites the toilers against
exploitation . . .”, went on to say: ‘“Morality serves the purpose of
helping human society to rise to a higher level and to get rid of the
exploitation of labour . . . The basis of communist morality is the
struggle for the consolidation and completion of communism.”

3. ENDS AND MEANS

All considerations of human values—of what is right or just or
good or desirable, and of what ought or ought not to be done, and
what is praiseworthy and what is blameworthy—involve considera-
tions about ends and means, and the subordination of means to
ends. Broadly speaking, in rational moral judgment the end justifies
the means. And not only is this true but in practice this truth is
almost universally recognised. For example, a war is thought just
if it is waged for just ends. The important questions that have to
be answered concern the validation of human ends, and what means
they exact.

Rational value judgment about ends and means is not at all the
same thing as machiavellian calculation. So-called machiavellianism
consists of exclusive preoccupation with particular interests (or, as
often happens, with what are mistakenly imagined to be those
interests), and of saying that anything may be done that serves them.
Thus, for example, the original machiavellian Prince was advised
to practice any cruelty or dirty trick that he could get away with,
so long as it enhanced his power. Similarly, it might be said, from
a machiavellian point of view, that any standards of good faith or
humanity are quite irrelevant to the pursuit of working-class interests,
as they are to that of capitalist interests. Keep faith with no one, if
advantage is to be got by breaking it._Kill, oppress and torture
whenever there is terror to be spread and advantage to be gained
by it. The relevant question here concerns what sort of society would
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actually be built, and what sort of ends attained, if people acted
only on such principles.

In practice, the machiavellian point of view is never adopted by
masses but only by leaders. Such leaders generally see interests only
in the form of power, so that what preoccupies them is the preserva-
tion and enlargement of their own power. While they get put into
power as representatives of a class, their career often ends by the
class having to get rid of them.

A fundamental principle of rational value judgment about ends
and means, and the subordination of means to ends, is that only
persons are ends, and anything else only means. This is entailed,
obviously, by the standard of judging the desirability of forms of
association by how they promote the human way of life, that is to
say, how they serve the lives of persons and not anything else. Thus
objects are used as means, and similarly institutions are set up as
means. Objects and institutions are only means, not ends—and to
regard them as ends is a logical absurdity and a moral atrocity. It
means subordinating living people, who feel and think, to material
things and social institutions which do neither. What it amounts
to is symbolised in the well-known festival of the juggernaut:
living people throw themselves down before and are crushed by
the great juggernaut—which is itself built and pushed along by
people.

The principal ideological alienation effect of private property con-
sists of thinking of people as means and of objects and institutions
as ends. Thus as Marx and Engels observed in The German Ideology,
“in all ideology men and their circumstances appear upside down”.
For instead of objects being fashioned and institutions instituted to
serve people, it appears that people must devote their lives to seeking
values embodied in objects and be bound by institutions which exact
service for their own sakes. As Marx and Engels added, “this
phenomenon arises just as much from their historical life process
as the inversion of objects on the retina does from their physical
life process”.

With private appropriation goes the development of commodity
production, which profoundly affects the way people think of values
—as is shown in customary uses of words. Objects made, exchanged
and used are called and thought of as “goods™ and “values”. This
use of language and way of thinking expresses the fact that people
have to devote themselves to producing and appropriating objects,
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which are themselves the values they seek after (or their equivalent
in money), rather than the enjoyment of human activity itself.
Human activity is for the sake of objects, rather than objects being
valued for their use in human activity. This is what Marx (Capital,
I, 1, 4) termed “the fetishism of commodities”. And this upside
down way of looking at things, in which objects are the goods and
values, results in people being valued in the way commodities are.
Thus if businessmen are discussing whom to appoint to manage a
new factory, they may conclude: “Smith is a good man”. They
value the man (in terms of both use-value and exchange-value) in
the same way as they value the products.

Having adopted a way of living by appropriating and exchanging
objects, and having thus made objects into values to the production
and acquisition of which human life is devoted, people have to
associate themselves into distinct and rival communities, of which
the modern nation is the most highly developed example, and
institute states and all manner of organisations, in order to enable
the mode of production, appropriation and exchange to be carried
on. These organisations or institutions then exact service. When
objects are turned into values, so that people are subordinated to
objects, and value each other like objects, the result is also that people
see their obligations as owed, not simply to other people, but to
organisations. Organisations and institutions likewise become ends,
and not mere means.

On the basis of private property and commodity production, then,
from which emerges that way of speaking and thinking for which
objects are “goods” and ‘“‘values”, there emerges also the way of
speaking and thinking for which particular communities, institutions
and organisations have a being of their own, with their own interests
and requirements, independent of and superior to that of individual
people, and imposing claims on them. This is, indeed, the source
of that whole verbal procedure of making abstractions into concrete
things (the so-called ‘hypostatisation” or “reification”, that is,
“thingification”, of abstractions) which is enshrined in religion,
developed in metaphysical and idealist ways of thinking in general,
and issues in so many very peculiar uses of language to the con-
founding of linguistic philosophers today.

The entire upside-down world-we-have- made for ourselves needs
putting right side up. In practice, this means achieving the com-
munist mode of productive association in which economic activity
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is planned for providing for the satisfaction of human needs—in
which, in the words of The Communist Manifesto, “all production
is concentrated in the hands of a vast association . . . an association in
which the free development of each is the condition for the free
development of all”. And in ideas, it means arriving at rational
value judgments, in which means are not presented as ends, and
only persons and their activities are ends.

The whole materialist philosophy, with its principle that “being
is prior to thinking”, the whole dialectical materialist method for
the proper assembly of information, the whole philosophy of man
and science of man, is for arriving at rational value judgments and
thus discovering how to live together as human beings.

The communist aim of a desirable form of human association is,
of course, economic. For what is or is not attainable by people does
depend on the economic organisation of society. At the same time,
an aim which was exclusively economic, which only consisted in
advocating a certain form of economic activity, would obviously be
abstract and incomplete, since economic activity is not the whole of
life but only its necessary basis, and not an end but a means. In 2
society in which the use of modern techniques is developed and
planned on the basis of communal ownership, productive work
ceases to be arduous or time-consuming. In such a society people
must make arrangements to provide themselves with all-round
education, to equip themselves with knowledge, mental and manual
skills and culture, and to provide themselves with all the opportuni-
ties and incentives to develop all-round individual abilities and
capacity to enjoy leisure and free activity. The communist aim
includes all that, and this is the practical content of the slogan
“From each according to his abilities, to each according to his needs”.
Economic activity and economic organisation is for the sake of the
development of the personal capacities, relations, needs and satis-
factions of needs, and enjoyments, of individual people.

What, then, of that “free development of human energy which
is an end in itself”?

In the totality of individual human activities which make up
social life each person and his activity is always dependent on and
contributory to other persons and their activity, so that while only
persons and their activities are ends, no such end is ever exclusively
an end in itself but always at the same time a means to other ends.
However satisfying any one activity or its results may be to the
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individual or individuals concerned, it is always, when viewed in
relation to the wider field of social life and to other individuals and
other activities, done or achieved not only for its own sake but for
the sake of something else—just as no single person could ever exist,
or any personal activity be enjoyed, unless supported and sustained
‘by other persons and other activities.

But in the communist conception of social ends, the development
of the totality of personal activities, as distinct from particular
activities within it, is not advocated for the sake of anything else,
but for its own sake. And here is the only absolute in human
evaluation.

4. FREEDOM, NECESSITY AND OBLIGATION

The communist form of association, made practical and desirable
by men’s technological progress, is one in which the end of associa-
tion becomes, in Marx’s phrase, the “freec development of human
energies”. The satisfaction of individual needs is a means to this end.
For human needs are the needs for human life, and life is activity
of individual organisms. The communist aim is, then, for people to
associate to supply the needs of each individual, so that in doing so,
and as a result of it, each may enjoy along with and in his dependence
on others the free exercise and development of his individual human
capacities.

This end is expressed, not just as “development”, but as “free
development”, for the simple reason that in so far as people are
constrained or coerced in what they do they are being treated as
means and their development and enjoyment of life as persons is
distorted and frustrated. The word “free”, in this context, therefore
carries the negative significance of “not coerced or constrained”.
An activity is freely done when a person chooses to do it and carries
it through without external constraint. A person is free in so far as
he is not coerced in his choice of activity and is allowed to do what
he chooses to do. ,

On the other hand, those definitions of “freedom’ such as that
proposed by Hegel in his political philosophy) which suggest that
individuals are only free when regimented by the state, represent
only a gross misuse of words for the purpose of calling unfreedom
by the honorific name of freedom. The usual apology for such

definitions is that the individual can truly be said to be free only
when directed for his own good in a way that effectively prevents
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the domination of his behaviour by his own unfree irrational
individual impulses. The free person, however, directs his own
impulses for himself, and does not need to be himself subjected for
his own good to the impulsive behaviour of policemen.

Evidently, freedom is a possession of individuals. Just as every
social attribute is derivative from the activities and relations of
individuals, so is freedom. A free society is an association providing
for individual freedom. And to the extent that individuals lack
freedom their society falls short of being a free society.

Freedom exists only in the persons of definite individuals, and
then only in their carrying out definite activities. To speak, therefore
of freedom in general, as a condition or as an aim, and to say in
general terms that people or society are free or not free, is to use
words vaguely and ambiguously in a way that may cover up 2
variety of negations of freedom (and very often does, as in the con-
temporary expression “the free world™). It is necessary to say which
persons are free, and in what respects, and to do what. In the course
of social development (in which alone both freedom and unfreedom
occur) men have made themselves ‘free in various respects and in
various relationships and, at the same time, enslaved one another
in other respects and in other relationships.

The scope of human freedom, in the sense of the variety of
activities men are capable of successfully undertaking, is always
conditioned by the actual physical constitution of the human body
but is the product of technological progress. The invention of tech-
nological means and the subduing of natural forces for human ends
provides the basis, and the greater the technological proficiency of
men the greater is the scope of the freedom attainable by individuals.
Thus in primitive societies, although within the communal relations
men are comparatively free from coercion and subjection to one
another, their technological backwardness places them in a com-
paratively subject position to nature. There is not much any indi-
vidual can do outside the round of traditional tribal activities they
all do together, and consequently the whole idea of their being
individuals with rights and interests of their own does not occur to
people. The “noble savage” was only thought to be free by bourgeois
romantics, he does not think of himself as a free individual.
Consciousness, as Marx and Engels put it (The German Ideology,
I, 1), remains “mere herd-consciousness”, On the other hand, as

people have developed their technology and mastery over nature
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they have made themselves subject to each other. Thus there develops
a contradiction between the actual scope of freedom made possible
by technological development, and the opportunities which their
social relations offer to individuals of benefiting from it. Class
struggles accordingly take on the conscious aspect of struggles for
freedom—not for freedom in general, but for specific freedoms—
as people denied opportunities contend for them, and others combine
to defend those freedoms, in the form of privileges, which they
have got at the expense of the former.

Capitalism, vehicle of revolutionary technological advance, has
allowed extended freedom to be won for individuals, as the under-
privileged classes have contended for opportunities of enjoyment
and advantage. Although up to the present modern industry has
tied people to machines, it is by its productivity the agency of
freedom. Its fullest development and use provides for fullest indi-
vidual freedom. The communist form of association, corresponding
to the requirements of the unfettered development and use of
modern technology, provides the basis for and serves the end of the
maximum enlargement of the scope of human freedom and the
enjoyment of free activity by all individuals.

The exercise of free activity is subject to necessary conditions,
without which it could not take place. For the unfrustrated enjoy-
ment of freedom, therefore, in any conscious activity, people have
consciously to submit themselves to its necessary conditions—to
know what they are, and to observe them. In any sphere of activity,
freedom entails appreciation of necessity. And this necessity is
expressed in negative and conditional generalisations, of the form:
“So and so never happens, or cannot be done”, “So and so never
happens, or cannot be done, without so and so™.

