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The primary aim of this book is 1o illuminate the nature of Metaphysics,
which according to the argument developed is actually unknown and has
been variously misrepresented by Philosophers throughout its history.
The explanation of what makes possible the unending disagreements
over metaphysical theories and over what the arguments and counter-
arguments show, throws Metaphysics into an altogether new and un-
expected light, and leads to a radical revision of the usual opinions as to
what it is that the theories claim and what the function of the arguments
and counter-arguments is.

In a number of attacks on the question regarding the nature of Meta-
physics the author presents evidence for the hypothesis that a metaphysi-
cal theory is a structure which uses concealed, academic alterations of
ordinary language to produce intellectual illusions of remarkable viva-
city. This hypothesis is worked out in considerable detail and is applied
to a humber of outstanding classical problems, e.g., the existence of
universals, substratum, logical necessity, appearance and reality. The
reader will be able to see for himself that what is brought to light about
Metaphysics has fundamental consequences for every part of Philo-

sophy.
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FOREWORD
By JOHN WISDOM

A breeze blows through these pages. You may think it blows
away not only dust. You may think Professor Lazerowitz makes
too light of philosophical problems, or of some of them. But even
if he does Tam glad of the air. After all it is open to any one to go
through the rooms again and replace any valuable antiques for
which he thinks Professor Lazerowitz has not shown a proper
care. For my part, as I have said, I am glad of the air. For in
philosophy the atmosphere too often reminds me of a house the
inmates of which are for ever debating whether, when, and how
they could, or should, go out, but never in fact do go out. Pro-
fessor Lazerowitz would be sure to ask them whether they really
want to go out. What an insufferable question!

I know it is casy to fail to bring out philosophical difficulties.
But it is also easy to make surc that one never clears them up,
never sces what the other man means and what he doess’f mean,
never even makes an advance in a dialectic progress.

What does Professor Lazerowitz do in this book ? Three things.
First, he brings before us, in his own specially clear and crisp way,
that change which has come over philosophy as we have come to
realize how very strange philosophical questions are, and presents
a certain new view of philosophy and its associated new philo-
sophical procedure. Second, hetakesupcertaintypical philosophical
disputes and in doing so illustrates the new pr.occdurc._ He asks
what has led philosophers to say the extraordinary things they
have said. At this stage he aims to carry this inquiry only far
enough to reveal some of the confgsions, excuses and reasons
behind philosophical doctrines. Third, he carries the inquiry
further and submits that there are often causes for adherence to a
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FOREWORD

philosophical theory, deeper thar} thosc.which appear when we
ask the reasons for the theory. In illustration of this he ventures in
outline a surmise as to one of the deeper sources which lie bchu}d
the old and phoenix-like paradox ‘Change is unrcal’. It is my belicf
that he is right in this surmise. '

1 would like to say a few words about these three themes in
Prqfcssor Lazerowitz’s book. A philosophical paradox, such as
‘Mind does not exist’, or “The Past does not exist’, appears at first
to be an alarming statement as to a matter of fact, or a denial that
any statement of a certain type, for instance one about minds, or

one about the past, is true. However, such paradoxes are often
soon modified, so that they appear not as statements to the cffect
that all statements of a certain type are false, but as statements to
the effect that what we have thought to be adequate reasons for
these statements are not adcquatc, or not cven reasons at alll At
once philosophical disputes look less like disputes as to matters
of fact and more like logical disputes as to whether certain pre-
miscs are or are not good rcasons for certain conclusions. Tl.\cy
retain, however, the appearance of a conflict between a SCCpFlcal
paradox and a common-sense platitude. At this point a curious
change of sides often takes place. For those philosophers who, in
oppusition to sceptics, support the secemingly common sensc and
platitudinous claim that the premises we have so long accepted
as adequate for our conclusions are adequate, often support this
claim and opposc the sceptics by insisting that our conclusions are
deducible from, reducible to, our premises. For instance such a
philosopher, in opposition to a sceptic who insists that our reasong
for the statements we make about the past are no good because
our premises are all about the present or the future, will insist
that statements about the past are analysable into, are nothing byt
statcments about the present and the future. He will say thy,
sentences about the past can be translated into sentences descrip-

- p
tive of that ahout the present and the future which makes us say

hat we do about the past. At once philosophy appears as a matter
whit JJvsis, of definitions, of equations, of translations. .
”{ [()};jl‘al analysis, qew phi\OSOPhY as a matter of logical
e { ug who came to - rselves the hitherto
Those o finition were able to explain to Outs tes, by saying
ana Y Or:ddgb:tlinate characterofphilosopl'ucal disputes, Dy say
curiousa



FOREWORD

general nature of their disputes. What became disturbing was the
fact that philosophical problems, when re-presented as problems
of definitions, of equations, retained their curious chronic char-
acter. As we all know, it was at this juncture that Wittgenstein
compared philosophical questions to questions which have no
answers, Yes or No. He compared them to questions the rival
answers to which present now these, now those, features of a
situation which we haven’t a word for. He compared them to
questions the answers to which introduce, and so recommend, a
certain mode of description, a certain projection, a certain nota-
tion for viewing that which we wish to view.

In metaphysical philosophy what we wish to view are certain
old and puzzling features of the ways in which we settle questions
of diffcrent types, for instance moral questions, questions about
minds, questions about material things. Our difficulty in philo-
sophy, Wittgenstein said, arises from the idea that our language
is a simpler calculus than it is, from a craving for definition. If
only we could say that statements of a given type, for instance
statements about the past, arc reducible 1o those upon which they
appear to be based, for instance statements about the present
‘evidences’ of the past, then we could say that statements of the
given type are dedncible from those upon which they appear to be
based. But statements of a given type are never reducible to state-
ments of another type. All statements, which are reducible to
statements about the present, are statements about the present,
and not about the past. Philosophers are not interested in a class
of statements unless statements of that class cannot be defined in
terms of statements which are not of that class. No wonder our
definition programme broke down. But the break down is more
profound than at first appears. For not only is it the case that
statements of a given type are not reducible to those of another
type as statements within a type may be reducible to one another,
it is also the case that statements of a given type are not nof
reducible to statements of another type in the way in which state-
ments within a type may be not reducible to each other. For in-
stance, a statement of logical necessity is not not deducible from
a statement about words in the way in which the statement “The
word “four” may always be substituted for the phrase “two and
two”’ is not deducible from ‘The word ““two’ may always be

ix



FOREWORD

substituted for the phrase “‘one and one”.” No wonder Wittgen-
stein so often af the end of a philosophical discussion would say,
‘Say which you like’.

It is my belief that here is one of those great flashes of insight
with which Wittgenstein illuminated philosophy itsclf and thosce
things which philosophy should illuminate, for instance the char-
acter of statements, which, if true, are nccessarily truc, and the
character of statements about minds, and the character of state-
ments about the past, and so on. Nor did Wittgenstein strike a
light and then fail to show how it may be used. Far from it. At the
same time it is, I believe, a fact that when people listened to Witt-
genstein they often found it difficult to get a steady light giving
an ordered view of what they wished to see and that when they
now read him they still have this difficulty. Yet such a stcady light
and ordered view is needed.

Now when Professor Lazerowitz introduces to us the conten-
tion ‘that philosophical theories arc notational innovations he does
so in a certain way. He introduces it as a result which we obtain
when we seek to explain the phenomena of philosophical dis-
putations. At once it appears as an account, onc might almost
say as a hypothesis, the adequacy of which as compared with that
of other accounts, other hypotheses, is to be judged by the way jt
covers the phenomena to be explained. At once the light becomes
steadier, at once we can more readily use it to obtain a coherent
view of philosophy and of what philosophy reviews.

Second, having introduced in this particular manner this ac-
count of philosophical theories as being the introduction and
recommendation of certain modes of presenting the logical char-
acter of classes of statements, Professor Lazerowitz also in the
same, as one might say scientific, manner, applies this account of
philosophy in the consideration of certain traditional philosophical
questions—for instance the question of the existence of universals
and the question of the nature of logical necessity. It seems to me
that as he proceeds the character of these old and mysterious dis-
putes becomes vastly plainer and that the value of the new
account of philosophy is thus brought out.

This new account of philosophy is, I submit, itself a philo-
sophical ‘theory’, a ‘theory’ as to the nature of philosophical
statements as opposed to a ‘theory’ of the nature of, for instance,

X
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mathematical statements, or moral statements, And it has its
dangers. For one may forget that a philosophical ‘theory’ is, or
should be, a verbal recommendation made not with a view to
convenience, but with a view to illuminating the facts, the facts
as to the way we verify statements of this sortt or of that. / philo-
sopher who declares that we have no knowledge of material
things is not declaring that it would be more convenient never to
usc the word ‘knowledge’ in connection with material things. He
is rccommending to us that new view of the verification of state-
ments about material things which we may gain if for a moment
we call all such statements ‘hypotheses’ and draw the line for
applying the word ‘knowledge’ here.

Professor Lazerowitz doces not deny this. It may be that at times
in his efforts to bring out how close are philosophical theories to
verbal innovations, he does not emphasize the way these innova-
tions may illuminate and distort the modes of verification proper
to the types of statement with which the philosopher is concerned.
But anyone who reads these essavs carefully cannot but notice
that Professor Lazerowitz not onli' says that a notational innova-
tion may show us, or obscure from us, some continuity or con-
trast we have missed, but also gives examples of this. For instance,
he does this in the essay on universals. Besides he certainly shows
that if we call philosophical thcories not ‘theories’, ‘but verbal
innovations’, then this innovation puts philosophical disputation
in a new light. Indeed this innovation, this new name, may in-
fluence the way in which we conduct philosophical inquiry in a
degree which is much more marked than the influence on physical
inquiry of the innovations suggested bV one who refuses to spcak
of knowledge of the external wortld, or the influence on mathe-
matical and logical inquiry of the innovation suggested by one
who says that mathematical and logical statements are statements
as to the usage of words.

If we say then that Professor Lazerowitz takes the view that
philosophical theories are verbal innovations, we must remember
first that he is of course aware that they are not consciously prof-
fered as verbal innovations, and second that he is aware that such
innovations may illuminate or distort, or both illuminate and dis-
tort what the metaphysical philosopher is concerned with, namely
the mode of verification proper to some class of statements.

xi
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The more clearly we grasp the fact that in introducing and
recommending a notation a philosopher aims not at a more con-
venient or cxpedient form of expression, but at onc which will
help us to realize what we may have failed to realize, cven though
it has been before us, the more we understand why philosophers
show concern, excitement, pleasure and vexation as they arguc for
their views. At the same time we may feel that the very passion-
ate concern which philosophers feel about their views suggests
that there are other forces at work beside the desire to grasp the
logical character of a class of statements or questions.

And the third thing which Professor Lazerowitz docs is tgo
submit that this in fact is so, that there are causes encouraging,
driving a philosopher to speak in the way he recommends other
than those he mentions under the guise of reasons for his vieyw
causes much more hidden. No doubt such unconscious CauSes’
may play a part in our acceptance or rejection of certain answerg
to questions which are not philosophical but, for instance
political, historical, or scientific. But the more a question is fina]],,
settled by observation and, or, calculation on well establjshcd
lines, the less scope have unconscious causes. When the mattey ; s
one of adopting a way of presenting things which shall put certain
things in a certain light and others in another light, then uncq,,_
scious causes have much greater scope. We can’t do without these
sources of light and energy. But concealed lighting can make
things look very different from what t_hcy are. Why not pulj the
curtains and open the windows? The light will be better, the 5,
will be fresher, and we shall be freer.



PREFACE

In these papers I have tried to win my way to an understanding
of the nature of metaphysics, and I am only too well aware of the
difficulty and uncertainty with which I proceed and of how far I
fall short of my goal. Although these papers have a unity of pur-
pose, cach paper represents a fresh start and was written without
a cautious cye to what I had already said clsewhere. Circum-
spect consistency has been no part of my aim. The attentive reader
is certain, thus, to discover not only clumsy and misleading ex-
position, which first attempts to view a complex subject through
a ncw medium make inevitable, but also inconsistencies. My hope
is that these will serve to stimulate him to do further work in a
field in which too little is being done. He will also see that I return
a number of times to the question as to the nature of a prior
necessity. 1 do this because, in my opinion, getting clear on this
question is of first importance to the understanding of meta-
physics.

Three of the essays in the present collection (II, X and XII)
have not appeared before in print. For permission to reprint the
other essays it is my pleasant duty to thank the cditors of the
following journals and books:—

Analysis, Mind, The Philosophical Review, Proceedings of the Aristo-
telian Society.

Philosophical Analysis, Cornell University Press; The Philosophy
of G. E. Moore, The Library of Living Philosophers, Vol. IV.

Northampton, Massachusetts, Morris LAZEROWITZ

January 1955.
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I
MOORE’S PARADOX

T has frequently happened that philosophers have held seri-

ously views which scem to go completely counter to ever so

many beliefs of common sense. Different philosophers have
said, with the assured air of stating incontrovertible fact, that

(1) Physical objects exist only while being perceived;

(2) Material bodies are unreal;

(3) Time is unreal;

(4) Spacc is unreal;

(5) No onc can know with certainty that any other person
exists.

These theories, and many others like them, appcar to be about
matters of fact, open to establishment or disestablishment by
observation and experimentation. In this respect they resemble
propositions found in ordinary science text-books, e.g., the propo-
sition, which parallels (1), that mercury exists in a solid statc only
at a temperature less than 38.86 degrees below zero Fahrenheit, or
the proposition, which parallels (5), that human beings cannot
hear sounds of high pitch readily audible to dogs. And by backing
these theories with proof philosophers give the impression of de-
stroying the most assured beliefs of ordinary life, of being like
scientists who demonstrate facts, e.g., that the speed with which
an object falls does not depend upon its weight, which reduce
some of our strongest convictions to mere superstitions. All these
philosophical theories have this in common, that from each of
them it scems to follow that o propositions of very large classes
of propositions of ordinary discourse are erer true; and some of
these propositions each of us, ordinary people as well as scientists,
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MOORE’S PARADOX

should unhesitatingly say we know to be true. From (1), namely,
that physical objccts exist only while being perceived, the shock-
ing conscquence scems to follow that every proposition asserting
the existence of an object which happens not to be perceived by
anyone, c.g., the film inside my camera, is always false. From the
view (2) that material bodics are unreal the equally shocking con-
sequence scems to follow that cvery proposition stating the exis-
tence of material objects, c.g., the proposition that I have a pen
right now in my hand or the proposition that I have a hand, is
always false. And the views (3), (4) and (5) appear to have similar
conscquences with regard to all propositions of the classes of
temporal propositions, spatial propositions, and propositions
about our knowledge of other sclves, namely, that none of them
1s ever true.