In the first place, the carrying through of any undertaking depends
on the causal properties of the subject of the undertaking and of the
instruments used—including, under the latter heading, the human
body itself. It was in this connection that Engels (Anti-Dukring,
chapter 11) originally said that “freedom consists in the control over
ourselves and over external nature which is founded on knowledge
of natural necessity”. His point was that ourselves and everything
else being subject to causal determination does not prohibit the
possibility of ou free action But isifs condition. If anyhing could
happen, then we could not make anything happen according to our
own intentions. And the more we know about the causal laws which
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we cannot alter, the more free we are to produce the effects we want.
When, after more than fifty years, the same point percolated through
to bourgeois philosophy, Professor Ryle remarked that the fact that
both billiard balls and billiard players are subject to the laws of
mechanics does not prohibit the free play of billiards but is its
necessary condition.

To win and realise freedom in human activity, therefore, it is in
the first place necessary to appreciate that it is in all respects subject
to causal law, and to get to know as much about that law as possible.
Such knowledge is a condition for enlarging the scope of our freedom.
It is in the second place necessary to appreciate the conditions which
must be satisfied in the sphere of human relations. For individuals,
the necessity of these conditions, when clearly appreciated, takes the
form of obligations. The appreciation of necessity in the form of
obligations is, then, a condition for extending and universally realis-
ing the actual enjoyment of freedom.

The basic obligation of freedom in communist association is simply
the obligation to work. For as Marx observed (Capital, 111, 48, 3),
work must be done, and however much labour is lightened and
made interesting and attractive, however short the necessary working
hours, and however wide the choice of occupation, it “still remains
a realm of necessity”. It is indeed, as he said elsewhere (Critique of
the Gotha Programme), “‘the prime necessity of life”.

In order to be able to work, and then to be able to enjoy the
advantages and opportunities afforded by the products of work,
human individuals are dependent on one another, and upon their
complex social association, in a variety of ways. Indeed, no individual
can ever do much without the good will of others. In general, then,
individuals who are to enjoy freedom of activity must necessarily
work together and then, both in their working relations and in all
their consequent relations, they must require of each other and give
to each other support, sympathy and consideration.

These necessary conditions in the regulation of human behaviour,
that is, the behaviour of individuals, which constitute the obligations
necessary for the enjoyment of free personal activity, are summed
up in the so-called “golden rule”—treat others as you would have
them treat you. You would have them work for you, so you must
work for them; you would have them minister to your needs, so
you must minister to theirs; you would have them be kind, sym-

pathetic and considerate to you, so you must be so to them; you
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would not have them use you to your disadvantage in order to get
something for themselves, so you must not use them in such a way.
This rule was attributed to the legendary Christ; it is simply the
expression of the experience and practical wisdom of those who
work together. But it has never been practised on any wide scale
because (as Jesus himself was reported to have pointed out) it is
totally impracticable in societies based on private property.

In communist society, when the practical relations between
individuals have become “perfectly intelligible and reasonable”,
social obligation becomes simply what is necessary as the condition
for enjoying free activity on the basis of working together. As moral
words are now generally used, the words “must” and “must not”
are often and unthinkingly used as synonymous for “ought” and
“ought not™. In communist society “ought’ has no other significance
than the ordinary conditional “must”. Obligations are simply what
everyone must accept in order to carry on their associated free activity,
just as, in a related sense, they must accept the laws of nature in
order to carry on their intercourse with nature. A person who behaves
badly has then to be treated as one who has made a mistake (possibly
a very serious one, but only a mistake none the less) which others
will take it upon themselves to correct in him—just as someone who
makes some mistake at work would be corrected by his fellows.
Morality altogether ceases to be something socially imposed on
individuals as a restriction of their activity. And as to all those
activities which men and women enjoy together as friends and
lovers, and which constitute the principal element in their individual
happiness—these do not come within “the realm of necessity” but
of free activity, made possible by the mutual fulfilment of
obligations.

5. MORALITY, INTELLIGIBLE AND UNINTELLIGIBLE

It may be useful at this stage to sum up the argument so far
developed about value judgments. I have proceeded from the stand-
point (argued earlier in connection with the linguistic analysis of
the use of moral words) that the fundamental question concerns the
desirability of forms of human association. To argue this otherwise
than in terms of personal preferences or class interests (that is, to try
to arrive at an objective or -universalisable judgment) depends on
the scientific investigation of the human mode of life. Men live by
the social production of their means of life, and that form of
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association is universalisably desirable which permits the unfettered
co-operative development and use of the most powerful technology
—and that is communism. At the stage of technological development
we have now reached it is possible both to lay the foundations of
the science of man and, guided by it, to actually achieve communism.
It has become in conception scientific, and in practice a practicable
objective.

The consideration, then, of what the communist form of associa-
tion, with its principle of “to each according to his needs”, actually
makes possible for people shows that this consists of “the free
development of human energies”. It is this, then, the totality of
free activities of free individuals, that we find to be an end in itself.
In other words, human life is itself the end of human life. The
desirability of communism lies in its being the form of association
in which people, masters of nature and unfettered by exploitation
of one another, live a free life together, in which their personal
obligations consist simply of the golden rule of regarding persons
as ends and not as means, and everything else as means of human
activity and satisfaction. Men’s answer to their own accidental and
insignificant place in the universe is then to make everything that
comes within our ken our object, there for us to make our own
in the sense of use and control, and if not control at all events
understanding.

It is in the light of these fundamental conclusions, derived from
the science of man, that we can judge the past and the present. No
desirable form of association has been established, or has in the past
been possible, or conceivable except as a utopia. As Marx put it, we
have been in the stage of “pre-history”. But we can judge the
currents of human activity, and the struggles which people have
engaged in and are engaging in now, in the light of the scientific
principles of communism—and this is the objective standard of
value judgment. Up to fairly recently, it was no more possible for
men, lacking the knowhow, to reach a comprehensive objective
conception of human ends and human values, and consequent
standards of judgment, than to reach one of nature and the laws of
development of human society. True, conceptions of communism
and of human values have been in men’s minds since they first began
to think in a way that opposes ideals against actualities. But they
could only take the form of impracticable fantasy. Now these
conceptions, scientifically based, claim the adherence of the organised
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working pcople as a practical programme of social reconstruction,
fn their interests and within their power to realise.

It is, however, one thing to assert the practicability and desirability
of communism, the justice of the class struggles through which
alone it can be attained, and the human values which it embodies;
but quite another to find how to decide what ought to be done in
the actual situations in which we find ourselves when living within
social relations that fall far short of communism. The questions
about which those discussing ethics have mainly puzzled their heads
are precisely such questions of what we ought to do individually
and collectively in the day-to-day conduct of contemporary life, and
on what principles they can be decided.

In a communist society such questions of morality, private and
public, would become perfectly intelligible—for questions of “ought”
would become questions of “must”, and it would be as obvious that
we must not set out to violate the golden rule of human relations as
that we must not try to violate the laws of nature: in either case we
could not get what we wanted. But where people are still divided,
having to use one another as means and subject themselves to their
own means of production, to their own products and to their own
institutions and organisations, moral standards cannot but appear as
impositions and, moreover, the contradictions in human relations are
reflected in contradictions in standards and in obligations. In so far
as human relations fall short of intelligibility and rationality, so
must human morality.



CHAPTER FIVE

Communism and Morality

I. MORALITY AS AN ALIENATION EFFECT

As hitherto recommended, morality has always been an external
imposition on individuals. And that is because, as words are com-
monly understood, the question “Why ought I to do this?” is distinct
from the question “What will I get out of it?”” To be guided only_by
considerations of personal preference and advantage is the negation
of morality. And consequently it is always open to the individual to
ask “Why should I be moral at all? And if I am, why should I follow
this prescription rather than some contrary one?” In conditions when
some moral code has been so thoroughly implanted in people th.at
they never question it, such questions, naturally, do not arise. But in
the present transitional state of socicty they are asked by many people
and worry them a great deal.

From the time of Thomas Hobbes, those bourgeois moralists who
rejected theories of a supernatural origin and supernatural sanctions
for morality have in many cases accepted it as an axiom that pcopl.e
are so constituted as always to seck their own advantage, or their
own satisfactions, or (as it used to be expressed) pleasures. Obviously,
as Hobbes already pointed out, if everyone seeks only his own advan-
tage, without regard to anyone else, the results must be chaotic and
to the advantage of nobody. Puzzling this out led to the utilitarian
principle, that morality consists of precepts designed to regulate
individual actions in such a way as to make for the greatest advan-
tage, or the greatest possible sum of satisfactions, for everyone. Even
Mr R. M. Hare, an overt opponent of utilitarianism, arrived at much
the same conclusion when he said that morality arbitrates between
interests and finds the ways of best satisfying them all.

There is an obvious snag in the utilitarian principle of basing the
morality of actions on the advantages or satisfactions to be gained
from them. It is that such satisfactions belong only to individuals,
not to communities, and in many cases the advantage to be gained by
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individuals by acting against the precepts of morality is greater than
that to be gained by obeying them. Or in Mr Hare’s type of arbitra-
tion, it is well known that parties who think they can get more
without arbitration than by means of it, tend to refuse arbitration. It
is not true that it always pays to be good. But if the only basis for
morality is the gaining of satisfactions, how persuade the individual
to forego satisfactions for the sake of morality, or for the sake of the
satisfactions of others, when he knows that many others decline to
forego their satisfactions for the sake of his? Recognising this diffi-
culty, Jeremy Bentham (the most practical and consistent and, there-
fore, also the most objectionable of all bourgeois moralists) made it
his life’s work to exhort the legislature to devise laws to ensure that
bad people should never get what they wanted. People will never be
moral unless in some way bullied or frightened into it. Jeremy
Bentham thought (and with some justification) that to make working
people, for example, forego the pleasures of idleness and shoulder
the moral task of industry it would be more efficacious to legislate
for starvation and build workhouses than merely to encourage
Wesleyan Methodism and threaten them with hell fire.

For even the most naturalistic bourgeois ethics, therefore, morality
turns out to be just as much an external imposition on individuals as
it is for more spiritual-minded accounts of it. Derive it from material
Pleasures and satisfactions or from God and the angels—morality is
still a thing alien to and imposed on individuals.

This state of affairs is not difficult to account for. Human society
is based on the social production of the means of life, and people’s
association in society, within which alone they become persons, must
always assume some definite form, determined by the mode of
Pproduction and expressed in their property relations. The form of
association determines corresponding moral obligations, in as much
as its maintenance and development requires standards of how
people should live and behave and treat one another. Moral obliga-
tons are then what persons owe to each other on account of their
social association. This means that obligations entail rights, which
are simply the converse of obligations. If each person has duties to
Oth_CfS, they have duties to him—and that constitutes his personal
claim on them, or his rights. These conceptions develop and change
with the d.cveloplr‘lent and change of the form of association. And,
naturally, in assotiations in which different persons are considered as

having different social status, obligations and rights are not uniform
M.L.P.—~312
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for all persons (although Mr Hare and others, writing from the point
of view of bourgeois legality, have thought they necessarily must be).
Some persons have more rights and fewer obligations, and others
more obligations and fewer rights.

There is and can be no such thing as human association “in
general” but only particular forms of association, to which different
prescriptive conceptions of obligations and rights correspond. Where
there are class divisions and one class interest is dominant within the
given form of association, the corresponding obligations and rights
express the dominant class interest, and the corresponding moral
code becomes class-biased, not a code of universal but of class-biased
morality. And then where class interests are in conflict, and where
also the private interests of individuals are in conflict with proclaimed
social obligations, it is impossible that any obligations should be
generally fulfilled or rights respected without being in some measure
enforced. Consequently the assertion of obligations and rights, neces-
sary in human association, has to be effected by socially organised
means of moral exhortation, persuasion and pressure backed by
physical coercion and the exaction of penalties.