These views and many others in philosophy should conse-
quently be causc for scrious concern, since so much of what we
take as absolutcly unquestionable, not only in ordinary life but in
scientific investigation, is apparently brought into question. Pro-
fessor G. E. Moore has taken this as a causc for concern, and has
made it one of his main objects to combat such views and to
defend Common Sense against their consequences. Against them
he has maintained that many propositions of the classes which,
according to these views, never contain true propositions are often
true; i.e., that there arec many true temporal and spatial proposi-
tions, many truc propositions stating the existence of unperceived
physical objects, many true propositions with regard to our
knowledge of other sclves. In proof of this, and consequently in
refutation of these views, he has contended that he knows, and

similarly for everyone clse, that:—

There exists at present a living human body, which is my b_OdY-
This body was born at a certain time in the past, and has C’_‘lSth
continuously ever since . . . and, at every moment Since it was
born, there have also existed many other things, having shape
and size in three dimensions (in the same familiar sense in wh{ch
it has), from which it has been af various distances (in the familiar
sense in which it is now at a distance both from that mantel-
piece and from that book-case, and at a greater distance from the
book-case than it is from the mantclpiece) . . . And, just as
my body has been the body of a human being, namely myself

2



MOORE’S PARADOX

. 50, in the case of very many of the other human bodies
which have lived upon the earth, each has been the body of a
different human being . . .

It is plain that an important part of what Moore does in at-
tempting to refute philosophical theories from which it follows,
or at any ratc scems to follow, that no propositions of certain
classes of propositions expressed in ordinary discourse are ever
true, is to refer to plain matters of fact which it would simply be
a farce to deny. Thus, for example, against the views that space
and time are unrcal he cites such facts as those to the effect that he
was ‘born at a certain time in the past’ and that he has a body.
Obviously, similar facts hold for anyone who ever held that space
and time arc unreal, and are, furthermore, perfectly well &nown
by those who hold thesc views. A peculiar feature of such views,
which immediately becomes evident from Moore’s refutations, is
that phenomena of the sort the existence of which they deny are
so plainly before all our noses that it is startling to have them re-
ferred to in refutation of important philosophical views. This is
what Moore often docs; he calls attention to facts which make
important philosophical views look ridiculous. The strange thing,
if we stop to think of it, is not that anyone who has been taken in
by these views has overlooked what is so obvious, but that he
should have accepted or even been troubled by views which go
against what he has no# overlooked. It leads us, furthermore, to
wonder what could ever have made anyone formulate them.

Demonstrations of the sort Moore uses against them would, in
ordinary life as well as in science, be absolutely conclusive, to see
which requires no special training. They are of the form ‘a is a
fact; theory T is logically inconsistent with a; therefore T is
false’. In ordinary life, as well as in science, we give #p theories
which are logically inconsistent with facts which we &zow. In
philosophy, however, as Moore has pointed out, this frequently
does #sot happen. In connexion with philosophical theories which
seem obviously inconsistent with innumerable propositions €x-
pressed, or implied, in scientific and ordinary discourse, MOOFC
has formulated what is one of the most important paradoxes 1n
philosophy. He has pointed out that philosophers ¢. . . have been

YA Defence of Common Sensc’, Contemporary British Philosophy, v. 11,pp. 194-5.
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MOORE’S PARADOX

able to hold sincerely, as part of their philosophical creed, propo-
sitions inconsistent with what they themsclves &new to be true,
and . . . this has really frequently happened’.? This is an aston-
ishing paradox; and by expressing it Moore brings to sharp focus
a discontent with philosophy which ever so many pcople have
felt but have never been able to express in any clear way. It may
be recalled that Professor Broad, for example, felt it necessary to
defend philosophy against the vague charge that it is ‘moonshine’.?
Moore’s refutations show that a great deal of philosophy is ‘moon-
shine’ of some sort. They bring out a likeness between many philo-
sophical views and grotesque fiction, a likeness between them
and stories like that of the hunter whose reply to the question as
to how he had escaped from wild beasts which had completely sur-
rounded him, was, ‘I didn’t escape; they ate me up’. Moore’s
paradox makes this likeness even stronger; but, what is perhaps
more important, it brings out a marked difference between them:
the difference, namely, that philosophers who express views incon-
sistent with what they know nevertheless hold those views
sincerely. It thus sobers us and addresses our attention to the prob-
lem as to what makes this possible. This, it scems to me, is the req/
problem: to see what it is about the nature of the vicws and the
arguments used in their support that mak'cs it possible for philo-
sophers to hold them in the face of plain matter of fact, with
which, as seems to be the case, the views are inconsistent. And
it is my present purpose to consider this problem.

If the refutations Moore formulates are looked at in conjunc-
tion with his paradox a fact appears which may seecm as surprising
as the views against which they are brought. Moore attempts to
confute philosophers by calling attention to facts of a sort which,
according to his paradox, they already know and therefore have
not overlooked or ignored. Now, we may say that a necessary
condition which a fact a must satisfy in order to establish the
falsity of a proposed theory T is t-hat a person who holds T wil]
give it up on getting to know a, given bgth that the person hold-
ing T is sincere and also that the inconsistency between a and T
is absolutely obvious, requiring no process of ratiocination in
addition to looking at both in juxtaposition. Facts of the sort

1A Defence of Common Sensc’, Contemporary British Philosophy, v. 11, p. 203,
:C. D. Broad, Scientific Thought, p. 11.
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Moore directs attenuon to I attemipting to confute certain
philosophers are, 1t inconsistent with their theories, obrionsly in-
consistent with them; nothing, tor example, could be more
obvious than the inconsistency, it there 1s one, between a fact of
the form ‘I have a body’ and the view that there are no material
bodics. In spite of such tacts being perfectly well known by them,
philosophers nevertheless persist in holding their views. That is,
Anowing such facts does not make them gire #p their views; and the
only conclusion possible, it seems to me, is that such facts are not
inconsistent with shesr views, however incomprehensible this mav
scem. Thus, as I shall try to show, Moore's paradox, according to
which they o know such facts, leads to the conclusion that his
‘refutations’ are not refutations.

It may be pointed out in this connexion that conflicting atti-
tudes on the part of Moore himself can be detected, that his atti-
tude toward his own refutations is ambiguous. The sort of facts
to which he refers in demonstrating the talsity of philosophical
views like (1)-(5) creates the impression that the views are so
patently false as to make it completely unaccountable how anyone
could ever hold them. And one can only gather that his attitude
regarding them is that they are not worthy of serious concern. He
has, as a matter of fact, given expression to this attitude: —

This, after all, you know, really is a finger: there is no doubt
about it: I know it, and vou all know 1t . . . The questions
whether we do ever know such things as these, aqd whether
there arc any material things, scem to me, theretore, to be
questions which there is no need to take seriously: thc_\: arc questions
which it is quite easy to answer, with certainty, in the athrma-
tive.!

Moore docs, however, take such questions quite seriously; he
has written and continues to write on them.® In spite of his con-
tention that ‘they are questions which it is quite casy to answer,
with certainty, in the affirmative’ he has thought answers in tbc
negative, i.c., views such as that time is unrcal and that material
bodies are unreal, to be sufficiently important to defend Common
Scnse against them. This, it scems to me, reasonably leads to the

'Philosophical Studies, *Some Judgments of Perception’, p. 228. Italics my own.
Cf, his ‘Proof of an External World’, Annual Philosophical Lecture,

Henriette Hertz Trust, Proc. Brir. Acad., Vol. XXV (1939).
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supposition that he grants them an importance which is precluded
by the attitude evinced by his refutations. His constant concern to
refute them shows his attitude to be that they are important. If,
consequently, this concern is taken seriously, as it should be, it
must be concluded that his attitude with regard to his refutations
is ambivalent. It must be supposcd that he himself, in a concealed
way, is uncasy as to whether his ‘refutations’ arc refutations.

In this study I wish to show that his ‘rcfutations’ are not refuta-
tions, and also, more generally, that the views the falsity of which
they are designed to establish, bave no refutations. 1 wish to show
how his paradox together with his refutations throw light on the
nature of the views, so that it can be scen that those views have no
refutations.

Moorec is unquestionably right in saying that philosophers &now
facts of the sort he uses to confute them, c.g., facts to the cffect
that they were born at a certain time in the past, have bodies, own
things which at various times are perceived by no one. In casc it
is thought that what Moore says is doubtful, a good way to test a
person who makes academic asscrtions which are inconsistent
with what we think he knows all along is to obscrve how he acts
in relevant situations. We take as a criterion of a person’s know-
ledge with regard to various matters of fact, not only his aca-
demic claims, but also his behaviour in the presence of such facts;
and if his behaviour is and continues to be incompatible with his
claims, we discount them as _just talk and accept his behaviour as
indicative of what he rea/ly knows. For example, if an cntircly
compcetent and honest doctor were persistently to say that no
disease is incurable, and nevertheless continued to treat cases, say,
of leprosy the way other competent doctors treat them, as cases of
a disease which cannot, as yet at any rate, be cured, we should
reject what he says, regardless of his sincerity, as puzzling talk
and be perfectly certain that he Anows that leprosy is an incurable
discase.

The views with regard to space, time, material bodies, etc.,
against which Moore defends Common Sense, give rise to the
ideca that ordinary behaviour is inappropriate to reality, and that if
people only knew better they would change their behaviour to
suit the facts—this would seem to be the practical consequence of
establishing such views. It is consequently to be expected that
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philosophers who hold such views will act differently. It is to be
expected that philosophers who hold that no one can know with
certainty that any other person exists will greet their friends with
at least some hesitance, with the mental aside, ‘For all I know, this
may be nothing but a subjective show; after all, I don’t really
know that other people exist’. The idea of travelling in trains
should immecdiately bring up a picture of certain disaster in the
mind of anyone who held that physical objects exist only while
being perceived, because ‘a railway train would only have wheels
when it is not going, since, while it is going, the passengers cannot
sec them’,! When one considers how people would behave it the
conductor were suddenly to shout that the train, in which they
were going at sixty miles an hour, no longer had its wheels, it
might well be expected that some philosophers would never leave
home.

It would scem reasonable to expect some difterence in behaviour
on the part of philosophers who sincerely hold views like (1)-(5).
None, of course, as Moore’s paradox anticipates, is discernible.
It is a fact that the superior knowledge which philosophers give
the impression of having results in no different behaviour from
that met with in ordinary life. Despite a philosopher’s unquestion-
ably sincere claim to have demonstrated the unreality of time, like
any other person he consults his watch, hurries to an appointment,
and apologizcs for being late. Despite his view about the unreality
of space, he complains that the distance from his home to his
lecture room is too much for him to walk of a morning or that an
ugly building is between his study window anda fine view. Despite
his view about the unreality of material objects, he is as carcful as
any normal person to avoid oncoming cars when crossing the
strect and remarks with satisfaction on the thickness of the stecl
door of the bank vault in which his valuables are kept. And, apart
from the fact that no uncertainty whatever can be detected in his
behaviour, it is a safe bet that he does not make any mental aside
about the possible non-existence of other people when he hails his
friend, accepts his offer of a cigarette, and walks down the strect
with him. For he fails to show the slightest signs of doubt in cir-
cumstances which should bring out his doubt in its most acute
form, namely, when he tries to convince others of the correctness of

"Moore's example, used by B. Russcll in The Analysis of Matter, p. 210.
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the view that no one can know with certainty that other people exist.

On the contrary, circumstances can casily be imagined in which
such views could be used to reassure a philosopher who is in real
doubt or in some actual state of anxicty about ordinary situations.
If, for example, we were to tell him that the automobile which he
had locked 1n his garage has vanished, that it 1s no more, he
would behave like any ordinary person: he very naturally would
be upscet, want to notify the police, certainly regret that he had not
insured it. If, in answer to his question as to what had happened,
whether it had burnt, or been struck by lightning, we say it was
none of these but only that it was locked in the garage and so was
not being perceived, there is no question but that he would be
rclicved. ‘That is, when he understands that the only reason for our
saying his automobile is no more is his own philosophical
view that physical objects exist only while being perceived, he is
rcassured that his automobile does excist. Similar situations can be
imagined in connexion with the other views. For example, when
he begins to apologize for having come a halt-hour late to dinner
and we insist he is not late, like anyv other person he expresses
relicf and wonders what is wrong with his watch. When we go on
to explain that he could not have come late because, according to
his own vicw, time is unreal, he thinks we are good-natured about
the whole thing and goes on with his explanation as to why he
was late. It is a curious feature of views like (1)-(5) that, if they
ar¢ given as rcasons for statecments with regard to ordinary
matters of fact, they are treated as jokes.

Tt is clear that Moore is entirely right in saying that philosophers
who hold these views £&now facts of the sort which by their views they
scem plainly to deny. Their ordinary behaviour shows this. Even
their academic talk frequently shows this, as he has pointed out:—

all philosophers who have held such views have re-
peatedly, cven in their philosophical works, expressed other
views inconsistent with them: i.¢., no philosopher has ever
been able to hold such views consistently. One way in which
they have betrayed this inconsistency, is by alluding to the
existence of other philosophers. Another way is by alluding to
the existence of the human race, and in particular by using
‘we’ . .1 ’

YA Defence of Common Sense’, pp. z02-3.
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And they are not struck by the absurdity of saying ‘none of #s can
cver really know that any human being besides himself exists’, or
of starting a lecture with the statement, ‘In the course of this lec-
ture I proposc to demonstrate the unreality of time’, because not
for a moment is the existence of other pecople or of temporal
phenomena in question. If they were in question the proponents
of the views could not fail to see the absurdity. Regardless of what
they hold academically, such facts are never rea/ly in question;
cverything goes to show that philosophers know them even while
expressing their views.

This makes it look as though holding such viewsand attempting
to ‘prove’ them is nothing but a solemn pretence, a sort of intel-
lectual game of make-believe which many adults like to play.
But to suppose this is as far from the truth as anything could be.
Moore is certainly right when as part of his paradox he states that
philosophers hold such views ‘sincerely’. Their behaviour shows
this as clearly as it shows that they know facts which seem to be in
obvious contradiction to their views. Undoubtedly they hold their
views sincerely, and undoubtedly they know facts which appecar
to render their views false. Consequently, it is, so far as I can see, a
correct paraphrase of Moore’s paradox that philosophers have
held “. . . sincerely, as part of their philosophical creed, pro-
positions inconsistent with what they themselves knew to be
truc’, to say that philosophers have held ‘sincerely, as part of their
philosophical creed, propositions which they &rew to be false’. And
if his ‘rcfutations’ are refutations, then philosophers Aare held
views they knew to be false. This is impossible, and the only con-
clusion, it seems to me, is that his ‘refutations’ are not refutations
of their views. To see this it is first necessary to sce that views like
(1)~(5) are not empirical.

It is in the first place natural to look on the disputes between
Moore and other philosophers as being empirical. The views, by
the way they are expressed, scem for one thing to imply the falsity
of ordinary empirical propositions, such as the proposition that in
1893 F. H. Bradley published arguments for the unreality of time.
And if they did imply the falsity of propositions which are such
that they could logically have a truth-value other than.thc onc
they in fact have, they would themselves have to be empirical, be
such that they could logically have a truth-value other than the

9
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one they have. For another thing, Moore actually adds to the
illusion that the disputes are with regard to matters of fact. The
manner in which he expresses his demonstrations, viz., a is a fact,
a 1S inconsistent with T, therefore T is false, docs this. I.e., he uses
language which gives the impression that he brings empirical
facts to bear against the views; and since only empirical proposi-
tions can be inconsistent with such facts, or have implications with
regard to them, the impression is naturally created that the dis-
putcs arc about empirical facts.

Looked at in this way, however, the disputes between Moore
and other philosophers become completely incompr.c.hcnsiblc: f(?r
they remain nnresolved. When in ordinary life an cmplrlcnl t.hcory is
in question recourse to the facts, if they are gvm]ablc, 'wxll sthlc
the matter. This scldom, if ever, happens in philosophy. Thereisa
story that once, when Zeno propoundcd .his theory fibout the
impossibility of motion, Diogencs, in refutation of the ?'fcw, stood
up and walked scveral times across the room. But thgrcl:s no story
of Zcno having given up his vic.w, nor, so fa.r as Is ’ n;)twn,_ of
Bradley having given up his. In ordinary life, having onc’s attention

called to facts which arc incompatible witha given view makes one

I i ’ lox, docs
' ' be expected from Moore’s paradox, :
discard it. This, as is to bc exp o loesmhcre hotd thet

not happen in philosophy. For, _
views ;f/)l?/g (and in spite of) knowing such facts, recourse to the facts

will not result in the views being gi\_/gn up. COﬂSC(}l:lC?[ly tilc.
disputes cannot be looked upon as cmpl_rlcal. Tp do 50 leads to t 1}(
sclf-contradictory conclusion that pthosophlc.a! djlspli;‘(}:]s \\1;3
regard to matters of fact cannot be settled cmpmcgl y. The only
way to avoid this contradiction is to say that thc.: dlsputcls firlc'not
empirical. The following considcrations sho.w this m(’)st plainly.
Let us examine the statement, ‘Time is unrecal’. I'f, to use
Moore’s expression, it is translated ‘into the concretc’,! it lo.oks as
though what a philosopher who makes it means to assert 1s that
" . . . nothing ever happens before or after anything clsc; noth-
ing is ever simultaneous with anything clse; it is never true that
anything is past; never truc that anything will happen in the

. ) ; . )2

future; never true that anything is happening now; and so on’.
. - ?
“Time is unreal’ means the same as “There are no temporal facts’.

’P/)i/omp/u'm/.fludiu, ‘The Conception of Reality’, p. zog.

lbid., p. 210,
10



MOORE’S PARADOX

Parenthetically, it may be remarked that translating philosophical
views into the concrete is an important part of Moore’s technique;
for by it he gets rid of misleading pictures which are naturally
associated with the views, ¢.g., the picture of time as a sort of
mysterious object.! It is such pictures, the empirical counterparts
of philosophical statements, that in part make the views so
Intriguing and at the same time prevent one from seeing what
they actually come to. By removing the pictures he deprives the
views of an important part of their mystification. But to do this is
not cnough. To return from the digression, if ‘Time is unreal’ is
taken to mean that there are no temporal facts, the view looks
plainly to be empirical: ‘There are no temporal facts’ bears a great
similarity to ‘There are no centaurs’. But the empirical look is a
deceptive feature, both of the view and of its translation. If the
attention of a philosopher who holds the view and grants the
translation is called to various events that just took place and are
now taking place, he will continue to maintain that there arc no
temporal facts, and perhaps repeat his argument for maintaining
the view. It looks as though he wishes to deny the facts. But these
he &nows and cannot Jowestly deny. Conscquently, it must be sup-
posed that he docs not rea//y wish to deny them at all, however to
the contrary appearances may be. It must be supposed that the
view is of such a nature that the facts simply do nof connt against it.
No known facts count against it, and furthermore, it is easy to
sec that no imaginable or describable facts could do so either. Sup-
pose we say: ‘This is all very strange. You do not deny the exist-
ence of various events which Moore calls “temporal facts”;
nevertheless you insist that time is unreal. What, to help clear up
the mystery, would you describe, over and above such things,
which, if there were anything of that kind answering to the de-
scription, would make you give up the view? Talking, walking,
having tea, and the like are not, it would appear from your view,
really temporal. Perhaps we have all been labouring under an
illusion about such things; tell us what the real thing is like’. This
be cannot do. He cannot describe anything, over and above the
Phenomena he rejects as being temporal, which he would say was

'Note Bradley’s remark: ‘It is usual to consider time under a spatial form.

) - r
It is taken as a stream, and past and future are regarded as parts of it . . .
Appearance and Reality, p. 39.
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the real thing, really temporal. Unlike the bored secker for excite-
ment who complains that nothing cver happens, he cannot say
what it would be like for anything to happen. Nothing in actual
expericnce, in recollection, in present experience, or in fulfilled
expectation, is acceptable as disestablishing his view, and ncither
is anything which could be described, regardless of whether it
exists or not. Unlike ‘Centaurs are unreal’, “Therc are no temporal
facts’ is such that nothing which we can picturc to ourselves would
falsify it. It is plain from this that thc philosopher who asserts
“Time is unrcal’ is not using it to cxpress a proposition which
could imaginably be false, i.c., an e;;//)z'rim//)m/)o://im/. Similar con-
siderations hold for the other views. Consequently, if Moorc’s
refutations are looked on as demonstrations in which empirical
facts are brought to bear against the views, it must be conceded
that his ‘refutations’ arc not refutations.

Once it becomcs clear that in holding views like (1)-(5) philoso-
phers are not asscrting empirical propositions, the natural thing 1s
to think that they are asserting necessary oncs. As a matter of fact,
philosophers who have held such views have themselves frequently
thought this. Russell has said with regard to common beliefs that
they are ‘cocksure, vague, and sclf-contradictory’.t And Bradley
has said: “Time, like space, has most cvidently proved not to be
real, but to be a self-contradictory appcarance’.® It may be gathered
from this that Bradley supposcs himsclf, by his views with regard
to time and space, to be implying not mercely that there are no
temporal and spatial facts but that it is logically impossiblc for
icre to be any. He thinks himself to be holding views from which
it follows that ordinary spatial and temporal propositions, ¢.g., the
propositions to the cffect that half my sheet of paper is covered
";‘jth writing and that it has taken me twenty minutes toaccomplish
Enesr;ta‘f;i;zti?\f:iglfailsi bll;t are sclf—con.tradictor).'..And the state-
ing a necessary ProPositior(x) : taklcn ‘on thxs. supposition a.s CXP{CSS-
to translate it ‘into the éor;lacmc > ‘?mc . s.clf—con.tradmt.ory o
there to be temporal events’ ';“ek::e ntern logfcally 1mposs.1ble o
we revise our idea of the n;atures lrfltcépm_tatlon also requires 70
and other philosophers. His rerto e C?lsputcs between Moore

. ations, just as the phllosophlcal
:P/Ji/o.ropbj, p- 3.
Appearance and Reality, p. 43.
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views, have to be considered as different from what the language
in which they are expressed naturally leads one to think they are,
viz., demonstrations in which views are countered with empirical
facts. What they come to, as necessitated by the supposition that
the philosophical views in dispute are necessary ones, can easily be
secn by bringing out a further fact about those views.

“Time is unrecal’, when the intention is to use it as the expression
of a nccessary proposition, presumably means the same as ‘It is
logically impossible for there to be any temporal facts’. In place of
the latter form of expression it is more usual to use the words
‘There cannot be any temporal facts’. Compare now “There cannot
be any temporal facts’ with ‘Water cannot flow uphill’. It is a
simple matter to imagine or to picture to oneself water flowing
uphill; we know what it would be like for there to be a state of
affairs which would make false the proposition that water cannot
flow uphill. In other words, part of understanding ‘Water cannot
flow uphill’ consists in knowing what it would be like for water
to flow uphill. And in general, in the case of every sentence of the

form ‘x cannot . . .” which expresses an empirical proposition,
understanding the sentence consists in part in knowing what it
would be like for a situation described by “x does . . .” to obtain.

Thus, ‘Water flows uphill’ describes something which the original
sentence says cannot obtain. However, with regard to no sentence
which expresses a necessary proposition is this ever the case. On
the contrary, understanding a sentence of the form ‘X cannot . . ./,
in which ‘cannot’ has the meaning of /logica/ impossibility, is incon-
sistent with knowing what it would be like for there to be states of
affairs described by ‘x does . . .” This can be seen by noticing
with regard to “There cannot be any temporal facts’ that, if under-
standing it entailed knowing what it would be like for there to be
anything described by ‘There are temporal facts’, or if ‘temporal
fact’ described anything which ‘There cannot be any temporal
facts’ says cannot exist, it would not express a necessary proposi-
tion. For situations could then be imagined which would render
the proposition expressed by it false. Only by preventing ‘tem-
poral fact’ from having a descriptive use, by preventing any
phenomenon, actual or imaginable, from being called a temporal
fact, does “There cannot be any temporal facts’ become an expres-
sion for a necessary proposition. By using sentences to express
13
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necessary propositions we prevent certain expressions from hav-
Ing a usc: * ““There cannot be any temporal facts” expresses a
ncc’cssary proposition” means the same as ¢ “Temporal fact” has no
usc’. Itixs clear then, that the information conveyed by seatences
cxpressing necessary propositions is verbal. Now 1 do not wish
here to suggest that nccessary propositions are verbal; I do not
wish to be understood as holding any view whatever with regard
to their nature. For it scems to me that the question, ‘Arc necessary
propositions verbal 7° bas no answer; and the thing that has made
some philosophcrs give it an answer in the affirmative is that they
have noticed an important similarity between sentences for neces-
sary propositions and those for linguistic ones, viz., that the in-
formation both sorts of sentences convey is verbal. This feature
of similarity is not, however, sufficient for asscrting fruly that
necessary propositions are verbal. And I do not wish to be under-
stood as claiming to assert this; although what I have suggested
might be said to be sclf-contradictory on the grounds that the
proposition cxpressed by a sentence which conveys verbal infor-
mation must itsclf be verbal. The information conveyed by sen-
tences cxpressing necessary propositions is verbal, and as the word
‘verbal’ is at present used in the English language it is not frue to
say that nccessary propositions are verbal.

If expressions for the philosophical theories, ‘Physical objects
exist only while being perceived’, ‘Material bodies arc unreal’,
“Time is unrecal’, etc., are viewed as being such that the informa-
tion derived from understanding them is verbal, or, more specifi-
cally, is about the usc of an expression, the disputes between
Moore and other philosophers must be interpreted in this light.
The philosopher who asserts that time is uarcal, or that there
cannot be any temporal facts, informs us that expressions using
verbs with tense have no use: that such sentences as ‘Moore
lcctx_lred for an hour on perception this afternoon’, ‘Moore is now
having tea’, “To-morrow he will lecture on definite descriptions’,
express self-contradictory propositions, and consequently de-
scribe nothing actual or imaginable and are devoid of sense.
Moore’s refutations, in which philosophical theories seem to be
countered with empirical facts, must then be interpreted to be
attempts at showing the views wrong by showing that ordinary
propositions expressed by sentences involving verbs with tense

14
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are not sclf-contradictory. Now the onfy way in which it can be
demonstrated that such propositions are not self-contradictory is
to show that the sentences which express them are used in
ordinary discourse to describe various situations, actual or imagin-
able. Hence, when in refutation of ‘Time is unreal’ Moore points
out that Zeno held the view more than 2,000 vears before Bradley
did, he may be construed as arguing: ‘The sentence “Zeno held
the view that time is unreal more than 2,000 years before Bradley
held it” describes what happened or what can be imagined to have
happened; therefore the proposition it expresses is not self-con-
tradictory; therefore the theory from which it follows that the sen-
tence does express a sclf-contradictory proposition is false’. The
disputes between Moore and other philosophers, on the supposi-
tion that philosophical statements express necessary propositions,
are to be reckoned as disagreements in which the points at issuc
are verbal, ie., points as to whether ordinary expressions of
various sorts have a use. It is highly doubtful that Moore would
agree that this is what the disputes come to, although he at least
seemed to hint at this when he said: “. . . T have assumed that
there is some meaning which is #be ordinary or popular meaning
of such expressions as “The earth has existed for many years

past”. And this, I am afraid, is an assumption which some philo-

sophers are capable of disputing’.! This is, however, what the dis-

putes do scem to me to come to, /it is supposed that the philo-

sophical statements express necessary propositions.

Moore’s paradox may now be paraphrased to read as follows:
philosophers ‘. . . have been able to hold sincerely, as part of
their philosophical creed, views according to which expressions of
various sorts, which they &7ow are used in ordinary discourse to
describe real or imaginary states of affairs, have no use or sense’.
To formulate it in terms of the concrete example, ‘Time is unreal’,
Moore is to be understood as saying that philosophers who hold
this view know that expressions involving verbs with tense have
descriptive use in ordinary language. Also, on the supposition
that philosophical statements express necessary propositions, SO
that the points at issue in the disputes are verbal, views (1)-(5) are
to be taken as constituting in effect an attack on the /anguage of
Common Sense: as views according to which no sentences of very

¥ A Defence of Common Sense’, p. 198.
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large classes of sentences employed in ordinary discourse ever
describe anything at all, that they make no sense. Moore's defence
of Common Sense is to be construed as a defence of the langnage of
Common Sense; and the refutations, which by thc_“'“." in which
they are expressed give the impression that he b”“g:\‘ cmpi_rica[
facts to bear against the views, are to be considcrcc_l as linguistic in
intent. ‘A railroad train das wheels while it 1s §0Ing and no one
sees them’ translates into ‘Iz makes sense to say "2\ ,m”mﬂd tr.ain
has wheels while it is going and no onc secs them™. ‘Here is 4
hand’ translates into ¢ “Here is a hand’’ docs not express a sclf,
contradictory proposition, it docs have a desceriptive use 1n the
language, it is not a senseless expression’. This, now, may scem tg,
be a satisfactory way of looking at the mattcr- Again, however, ag
on the first interpretation of the disputes between Moore ang
other philosophers, difficultics emerge. .