It may be concluded that so long as private property, with its
divisive effects, continues to form the basis of human association,
morality must always take the form of a moral code socially imposed
on individuals—and moreover of a code which, while claiming
universality, is in reality a disguised expression of class interest. The

whole long effort of bourgeois radicals to make morality acceptable -

to all individuals as being in all their interests is itself merely an
ideological product of the bourgeois property relations. For the whole
concept of “advantage”, “interest”, “satisfaction” and “pleasure”,
on which they try to base morality, is generated from private property
—since it makes the good or end something you get or appropriate,
and not something you do. And it founders hopelessly on the divisive
effects of private property. But whatever the theory of ethics, the
moral code never appears under an amiable or sympathetic aspect.
Whether it appears in the starry raiment of Wordsworth’s “Stern
Daughter of the Voice of God” or in the more earthy habilaments of
a Benthamite workhouse master, its accent is always stern and its
aspect forbidding.

Not only dees morality, as Lucretius said of religion, present an
alien face “glowering at mortal men”, but its deliverances are so
contradictory that the person trying to live a moral life often does
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not know what to make of them. As well as being presented with
contradictions in standards of judgment and assessment of what is
praiseworthy or blameworthy, which are inevitable products of a
society in which there are basic conflicts of class and sectional interest,
there are no standards of judgment and assessment which yield
unambiguous instructions. For example, when both thrift and
generosity are virtues, and meanness and extravagance vices, how
find the path of virtue and avoidance of vice? Or when obeying
authority and consideration for others are both duties, what to do
when the instructions of authority are inconsiderate or cruel? It is
for these reasons that Aristotle said long ago that virtue was “the
golden mean”, and later Protestant and bourgeois moralists said that
each man was responsible to himself and must follow “the monitor
within”—and then denounced those whose inner monitors pro-
nounced instructions they objected to. Today existentialist sages
conclude that all choices are morally agonising and one has simply
to choose.

These and similar moral contradictions arise from the fact that
people see their end or good in the appropriation and possession of
objects, see their obligations to one another in the form of obligations
to institutions, and treat one another as objects and as means to the
production and appropriation of objects. The basic contradiction lies
in the fact that no one can then regard others in the same way as he
regards himself (and this, no doubt, is also a reason why, in the most
sophisticated bourgeois philosophy, the existence of other people as
persons like oneself becomes problematic). For whereas people—
other people—are regarded as objects and mere means, one can
never regard oneself like that. The universalisability and consistency
of moral judgments entails the application of the golden rule, but so
long as people are so associated as to treat each other as things it can
never be consistently applied. Thus moral judgments, which are
meant to be universalisable, can never in practice be universalised.
There are always moral contradictions and conflicts.

At the same time there has continually been asserted the idea that
human relations should be governed by human sympathy, in defiance
of all property, all authority and all moral codes. The perennial
human conflict is between the expression and application of this idea
and the demands made upon people by their economic relations and
their institutions. ‘This -idex arises-from amidst the masses of the
working people, and has been eloquently expressed through the ages
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by poets, prophets, artists and philosophers; the conflict occurs in
individual life, in the class struggle, in politics, religion, the arts,
philosophy and, indeed, in every department of human activity. So
long, however, as the contradictions of real life are not scientifically
laid bare, the ideal of human relations seems to come “from the
heart” rather than from reason, and to be a sentiment and aspiration
rather than a practical programme of social reconstruction. But
scientific humanism unites the human heart and human reason. The
sentiments of the heart are fully expressed by the voice of reason.
Under communism, morality as an externally imposed restraint on
free personal activity disappears, along with its ugly sister products
of alienation—the state, politics and religion. For then there are no
grounds for maintaining a state organisation to govern people, or
engaging in politics to assert particular interests in the state. There
are no grounds for imagining people to be lost in their material
environment and sunk in sin, depending on supernatural agencies for
their salvation. And the form of human association corresponds to
individual needs and imposes on individuals no obligations that need
be enforced on them contrary to the enjoyment of their free activity.
When there are no longer conflicts of interest rooted in the ways
people appropriate objects for their use, and when consequently there
is no contradiction between how one would want others to treat one-
self and how it is in one’s interests to treat them, then self-knowledge

and human sympathy can become the guide in life, and the golden
rule of human relations can at last apply.

2. MORALS AND POLITICS OF CLASS STRUGGLE

The social development through which men make their way
towards conditions of freedom involves and always has involved
consciously conducted struggle, of men against intractable forces of
nature and natural obstacles to human desires, and also of men
against men. The former have made men adventurous and inured
against various forms of hardship, the latter have made them cruel
and vengeful and indifferent to the sufferings of others. As a result
of developing language and conceptual thought, and so becoming
aware of themselves and each other as persons, with common aims
and dependent on each other, men have developed those traits of
mutual regard and behaviour which are expressed by the word -
“humanity”. And from exactly the same source, conjoined with the
socially produced conflicts between them, they have developed the
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traits of “inhumanity”. These are polar opposites emerging in the
same process of human development, and the one could not emerge
without the other. Thus if love, friendship, laughter and pity,
products of human consciousness, are qualities foreign to the rest of
the animal world and assume the form of human values, so is man’s
inhumanity to man a quality foreign to other animals, assuming the
form of human evil. In our present epoch, with the advance of
socialised co-operative production and the equalisation of persons,
the values of humanity have become more prized than ever before,
and are given practical expression in such things as the development
of medicine, education and the social services. At the same time it
has produced, and continues to produce, far more monstrous evi-
dences of inhumanity than any previous epoch. The same technical
resources which enable the one to be practised on a large scale do the
same for the other.

To pretend, in the arena of human conflicts, that the precepts of
humanity can become the universal guide of behaviour, is simply to
close one’s eyes to the actual human situation. If conflicts are there,
it is impossible to contract out of them. And if any good is to come
out of them they must be fought to a finish, and that means that men
must go on inflicting injury on men. The Christian precept of
“meekness” was advice given to poor men in circumstances when
there was no visible prospect of their emancipation—but if “the
meek shall inherit the earth” they cannot be meek in claiming their
inheritance.

Until all exploitation of man by man is ended, morality cannot be
based on a generalised human standpoint, expressing a common
human point of view and interest, but only on a class standpoint. It
either accepts a class-divided society without challenge, and then it is
the expression of the point of view and interest of the exploiting
classes; or it demands the abolition of class divisions, and then it is
alien to exploiting classes and expresses the point of view and interest
only of the others. The morality of scientific socialism and com-
munism is class-biased and militant, and calls for a fight of all the
working classes to overcome, as is now possible, the old and still
present conditions of exploitation and alienation. For them, the prac-
ticability and human desirability of the aim demands and justifies the
adoption of all those means of organised struggle which are necessary
for attaining it. That implies that regard for human values must be
made effective by opposition to whoever frustrates their realisation,
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and love and respect for one’s fellows by hatred and contempt for
those who live at the expense of others.

Having seen through the illusions of religion, with its conviction
of sin and reliance on divine help; having understood the issues at
stake in class struggle; having understood the functions of constituted
state authority and the ideologies that go with it; and having rejected
the imposition of a supposedly universal morality, whether it is based
on calculations of maximum satisfaction and reconciliation of in-
terests, or on divine revelation—for them the guide for conduct (as
opposed to simple considerations of personal advantage) can only be
found in considerations of what is demanded for the emancipation
of labour.

For individuals, this still remains an imposition. For it opposes
demands of social responsibility against individual interests, satis-
factions and enjoyments. At the same time, a way of life in which
each would live for the sake of his own satisfactions, simply making
such adjustments and compromises as he has to in view of the fact
that other people exist as well, cannot in fact satisfy, because it is the
negation of people’s togetherness and interdependence. In applica-
tion, it deprives the individual of any aim to be achieved in his
relations with others, on which relations, nevertheless, the whole
mode of existence of himself and all other individuals depends. Such
a deprived individual (common in all classes of contemporary society)
has, of course, his personal ambitions: what he will get for himself,
and what he will get others to get for him. But in the moral sense he
is aimless. And when his ambition fails, and when, in any case, death
overtakes him, he suffers complete frustration. As the popular saying
says, ““You can't take it with you”. Each individual does need some-
thing besides his own satisfactions to live for, because of the way we
have to live together, and something, too, besides his own personal
possessions (in which category immediate family ties are included).
This desideratum is often expressed by saying that we need to find

“the meaning” of life, or to give life “a meaning”, where the word
“meaning” is used in much the same way as *“aim”, “end” or
“purpose”. Communism does serve individuals by giving life a
meaning—a meaning derived from considerations of the real con-
ditions of human life—not contradicted by death, and not derived, as
with religion, from fantasies that are fast becoming incredible.
Communism, as the contemporary movement uniting the theory
and practice of human emancipation, aims at universality in its
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practical as well as theoretical teaching. Its task is to work out
prescriptions alike for collective public activity, in economics, social
organisation and politics, and for individual personal conduct,
directed to the end of bringing into being the human relations of
communism.

3. THE EMPIRICAL FOUNDATION OF MORAL
AND POLITICAL JUDGMENT

This whole discussion about value judgments—about desirable
ends, and about what we ought to do—has been based on two im-
portant points of logic. The first is that scientific generalisation about
social action does not demonstrate that any social outcome is in a
fatalistic sense inevitable, but deals with possibilities. Confusion on
this point has vitiated much discussion on questions of ethics—
including discussion by Marxists. For if a certain outcome is inevit-
able, whatever we may or may not do, there is no point in reasoning
about whether it is desirable or not. There is no point in reasoning
about desirable ends if the necessary outcome of our actions is in any
case predetermined. The second point of logic dep ends on the first,
and is the point made by the linguistic philosophers—that value
judgments, agreeing with factual ones in being universalisable, differ
from them in their prescriptive character. These points of logic are,
indeed, fundamental for any discussion on morals and politics.

From them follows another, which Mr Hare also did the service
of stressing, that practical reason is, as he put it, *“a kind of explora-
tion”, In other words, it is not pOSSible to work out from first prin-
ciples a whole system of what ought to be done; but just as scientific
judgment is formed and tested and frequently modified in a process
of exploration arising from practical experience, so it is and must be
with the associated practical judgments. This docs not entall
scepticism and continual suspension of judgment in practical any
more than in theoretical concerns. It means rather that the same type
of empirical testing of conclusions applies in both. If Marxists dis-
agree with some of the moral conclusions of other philosophers, that
is because we seek to apply to value judgments gener ally rather more
rigorous empirical tests than apologists for capitalism seem to think
necessary.

The very conception of human ends, on which questions of prac
tical principle turn, is essentially an exploratory one, based on investi
gating the general conditions of human existence. No a priori
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guarantee of truth attaches to the generalisations from which alone a
generalised conception of human ends can be derived. Their founda-
tion can be no more secure than that of any fundamental scientific
generalisation—but that is security enough, and it is on such and
only on such security that we have to stake the conduct of our lives.

When it comes not to a generalised conception of ends, but to
more detailed conceptions of how to order our lives now, the explor-
atory or experimental character of practical judgment obviously
affords less security. As in the sciences we may feel as secure as we
can ever be entitled to feel in the fundamental principles, but less so
in less universal generalisations, so it is in general prescriptions for
conduct. No biologist seriously expects to have to abandon the theory
of evolution, but he does expect to have to modify his ideas about
particular biological phenomena. Similarly, while we may not expect
to have to abandon the idea that men live by adapting their relations
of production to their forces of production (the fundamental idea of
Marxism), we would be very foolish if we did not expect to have to
modify in the light of practical experience many of our first ideas as
to how exactly that should in given circumstances be done and on
exactly what principles people should conduct themselves in doing it.
Such things as these have to be worked out as we go along, by trial
and error, in the light of practical experience. To do that requires,
moreover, not only experience but (as Mr Hare also said) an exercise
of the imagination. This does not mean imagination in the sense of
fantasy, but imagination in the sense of visualising possible situations
with the aid of memory of how things have worked out in the past.