It is difficult, in the first place, to scc why Moore ‘Shou]d th-lnk
it necessary or at all important to defend (Ion.imon :Scnsc againsg
attacks on its language by philosophers, who in ()rdlqary life fing
it quite satisfactory for their communicative ncc.ds. There clcarl}_
is no actual need to defend Common Sense against such attacks,
They are just academic, and have had no influence whz.ltcx./cr on
ordinary language. Changes have of course¢ .occurrcq in it, byg
they have not been brought about by any phllosgplncal'attacks_
Zeno, for instance, stated the view that motion is 1mp0551b.lc, the
verbal point of which is that expressions using verbs denoting a4
action are senseless; but Common Scnse still uses such expreg_
sions, and no doubt will continue to use them regardless of whay
philosophers say. Even philosophers continue to use them, despig,,
their views. It is not easy to sce what would ever make anyon
hold views like (1)=(5); but neither is it €asy tO se¢ Why anyon
should show any concern at all to refute them: And again, it scepy,
to me, it Moore is right in asserting 2s Paft of h_ls paradox tha,
philosophcrs know that ordinary expressions using verbs Wi
tense, verbs denoting an action, nouns wh{ch arc.gcneral Namg
for material objects, etc. are used in ordinary life to dcscribe
yarious matters, tl_uen his ‘refutations’ are not refutations. His
refutations Show views which are in conflict with the language o
Common Sense to be false; but since philosophers continue
maintain their views in spite of such refutations and in spite of
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knowing what they do about ordinary language, it must be the
casc that his refutations are not refutations of sbeir views. Their
views are still to be construed diflerently.

Moore is entirely right in saving that philosophers know the
facts about the language of Common Sense to which his demon-
strations call attention. Again, if the test of behaviour is applied
to them, this becomes plain. A good test for ascertaining whether
a person knows that expressions of various sorts make sense is to
observe how he uses them and how he responds to other people’s
use of them. It is of course a fact that philosophers use and
respond to the use of ordinary expressions in the same way in
which people who do know their use commonly respond. Philoso-
phers know how to ask for the time of day, the distance to a place
to which they wish to walk, whether there are films inside the
camera, ctc.; and by their behaviour they show that they under-
stand other people’s use of such expressions. There is no doubt
whatever that in cveryday life they use and understand the
language of ordinary people. And even though on the foregoing
interpretation their siews may make them appear to be like
foreigners who are ignorant of the language they hear but who
believe that it makes no sense because it makes no sense to them,
all evidence points to the contrary. Even in their academic talk
they betray their knowledge of the language. This recalls Moore’s
remark: ‘. . . all philosophers who have held such views have
repeatedly, even in their philosophical works, expressed other
views inconsistent with them; i.e., no philosopher has ever been
able to hold such views consistently’.! This may now be taken as
stating that philosophers who have held views, the verbal points
of which are that ordinary expressions of various kinds have no
use, have repeatedly, even in their philosophical works, made
statements using such expressions. Consider, for example, Brad-
ley’s remark: “Time, like space, has most evidently proved not to
be real, but to be a self-contradictory appearance. 1 will, in the
next chapter, reinforce and repeat this conclusion by some re-
marks upon change’.2

Again it looks as if holding such views is nothing but a decep-
tion. The natural feeling in connexion with Bradley’s remark is

A Defence of Common Sensc’, p. 202.
3 Appearance and Reality, p. 43.
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that by inadvertence he has given the game away and that a more
carcful philosopher would not have done so. But Moore is right
when he states, as part of his paradox, that philosophers hold such
views sincerely. I should say that the lack of caution shows t‘hat
it is not a deception: these philosophers have nothing to hide,
otherwise they would be more circumspect. And it shows more
than this. It reveals that what they know about the language docs
not count against their vicws, against what they really mean to say.
If what they knew did falsify their views, Moore’s ‘refutations’
would refute them. But then the disputes between him and other
philosophers would again be incomprehensible: they remain un-
resolved. Since philosophers understand the language and know
how to use it, and since Moore’s demonstrations only call atten-
tion to what they alrcady know, they must sce that his refutations
do establish the falsity of views according to which great parts of
language in everyday use make no scnse. The fact that they sce
this and do not give up their views would be entirely unintelligible
if facts of the sort he adduces were incompatible with their views.
Undoubtedly it would not disturb Bradley in the least to have it
pointed out to him that in conjunction with his theory about time
he says: ‘I will, in the next chapter, reinforce and repeat this con-
clusion by some remarks on change.’ It should; if what hc says is
inconsistent with his view he should give it up. But, since what he
himself has said does not make him rclinquish the theory, it can
only be supposed that bis theory does not conflict with the lan-
guage he uses. What philosophers know cannot be used to dis-
establish their theories; and since Moore’s demonstrations call
attention to what they already know, it must be admitted that his
‘refutations’, viewed as arguments ecmploying facts to the effect
that expressions in ordinary use make sense, are not refutations of
their views. If this is so, it will be plain that the philosophical
views have no refutations. If no considerations, cither of the sort
which disestablish empirical theories or of the sort which djs-
establish a priori ones, are relevant to them, then they are neither
empirical nor a priori. It makes no sense to speak of refuting
them, nor, for that matter, of proving them. This is important,
because it leads to secing what the views really are.

Philosophers do of course speak of proving their theories, and
actually produce arguments for them. This is what makes philoso-
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phical theories impressive, despite their looking like ‘moonshine’.
Arguments for views like (1)-(5) are of course also arguments
against Common Sensc, and Moore has challenged them. He has
said: ‘I think we may safely challenge any philosopher to bring
forward any argument . . . which does not at some point, rest
upon some premiss which is, beyond comparison, less certain than
is the proposition which it is designed to attack.” To be sure, if an
argument attacks Awoun fact it may safely be challenged; and if
Moore’s demonstrations establish the falsity of the views they also
establish the incorrectness of arguments of which the views are
consequences. It is important, however, to notice what a philoso-
pher does when faced with facts of the sort to which Moore’s
demonstrations refer. When in ordinary life, as well as in scientific
Investigation, a person is faced with facts of a sort with which his
argument conflicts, he looks for a mistake in his reasoning. Even
when he fails to discover what is wrong with it, he admits that it
is wrong. This is the normal reaction: to give it up, to look for
the mistake. This the philosopher does not do. When faced with a
fact which apparently disestablishes his view he brings forward an
argument. He counters facts with arguments. If, for instance, Brad-
ley’s attention were called to the fact that he concludes his chapter
on ‘Space and Time’ with the words ‘I will, in the next chapter,
reinforce and repeat this conclusion by some remarks on change’,
he undoubtedly would say that his argument has not been under-
stood and ask that it be looked at again with more care.

What are we to understand from his behaviour? Is it that he
wishes to maintain and to have us see that his argument is correct ?
This could hardly be the case; he cannot both know the facts and
urge that it is nevertheless a correct argument against them. His
behaviour must be interpreted differently. It is plain that he wants
us to look at the argument rather than at the facts, as if the facts
were somehow beside the point. This shows that his concern is not
to have us see that his argument is not mistaken, but somezbing
else. When he complains that his argument has not been under-
stood, he means that the nature of his argument has not been under-
stood. His argument is not designed to establish the truth of any
view, empirical or a priori. It is meant to back a verbal recom-
mendation. His ‘views’ are really proposals with regard to the use

1Philosophical Studies, ‘Some Judgments of Perception’, p. 228.
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of ordinary expressions; this is the explanation of the problem as
to what has made it possible for philosophers to “. . . have been
able to hold sincerely, as part of their philosophical ereed, views
inconsistent with what they themselves Anew to be teue’. And the
thing which prevents its being seen that his ‘views” are not incon-
sistent with known fact and that his ‘proofs’ arc only reasons for
making verbal recommendations is the manner in which he ex-
presses himself. He uses the language of assertion rather than the
language of proposal. Instead of saying ‘I.ct us not usc the word
“time” (or the word “now”), let us delete it from the language’, he
says ‘“Timc is unrcal’, and so creates the impression that he is
framing theorics, a priori or empirical. Instead of saying ‘I.ct us not
use “know” in sentences referring to other people’, he says ‘No
one can know that other pcople exist’. Instead of saying ‘I.ct us
not use “‘not perccived” in sentences referring to physical objects’,
he says ‘Physical objects cannot exist unperceived’. This creates
the illusion that they are ‘theories’, and gives rise to the attendant
puzzling stalemates. He does the same with his ‘proofs’ and so
furthers the illusion that he is concerned to establish the truth of
theories. An examination of a well-known philosophical proof, for
the ‘view’ that time is unreal, will help make this clcar.

It has been argued:—

The question at once before us will be as to the ‘now’s’ tem-
poral contents. First, let us ask if they exist. Is the ‘now’ simple
and indivisible ? We can at once reply in the negative. For time
implics before and after, and by consequence diversity; and
hence the simple is not time. We arc compelled then, so far, to
take the present as comprehending diverse aspects. How many
aspects it contains is an interesting question. According to onc
opinion, in the ‘now’ we can observe both past and future .
All that we require is the admission of some process within the
‘now’. For any process admitted destroys the ‘now’ from
within.!
In other words, with regard to the question, ‘How much time docs
now consist of ?” it is only possible to say either that now consists
of zero time or of some unit of time, however small. Neither of
these alternatives, however, is possible. If it consists of zero time,
then ‘as a solid part of time, the “now’” does not exist’.! And if it

1 Appearance and Reality, pp .40-1.
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consists of some time interval, has duration, then it contains ‘an
after and before’,! which is self-contradictory. This looks like the
‘proof” of a view with repard to the nature of time; the language
i which it is expressed tempts us to imagine that what it shows is
that ‘now’ has a sclf-contradictory meaning and that sentences
using ‘now’; or verbs in the present tense, say what is sclf-contra-
dictory. What it really is and what philosophers wish to accom-
plish with it is not, however, difficult to sce. ‘Now cannot consist
of some stretch of time’, in which ‘cannot’ expresses logical im-
possibility, conveys the same information as ‘It makes no sense to

say that now consists of P scconds’. What it shows is that the word

‘now’ is not used as the name of a time interval, like ‘hour’,
‘second’, etc. On the other hand, ‘Now cannot consist of zero
time’ conveys the same information as ‘It makes no sense to say
that now consists of zero time’, and tells us that ‘now’ is not used
as a synonym for it. These two things can also be scen by con-
sidering the question ‘How much time does “now” contain >’ The
fact that it is formulated shows that the use of ‘now’ is in soze
respects like the use, c.g., of ‘minute’: compare with ‘How much
time is there in a minute 2’ But unlike the latter question it has no
answer; or, if there is an inclination to make up an answer, on¢
might say it consists of no definite time. This shows that the usc of
‘now’ differs radically from the usc of ‘minute’, ‘second’, ‘half 2
sccond’, ctc.

These two facts about the word result in conflicting tendencies;
they lead us, so to speak, in opposite directions. Consider, for
cxample, the statement ‘Now is the time for the equinoctial
storms’. In it ‘now’ has a use which bears some resemblance to the
use of ‘month’ in ‘During this month we may expect equinoctial
storms’: it does not mean ‘zero time’. This makes us tend to
cxaggerate the similarity and to speak of ‘now’ as if it were the
name of a unit of time. But noticing that it is »o# leads to the
opposite extreme; it tends to make us exaggerate the diﬂ’cr.cnce to
the point where we wish to deprive ‘now’ of a use having any
such resemblance. This produces a fecling of uneasiness about the
word which is based on a desire to make irregular words _behave
in strict ways. And what the philosopher wants is 70 g¢# rid of the

s Appearance and Reality, p. 41.
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word and so rid himsclf of his uncasincss. By his argument he
shows us what a queer irregular word it is, and tempts us to
acquiesce in his recommendation, which he misleadingly expresses
in the words, ‘The “now” is self-contradictory’, “I'ime is unrcal’,
What he really means is this: ¢ “Now’’ is not the name of a unit of
time, nor docs it mean no time; let us stop using it’. Moore of
course knows these facts and apparently they produce in him no
desire to give up the word. In general, with regard to views like
(1)~(5), his defence of Common Sensc is a defence against changing
the language of Common Sense; and his refutations are simply

counter-proposals, to be understood as recommendations not to
follow academic wishes to alter it.
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II
THE NATURE OF METAPHYSICS

I. INTRODUCTION

ETAPHYSICS presents us with an intellectual phenomenon

thatis both remarkable and mystifying. Itis without doubt

one of the highest of man’s cultural achievements, com-
bining in itself both grandeur of conception and subtlety of
thought. But what it is, its nature, remains unknown to us. It
looks to be the deepest of the sciences, in which the attempt is
made to arrive at an understanding of the ultimate constitution of
the world, its basic material and structure, and of the nature and
limits of our knowledge. Further, metaphysics has a scope, by
comparison with which the ordinary sciences, with their labora-
tory techniques, appear to comprehend only the surface mechanics
of the material universe, while, moreover, resting on tremendous
assumptions that are the proper province of metaphysics, e.g.,
that nature is uniform.

But although metaphysics looks like science, it differs from
science in an important respect, a respect which is overlooked by
philosophers but which is a source of profound disturbance to
intelligent outsiders. No one, except a person who must for some
reason blind himself to the facts, can fail to contrast the special
sciences, with their imposing edifices of solid results, and meta-
physics, with its chronic condition of endless and unresolved
debates. Theories which are accepted as undeniably true by many
philosophers are rejected as certainly false by others. And what is
perhaps even more perplexing, demonstrations which, according
to the considered opinion of some philosophers, are absolutely
conclusive are, according to the considered opinion of other and
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cqually able philosophers, inconclusive or mistaken. This is a
statc of affairs which is an cnigma to our understanding. Fow is
it to be explained »

Is the source of the condition to be discovered in the complexity
and difficulty of the problems dealt with? Or s it to be found in
the incompcetence of philosophers ? Neither ot these alternatives
Is an impressive possibility, and the evidence against them need
not detain us. There remains another possible explanation which,
however unacceptable it may be to us emotionally, has to be faced
and examincd. This is that the irresolvability of the disagreements
flows from the very nature of the problems, which is to say that
the problems are intrinsically insoluble, in the sense that no »ew
Sact will finally cstablish onc answer and lead to the discarding of
other possible answers as false. This is an explanation which places
a hardship on us, for it requires that we change our way of think-
ing about metaphysical problems. The difficulty of doing this can
be put into its proper perspective if we imagine ourselves in the
position of a person living in the sixteenth century who is told
that the carth revolves around the sun, or, to use a more homelv
example, if we imagine oursclves trying to look at our wonderful
children through the eyes of our annoyed guests. However that
may be, the last explanation is one which can no longer be rujed
out of court; for it must be realized that the condition of mera-
physics is chronic and pervasive. Until the permancnce of the dis-
agreements has been satisfactorily cxplained a mctaphysical theory
remains an intellectual creation which we do not understand, or
perhaps it would be better to describe it as a linguistic symptom

for which therc exists no diagnosis.
The traditional idea of metaphysics is that its theorics are per-

fectly well understood and that the debates about them are debageg
over whether they are true or false. This idea is so entirely Natura)
that it is difficult to think that it could be subject to question.
Descartes’ dissatisfaction with the intellectual anarchy he found
everywhere in philosophy was based on the unquestioned accep.
tance of this idea, and he conceived his task to be one of devising
a reliable method for determining the truth-values of theories,
This was also the problem of the empiricists, from Iocke on. But
metaphysics, and in fact the whole field of technical philosophy
still remains in dispute. If we take the long history of philosophy’
24
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into consitderation, it becomes not altogether unreasonable to
question whether there is a theoretical procedure for ending the
disagreements by ‘solving’ the problems. It is worth calling atten-
tion to Willlam James’ observation, which he himself did not
claborate, that ‘philosophical theories are not refuted; they are
only outmoded’.

There is reason, indeed, for suspecting that the disputes are, by
their very nature, not resolvable by scientific means of any sort, a
priori or empirical, and that the real method, whatever that may
be, which is emploved for accepting or rejecting theories is effec-
tively concealed behind a deceptive fagade of demonstrations and
refutations. It may well be the case that the proofs and refutations
arc not what we take them to be, that the theorics, unlike those of
the natural scicnces and mathematics, are not open to proof or
disproof, and that the disputes cannot be resolved, although it
may be possible for insight into their nature to dissolre them. It
may quite well be that snderstanding, not solving, is the real intel-
lectual problem, In fact, | shall argue that metaphysical problems
hare no solutions, though this does not mean that we cannot under-
stand them. Only because we fai/ to understand them do we seek
for solutions, and to understand them is to rid ourselves of the
feeling that there mngs be solutions.

This is a possibility which nceds now to be investigated. To
question the assumpti'on that philosophers arc engaged in the t:.isk
of trying to discover the truth-values of mctaphysical views, which
brings info question the idea that the views are understood, is to
initiatc a new Copernican revolution. But there can no longer be
any hesitation about investigating this assumption. The curious
fact that there are pg {irml‘y established results in metaphysics
needs to be explained; and any path which gives any promise
whatever of lcading to an cxp]aﬁation is to be followed, however
cmotionally disturbing it may be to do this. It must, of course, be
admitted that we take the risk of following an intellectual will-o’-
the-wisp.

It will be my purpose in these pages to pursue the consequences
of supposing that metaphysical theories have no truth-values and
that the controversies about them are not debates over whether
they arc true or false. I shall try to show that the sentences used
to express metaphysical theories are not understood, not because
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they lack intelligibility, but because we simply are not cognizant
of what the words which express the theories and their fortifying
or refuting arguments come to. We are not consciously aware of
what we are doing with language when we imagine ourselves to
be expressing and demonstrating or refuting profound and im-
portant views about the limits of human knowledge, the nature of
space, or the will. We do not understand our own linguistic
creations. Like a dream, a metaphysical theory is a production of
the unconscious and has both sense and motivation. We enjoy it
or are repelled by it, it gives us pleasurc or pain, a fecling of
security or one of danger; but its meaning is hidden from us.
Just as in our sleep we dream with images, so many of us in our
waking intellectual life dream with words. A metaphysical theory,
I shall try to show, is a verbal dream, the linguistic substructure of
which has to be uncovered before we can sece what it comes to
and how it produces its effect. The main problem will be to expose
to clear view the linguistic machinery which is used to create the
illusion that metaphysics gives us views about pervasive and
fundamental phenomena and that the arguments for or against
these views are demonstrations of their truth or falsity. But it is
necessary first to see that none cf the explanations of the nature
of metaphysics so far advanced, explicitly or by implication, is
correct. And above all it is important to sce that nonc of them
gives a satisfactory account of the disconcerting fact that meta-
physical differences of opinion never get resolved, though intcrest
in various problems may pass out of fashion.

Four important hypotheses, classical and contemporary, have
been either assumed or explicitly proposed and argued for as
answers to the question, ‘What is the nature of metaphysical
theories ?’ According to one hypothesis they arc empirical pro-
positions about the world, about its fundamental aspects and
ultimate nature, and are to be confirmed or discarded by experi-
ence. Another describes them as being a priori propositions about
reality, i.e., as being propositions about reality which are arrived
at or refuted z priori, without the help of any sort of experimenta-
tion or observation. A third hypothesis construes them to be dis-
guised linguistic claims about the proper or correct or established
usage of expressions. And still a fourth has it that metaphysical
statements are meaningless strings of words, that they are sen-
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tences which conform to the rules of grammar but are lacking in
literal intclligibility, even though they may arouse strong emo-
tional reactions in people.

These hypothesces, it seems to me, have been in part the result
of the fact that different philosophers have been impressed by and
have concentrated their attention mainly on different aspects of
metaphysics or on particular classes of views. If a philosopher is
especially impressed by the appearance metaphysics has of being
about phenomena, their existence or nature, he will be likely to
think that the theories are open to empirical testing of some sort.
If, instead, he is impressed by the demonstrations that are ad-
duced, he will tend to think that the views are a priori descriptions
of reality. And if he has insight into the nature of both a priori
and empirical propositions and concentrates his attention mainly
on theories which, at least in appearance, go against the beliefs of
common sense, he will hold that they are concealed linguistic
statements about proper usage. Or if he concentrates mainly on
theories which refer to the supersensible, he will hold them to be
nonsensical counterfeits which philosophers have, somehow, been
duped into taking for the real thing.

Consider the following selection of views :—

Everything flows.
Motion is impossible.
Physical things depend for their existence on being per-
ceived.
Therc are no material things.
There are two distinct kinds of substances, minds and bodies,
and they interact.
Every event must have a cause.
It is possible for one person to know that another person
exists.
There are such entities as universals.
In addition to a person’s introspectible states and processes
there is a self which is their subject. )
A thing is constituted by an unknowable substratum in which
attributes inhere.
Ultimate reality is will.
A transcendent, absolutely perfect Being exists.
It can be seen that three distinct groups of propositions can be
27
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formed from this list. There are thosc propositions \%-f:.zclué()Ifo(f
‘Everything flows’ and ‘There arc n0 material things ,‘SLL‘ln'rh E‘qc
against the most fundamental bc}lcfs of common sgnsc.‘ » ;){
strike practical-minded people with a wclll—dcycloPcc'l sclrll.. \
reality as being bizarre and shocking, to be dismissd as inte cctua
chimeras; but they hold great fascination for people with fl?ysthjﬂ
tendencies, who, morcover, may be subtle reasoners. I'he list
contains other propositions which scem consistent with, or even to
fortify, the beliefs of common sense. Thus, the view that there are
two distinct kinds of substances, minds and bodies, which can
produce changes in each other, agrees with the most common
conception we have of oursclves. And the statement ‘It is possible
for one person to know that another person exists’, when main-
tained by a philosopher, fortifies a belief against the attacks of
many metaphysicians, a belief we should all say we had, if asked.
Then there are those propositions which state the cxistence of
tran.scendent objects, objects which lie beyond the limits of
or‘chnary, everyday sense-experience. A philosopher who main-
taul)s that there are suprasensible universals, entitics which he can
:2q1;ﬁ€;§h$shwitb his miqd’s cye, gives one the idc.n that he is
were he limitéd t(c))tg'eqﬁs which would not bc accessible to him
that in addition o :}51 ve senses. Anc‘l a phllosophcr who clalxms
such 252 pebble. the ¢ various expericneced quaht1¢§ of a'thmg,
qualities jnhere ’ i o an.unkno‘_”ablc SUbSt_ratUrr.\ in which thf:
ence for the C;d%tw:s the impression of having discovered evi-
examining from kCn\:c.of an f)b']c? w}uch ,hc is prevented frqn
SUrmountable NOwing as 1t 1s "in itsclf’, by some sort of in-
cendent, abm]ma]rncr. The important proposition fchat a trans-
¢ propos; cly perfect Being exists belongs to this last group.
¢ the g!o:lul(?n; of all three groups havc. the look of bc1fmg
W realit as( st Cy represent the conc’lusxons of gttcmpts to
are abgyt t){lc wagsldmthmcrc appcarance’, Whether in fact they
making factya) » they undeniably have the appearance of

£ claims. That the sentence “Motion is impossible’,
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Sa"-u_]g excepr the startling thing that objects are incapable of
™MOVing, that rivers do not flow and that my pen, which appears
OW to be moving, is really stationary ? It may be absurd to say
that Motion does not exist; but it would seem even more absurd
f0 Maintain that the sentence does not deny that rivers flow and
t}?at birds fly, and to maintain, moreover, that we have no idea of
WHAL it does state. It is the same with the other statements in the
ist. What could the sentence ‘It is possible for one person to
know that another person exists’ be saying except something re-
?ssUring about human knowledge ? And what could the statement
In. addition to the gross things of sense, there are suprasensible
UOVersals’ be saying except that objects exist which cannot be
S€Cn or felt but require a higher faculty than any used in sense-
“XPCience ? What the statements of the list are about, regardless
]Of Whether we agree with them or not, scems undeniably plain, at
a5t on the surface. And unquestionably, a great part of the fas-
;mamon they have for most people lies in their being believed to
¢ about the world, sensible or supra-sensible.

I1. METAPHYSICAL THEORIES AS EMPIRICAL

hIt 'S natural, if we believe metaphysical statements to be about
S €flomena, to take them to be expressing empirical propositions,
t:s}::gfcgt for their truth or falsity on what reality is like and
peopl ¢ Dy some sort of examination of the Wo.rld.. \"_(/hat mgkes
PEOple !mmediately reject an assertion like ‘Motion is impossible’
1S the evidence of their senses; the claim it appears to make about
the world their experience of the world shows to be false. Theyreact
to the putative claim in the way they would normally react to the
Suggestion that they were completely paralysed and couldmoveno
part of their bodies, i.e., by moving their hands or getting up and
Walking about,as Diogenesdidin refutation of Zeno. The language
Hume, for example, uses to describe how he came to reject the
fOtion of the self as a ‘simple and continued’ spiritual substance
makes it evident that he imagined himself to be resorting to an
em}?irical process of testing the notion, a process of introspecting,
which he allowed may lead to different findings by different

people. He wrote :—
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For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call
myself, I always stumble on some particular perception or other,
of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hate, pain or plcasure.
I never catch myself at any time without a perception, and never
can observe anything but the perception . . . If anyonc upon
serious and unprejudiced reflection, thinks he has a different
notion of Aimself, I confess I can reason no longer with him.
All T can allow him is, that he may be in the right as well as 1,
and that we are essentially different in this particular. He may,
perhaps, perceive something simple and continued, which he
calls himself; though I am certain there is no such principle in
me.!

Whether Hume in fact had recourse to an empirical process of self-
examination in order to test the notion of the sclf is open to ques-
tion, but his language makes it certain that he imagined himself to
be describing such a process.

The idea that metaphysical theories are testable empirically is
deeply rooted in our minds, and its existence can be detected in
the minds of philosophers who explicitly reject this notion and
effectively conceal it from themselves behind the rationalization of
‘philosophical analysis’. A question like ‘Is there such a thing as
the se/f which has wishes, thoughts, feelings, volitions, and a
variety of perceptions?’ too easily and without sufficient insight
gets converted into the question ‘What is the analysis of the con-
cept of the self?” which in turn gets too easily converted into the
question ‘Are sentences which use the word “‘self” translatable
into sentences which mean the same but do not use the word or
any synonym of it?” Intellectual inventiveness does not always
keep pace with intellectual insight; to the contrary, it is frequently
designed to prevent insight. The child sees that the emperor is
naked, but philosophers instead argue over whether a man who
wears an invisible robe is dressed.

Professor G. E. Moore, perhaps the most outstanding philoso-
phical analyst, has been led to maintain that metaphysical theories
are not empirical; but in his case, too, we are compelled to think
that, despite his denial, he has the idea that they are open to test-
ing by observation. The style of language he uses to express his
refutations of theories which seem to go against common-sense

*Treatise of Human Nature, Book I, Part 1V, Scction 6.
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beliefs makes it obvious to anyone but a philosophical barrister
defending metaphysics that Moore conceives his refutations to be
cmpirical. As a refuting instance of such a view as that everything
flows he would refer to the chair he was sitting on or to the clock
on his mantelpiece and say, ‘My chair does not flow and neither
does my clock; it would be absurd to suggest that they do. There-
fore, the proposition that everything flows is false’.

Moore has protected himself against the possible charge that
his method of refuting a view is appropriate to empirical, not to
a priori, propositions, and thus against the charge that he thinks
the theories empirical. He has maintained that the facts to which he
calls attention are refutations of consequences of the theories and not
dircctly of the theories themselves. The theories are shown to be
false by modus follens. In other words, Moore conceives himself to
be disestablishing on empirical grounds only what have been
called ‘translations into the concrete’ of such views as ‘Motion is
impossible’, ‘Everything flows’, ‘Material things do not exist’,
and then deducing the falsity of the views from the falsity of their
consequences, e.g., deducing the falsity of ‘Everything flows’
from its empirically falsified consequence ‘The clock on the
mantelpiece flows’.

But this kind of defence won’t do. It rests on the assumption
that a non-empirical view can have deductive consequences which
are empirical, open to testing by observation or an experiment;
and this assumption contains a simplc and obvious mistake. Any
proposition p which entails some other proposition ¢ will have
to be such that its falsity is determined by the falsity of g, so that
if the falsity of g is empirically determinable the falsity of p will be
determinable in the same way. A proposition cannot both be 4
priori, such that the truth-value it has is its only possible truth-
value, and have empirical consequences the truth-values of which
could possibly be other than they are; for if it could both be «
priori and have empirical consequences it would follow that the
truth-value it of necessity has is not its only possible truth-value.
A proposition cannot be non-empirical and at the same time be
logically dependent for its truth-value on the truth-value of an
empirical proposition. It is plain that if its truth-value is contin-
gent on the truth-value of an empirical proposition, it must }tself
be empirical. The mistake contained in the assumption Is so

31



THE NATURE OF METAPHYSICS

transparent that it is difficult to see how it could have come to be
overlooked. It is hard to rid oneself of the fecling that the failure to
see it is caused by the unconscious wish not to sce it, in order to
cover up an opinion which insight has made inadmissible bue
which is still held. It is by no means rarce for a person to have in-
compatible opinions, one conscious and the other unconscious;
and one reliable way of discovering an unconscious opinion,
which may be concealed by a contrary consciously expressed belief,
is to notice the form of expression, the style of language, used. In
Moore’s case, the language he uses makes it plain that he imagines
metaphysical theories to be empirical,! like those of the natura)
sciences, regardless of what he may have declared them to be,

This conception of the nature of metaphysical thcorics is nog
to be dismissed easily. More than a superficial insight into jtg
inadequacy is necessary before it can be geauinely relinquished.
Otherwise it remains, and, like a wish behind a neurotic symptom
which has been removed by an analysis that failed to exposce the
unacceptable wish itself to the patient, it tends to become lesg
accessible to our scrutiny. One thing that has to be scen firse is
that on this conception there is no way of explaining the irresoly.
ability of metaphysical disputes.