It is quite untrue, therefore, that from the conception of an end it
is feasible to work out, independent of experience, a set of infallible
rules for struggling towards it, and for personal and public conduct.
On the contrary, such means have to be imaginatively and experi-
mentally worked out. And that at the same time concretises and
modifies the conception of the end. From the standpoint which sees
the waging of class struggle as the imperative necessity for winning
through to a desirable human mode of existence, the right decisions
on action in particular situations, both public and private, must
depend on so many variables whose values for given cases cannot be
exactly determined, that it must always be impossible to devise
formulas to programme any kind of moral-political computer to tell
us exactly what to do. We always have to improvise, to some extent
blindly, whether in personal or public affairs. For the rightness of
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actions is only finally decided when their consequences are known, so
that questions of what exactly is right are often, at the time they are
posed, formally undecidable. Memory and conclusions from the past
are what we have to go on. But the more steadily we can keep the
aims of communism before our eyes, and the more clearly we can
understand the basic economic changes and changes in property
relations necessary to realise them, the less likely are we to go
irremediably wrong. Communism depends on economic reconstruc-
tion, and is economically practicable. If, then, as the study of the
whole of human history demonstrates, economic factors are in the
long run decisive in changing the mode of human life, there are
good grounds to expect that the end will be achieved.

The comparatively short experience of communist practice already
bears out these points—and the lesson has, indeed, been hard and
painful, and is still being learned.

For example, in conditions of dangerous semi-legal or underground
struggle, certain personal qualities come to be most highly valued
among revolutionaries, qualities of self-sacrifice, devotion and loyalty
combined with toughness. But these very qualities can, in some cases,
be themselves so developed that self-sacrifice goes with indifference
to the suffering of others, devotion to the cause with personal am-
bition and personal ruthlessness, and loyalty with unscrupulousness.
And then, if victory is won, the very virtues which were prized in
individuals turn against the realisation of the ends of the struggle.
What took place in the Soviet Union during the years of Stalin’s
personal power bears this out. There highly prized qualities of deter-
mination to build and defend from all comers the socialist economy
(and these qualities were not prized for nothing, for it was built and
defended) were combined with the ruthless assumption of personal
power and wholesale elimination not only of possible rivals but of
critics as well.—What was happening was not at all obvious to
participants at the time, though it is obvious enough now, and was
obvious then to a number of not very friendly onlookers. All this was
certainly an experience from which can be drawn conclusions not
only about the rights and wrongs of socialist policies, but about the
rights and wrongs of personal conduct as well. At the same time,
more cultivation of the imagination, and less laying down the law
from a_ standpoint of -pretended infallibility, could have rendered
much of this experience unnecessary.

The divorce which some have made between political questions on
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the one hand, and moral ones on the other, is totally alien and con-
tradictory to the scientific socialist conception of human ends. This
kind of separation, indeed, has no place in socialist political theory,
but was made in the political theory of exploiting classes. And
wherever it has intruded into political practice, the results have
shown that it hinders rather than helps the realisation of socialist and
communist aims. The practice of cold political calculation, which
regards persons as mere means to be used for political ends, not only
repels many who might otherwise be won for socialism, but also
disorientates and disorganises the socialist movement itself—quite
apart from the fact that such calculations are usually erroneous
anyway, since they forget to take into account important human
factors.

For scientific socialism and communism, politics is a means and
not an end, and moreover a means which, as Marx and Engels
stressed in their theory of the state, should be discarded as soon as
circumstances permit. The whole point of socialist politics is to work
for people to be able to develop their lives freely on the basis of
communal ownership of the means of production. It is true that con-
temporary conditions do impose political obligations on people, since
without politics little can be done on a social scale, and measures have
therefore to be taken to see that these obligations are fulfilled. But
political obligations are themselves tested by experience, and political
life itself is thrown into disarray if politics are so conducted that the
political obligations people are urged to accept, or coerced into accept-
ing, are in conflict with what they have learned from experience to
consider the decencies of personal behaviour and of regard to others.
Political affairs ought to be conducted in conformity with the ascer-
tained requirements of the personal and communal life of people in
the contemporary condition of society. Those requirements can be
ascertained, not simply by looking them up in books or laying them
down in advance, but only in the course of the vast interchange of
experience, imagination and ideas which takes place (unless artifi-
cially prevented) amongst people who are learning to work and
struggle together for obtaining their means of life.

For scientific socialism and communism, then, the principles of
political action and of personal conduct are neither counterposed one
to the other, nor is the one subordinate to the other. Yet in the condi-
tions of alienation, to cope with and to escape from which those
principles are intended, the path of their application is still beset
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with contradictions. These are manifested alike in the spheres of
public policy and leadership, and of individual conduct.

There remain contradictions in socialist-communist politics be-
tween, for example, the scientific approach, which demands the
thorough and impartial investigation of all the factors operative in a
social situation, and the practical necessity of taking immediate poli-
tical decisions and effecting their operation. There are contradictions
between the political aim of securing the maximum freedom for
individuals on the basis of democratic organisation, and the political
necessity of subordinating individuals to the authority of the party
and (when in power) the state. There are contradictions between the
long-term aim, which is a free society, and the short-term aim of
imposing social reconstruction and beating down opposition to it.
There are also contradictions between the divergent interests and
consequent political judgments of the participants in the movement,
both on a national and a world scale—industrial workers, professional
workers, small proprietors, peasants, and peoples of relatively
advanced and prosperous industrial regions, on the one hand, and of
poverty-stricken underdeveloped territories on the other. And there
are contradictions between the interests and aims which individual
leaders or groups of leaders may sometimes come to acquire in the
possession and enlargement of power, and the interests and aims of
the movement as a whole. It is not true that, as Lord Acton declared,
“all power corrupts”, since there are plenty of examples of people
uncorrupted by power. But it is true that in power lie sources of
corruption.

For individuals, there are contradictions between what the party
and the cause claim from them in loyalty, work and sacrifice, and
not only their personal pleasures but obligations to others arising
from personal ties. The party cannot but claim precedence over the
individual; at the same time, a popular party is only an expedient for
promoting the welfare of individuals, and individuals have to judge
it and its actions by how well it serves the ends for which they support
it, and be prepared to criticise, to protest and to demand changes at
the same time as they preserve discipline and obey the rules. Members
who regard themselves as absolutely subordinate to the party fail to
serve the end of the party, just as do those who reject elementary party
discipline. There. are. contradistions- between .individuals’ ideas of
right and wrong in the treatment of others, and the way political or
party decisions at times call on others to be treated—between stan-
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dards of individual behaviour based on ideas of humanity, and
political decisions which are not (and could not be) based only on
general humane considerations.

Marxism, the most political of all philosophies, tells the naked
truth about politics—that parties and politics are means of imposing
some interests on others in conditions where people are still divided.
It is necessary to understand the contradictions of political and moral
life, and that they can only be finally solved with the ending of all
divisions of interest and of all politics. Aristotle, the founder of moral
and political philosophy, perhaps understood such matters rather
better than most of his successors when he said that the right action
was always the mean between extremes. There is no formula for the
mean, except continuously to ascertain and test it in the experience of
class struggle.

Hence while we are well able, at particular stages in the develop-
ment of the movement towards communism, to formulate in general
terms “codes” of public and individual conduct, such codes have
always and necessarily a provisional character, and are subject to be
variously interpreted and variously amended in the course of
experience.

Taking all the contradictions into account it is perhaps no wonder
that in the conduct of class struggle, both in public policies and in
individual conduct, there somectimes occur mistakes, disputes and
betrayals, disastrous errors of judgment, and actions of a sort that
come to be regarded not as errors but crimes. It is a product of the
still inhuman conditions of humanity, in which human relations are
not yet intelligible and reasonable. For William Morris spoke the
simple truth when he stated, at the conclusion of a lecture on Com-
munism, “that any other state of society but communism is grievous
and disgraceful to all belonging to it”, and that action within the
present state of society could never altogether escape the taint of its
conditions. The communist will not on that account give up the
struggle and talk about “the god that failed”, but persevere; and
continue to say, as Morris said in the same lecture: “Intelligence
enough to conceive, courage enough to will, power enough to com-
pel. If our ideas of a new society are anything more than a dream,
these three qualities must animate the due effective majority of the
working people; and then, I say, the thing will be done.”



CHAPTER §IX
Coexcistence and Controversy

I. THE CONTEMPORARY WAR OF IDEAS

Marxism does not regard other philosophies only as sets of statements,
in which one must try to decide which statements are true, which
false, and which, perhaps, senscless. It regards them as historical
phenomena, and criticises them in historical perspective. And the
history of philosophy is not treated in abstraction, as though philo-
sophy had, or could have, a history of its own detached from that of
material life. “Men are the producers of their conceptions and ideas
—real active men, as they are conditioned by a definite development
of their productive forces and of the intercourse corresponding to
these,” wrote Marx and Engels at the beginning of The German
Ideology. ““. . . on the basis of their real life-process we demonstrate
the development of the ideological reflexes and echoes of this-life-
process . . . Morality, religion, metaphysics, all the rest of ideology
and their corresponding forms of consciousness thus no longer retain
the semblance of independence. They have no (separate) history, no
(separate) development; but men, developing their material produc-
tion and their material intercourse, alter, along with this their real
existence, their thinking and the products of their thinking.”

Marxism sees itself historically too, in exactly the same way. Thus
Marxism, as a distinctive complex of theory and practice produced in
the conditions of the rise of the modern working-class movement and
of the transition from capitalism to socialism and communism, will
disappear like other philosophies; that is, it will cease to exist as a
distinctive class ideology, or as a doctrine or *“ism” opposed by rival
doctrines. Those modes of expression, presentation and argument
which correspond to the assertion of one interest and aim opposed to
others will cease to be used, leaving only the disinterested demon-
stration of universal truth, - — — = -

As Voltaire said in the article on “Sect” in his Philosophical Dic-
tionary: ‘““There are no sects in mathematics, in experimental physics.
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A man who examines the relations between a cone and a sphere is
not of the sect of Archimedes; he who sees that the square of the
hypotenuse of a right-angled triangle is equal to the square of the
two other sides is not of the sect of Pythagoras. When you say that
the blood circulates, that the air is heavy, that the sun’s rays are
pencils of seven refrangible rays, you are not either of the sect of
Harvey, or the sect of Torricelli, or the sect of Newton; you agree
merely with the truth demonstrated by them . . . The more Newton
is revered, the less do people style themselves Newtonians; this word
supposes that there are anti-Newtonians.”

Hence the fact that there is a party calling itself Marxist shows
that the disinterested demonstration of truth is not yet feasible in
philosophy, but that the thinking corresponding to one interest is
opposed by that of another. If one wants to maintain the truth that is
demonstrated in Marxism it can only be by its assertion as a partisan
point of view against others differently motivated.

The rivalries in ideology have something in common with the
rivalries between, say, the salesmen for an up-to-date firm of manu-
facturers and those of a more old-fashioned firm. No doubt it could
be impartially demonstrated that the one product is far better
designed than the other. But the rival claims continue for all that,
because behind them lie not a common interest in designing the best
product but the conflicting interests of competing manufacturers.
Hence if anyone demonstrates the superiority of the one product, he
is thereby working for the one interest against the other.