Take, for example, the view that no physical thing exists when
not pcrccived. The picture this gives us is that of a mad-hattey
world in which the existence of things is in some miraculous way,
synchroniZCd w1:th our perceptions. Things pop out of cXistence
and back in again according to whether we gaze at them or ney
The words ‘Nothing exists unless it is perceived’ scem to CXPrcss-
an astonishing fact about the bechaviour of things, which may for
all we know be the case. After all, science tells us many astonis}, _
ing things, too. Empirical tests of some sort should show whether
physical ob}e_cts are dependent for their existence on our percep.
tions, prowdmg, of course, that the proposition is empirical ang
that the picture the philosophical sentence brings to our minds j N
appro riate to what the sentence actually describes. But this turng
out not to be the case.
1See especially his ‘A Defence of Common Sense’, Comtemporary Britisy,

Trsophy Vol. .H, and ‘The Concept of Reality’, Philosophical Studse
i;f(:)/ohi‘:_ygme Main Problems ojP/)i/am;b_y, where the task of ﬁhil()sophy IIS 5:5
pe ‘no less than,thIS; namely: To give a general description of the w4y, o
the Universe . - (p. 1), £
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If we look on the view as factual and the disagreement over it as
onc with regard to the facts, we have no explanation of why the
dispute does not get resolved and why the theory does not get
cstablished or refuted. We shall discover to our bewilderment, if
we take the view scriously and apply tests to it, that what the tests
show will not in the slightest degree influence a philosopher who
holds that physical things exist only when perceived. No evidence,
however strong or conclusive it may scem to us, is conceded as in
any way discrediting the view. If we call attention to the fact that
there is a mirror image of the table behind us, which would be
a miracle if there were no table of which the image was a reflection,
we shall find that this is disregarded or that it is turned away with
the answer that sceing things in a mirror is a way of perceiving
them. If we try the further experiment of photographing the table
behind our backs, we shall discover that the photograph, which,
in a case of genuine doubt, would be taken as conclusive evidence
for the continued cxistence of the table, is also discounted. And
if, in addition to the evidence of mirrors and cameras, we point
out that the heavy chandclier remains suspended while the ceiling
from which it is suspended and the chain which holds it are not
being looked at, we shall make no advance in moving a philoso-
pher who holds the view. It becomes entirely clear now that no
cvidence will have the slightest influence on settling the question
as to whether unperceived things exist or not. And this is a com-
plete mystery, if the view and the dispute about it are empirical.

Or consider the theory that there are no material things. Again,
the attempt to investigate it by recourse to observation of matter
of fact leads to the same inexplicable situation. Thosc of us who
arc convinced that there are such things as doors and mountains
might think that we could check our belief, which this theory
appears to challenge, by looking more carefully than is our wont,
fceling with greater care, and so on. Suppose we do this, satisty
ourselves that there really are doors and mountains, and now try
to convince the metaphysician that his view is mistaken. As we
might expect, the metaphysician remains unmoved. His behaviour
does not come as a surprisc to us, but at the same time it is incom-
prechensible. Suppose, as Moore has suggested,! we try to con-
vince him by holding up a hand before his eyes and saying, ‘Here

¥Proof of an External World®, Proc. British Acadeny, \'ol. XXV (1939).
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is a hand, therefore, there is at least one material thing’. This will
not make him give up his view, not even if we let him pinch our
hand and take a cigarette from ir. His hehaviour is not unex-
pected, because quitc obviously he is alrcady familiar with hands
and the like. Holding up a hand before his eyes presents him with
no new evidence, the lack of which might be considered a reason for
his holding his view. He has his belief while in full posscssion of
such evidence. A surprising thing, if onc stops to think about it,
is that we should even dream of resorting to such a pmccdurc, as
if the intent were to direct the metaphysician’s attention to some-
thing he might have overlooked. How could we ever get ourselves
into the frame of mind of supposing that hc was aware of us bgt
that he needed to be made aware of t!?c existence of our bands in
order to see that his theory is falsc 7 Quitc clearly we do not under-
stand what we are doing, nor do we understand how he can con-
tinue to hold his view or how he could ever have come to hold it.
If his theory concerns the existence of hands, doors, chairs, and

he like, then his maintaining that there are no such thxlngs is
b4 !
itncomprehcnsiblc to us, but neither do we know how fo show hint thas
be BT ohil I f
- i sC O
In a non-philosophical ca S,
hether there is a table in the room, fht)_sc“k their dlffcrc.ncc of
wil jon by going into the room and looking. If, for some rcason,
n es is reallv
° :: of them is still sceptical as to whether what he sces s rc:}tll}la
or he goes up to it, feels it, pushes 1t, and puts things on it. In

two people disagreeing over

e . L .
tal?l \’yay he assures himself that there is a Fabk in the room ar.ld
this he disagreement to an end. But this does not happen in
cepting the evidence of his

brings't hical ¢
ase. Instcad of ac _ ) ;
the p}UItZScorr)nctaPhYsician calls to his aid the philosophical dis-

scS . g : > mak
ser tio’n between appearance and reality, behind which he tmk{cs
tne sition sccure. He will grant that there do appear to be

‘s PO is delusiv

S . gy s x 1S5 daclusive
b g‘ial things; but he will insist that thc appcarance >

at Or he may weaken his position and asscrt that

rance’.

‘mere ai{jﬁir know that the appearances of books and tables ancl

© Canerlts are not delusive, He holds his view with imprcgnable
pavemb)’ successfully stalemating his adversaries, who now find
safet 1] their evidence is ruled out of court. In an ordinary qlspute
that acn people over whether there is, say, a lake in the distance
be w}feth‘:f what they see is a descrt mirage, it is possible for them
r
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to satisfy themselves who is in the right and who is in the wrong
by the simple expedient of going up to the place where the lake
appcears to be. But the philosophical proposition that what we
take to be the world of material things is only an illusion of the
~enses cannot successtully be challenged by looking, feeling, ctc.,
however carctully done. It is to be noticed, also, that a person who
maintains the proposition is in no position to produce any ex-
periential evidence which carries conviction to anyone who rejects
the proposition. Iooking and tecling and the use of our other
senses do not, for some reason that cannot yet be fathomed, settle
the matter cither way.

It turns out, as can casily be seen, that anvone who is convinced
that there rcally are material things and, supposedly, bascs his
conviction on sensc-observation, finds himself in exactly the same
position with respect to his own evidence as the metaphvsician is
with respect to it. He is a brother metaphysician who, if he looks
at the situation objectively, will see that he holds his own view
with as little reasonableness as he is inclined to impute to his
colleague, and also with as much assurance. For he can adduce no
better experiential evidence with which to convince himself of
his own belicf than he is able to adduce against the mctaphysical
Proposition of his adversary; and since the evidence fails to rr.mkc
his opponent give up his position, he cannot use it. to convince
himself of his own position. Or if he reckons the evidence of his
S¢nses as good evidence for the proposition that ‘thcrc really is a
World of material things and its existence is not just an 1l.lu51on,
then he cannot understand his opponent’s indichrcm‘:c to it. And
©n the present hypothesis there is no understanding tbls. In
Ordinary affairs we know well cnough how to evaluate ev1_dence,
but we arc at a total loss as to how to evaluate the evidence
brought against the metaphysical proposition that there are no
Material things. This should make us suspect tha.t perhaps the
Proposition is not what it gives the appearance of being.

The statement ‘There are no material things’ scems to make the
Same sort of claim that the statecment ‘“There are no pink elephants’
makes, but we may begin to suspect that this is not the case. anc
this suspicion is aroused we sce that we should be equally curious
4S to what the more sober assertions of philosophical common
Sense, c.g., that material things exist, that not all things flow, that
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motion cxists, actually are about, what they really say. Further
Investigation is necessary before we can hope for insight. But firse
the other hypotheses regarding the nature of metaphysical
theories have to be considered.

T METAPHYSICAL THEORIES AS -f PRIORI

One of these hypotheses, which has the merit of giving us 3
possible cxplanation of why it is that no sort of empirical evidence
has the shiphtest tendency to settle metaphysical differences of
opinion, tells us, in cfieet, that the disagreements are not the king
that can be resolved by recourse to an examination of matter of
fact. T'his is the hypothesis that metaphysical views are a priori. Of
course, if the views are not empirical and are demonstrable op
rcfutable by pure reason or by an analysis of concepts, we cap
understand why no cevidence of the senses can count either for o
against them. Looking is not an appropriate or a relevant way of
determining the truth-value of the propositions “Yellow tulips arg
not mauve’ and ‘2.3 5°. Similarly, if the propositions “Therq
arc no material things’, ‘Nothing cxists unperceived’, ‘Evcr}'thing
flows” arc @ priori, the claims they make are not open to testing by,
obscrvation or an experiment. And the fact.that many of yq
imagine that an cxamination of phenomena is relevant to the
asccrtaining of whether they are true or false might be explaineq
as being duc to our wrongly taking them to be factual statemengg
about reality, which they do look to be. . _

Philosophers who are especially aware of the way in which
mctaphvsical theories are actually argucd for and a.gamst are
likely to think them a priori. They notice, for one thlr}g, that o
view like Zeno’s about the impossibility of motion is not ap
inference from a subtler examination of objects \}/hiCh are nor.
mally taken to be in motion, e.g., birds on the wing a.nd horseg
at a gallop. It would be absurd to say, ‘Careful observation shows
that motion does not exist’ or ‘Experimentation has cstablisheq
that things do not exist unperceived’. Instead of calling our atten,
tion to features of the behaviour or condition of bodies which
would make us sce that they are really at rest and their motion
only apparent, Zeno gives us a logical chain of reasoning designeq
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to prove the self-contradictoriness of moton. He supports his con-
clusion by a logical demonstration, by an analysis of the concept
motion. And philosophers who are aware of the fact that this is
the method used in metaphysics, the method of logical analysis
which makes no usc of observation or experimentation, will con-
struc the theories as a priori. Thus, Bertrand Russell has said that

the essence of philosophy is logic.! And Professor C. D. Broad
has said: —

It should now be clear why the method of Philosophy is so
different from that of the natural sciences. Experiments are not
made, because they would be utterly uscless. If you want to
find out how onc substance behaves in the presence of another
vou naturally put the two together, vary the conditions, and
note the results. But no experiment will clear up your ideas as
to the meaning of canse in general or of substance in general . ..
‘The method of Philosophy resembles that of pure mathematics,
at least in the respect that neither has any use for experiment.

What Professor Broad writes is unquestionably correct. It is
hardly necessary to call attention to the fact that there arec no
metaphysical laboratories, a fact which has won for metaphysics
the title ‘armchair science’. Scientists devise ingenious experi-
ments to show that the velocity of freely falling bodies increases
at a regular and definite rate, while Zeno proves by a sort .of
mental penetration into the concept of motion that no bodies
actually fall. ‘

Consider one of Zeno’s arguments against the existence of
Motion, to the following effect: A moving body must go half of
a given distance before it can traverse the whole distance, agd thf:
same for each half of half the distance, ad infinitum; hence, since 1t
is impossible to complete traversing an infinite numbc?r of dis-
tances, however small they become, motion is impossible. The
Premises from which the non-existence of motion is deduced are
non-empirical. The ‘must’ of the first premise dcngtes 2 logical
nccessity, and the ‘impossible’ of the second premise denotes a
logical impossibility. It is logic, #o¢ experience, which tells us that
in order for a body to go from one place to any.other place it must
complete traversing an infinite number of distances. And it is

YOur Knowledge of the Excternal World, Lecture 11
2Scientific Thought, p. 19.
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il(:f;r;-ctc\:zl:jcn};:,‘d,h us that it 1s n‘npossjblc. to cump}c_tc' traversing a
ending serp. HE number of (hs(:.m_ccs, i, t.hat hms'hcd a non-
] s scries of changes of position’ is sclf-contradictory. The
conclusion that motion does not exist, which purports to state a
fact abou, the world, is thus quite naturally taken by some philo-
30phcrs to make an 4 priori claim about the phenomenon of
motion, namely, that its existence is ruled out by logic and that
what we SUPPOsc to be the real thing can be no more than appear-
ance. In general with recgard to the theories of metaphysics,
phjlosophcrs who concentrate their attention on the method of
pr'oo.f‘ and refutation are led to the hypothesis that they are ‘a
priori theories about the naturc and structure of reality’. That is to
say, the theories are taken to be about the world, which the nature
of their Proofs show to be a priori; consequently, according to the
hYPOthCSis, they are a priori descriptions of phenomena. Notice
how Russcl] describes F. H. Bradley’s book, Appearance and
Rfa/i{y;

The first part examines and condemns almost all that makes
UP our everyday world: things and qualitics, rclations, space
and time, change, causation, activity, the sclf. All these,
though in some sense facts which qualify reality, arc not real as
they appcar. What is real is one single, indivisublg_ timeless
whole, called the Absolute, which is in some sensc spiritual, but
docs not consist of souls, or of thought and will as we knpw
them. And aj] this is established by abstract logical reasoning
professing to find sclf-contradictions in the catcgorics con-
demned as mere appearance, and to leave no tenable alternative
to the kind of Absolute which is finally affirmed to be real.

It is €asy to sce why, if this account is correct, disputes over
such propositions as ‘Material things do not exist’, ‘Everything
HO‘Y?’, “The world is rcally composed of spirits’, ‘There are such
cntities as universals® are not to be resolved by any sort of ex-
dmination of phenomena. For if wrong metaphysical theorics are
self—cpntradjctory and truc ones are logically necessary, then not
only is experimentation useless, as Broad says, but it could not
¢ven be relevant. There could be no sort of connexion between
any conceivable observation and ‘Everything flows’ or ‘Motion is
'mpossible’, just as there could be no experiments or observations

'Our Knowledge of the Ex ternal World, p. 6.
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that ‘would establish that the sum of the interior angles of a
Euc!ldcafl triangle equals 180° or that would show the self-con-
tradlct(.wrmcss of the proposition that a thing is not at the place
where it is.

. But although on the present hypothesis we can explain why the
dlspu'tc.:s are not empirically resolvable, we nevertheless are not in
a position to explain why they do not get settled and why theories
do not finally get established. The arguments, whatever their
nature may be, which win the conviction of some philosophers
fail to win the conviction of other equally competent philosophers,
or are thought to be erroneous by them. The demonstrations are
by no means as complicated as those in mathematics, nor arc they
more subtle. But in mathematics, which, to be sure, does not lack
controversies, there is a great accumulation of solid, unquestioned
proof, whereas precisely the opposite is the case in philosophy.
There is the quip that mathematicians are happy only when th;y
agree, and philosophers only when they disagree. There is point
in this. It may very well be that people, in part, are drawn to ph}lw
sophy for such a temperamental reason. But it must be the subject
and the nature of the arguments that permit of endless debate. And
for this the present hypothesis gives us no explanation. It is worth
Qbscrving that when mathematicians, who admittedly are experts
In a priori rcasoning, take metaphysical positions, for example, the
Position that numbers are abstract entities of which the numerals
are names, or the position that there are only the numerals, they
are no better off than are philosophers who argue over wbcth}fr
universals exist. We may well think that there is something 1o the
very nature of philosophical arguments, something we have no;
grasped, which makes possible the astonishing divisions oh
opinion with regard to the proofs, divisions which persist throug
Centuries with no prospect of solution.

Take, for example, th tention that general words stand for
, ple, the contentio g X 1
abstract entities. It has becn argued that the belief ‘that gir}er?s
words like ‘horse’ and ‘blue’ name suprasensible objects, odJ:cis
which we apprehend in knowing the meanings of the Wof e:’m-
based on the mistake of thinking that because 2 WOffi bas ?m{:mkc
ing there must be something which it means. Now, s 1t al'cs that
to suppose that the fact that a word has a meaning lml;,l . that
there is something which it means ? Some plﬂlOSOPhers thin
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supposing this is a mistake, others not. If j¢ ; <take. havi

their attention dirccted to it should at."tcr . mls.t:ll\c, s

suffici : ) T some deliberation, be

lent to make philosophers sce that je j istake and egive
up their view, or at least suspend iy loe S8 mtst.akg Anc BIve
not 2 misralfc, " su 3 iP Judgement about it. And if it is
, M : PP”-‘C' this, th?}t 1s, if the fact that the word
horse’, c.g., bas a meaning does imply that there is something
which ‘horse’ means and, therefore, that in addition to the actual
animals the word denotes there is a more subtle object for which
it stands, philosophcers who claim it is a mistake could, it is to be
cxpected, be made to sce that the implication does hold. Instead
we sce an unbreakable intellectual deadlock. And this we do not
understand. On the second hypothesis we seem to be able to clear
up the mystery as to‘why no empirical evidence in the least con-
tributes toward scttling a metaphysical controversy. But we are
then faced with a comparable mystery, this time with regard to
the non-cmpirical demonstrations.

The idea that the theories of metaphysics make a priori claims
about the structurc and composition of the world, claims about
what is nccessarily real and what is only appearance, contains
further difficultics which stand in nced of explanation. Before
these can uscfully be brought out and cxamined, however, it is
necessary to statc some c.lcmcntafy facts about « priori proposi-
tions. In the sensc in whlch a priori propositions can be said to
have truth-values, it can casily be scen that they are true or false
jndcpcndcntly of what the worlgi is like. An examination of states
of affairs is relevant to the establishment of an empirical statement
because the truth-value of thC_ statcment depends upon what
ke. An a priori proposition differs from an cmpirical ong
in this respect: its trgth—valqe is determined by the.cpstcncc of ng
state of affairs. That1s why, if the second hypothesis is correct, we
can explain the fact that no amount of experiential <':v1dcnce. can
cver scttle a metaphysical controversy. A truc a priori proposition
is true by logica'l necessity, 1rlot bccgu;el of‘wh;t state of affairg
happens to obtain; and a false 1(lmc is 'abfc in the ;arfr;e_way, by
Jogical necessity. No theoretically possible state of a alr_s.coul_d

Ise or the other true. An a priori proposition, g

ne fa
make the © f what the world happens to be like, and

true, is true regardless O 1ap: -
if false, it is false no matter what the world is like. Consequently, %
se, it is

can sav nothing about what the world is like; it can give us ng
. 40
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information about the existence or non-existence of anything or
about the nature of anything. It states nothing whatever about
reality. Whatever it is that we do know in knowing an a prior/
proposition, it is clear that in knowing it we know no fact about
the world.

To illustrate, consider the statement: ‘Nothing can remain the
same distance from something from which it is moving away’.
This utterance may seem to many people to state an inflexible fact
about the spatial relation between two bodies when one is moving
away from the other. But this is a mistake. In knowing the a
priori truc proposition that nothing can remain the same distance
from something from which it is moving awayv w¢ know nothing
about what cannot happen in the world. For we cannot imagine
what it would be like for, say, a train to be moving away from
the station and at the same time remaining the same distance from
it. We cannot imagine what it is that cannot happen, not because
our imagination cannot as a matter of fact picture this to us, but
because the cxpression ‘moves away from x while, nevcrthcles.s,
remaining the same distance from x° describes no occurrence in
any conccivable universe. It is the use we make of our own lan-
Luage, not the limitations of human imagination, which prevents
this from being pictured or from happening. The sentence ‘Space
is of such a nature that a thing cannot remain the same distance
from something from which it is moving away’ docs not statc
what cannot take placc because of the way space is constituted.
It would do this only if the sentence ‘Space is of such a naturc
that, peculiarly cnough, a thing remains the same distance f.rom
another thing in the process of moving away from it’ described
what could, theorctically, take place in any universe. .B1.1t the
sentence describes nothing of the sort. Hence, whatever it is that
we know in knowing that a train cannot be moving away from
the station during the time it remains the same distance from it,
we do not know an inflexible fact about motion and space. To
take one further example, knowing the a priors truth that no two
angles of a triangle are equal the sides of which are all unequa_l is
not the same as nor does it imply knowing a fact about physical
triangles. On the other hand, if it were known to be the case that
no triangles of wood, metal, or any other material were scalene,
we should know a fact about the triangles in our world. But ‘No
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two angles of a triangle are equal the sides of which are all un-
equal’ states no fact about physical triangles, because the sentence
‘There are triangles two angles of which are equal though their
sides are all unequal’ states the existence of no conccivable
triangle. Hence, in knowing the a priors fact about triangles we
know no fact of nature.

Now if, as the second hypothesis maintains, the propositions of
metaphysics are either true or falsc by logical necessitation, then
they cannot be about reality, about the existence or nature of any
phenomenon or about what must or cannot happen. A proposi-
tion cannot bec non-empirical and at the same time give us in-
formation (or misinformation) about what the world is or is not
like. Hence, if the proposition ‘Motion does not exist’ is a priori,
it can state nothing about the phenomenon of bodies in motion.
It does not declare that bodies do not actually move, nor doces it
deny that eagles soar and that rain falls. The metaphysical theory
that every change must have a causc, i.c., the non-ordinary pro-
position that is supported by the argument .‘A thing or any per-
fection (i.e., quality) of a thing actually existing cannot have, as 3
cause of its existence, nothing or a thing which docs not exist’ 1
can make no claim with regard to occurrences in the world. And
it will have to be the same with the other theories. If the proposi-
tion ‘There are no material things’ is @ priori, it cannot deny the
existence of hands and pavements and the many other objects to
which the expression ‘material thing’ is applied. The propositiQn
‘Nothing exists unperceived’ cannot claim that books and chairs
cease to exist when no one perceives them. The proposition
‘Everything flows’ cannot tell us the astonishing thing that,
despite what our senses show us, granite really behaves like butter
in the summer sun. And the proposition ‘“There are supra-sensible
entities which can be apprehended only by the mind’ cannot
declare the existence of objects of any sort. Therc cannot be 4
priori descriptions of natural phenomena.

It must be obvious that an important determinant of our fasci-
nation with these propositions is that we take them to be deep
theories about aspects of reality, theories which in some cases
arouse our resistance and in others not. But if, as is plain, a priori
statements cannot be about reality, it is not easy to understand

'Descartes’ third ‘common notjon’.
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how a metaphvsician who satistics himself that he has demon-
strated both the sclf-contradictoriness of motion and its existence
in appearance only, could possibly come to think he has shown
somcthing important about a familiar phenomenon. The real
puzzle is how he could believe both that he has shown motion is
sclf-contradictory and that he has reduced it to a shadow. For if,
as he maintains, motion is impossible because its existence would
imply a sclf-contradictory state of affairs, then the il/usion of bodies
being in motion is also logically impossible, for the same reason.
The proposition ‘Motion is logically impossible’ implics the pro-
position ‘The illusion of motion is logically impossible’; ‘Motion
is a sclf-contradictory concept’ implies ‘The appearance of motion is
a sclf-contradictory concept’. If the reality of anything is pre-
cluded by the fact that it implies a self-contradiction, the existence
of an appearance of that thing is ruled out by the same fact.
There can be no appearance of what is logically impossible, else
we should be able to imaginc the logically impossible. We should
be able to imagine red things that are without colour and trains
moving away from stations from which they continue to remain
the same distance. To put the matter in another wayj, if the illusion
of bodies being in motion is allowed, the conceivability, if not the
physical possibility, of their really being in a state of motion must
fllSO be allowed, which it could not be if motion were logically
impossible. If the concept being in motion could have no exemplifi-
gtions because it is sclf-contradictory, the concept appearing fo be
4 motion would also be sclf-contradictory and could have no
exemplifications. The phrase ‘looks to be red all over and at the
same time and in the same respect also green’ has no application
whatever, because the phrase ‘is red all over and also green’ has
been given no descriptive scnse. If the former phrase had an ap-
plication, the latter would have an imaginable application, and it
would then be theoretically possible for there to be something
which was red all over and also green. Similarly, a person who, 10
effect, maintains that the expression ‘is in motion’ (0f its equivalent
!n any other language) has no application to anything whatever,
actual or conceivable, that it has no literal sense, will also have to
maintain that the expression ‘appears to be moving’ has no appli-
cation to any appearance.

It is difficult to understand how anyone cou
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No one would dream of saying, c.g., that a building looks 1o be
taller than it looks to be; but in metaphysics it is not at all un-
common for people to say comparable things, for instance, that
though time is self-contradictory there sees to be occurrences and
that one occurrence seems to precede or follow another occur-
rence. This requires an explanation, and it may quite well be the
case that something else, which we do not understand, is being
done by metaphysicians than what on the surface they give the
plain, unambiguous impression of doing. At any rate, the descrip_
tion of the theories which makes them out to be a priori Proposi-
tions about the structure and substance of reality has to be given
up. If the theories are about phenomena they cannot be 4 priori
nor have a priori demonstrations; but then there is no cxplaininw:
why empirical evidence counts neither for nor against them. /\n:l

if t}_my. are gpriori, they cannot be about the world; and we have
no insight into what makes possible the chronic varicty of atti-
tudes toward their demonstrations nor insight into the nature of
the metaphysical distinction between appearance and r.ca.lity,. which
certainly does not correspond to the ordinary distinction. Tt
seems reasonable to conclude that we do not know how to con-
strue the sentence ‘Motion docs not exist’, nor the sentences for

the other theories.

1V. METAPHYSICAL THEORIES AS VERBAL

The notion that metaphysical views arc a pr/ar{’ tr:uc.orl f'alsc
descriptions of reality leads to a further hypothcsm. Tllnfsl ;} po-
thesis is that they are propositions which, In a concea ed form,
make factual claims with regard to established linguistic usage. A
philosopher who is well aware of the fact that cx.ammatllo.}n. of
phenomena plays no actual role in establishing or cllscstab115f1l?g
a metaphysical view and, furthermore, hgs 2 good grasp O th}c
nature of logically necessary propositions 13 likely to arrive at this
hypothesis. Especially is this so if he conc‘entrates mainly on vicws
like ‘Material things do not exist’ and ‘No one can know that
anyone else exists’, i.e., if he concentrates on views which seem to
go against beliefs which for common sense are most solid and
assured. According to this third interpretation, a philosopher who
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declares that space is sclf-contradictory and therefore unreal is in
cflect maintaining that the word ‘space’ has no literal use and that
phrascs using space-indicating words, that is, phrases like ‘taller
than’ and ‘next to’, are senscless and have no application.

It has already been scen that an a priori proposition is non-
informative about the existence, nature, or behaviour of pheno-
mena, actual or theoretically imaginable. A proposition that is
truc or false by logic can say nothing about the world: the state-
ment ‘A buttercup cannot be yellow all over and also blue’ says
nothing about what colour a buttercup cannot be. When Spinoza
denicd, as an absurdity, that God could bring it about that no
cffect follow from a given cause, it is quite clear he did not wish
to maintain that there was something which, because of the
Physical impossibility of accomplishing it, God could not bring
about. The impossibility which prevents there being an cffectless
causc is altogether different from a physical impossibility, the im-
possibility, say, of a gas failing to expand when heated. Onec is an
impossibility of nature, the opposite of which is conceivable,
however much it may strain our imagination. The other is an
impossibility of logic, the opposite of which is inconceivable, no
matter how much we strain our imagination.

It is natural to think of a logical impossibility as being the
limiting casc of a series of increasingly inflexible physical im-
possibilities. It is natural, for example, to think that the logical
impossibility of a thing being in two different places at one time
is like each of the series of impossibilities of getting from New
York in an hour, in a minute, in a second, in a thousandth of a
second, in a millionth of a second, etc., and differs from each of
these increasingly impossible impossibilities only in degree, in the
way in which each differs from its predecessor. But this is a mis-
take. A logical impossibility is not #he most impossible of a series of
increasingly impossible states of affairs. It is not the last member

a
of the series, any more than Z is the last member of the series 1.

Z’I
We can conceive any physically impossible state of affairs, however
miraculous its existence would be. We can, e.g., conceive our-
selves being transported from New York to London in the wink
of an eye, but we cannot imagine the occurrence of anything that
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appearances’ would scem to be trying to inform us that we have
been mistaken about these words, that words we have always
supposed were used in sentences to convey factual information
have, as a matter of linguistic fact, no such informative use. We
are all mistaken in thinking that we are using the word ‘know’
with literal significance when we make an assertion such as ‘I
know that Jones disapproves of drinking’. For, as the argument
goes, since an infinite number of sense-observations would have
to be made before we could properly and correctly be said to know
anything of this sort, and since to complecte an infinite number of
sensc-obscrvations is logically impossible, we are wrong in think-
ing the word has the use it scems to have in ordinary conversation.
Our mistake is linguistic, not material.