Today, as in the past, we are engaged in a war of ideas, in which
the interests of competing schools in maintaining and developing
their ideas reflect the interests of conflicting classes in maintaining or
changing property relations and the ways of life based on them.
There are these differences from the past: that first of all, the
working-class party has, in Marxism, become quite clearly aware of
the class-motivated character of its ideas, and this constitutes, indeed,
an important feature of its ideas; and that, secondly, socialism has
ceased to be only an aim of working-class parties and become the
actual system of society which great states exist to defend and
administer, so that the controversy in the realm of ideas becomes
further the controversy between the ruling ideas in the socialist sector
of the world and those in the capitalist sector.

At the present time, capitalism and socialism coexist—and this is a
significant change from the earlier situation in which there were
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only socialist movements but no socialist states. Communists, who
are in favour of building socialism and eliminating capitalism all
over the world, have always, since the first socialist state was estab-
lished in 1917, regarded it as the duty of socialist states to build
socialism and eliminate capitalism in their own territories, to defend
themselves against external intervention, and to render aid and com-
fort to other peoples fighting for emancipation. At the same time, the
circumstances of coexistence led Lenin, and the communists who
followed him, to conclude that socialist states should not themselves
try to intervene in the internal affairs of capitalist states, or take a
direct hand in eliminating them by war or any other means. Thus
socialist states should seek to trade with capitalist ones, to enter into
diplomatic relations, and to settle state differences by negotiations
and compromise. These policies have been dictated by the fact that
international war in modern conditions is an unmitigated disaster
for all, and not least for socialist countries which need peaceful con-
ditions in which to build socialism; and that the most favourable
conditions both for consolidating socialism in places where it already
exists, and for working for it in others, are those in which the
coexistence of socialism with capitalism remains peaceful.

So far as they are guided by such rational considerations, therefore,
both socialist states and socialist movements favour, in state relations,
policies of negotiations and compromise. This is far from being a
passive attitude, since such policies can succeed only by being imposed
upon unwilling and arrogant imperialist powers by socialist strength
and mass pressure, and the better they succeed the worse does the
position of the remaining exploiting classes become.

However, while it is possible and desirable for communists to pro-
pose negotiation and compromise in the sphere of state relations, they
cannot negotiate or compromise in ideas. Here battle is joined with-
out the possibility of truce. By and large, the more firmly the custom
of negotiation can be established between capitalist and socialist
states, and the less they menace cach other with arms, the more
openly and uncompromisingly will battle be joined in the sphere of
ideas. Capitalism having been rendered impotent to subvert socialist
states, the task is still to win the minds of the people for the demo-
cratic mass struggle to bury capitalist power and capitalist relations,
and, by-building -socialist soticties in -accordance with communist
ideas, to demonstrate the superiority of those ideas.

There are, of course, many who are against making an issue out of
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ideas—an entertaining discussion on the T.V. by all means, but they
would as soon quarrel with a man over his face as over his opinions,
and regard serious controversy as bad form. This idea about ideas is
itself one of the ideas which socialists and communists have to com-
bat; it is bred of capitalist conditions and helps guard them from
damaging investigation.

How to conduct and win the war of ideas in the conditions of the
peaceful coexistence of capitalism and socialism? Essentially, this is
not a matter of just having a bash at an opponent, but of building
and surpassing—just as the final demonstration of the superiority of
socialism is to be achieved, not negatively by pointing to the misfor-
tunes and deprivations which happen to people under capitalism, but
positively by building a socialist society in which there is prosperity,
brotherhood and freedom, so that its superiority is manifest. Partisan-
ship does not show itself in arrogance and rudeness, which only
bespeak lack of confidence and ignorance, but in scientific method
and rationality. The ideas of socialism and communism are those of
scientific humanism, and the fight for them is the work of their con-
sistent and constructive development as the answer to the human
problems of the age of science and the technological revolution.

Antonio Gramsci, founder of the Italian Communist Party, said
long ago that a war of ideas differs from a military war in that the
way to win it is to engage the enemy where he is strongest, whereas
in military war you seek out the weak points to make a breakthrough.
It is easy enough to claim victories by knocking down a few incom-
petent hack-writers; no well-informed person is impressed by such
ideological prowess, however loud the huzzahs, and the other side
can effectively retaliate by knocking down a few in return. In bour-
geois philosophy, literature and art, as in the sciences, there are
people at work of competence and integrity, who are not working to
please the government or the heads of finance and industry but to try
to solve genuine human problems. These people constitute the
strength of bourgeois ideology, and it is over their ideas that the war
of ideas is waged.

Hence in controversy the job is not only to refute errors and expose
prejudices and preconceptions, but to understand the problems that
are raised to get down to their origins and analyse their formulations,
and to criticise constructively so as to find how to work towards
answering the problems. Some have said that to enter into controversy
in such a spirit is to compromise with opponents and concede points
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to them—non-partisan *‘objectivity”. Such controversialists may
perhaps establish themselves for a time in their own circle, where
they have shouted down contradiction, but they never even enter into
contact with a major opponent. To fight is not to call names and to
boast of one’s infallibility, but to demonstrate the truth and establish
the answers, and so win the minds and enlist the political activity of
thinking people, and remove their misconceptions and misunder-
standings of the socialist and communist position.

Furthermore, the war of ideas is a war in which we learn. We do
not enter it knowing all the answers beforehand, but if the answers
are to be found they will be found in the course of fighting for them.
Thus those who are not ready to learn from opponents can never win
but are sure to lose. To reject in advance everything discovered by
those with whom one is in disagreement is to adopt a principle that
can only discredit one’s own ideas.

Negotiations and compromises are unacceptable in the sphere of
ideas because agreements that “if you stop thinking this, I will stop
thinking that” are unacceptable, and so are compromises which
agree on some middle way of thinking. If workers put in a wage
demand for two shillings they may well compromise for eighteen
pence—but if one party calls black white, while the other calls it
black, they cannot negotiate an agreement that they will both call
it grey, so long as what they are arguing about is the truth. Com-
promises in ideas are therefore always in principle unprincipled.
But to learn something to the point from other people’s inquiries is
not compromise. And if Marxists learn from their opponents in the
course of controversy, that is not a compromise in which Marxists
take something in fair exchange for giving up something else, or
appease their opponents by ceding a point, but it is a strengthening
of the Marxist position. The strength of that position lies, indeed,
in the fact that Marxism can assimilate the discoveries and creative
ideas of opponents of Marxism, and incorporate them into its own
development—whereas they cannot assimilate the essential truths
which Marxism has established without giving up their own posi-
tions. And the more this fact can be demonstrated in the theoretical
development of Marxism, the stronger will the Marxist position
become. - - S
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2. COMMUNISM AND THE TECHNOLOGICAL
REVOLUTION

What is it that is now most vital for the constructive development
of Marxist theory? The materialist humanist philosophy must become
the scientific philosophy of the new technological revolution.

In the B.B.C. Reith Lectures in 1964, on The Age of Automation,
Sir Leon Bagrit, one of the computer kings of British industry, said
that with fully developed automation, equipped with techniques of
communication, computation and control, the human being would
“become the real master . . . The unnecessary chores have been
removed from him. He is exercising his specifically human function
. . . automation has only one real purpose, which is to help us to
become human beings.” Automation can, of course, have no purpose
at all apart from that for which people may choose to use it; but
that Sir Leon has correctly stated the controlling purpose of the
business firms now introducing automation in Britain, the U.S.A.
and other capitalist countries is more than doubtful. The purpose of
capital investment in automation, as in earlier technical innovations,
is profit. And it would drive even the best designed computer to
simulate a nervous breakdown, to ask it to work out how to
introduce universal automation of production and the use of tech-
niques of communication, computation and control to plan the
whole of production for human needs, so that all “become human
beings” and everyone becomes a “‘real master”, while retaining capi-
talist ownership and private appropriation of profits. The present-day
technological revolution is creating techniques which cannot be fully
used—cannot indeed be more than very partially used in a few
departments of the economy—except under the social relations of
communism. They could not yet be fully used even under socialism,
with state ownership of the means of production and exchange, but
only under communism. For these techniques bind together people
and their instruments into one co-ordinated and inter-communicating
system for satisfying human needs.

Far from being the dream of an ideal society, communism has
become the statement of the conditions necessary for using and
developing modern techniques. Many wiseacres continue to dismiss
it as a utopia which could come into being only very far in the
future, if at all; they forget the extraordinarily rapid pace of develop-
ment of modern technology. In the present-day conditions of capita-
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lism communism is no dream—but what to do about the social
consequences of applying modern techniques may soon become, for
the magnates of capital, a nightmare.

The function of communist theory is to inform and guide com-
munist practice.

Fundamental is the formulation and testing of the theoretical
approach—the dialectical materialist method, the statement of which
takes the form of category-propositions—the general principles or
laws of materialism and dialectics. This is essentially the approach,
and these are the principles, which the practice of the sciences
teaches. Marxism sets out to apply them in the study of society,
contrary to the precepts of bourgeois philosophy and the practice of
bourgeois social science. For the latter ignores principles long applied
and ratified in establishing the foundations of natural sciences, and
in favour of it philosophers have misconstrued the methods of science.
Marxism sets out to develop the scientific materialist theory of man
and society, comparable in its empirical foundations and testability
to other departments of scientific theory, so as at one and the same
time to formulate the practicable communist aims, values and
purposes and the practical principles of the struggle to realise them.

The material basis of communism is and can only be the develop-
ment and communal use of the highest techniques men can devise.
The theoretical task is to understand these techniques and their
potentialities, and to give direction and purpose to the struggle for
the new life in which men will be ends for men and not mere means,
and human relations intelligible and reasonable. For this task the
strictest observance of the canons of scientific method is necessary,
the correct principles for the assembly of information, the empirical
testing and retesting of every informative generalisation. It can
never be done by propagating dogmas, never be done by relying on
hunches or guesses dressed up as authoritative statements, but only
by relying on accumulated social experience continuously subjected
to scientific analysis.

The dialectical materialist method, as set out in philosophical
methodological principles, is the science of the laws of thought—
and it has to be developed as a science. Hence to let it remain in
the form of aphorisms, approximations, the imprecise statement of
general laws .not systematically connected together, and so on, is
not good enough. Undoubtedly that is how it had to start, but that
is not how it can be allowed to remain. Nor is it a very practical
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way of honouring such pioneers as Marx, Engels and Lenin, and
appreciating their theoretical genius, to learn what they said by
heart and leave it at that. All must be tied together, developed
systematically and consistently in strict conformity with the principles
of formal logic, and every link tested according to the canons of
philosophical demonstration.

Such very rigorous forms of philosophical formulation, comparable
to the rigour of analysis and proof in mathematics, were not so
needful when the only practical task of materialist philosophy was
to combat idealist illusion and present the general outlook to guide
and inspire the economic and political class struggle for socialism
against capitalism. Hence a high degree of theoretical refinement
was apt to be regarded as something of a diversion from the main
task. But times have changed rapidly, and the struggle has reached
a new level in which socialism is established, in which the forecast
technological revolution which provides the basis for communism
is actually upon us, and in which, consequently, it is needful to get
ready the theoretical equipment for using the new techniques and
building communism. It is true that the class struggle is by no means
over but is more acute than ever; but where industry is most advanced
a younger generation is growing up who are technologically-minded,
and for whom a theory as to how and why to fight the boss must be
also a theory as to how and why to use the new techniques—so
that what was good enough for their grandfathers is not good enough
for them.

Automated production with automata to perform functions of
communication, computation and control brings into use not only
mechanisms which perform, but with greater power and precision,
functions of human hands, but mechanisms which perform with
greater power and precision functions of human brains—mechanisms
that observe, that communicate, that regulate, and that think out
problems more complex than any we can think out without them,
so as to be capable not only of working for us to produce particular
products, but of working with us to plan production as a whole.
Yet to talk about automata observing, regulating and planning is
subject to the qualification that they do so only in the sense that the
older machines cut things up, shape them and put them together—
they only do it by using up the motive power we have directed into
them, and in accordance with the specifications to which we have
designed them and the methods of operation with which we have
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equipped and programmed them. A machine can make for us some-
thing we could not make with our hands because we know the
operations by which that sort of thing may be made, and design
the machine accordingly and link it up with a sufficient source of
motive power. Similarly, an automaton can think out for us problems
more complex than we could think out with our brains because we
know the operations by which such problems may be solved and
design the automaton to perform them. Such automata are abstracters
and assemblers of information for us. I remarked when discussing
“the laws of thought” in an earlier chapter, that formal logic and
materialist dialectics are concerned with operations of formulation,
abstraction and assembly of information. We must get to know the
principles of these operations in no rough and ready way but exactly,
accurately, precisely—not so much in order to apply them for our-
selves, which we can learn to do well enough for practical purposes
without so rigorous a theoretical discipline, but in order to use
modern technology in the processing of all categories of informa-
tion.

Materialist dialectics, as communists have succeeded in working
it out hitherto, falls far short of such requirements. The dialectical
materialist philosophy is still very rough and ready, made in and
for the hurly-burly of the class struggle—providing us already with
the scientific principles for formulating human ends and seeing what
we must do to fight for them, but requiring further refinements as
we come nearer to realising them. Militant materialist philosophy
must be suited to the age of automation and computation.

Communist theory, then, is not, as it is often misrepresented to be,
a vision or prophesy of the millennium and a faith for the toiling
masses, but the scientific philosophy for the modern man, the
potential master of techniques. As such it must unite the discipline,
precision, method and control by verifiable fact of the sciences with
the passion, imagination and affirmation of human values of the
arts. It goes on the principle that the condition for freedom is the
appreciation of necessity. Hence strictness in the scientific apprecia-
tion of necessity is the condition for the imaginative development of
human energies in the enjoyment of freedom.

Masses who are aroused for the first time to organised political
activity, and.for the first-time-are able to see in it the way out of
their poverty and humiliation, are apt to seek in politics what they
formerly found in religion—the certainty of a faith, the infallibility
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of a doctrinal authority. Antonio Gramsci remarked that ideas that
communism rests on doctrines which must not be questioned and
cannot be revised, and reveals what must inevitably take place, are
ideas that spring from and cater for masses who are still acting
spontaneously and are still under the spell of religion. The notion
of infallible doctrine can appeal only to those not yet familiar with
scientific ways of practical thinking, and that of historical inevita-
bility to those who have not yet learned to rely fully on their own
powers unaided by a supernatural fate. As the mass movement
becomes politically mature, and as its members become educated in
struggle and appreciate both the complexity of its conditions and
the character of its tasks, such ideas are seen as what they are—
primitive myths and illusions.

The practice of communism demands that communists should
above all remain close to the masses, act as their voice and their
champions, learn from them about what needs to be done and help
them to learn from their experience. For it is only masses who can
now change socicty by their action; intellectuals, scholars, politicians
are powerless to achieve anything on their own. At the same time,
it is the task of communism, in the prosécution of mass struggle, to
raise the masses, among whom individual personalities are sub-
merged, to the conditions of association of independently-thinking
highly-informed individuals working together for a common interest
and aim. In this context then, what may be called a cult of the
masses, according to which nothing is to be said or done which
anonymous masses do not spontaneously propose, understand and
approve, is as bad as the so-called cult of the individual. In fact such
cults are not different but the same. Spontaneously acting masses
have always looked to a saviour, an infallible leader in whom they
can put their whole trust; and he who is set up as such a leader can
only succeed in so far as he can appear, as it were, the personification
of the masses who trust in him. Communism has, as experience
shows, to pass through such phases. But yet it can claim no other
foundation for its theory and practice than the exercise of reason,
and the only cult reason will allow is the cult of reason. That,
however, is no cult at all, because it can have no high priests and in
the practice of it each individual has to think, decide and judge for
himself in association with his fellows.

Marxism, the theory that informs and guides communist practice,
cannot be doctrinaire or claim infallibility. Neither can it be deve-
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loped by promulgating vast and vague generalisations in the style
of many would-be humanistic philosophies, nor yet by cultivating arid
precision on isolated problems. It is developed by assembling the
information vital for human progress, demonstrating and using the
method for assembling facts so as to abstract from them human
aims and knowledge of means to attain them. It is devoted to the
practical aim of making men the masters of their techniques, so that
these can serve them as the basis for enjoying together the free
exercise of human capacities. Hence its reliance is on neither faith
nor dogma, but only on science.

3. MARXISM AND THE LINGUISTIC PHILOSOPHY

If from these considerations about the development of Marxism
we now turn back to the contemporary linguistic philosophy and
the Marxist controversy with it, what conclusions can we finally
draw?

The linguistic philosophy which has been developed in Britain
in the mid-twentieth century arose, as I tried to show in examining
its precursors and its own development, from trying to solve the
difficulties of previous empirical philosophy which had led to subjec-
tive idealist metaphysics, solipsism and a tangle of unanswerable
questions connected with them, and from trying to assimilate the
demonstrably correct methods and findings of modern formal logic.
Its achievement was to rid empirical philosophy of subjective idealism,
and to establish the philosophical recognition of formal logic as an
independent science. But this was done only at the cost of beating a
full retreat from any conception of philosophy as a guide to under-
standing the real world and its laws, and as a guide in practical life.
At the same time as the linguistic philosophy attacked the traditional
presuppositions of idealism it denied the very possibility of working
out the principles of a consistently materialist approach to human
problems. Criticising the logical errors made in traditional meta-
physical theories, and in traditional positivism, it arrived at the
conclusion that what we need is not to discover how to give our
theories a good foundation, but a therapy for theories. The dis-
integration and irrationality of bourgeois society was faithfully
reflected in the linguistic idea that the role of philosophy can only
be to debunk attempts at a comprehensive understanding of human
life and human purpose, aml not to establish the foundations for
such understanding. Hence this philosophy, for all its accurate
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analytic description of certain features of the logic of language, has,
like others before it, only reached another dead end. Its positive
achievements can only be carried forward by completely overturning
its basic and essentially negative presuppositions.

In the very character of its achievement, the linguistic philosophy
is, after all, only the tailend of the old philosophy which sought to
reach its conclusions independently of the sciences. Having recog-
nised the futility of philosophical systems, and also of interpretations
or logical analyses of the findings of the sciences based on trying to
establish, in Wittgenstein’s phrase, that “it must be like this”, the
linguistic philosophy found in the uses of language the exclusive
sphere of philosophical investigation. It then turned this investigation
into an ultra-specialised discipline, with no aim outside itself. In
relation to the problems, therefore, of trying to understand the bases
of human purposes and activities, its role became simply to divert
discussion and dodge the issues—and for practice too, merely to
accept things as they are.

We should distinguish on the one hand the definite achievement
in the treatment of various technical problems of formal logic,
scientific method, semantics and analysis of uses of language with
which the linguistic philosophy is associated, and, on the other hand,
the distinctive contention of this philosophy—to which it owes its
description of “linguistic’—that all this amounts to nothing but
description of uses of words and that philosophy cannot get further
than such description. The former is of positive value, the latter
negative. In a similar way it is important to distinguish in con-
temporary capitalist society on the one hand the achievements in
the continued development of science and technology, and on the
other the misuse and frustration of these by pressing them into the
service of private profit. In general, the theoretical advances in
technical problems of logic, scientific method and analysis of language
are connected with the practical advances in technology, while the
negative features of the linguistic philosophy are but ideological
reflections of the inability of the rulers and managers of capitalist
society to make good use of them: the philosophers cannot surpass
in theory the limits which the practical men cannot surpass in
practice.

The basis of the criticism of the linguistic philosophy is that it
concerns itself only with the differences between different uses of
words, and maintains that it is possible only to describe the actual
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uses but not to explain them or give them any foundation. This is
to renounce the grand aim of philosophy, which is to demonstrate
the foundation of what we think and say, or to work out a well-
founded world outlook or way of thinking. Linguistic philosophers
say that cannot be done. But this criticism does not in the least imply
that the distinctions they have drawn between different uses of
words, and the descriptions offered of these different uses, are either
untrue or trivial.

On the contrary, when we use words in discussing general and
abstract problems it is essential to understand what we are doing,
in the sense of being able to distinguish and describe the different
uses of words: for much confusion and illusion can result from
not doing so, and mistaking what words actually do. As Hobbes
said years ago, philosophers are for ever becoming “entangled in
words”. Philosophy is discourse at a very high level of abstraction;
and the higher the level of abstraction, the more readily can we get
tripped up and misled by words. Hence no philosophical problem
can in the end be thoroughly discussed without linguistic analysis.

Whatever other schools of philosophy may have to say about it,
Marxists at any rate, who adopt a materialist approach for which
thinking and using language are not two things but one, should
welcome the contribution made to the detection and sorting out of
verbal confusions (ambiguities, false analogies and category-mistakes)
and to the clarification of meaning by the method of the paradigm
case.

In the exposition and application of a general theory many words
and phrases acquire specific, definite and limited meanings, which
they are given within the context of the theory, whereas they may
have been given different meanings by common usage outside it,
and also by other theories. Naturally, such an all-embracing theory
as Marxism has many semantic peculiarities. It provides a context
within which words are given specific Marxist meanings, and like-
wise, in its different departments, contexts within which the same
words are used in different ways (as the word “‘contradiction” is
used in a different way in talking of, say, “the contradictions of
capitalism” from that in which it is used in the context of formal
logic). One can therefore never possibly understand Marxist theory,
and still less get far in applying and developing it, unless one is
prepared to pay careful and explicit attention to the semantic pecu-
liarities of its terminology—the ways it uses words.
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Classical Marxism was not confused by language, not because Marx
had already solved all the general problems connected with uses of
language, nor because his use of words was always formally precise
and never ambiguous, but because it was not systematically developed
into regions of application where verbal ambiguities become syste-
matically misleading. As distinct from his strictly scientific work
in such fields as political economy and history, Marx’s philosophical
writing was largely aphoristic in style. But the use of words in the
truth-bearing aphorism is quite distinct from that in the confused
uninformative generalisation. There is ambiguity and lack of precise
definition in both. But in the one case the statement is, as it were,
rich with meaning (in an analogous way to that often occurring in
poetry), in that it may be expanded into a series of complementary,
mutually consistent and mutually supporting statements; in the other
case it is merely confused, in that it is capable of bearing a number
of mutually inconsistent meanings, or uninformative in that it
embodies category-mistakes. The working out and application of
the philosophical ideas and approach of Marxism demands the most
scrupulous attention to uses of words and their distinctions, and
professional knowledge of logical techniques—otherwise in place of
clarifications and demonstrations there may be offered only confusions
and unverifiable assertions.

At the same time, as the record shows, while linguistic analysis
can get you out of some muddles it can get you into others. And
while it is necessary in philosophy, that is not to say that it is all
that is necessary, and still less that it ss philosophy. An aid to doing
something, however indispensable, should not be confused with
what it is an aid for doing. That is like twirling a walking stick
and saying you have been for a walk. Marxists would not propose
to study the uses of language as an end in itself, but as a means to
developing the science of the laws of thought, and to developing
the general theory of human life and human aims, free from idealist
illusions and preconceptions.
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334-5, 339 343-5» 347-51, 356, 358-9,
361, 362-4, 370, 371, 372, 374
Computers, Computation: 102, 203, 286,
283-9-, 330, 360, 370, 372-3
Contradictions : dialectical, 59, 293, 297,
377; moral, 355, 363-4; English
Hegelians on, 109
Creation, 97, 251, 272~4, 304

Darwin, Charles: s8, s9, 255, 256, 270

Dedekind, J. W. R.: 77

Democritus : 61

De Morgan, A.: 79

Descartes, René : 22—4, 27, 31, 38, 92,
95, 206

Determinism : 138, 151-3, 332-3, 335, 359

Dialectics : approach or method of, 59-60,
278—9, 292, 371; and categories, 289,
291, 301, 371; comprised in laws of
:)?ouglzt, 267, 280, 296, 300, 302; and
Jormal logic, 28990, 291-2, 296, 300,

—-37a; Hegel on, 292-3, 299; lats or
principles of, 280-1, 291-8, 300-1; and
materialism, 59, 201, 296, 208302,
373; obfective, 291, 292, 204, 297-8,
300-2
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Diderot, Denis: 41
Dutt, R. Palme: 332

Economy Principle of (Occam's Razor):

989

Eddington, A. S.: 63

Einstein, Albert: 256, 294

Engels, Friedrich : 24, 58, 59, 60, 160,

168, 172, 210, 244, 251, 254, 259, 267,

268, 269, 280, 281, 293, 204, 295, 297,

299, 300, 301, 302, 312, 323, 324, 329,

339, 341, 342, 346, 347, 362, 365, 372

Epicurus: 61
Ethics :

Butler on, 230; Hume on, 53-4; Kant
on, 218; Linguistic philosophy on,
138, 147, 211, 213-24, 359; Moore on,
102-6, 211; utilitarian, 70-1, 352-3

desirability of social organisation, 238~
44> 332, 334-8, 33841, 342, 344,

349-50
ends and means, 326, 339, 341-5, 350,

1

Gosl?:rfMean, 355, 364

Golden Rude, 348-9, 350, 351, 355, 356

good, 54, 70-1, 102-6, 211, 220~1,
226, 34;

machiavellianism, 341-2

moral codes, 219-20, 352, 354—5, 360-1,
364 . .

moral or value judgment : empirical
foundation and test of, 215, 2189,
359-61; language of, 138, 147, 148,
211-4, 223-4; truth of objectivity of,
241-2, 338, 339, 350

moral reasoning, 212-3, 214-22,
239-44, 334-41» 339-40, 35T, 35273,
359-01 .

morality : communist, 341, 349-51,
357-9, 361-4; contradictions in, 355,
363—4; expression of class interests,
219-20, 238, 240, 353-4, 357-8,
360-4; humbug of, 236-7; and ideals,
219-21, 226-8, 239; and interests,
219-21, 224-8, 239-41, 339-42, 352-4,
356-8; of personal and collective
action, 232-3, 236-9, 362-4; and
politics, 361—4; social character of,
233, 235-9; socially imposed on
individuals, 235, 352-4, 358

Naturalistic fallacy : 105-6, 211, 213,

8

ob ?gazion.r: 54, 71, 102, 21322, 230-
9 343, 349-51, 353-6, 362, 363~

values: and fact, 534, 104-5, 211-14,
241~4, 334~5; human, 102-6, 271,
334-5, 338, 350, 355-6, 357
virtue, 238, 355, 361

wrong-doing, deliberate, 2345

Existentialism, 355

INDEX

Falsification : 115, 255-6, 283-4, 287, 295

Faraday, M.: 58

Feuerbach, Ludwig: 229

Fichte, J. G.: 107

Flew, A. G. N.: 146-7, 148, 149, 179-80,
186

Free Will: 152, 216, 230-2, 234, 239, 310

Freedom : 138, 151-3, 344-9, 356, 373

Frege, Gottlicb: 79-80, 86, 116, 286

Galileo, Galilei : 97, 98, 254, 273

Gellner, Ernest: 146, 247, 250, 261

Gencralisation : fallibility of, 274-6
logical operation of, 183, 184, 198,
208-10

Gibbon, Edward : 311

Gédel, Kurt: 845

Godwin, William: 327

Gramsci, Antonio: 368, 374

Green, T. H.: 108

Hardie, Keir: 225

Hare, R. M. : 166, 167, 191, 193, 213-22,
223-8, 229, 230, 231, 232, 234, 235, 236,
237, 239, 240, 241, 244, 260, 262, 352,
353, 354, 359, 360

Harvey, . William : 366

Hegel, G. W. F.: g9, 107, 108, 109, 141,
156, 158, 159, 210, 256, 281, 2923,
296, 299, 345

Helvetius Claude: 41

Hobbes, Thomas : 24-7, 29, 30, 31, 32-6,
37, 38, 42, 142, 172, 352, 377

Hobsbawm, E. J.: 335

Holbach, Paul Henr, Baron de: 41

Humanism : 53, 107, 228, 303-5, 333,
337, 339-41, 356, 368, 370

Hume, David : 45-6, 57, 65, 71 88,
95, 104, 116, 117, 121, 148, 189, 211,
213, 218, 228, 240, 241, 243, 262, 287,
303, 335

Huxley T. H.: 61

Idealism : absoluste, 107-10; abstraction,
use of by, 160; approach of, 251-2,
279, 283-4, 299; as alienation-
e;cct. 343; fancies of, 188, 210, 244,
299; logic of, 142; said to be nonsense,
117; subjective, 11, 212, 248-9, 375,

Idco‘lsogy: 260-1, 262, 342-3, 358, 365-6,
37

Imagination : 174, 185, 305, 360, 361, 373

Imperatives (commands or injunctions);
175, 211, 213, 235, 241

Individualism: 36, 230-3, 244, 352-3, 358

Inevitability : 152, 306, 325, 332, 335,
%59.» 374

Infinitesimals: 75-8

Infinity : 83~4, 85, 126, 304
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Information : 138, 147, 1601, 183, 184,
188, 209-10, 288, 371; assembly or
management of, 280, 292, 298, 300,
3or1, 302, 373, 375

Jesus Christ: 349

Kant, Immanuel : 62, 107, 204, 205, 206,

218, 228, 248, 287, 299, 301

Khrushchov, N, K.: 227
Kneale, William and Martha: 175
Knowledge :

‘a prior1’ and ‘a posteriori’, 204-5, 287,
297-8, 298-9, 301; fallibility and
limits of, 274-6, 374; senses of the
the word, 143-5

theory of : Bacon’s, 21-2; Berkeley’s,
41-2; Descartes’, 22-4; dialectical
materialist, 59; Hobbes', 25;
Hume's, 45-52; Linguistic, 153~4;
Locke’s, 27-32, 41; Positiviss, 60~7;
Russell’s, 94-7

Language (see also Linguistic Philosophy,

Logic): .

Hobbes on, 26, 142, 172; Logical
Positivism on, 126-8; Wisntgenstein
on, 118-g, 122, 134, 142-3, 176-8,
204

actual use of, 137, 138, 150-4, 161-8,
170, 179, 1825, 189; and
communication, 133-4, 137, 141, _
154, 171, 173-8, 185, 285; conventions
of, 141, 178-81, 182, 184, 185, 207;
expression of propositions by, 174-6,
180, 183, 207, 285, 308; -games,
134-5, 156, 168, 173, 177, 190, 193~4;
and meaning, 141-S, 193;
misleadingness of, 140-1, 167-8, 184,
186; perfect or pre-eminent, 136, 137,
175; reles of, 134, 190-5; and
thought, 143, 171-3, 175, 253, 305,
356; uses, ;un'ncn'an and comparison

of, 133-5, 141, 145, 147-8, 173-8;

varicties (national) of, 129, 178,

180-1, 201

uses: imperative, 175, 211, 213;

informative, 160-1; moral, 147, 148,

214, 223; non-informative, 160-1,

182-5, 187; performative, 147-8, 182,

185; prescriptive, 213-54, 2'.:;,—4

formalised, 202-3, 205; of philosophy,

149, 151, 154-8, 165-6, 170; of
religion, 319; of sciences, 127, 129,
154, 203, 25] ..

essential for all human activities, 181, . .
185, 187, 231-2, 308-10, 356; social
origins of, 174, 185, 231, 305, 309

Laplace P. S.: 27

3
Laws: ambiguity of the word, 273,

294-5; of dialectics, 280-1, 292-8;
legislation, 219, 324, 330; scientific
empirical, 63, 256, 273, 294-5, 306,
325; of thought, 180, 267, 280-1, 296,
298-302, 371, 373
Leibniz, G. W.: 75, 297
Lenin, V. I.: 292, 341, 367, 372
Libgralism: 212, 224, 226, 228-30, 232,
261-2
Linguistic Philosophy :
general deseription, 10, 12; continues
British Empiricist sradition, 57, 170,
245, 375; distinct from Logical
Positivism, 125; criticises and
reforms Logical-Analytic Philosophy,
145-6, 170, 211, 245, 249, 375;
opposes subjective 1dealism, 10,
12-13, 150-1, 162, 246, 248-9, 375;
fundamenial possulate of, 145, 1689,
173, 250-1; a therapy of theories,
138-9, 145, 146, 161, 245-6, 249,
250-1, 375; investigates uses of
language, 140-1, 145, 146-54,
185-8, 206, 213-4, 221, 248, 253, 257,
268, 308, 331, 343, 376; comparison
swish Marxism, 9, 267-71, 303
on categories and category-mistakes,
198-207, 291, 295-6; on determinism
and freedom, 151-3, 348; on formal
logic, 191~7; on theory of knowledge,
153-4; on language and though,
171-3, on logical necessity, 189-91;
on mind and body, 138, 150-1, 162;
on perception, 30, 150-1, 162;
ropounds practical philosophy of
ife, 222; on value and moral
judgment, 138, 211, 213-24, 359;
on wrong-doing, 2345
and empirical science, 154, 257-8, 3763
and materialism, 187-8, 252-3, 375;
interpretation of other philosophies,
146, 149, 246, 249
effective points made by, 1405, 147-8,
150, 170-2, 193, 2234, 253, 263, 269,
a8y, 291, 294, 359, 376-7; facile
ceriticisms of, rebutted, 10-1, 146,
147-8, 153, 246;7-;8 opposite lines of

eriticism of, 24

criticism of : misrepresents problems of
philosophy, 155-8, 165-6, 246;
confused about verification, 161,
164-5, 208-10; misled by ambiguity
in the expression ‘actual use of
language’, 162, 178-82; actual use of
language cannot, as claimed, supply

-~ Standards of judgment, 162—4, 165-8,

185; poses theoretical problems it
cannot answer, 166—9, 181, 187-8,
246, 2 ‘7;; fundamental possulate, that
uses of anguage have no one thing in
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Linguistic Philosophy : contd.
common, is false, 173-8, 251;
confused accouns o/ ]3
logical necessity, 191-8; confused
account of categories and category-
mistakes, 20!,202, 206-10;

fallaciously justifies social status quo

by ignoring class conflicts, 224-8,
230; moralises abstractly, 228-30;

ignores social character of morals and

of moral questions, 2 ; becomes
involved :qn ab:urdity32;g1u moral
responsibility, 234-5; supposes that
merely to investigate uses of words
solves problems by itself, and
ignores the need for theory of man,

239-44, 248; by narrow specialisation

on potnts about language deprives
philosophy of theory and aim, g,
248-51, 258-60, 27/. 374
groundlessly bans fundamental
cxplanatory theory, and poses false
antithesis between description and
explanation, 251—7, 258, 377; isa
clap.r:-conditionsed Z:det?log;?Zeﬂecling
the particular conditions of modern
capitalist society, 9, 260-3, 376
Locke, Jobn: 27-32, 34-5, 36-9, 40, 41
42, 44, 59, 55, 59, 57, 62, 67, 101,
170, 171, 248, 250, 312
Logic (see also Analysis, Categories,

Language, Propositions):

calculus of formal, 81, 85, 123-4, 205,
286, 288-9; demonstration or proof
in, 49, 197, 268, 286; and dialectics,
267, 269, 290, 291-2, 296, 300, 372;
formal or mathematical, 94, 78-83,
192, 285-6, 290; formulas of, 192-8;

tdealist, of judgment, 142; inductive,

60, 65-6, 257; of language, 1189,

125, 147-8, 156, 170, 185-7, 189, 223,

230, 268; lessons of study of, 331-2,
359; of moral judgment, 214, 221,
223, 241, 359; subfect-matter of, 180,
197, 285-6

logical form, 88, 177-8, 182, 206,
28s; logical necessity (entailment),
189-98; logical operations, 182-3,

197-8, 207, 284-5; logical syntax, 116,

125-6, 128-9; logical 1ype, 83, 199,
206-7, 291
Logical Positivism : 125-30, 211-2
Lucretius: 354

Macdonald, Margaret: 1567, 159, 160

McTaggart, J. M. E.: 109

Mach, Ernest: 61-2, 67, 92, 95, 97, 101,
227

Man (sce also Persons): social nature and

evolution Of, 53, 58'9! 174, 217-19,

ormal logic and

INDEX

229-30, 279, 303-7, 313, 325, 339-40,
349-50, 353-4, 356—7; human needs,
326-7, 331, 344, 350; Auman
relations, 307-10, 313-7, 329-30,
348, 355-6, 359; inhumanity of, 184,
315, 356-7
Marx, Karl: 24, 58, 59, 68, 72, 107, 134,
160, 174, 177, 188, 229, 230, 254, 255,
260, 271, 280, 282, 283, 292, 293, 204,
266, 299, 301, 302, 304, 307, 310, 312,
313, 314, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325,
326, 327, 328, 329, 335, 336, 337, 338,
339 342, 343, 345, 346, 348, 350, 362,
365, 372, 378
Marxism :
general description of, 10; critical
attitude of to other philosophies, 148,
305, 367-9; on desirability of
socialtsm and communism, 243,
334-8, 338-41; development of, 274,
276, 293-4, 364, 370-5, 377-8;
empsrical premises of, 281, 2824,
299; supplies foundations of soctal
scence, 58-9, 255, 302, 360;
humanism of, 303-5, 333, 337-8,
339-41, 256. 368, 370;
philosophy of, 58-6o, 268-71,
276-84, 292-4, 208-302, 11,30-1, 378;
on politics, 364; practical orientation
of, 188, 274, 276; scientific method
of, 59, 271, 274, 331-3, 334-5; how
tested, 282-4; assisted by linguistic
investigation, 331, 377-8; working-
class ideology, 365—?7 king
theory of man and saciety, 174, 229-30,
274, 279, 305-7, 322, 325, 331-3,
337-8, 371; theory of capstalism,
225-6, 320-4; theory of socialism and
communism, 324-30, 334-5
Materialism : approach of, 188, 210, 244,
251-2, 278, 284, 305, 330, 344;
ialectical, 58-60, 277-9, 291, 296, 298,
302, 330, 344, 371; historical, 58-9,
306-7; mechanistic or metaphysical, 59,
273, 298; modern, beginnings of, 24;
sard to be nonsense, 43, 117; reasons
for, 187-8; and empirical sciences, 44,
252, 279; tasks of, 372-5; view on mind
and body, 200; view on thought and
language, 172, 3
Mathematics : caleulus, 74-8; and logic,
78-80, 82-6, 8801, 123, 286; nature of,
74» 91, 123, 197, 287; proof in, 49, 76,
84-6, 197; theory of numbers, 77-8,
82-5; unprovable theorems in, 84—5
Mazwell, Clerk: g9
Meaning: and caiegory, 288; in context,
143-5, 377; families of, 144-5, 176, 224;
and form, 285-6; ‘means’ equated wit,
‘stands for’,26, 82, 1413, 171;and use,




INDEX

137, 143, 157-8, 172, 249; and verbal
expression, 171-2; and verification,
113~4, 116-8, 120-1, 161, 211-2,

Mill, }. S.: 6o, 61, 63, 65, 106, 257, 286

Mind and body : views of Berkeley,
43-5, Descartes, 23; Hobbes, 25-7,
Hume, 46; Lingiastic philosophers,
138, 1501, 162, 200, 202, 205-6, 208,
296, 298; Locke, 27; Mach, 62, 92;
Materialism, 200; Russell, 97

Moore, G. E. : 100-6, 108, 109, 111, 118,
140, 141, 154, 211

Morris, William: 364

Muirhead, J. H., 100

Napoleon I, Emperor: 273

Naturalistic fallacy : 105-6, 211, 213, 338

Necessity : casual, 332, 347-8, 359, 373;
logical-mathematical, 49, 83-6, 88-91,
115-6, 123~4, 189-98; obligation,
348-9, 351

Negation : 183, 184, 285, 290

Negation of negadon (dialectical law):
293

Neurath, Otto von: 125, 127, 128

Newton, Sir Isaac: 75, 97, 254, 256, 294,
366

Nowell-Smith, P. H.: 216, 219

Occam, William of : ¢8, g9

Opposites, unity and interpenctration of
(dialectical law): 293, 297

Orwell, George: 333

Ovid: 234

Paradigm case: 137, 377

Paul, Saint: 234, 319

Pavlov, I. P.: 281

Peacock, Thomas Love: 107, 109

Pcarson, Karl: 61

Peirce, Charles: 61, 79

Performative expressions: 147-8, 182,
185, 2234, 308

Persons (human individuals): 205, 210,
224-5, 228-30, 231-2, 314-5, 321,
329-30, 339, 342, 344-9 3545, 358,
363-4, 370

Philosophy : aims and problems of, 11-12,
86, 94, 118-20, 126, 130, 135, 157-8,
168, 172, 1867, 245, 248-50, 251-3;
methods of, 91-3, 99, 137-9, 210, 287,
294-302, 377

Physicalism : 127-8, 129-30

Plato: 74, 116, 141, 149, 158, 160, 289,
290, 303

Politics : 148, 156-7, 237, 324, 327, 356,
359, 361-4, 373-4 - - --

Popé, Alexander: 303

Popper, K. R.: 115, 255-6, 282-3, 295,
335

383

Positivism : 60, 72-3, 145, 257, 258, 375

Pragmadsm : 61

Preseriptive expressions or judgments:_
213-4, 221, 223, 235—7, 241—4

Production, social rclag)ons of: 59, 306-7,

13, 325, 340, 3

Prggg;signnlism :.?md specialisation : 259-60

Property : and division of labour, 311~2;
legal expression of relations of
production, 300-10; primitive
communal, 310-1, 346; private, 34-5,
37, 3124, 323-4, 332, 342-3; sociat,
323-4, 327-8, 344 |

Propositions : categories of, 207-8, 290-13
e}:memary or atomic, 80, 87, 114, 122;
general, 8o-1, 115; of logic and
mathematics, 8g-91; logical operations
for production of, 197-8, 285; meaning
of, 113-4, 118, 120-2, 288-91; pictorial
theory of, 1146, 122, 176; relational,
79, 82, 96, 289; fruth-functions, 114-6,
123, 124; unverifiable, 212, 116-8;
verbal expression of, 141, 174-6

Propositional functions: 8o-1

Protagoras: 303

Purpose or aim: 52, 152-3, 260, 271,
272-3, 279, 339, 344, 358

Pythagoras: 74, 366

Qualities, primary and secondary : 28,
41-2

Quine, W. van O.: 123

Quantification (in mathematical logic):
8o~1, 82, 85, 124, 198, 286

Quantity and quality, dialectical law of:
59, 280-1, 293, 294-5, 297

Religion : 33, 40-1, 43—4, 48, 512,
56, 105, 31720, 326, 343, 354, 356, 358,
373, 374

Ricardo, David: 68, 69, 70

Rights: 34-5, 312, 346, 3534

Russell, Bertrand, Lord : 8o, 86, 88-9, 90,
91, 94-9, 100, 101, 102, 111, 116, 118,
1490, 141, 146, 246-7, 257, 267, 268,
275-6, 277, 286

Ryle, Gilbert: 146, 148, 150, 1571, 152,
154, 164, 191-2, 194, 196—202, 204, 206,
207, 208, 209, 210, 258, 287, 291, 295,
296, 298, 299, 300, 348

Sartre, Jean-Paul, 270

Scicnce, empirical : autonomy of, 271-2;
Bacon on, 22, 23; and materialist
diglectics, 60, 279, 280-1, 297, 302, 371;
jundamental theories of, 254—7; Hume
o1, 49; nature, obfects and limits of,
38-9, 44, 52, 57-60, 62-6, 112, 126-7,
128-9, 215, 254-7, 273-6, 322, 360:
positivist view of, 62-6, principle of
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Science, empirical : contd.
economy, 98—9; social, 67-73, 254-7,
332, 336-7, 349, 359-60, 371; umity of,
128-9, 279-80; and value judgments,
243, 3348

Schelling, F. W. ]. von: 107

Schlick, Moritz: 111, 113, 114, 116, 117,
118, 120, 122, 124, 125, 146, 161

Senses and their objects : views of
Berkeley, 41-2, 45; Hobbes, 25; Hume,
45-6; Linguistic philosophers, 150-1,
162; Locke, 27-32; Mach, 62; Moore,
100; Russell, 95, 97

Sense-data : 29, 95-6, 100-1, 113, 150~1,
164-5, 246

Shakespeare, William: 179, 250

Shelley, P. B.: 107,

Smith, Adam : 67, 68, 70, 72

Socialism : 107, 227, 327, 328-30, 339,
362, 367, 368, 370, 372

Solipsism : 47-8, 121-2, 138, 151, 212,
252, 375

Sualin, J. V.: 298, 361

State (government): as alienation-effect,
317, 329-30, 343, 356, 358;
theortes of : Hegelian, 108, 110,
156-60, 345; Hobbes, 33, 35, 36;
Hume, 55; Locke, 34, 36-7; Marxst,
35-6, 159, 329, 362; stilitarian, 71

Strawson, P. F.: 205-6

Tarski, Alfred: 201-3

Tautology: 116, 123-4, 191

Technology : development and progress
of, 3067, 310-11, 312, 3224, 325, 326,
330, 331, 332, 339, 344, 345 3467, 350,
370, 371, 372-3; and division of labour,

259, 310-1, 323

INDEX

Thales: 247

Tolerance, Principle of: 129, 204

Tools: 133-4, 17

Torricelli, E.: 3

Trueman, F. S.: 194

Truth and falsity : 61, 88-9, 114-6, 152,
202, 242

Universe : metaphysical structure of, 87,
101, 115, 118, 138, 142, 247, 208; nature
of, as a whole, 273-4, 276, 277, 279

Universalisability : 214, 218, 221, 223,
228, 229, 235, 239, 241-2, 338, 340,
350, 355, 359

Utlitarianism : 70-1, 106-9, 110, 228,
3523

Values, economic: 69, 342-3 (human
values, ctc., see Ethics)

Verification : empirical, 111-3, 122, 129,
160-1, 164-5, 211-3, 297, 302, 305 (s¢¢
also Information); Principle of, 111,
113~4, 116, 118, 120-2, 133, 136, 161,
176, 211, 213, 248

Vienna Circle: 111, 125

Voltaire, F. M.: 365-6

Wells, H. G.: 259

Wesleyan Methodism: 353

Whitchead, A. N.: 8o, 102

Wittgenstein, Ludwig: 9, 111-25, 130,
133-8, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 146»
147, 156, 157, 158, 161, 162, 163, 168,
170, 171, 172, !73-8D 179, 180, 185, !87'
183, 191, 194, 199, 204, 206, 224, 246,
248, 250, 252, 257, 267, 270, 271, 376

Wordsworth, William: 354
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