[t must be granted that the hypothesis which interprets meta-
physical theories as making, in an indirect mode of speech, factual
asscrtions about linguistic usage throws considerable light on
the nature of the theories. Among other things, it throws light on
what a common-sense philosopher, who opposes the more extra-
vagant metaphysical views about motion, space, material things,
etc., does when he calls attention to facts which not even the
metaphysician denies in the ordinary conduct of his life, either in
speech or behaviour. Moore’s ‘refutation’ of the view that there
arc no material things, which consists in his holding up his hand
in plain view and saying, ‘Here is a hand, therefore, there is at
least one material thing’, is now to be understood as his pointing
out that the word ‘hand’, and therefore the term ‘material thing’
also, has an application, something it would, of coutse, be just
captious to deny. He ‘refutes’ the implicit verbal assertion of the
seemingly @ priori proposition about material things by holding
up samples of the sort of things to which the term ‘material thing’
applies and declaring that the term applies to them. In other
words, he ‘corrects’ the erroneous notions many metaphysicians
scem to have about expressions in common use. One gets the
impression that Moore explains the use of the word ‘hand’ in the
way we teach its meaning to a child or reteach it to a person who
has suffered a lapse of memory. And if, according to the hypo-
thesis under consideration, the metaphysician does imply that
words like ‘time’, ‘motion’, and ‘material thing’ are meaningless,
Moore’s procedure is appropriate and his refutations are
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conclusive. For thesc words have well-cstablished senses which
everyonc knows.

Now, in the usual casc of a person being mistaken about a
word, there is no special difficulty in showing him that he is wrong
and what the right usage is. If he has a wrong idea about the
word ‘radar’ or thinks that ‘crse’ is a nonsense-word like ‘brillig’,
we experience no particular difficulty about showing him his
crror and getting him to accept the facts about the words. He
accepts the correction, if not on our own authority, then on being
shown how other people use it, or on being referred to a diction-
ary. But if we expect the same success with a metaphysician, we
shall be nonplussed to meet with flat failure. In the practice of
philosophy we are, of course, not a bit surprised to find that facing
a metaphysician with linguistic usage doces not have the cffect of
making him relinquish his views. This is a strange fact about our
professional psychology which requires explanation. But the third
hypothesis throws no light on it. Nor docs it help us sec the
rcason why the metaphysician remains unmoved by the refuta-
tions, which in non-philosophical connexions he would accept.
It fails to give us a satisfactory answer to the crucial question why
metaphysical disputes do not get resolved.

Two things in particular remain a puzzle. One is that a meta-
physician, who &nusns established, proper usage as well as anyone,
remains adamant in the face both of what he himsclf knows and of
what is pointed out to him. The other is that he is able to main-
tain, whether outrightly or indirectly by implication, that actual
usage is improper or unintelligible and that ordinary pcople
hardly know what they are talking about when they use such
words as ‘cause’ and ‘substance’.! For the standard of intelligible
usage of cveryday language is ordinary usage, the use given to
cxpressions by people who, in a non-esoteric sensc of the wor(
‘know’, know the language. No one would dream of saving that
there exist a celestial dictionary and a grammar book which, if
only they could be consulted,. would enable us to decide questions
of proper usage and syntactical correctness. And vet it is some-
thing like this that a person who holds mctaphysical ‘shockers’
wou.ld scemn to be implying. For, according to the third hypo-
thesis, he tells us that anyone who uses certain expressions i the

'C. D). Broad, Scientific Thought, Introduction.
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usual way uses them wrongly. If this is, indeed, what he means to
say, we can perhaps see why showing him ordinary usage does
nothing. Showing him what he condemns as general improper
practice would hardly be expected to influence him. But then we
cannot understand how he can possibly believe that ordinary
linguistic practice, to which he is not a stranger, is mistaken; and
we do not understand why, if philosophical disputes are over
usage, they do not get settled. Like the other two hypotheses, the
third one fails to explain in a satisfactory way the nature of meta-
physical theories and disputes.

V. METAPHYSICS AS NONSENSE

One further conjecture about metaphysics has to be examined.
This is the hypothesis that there are no metaphysical theories and
that the sentences of metaphysicians are in fact devoid of literal
meaning, however strong the impression they create of making
perfectly good sense. They carry with them the illusion of ex-
pressing theories, and they unquestionably have emotive signi-
ficance for us, but they lack literal significance. In respect of hav-
ing sense the sentence, “There is a world of timeless, suprasensible
universals’, to which so much intellectual labour has been devoted
for hundreds of years, is no different from the sentence, ‘Flying
numbers are heavier than yellow’. The main difference between
the two sentences is that the first appears to make sense and to
state something of great importance, while the second is obviously
nonsensical. The only explanation given of how it could have
happened that so many men of great intelligence, scientists as well
as philosophers, could for so long a time have laboured under the
illusion that they were talking sense and intelligibly disagreeing
with cach other over universals, substratum, or the reality of the
physical universe, is that 7¢ is quite easy to fall into talking nonsense
without being aware of it. It has to be admitted that this is not out-
side the range of possibility, but one may be pardoned for being
unimpressed by its plausibility.

Philosophers who adopt the positivistic thesis feel strongly t.he
contrast between metaphysics, on the one hand, and mathematics
and the natural sciences, on the other, to the disadvantage of
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metaphysics. These philosc_)phers have become chs.saltxsﬁcc:i ;v;‘tf;
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which positivists are fond of quoting lends this suspicion plaust-
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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 con-
cerning matter of fact and existence ? No. Commit it then to the
flames. For it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion’.!
But positivists have not said this in so many words; they have only
said that mct?.physics is nonsense. f.\nd they have given reasons for
this view which deserve looking into indepcndcntly of what their
motives and our own subjective reactions ma
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:;“IJ]CO‘: \\'rhat.it lslt‘?tlg;s 1s ol?cn to \'cr_iﬁcadon by scnsc-obscryat;ion,
way, t}ir::ci ically .c?zfus](:hof _physxcal ob§taclcs. standing in our
s ‘Onl\- o rvliprmap e, at fs, an asseruon_ wllllma.ke sense to
Situatio \;Lfarllj put ourscl\ve.s actu.al.ly or imaginatively in the
obsern o (.btla .hshmg or discrediting it. If no concel.vablc
aSSerrj(;nmr.]- 1C101u c? in any way tend to confirm or disconfirm it, the
ing])- t\'\\1 im\rclt'o be reckoned seqself:ss. There are,.accord-
tC;TCC’s- JO' 'I.Inc only two classes of mgmﬁc.an.t declar?gve sen-
the C]’l.s 1cfc :'155 of sentences expressing @ priori propositions and
in ﬁcx;s s O_ sentences expressing cmgmcal propositions verifiable
b-l\ ¢-experience. It it is determined that a given utterance
¢ ©Ngs to neither of these two classes, we can, according to the
Positivistic principle, be sure that it says nothing at all and is an
Cm}”." string of words, however much its syntax and the meanings
of') ts separate words suggest that it does have literal meaning.
Thus, the Leibnizian view that material things are really colonies
Monads fails to satisfy cither of the two conditions laid down.
1C sentence “Material things arec composed of colonies of rudi-
entary minds’ docs not, like ‘If I have fourteen pennies, then I
haye ninc more than five pennies’ and ‘A father must have
children’, express an a priori proposition. For its denial is not sclf-
cOntradictory: ‘A chair is not a collection of monads’ is not a self-
“Ontradiction. But neither does it express an empirical theory
Which could even in conception be confirmed or disconfirmed by
€Xperience. The claim it appears to make with regard to the nature
of things lies wholly outside the theoretical limits of investigation
Y sense-obscrvation. No amount of looking at a chair, however
SL}btlc and super-microscopically sharp our eyes might be ima-
gined to be, and no sort of experiment, however advanced its
technique, could render it probable or improbable in the slightest
degree that a chair is made up of minds. Hence, the statement will
have to be counted amongst those which are senseless com-
binations of words and as having no more intelligibility than
Yellow multiplied by lavendar is elation’. In general, no sentence
which purports to give information about the nature or existence
of a phenomenon is literally meaningful if the ‘reality’ it refers to
lies wholly outside the limits of possible sense-experience. An
application of the positivistic principle to the theories that there
are supra-scnsible objects which can be contemplated only in
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thought and that a thing is constituted by an unknowable sub-
stratum in which attributes inhere gives the same result: the sup-
posed theories are non-existent, and instead we have senscless
expressions, which produce the illusion of making scnse and of
stating theories which are defended by many philosophers and
attacked by others.

e posttivistic hypothesis about metaphysics docs have the
merit of giving us a possible explanation of the fact that disputes
never get conclusively settled in favour of one or other competing
theories. It cannot, however, be granted that any plausibility
whatever attaches to the explanation. Preciscly the oppositQ is

the case, Indeed, we may wonder how anyone could bring him-
self to believe that since it is casy to fall into talking nonscns?, it is
reasonable to think that philosophers could, for so many o
turies, have devoted their intellectual abilities to the 'con_coct“i?lﬂt}o
nonsense, and, moreover, could have retained their intcres 1e

i i d think
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be quite impossible to
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about mectaphysics that makes this sort of situation possible. The
change of mind is not to be confused with an ordinary case of a
person first thinking that a long sentence with a complicated
grammar, or one with unknown words or with known words put
together in queer ways, is meaningless and then after careful
study with the help of a dictionary and grammar coming to see
that it does make sense. In the metaphysical case, the reconsidera-
tion brings no new linguistic facts to light. The philosopher
knows no more about the sentence after his change of mind than
he did before. He knew all along everything necessary in order
to know whether it is intelligible or not.

Consider, now, the criterion of verification itself, to the effect
that no synthetic, or non-a priori, sentence has literal import if
what it says, the proposition it expresses, is in principle not
verifiable in sense-experience. It is on the authority of this
principle that statements referring to ‘suprascnsible realities’ are
rejected as senseless.

One thing is to be noticed immediately about the principle;
this is that the rule for casting out metaphysical sentences 1s
nothing more than the contention that they are senseless. Any
positivist who thinks that the principle shows the literal sens_eless-_
ness of statements referring to what lies beyond the limits ot
sense-cxperience thinks mistakenly. The phrases, ‘synthetic sen-
tence expressing a proposition not verifiable in sense-experience
and ‘sentence referring to a suprasensible reality’ mean §xa§tly
the same thing. Hence, anyone who thinks that the principle
shows the senselessness of metaphysics maintains, in effect, that a
synthetic sentence which expresses a proposition not verifiable in
sense-experience is devoid of sense becanse it expresses a propost-
tion not verifiable in sense-experience; he makes the empty claim
that a sentence referring to a suprasensible reality is senseless becanse
it refers to a suprascnsible reality. But plainly one does not show
that a sentence denoting an unverifiable proposition is scnsc}ess by
giving as the reason that the proposition it denotes is unverifiable.
It can be scen that the criterion of the positivists consists mC{CI)'
in declaring, against what others declare, that metathS}C"11
sentences are unintelligible. The criterion is their contention.
To an outsider, they give no better evidence for his hOﬂO‘ng
their check than does the philosopher whose metaphysical check
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they maintain is not backed by money in the bank. It is hardly to
be expected that the criterion will move a philosopher who, like
Bertrand Russcll, both proves to his satisfaction the existence of
supra-scnsible universals and, furthermore, claims acquaintance
with them.!

Another thing has to be scen. As it is formulated, the princip]c
suggests the idea that statements are retained or cast out by a
process of inspecting their meanings, by cxamining the proposi-
tions they state: those sentences being retained which express
propositions that arc testable by looking, fecling, and the like,
and thosc being cast out which express propositions shown by
cxamination not to be so testable. The only possible conclusion
to draw is that mctaphysical sentences are rejected because of the
kind of propositions they stand for. To illustrate, in applying the
rule to the sentence, ‘A matcrial thing is constituted by an unknow-
ablc substratum in which cxperienceable attributes inhere’, we
inspect the proposition it expresses, see that it is not of a kin.d
that is open to sense-testing, and conclude that the sentence 18
really a senscless jingle of words. The rule can only be applicd to
sentences which express propositions; at most it is a special, nota
general, formula for ascertaining whether a sentence has litcr_al
meaning. Thus, the words “Twas brillig and the slithy toves did
gvre and gimble in the wabe” are not open to investigation by the
rule, because they fail to denote any sort of proposition, verifiable
or unverifiable, by reference to which their intelligibility might be
tested. But as a special rule, its application to mctaphysical utter-
ances lecads of neccessity to false inferences about them. For the
meaning of a scntence and the proposition it expresses are the
samc thing. An indicative sentence cannot express a proposition
and not have a meaning or have a meaning and not express a pro-
position. And since on its own condition, the applicability of the
criterion to a metaphysical assertion .§ implies that § expresses 2
proposition, which is to say, has a meaning, while its application
compels us to infer that § has none, it requires us to assert what it
compels us to deny. Application of the rule to metaphysical sen-
tences can only lead to false inferences with regard to the question
as to whether they make sense.

In order to avoid this difficulty, we might try to reformulate

YProblems of Philosophy, Chapter 1X.
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the criterion in the following way: A sentence which professes to
denote an empirical proposition, and is such that if it does not
denote an empirical proposition, it denotes no proposition what-
ever, is literally significant only if it expresses a proposition open
to verification in sense-experience. This revised version, it is clear,
implies that an empirical proposition is the same as one that is
verifiable in sensc-experience, i.e., the terms ‘empirical’ and
‘verifiable by sense-observation’ are to be taken as synonyms. But
it can be scen that although the reformulation avoids the former
conscquence that the application of the verification principle to
metaphysical sentences entails our making false inferences about
their litcral meaningfulness, it achieves this at the cost of becom-
ing a useless principle, one which certainly cannot be used to
eliminate metaphysics. For now it amounts to the empty tautology
that a sentence which purports to denote a proposition open to
verification in scnse-experience, and fails to express any proposi-
tion if it does not, is literally significant only if it denotes a pro-
position open to verification in sense-experience. In other words,
a sentence which either denotes a verifiable proposition or is
meaningless is litcrally significant only if it denotes a verifiable
proposition.

If we try to reformulate the principle again in such a way that
it does eliminate metaphysics, then we cannot avoid begging the
question. The further formulation would read: A non-a priori
declarative sentence will be literally significant only if it expresses
a proposition capable of being verified in sense-experience. This
is free from the first difficulty of requiring metaphysical sentences
to have meaning while implying that they have none, and it has
the consequence of ruling metaphysics out. Thus, e.g., if we adopt
the criterion as now stated, the sentences, ‘Numerals denote
numbers which are abstract objects apprehended only in thought’
and ‘A material thing is composed of an unexperienceable sub-
stratum in which attributes inhere’, must be condemned as non-
sensical by the fact that neither denotes either an a priori proposi-
tion or one that is verifiable in sense-experience. But this result is
obtained at the cost of committing a petitio principir. The criterion
eliminates metaphysics by fiat, by being tailored with an cye to
what it will eliminate, and it can carry no conviction toa philoso-
pher who does metaphysics under the impression that it 1s perfectly
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THE NATURE OF METAPHYSICS

not meaningless. The hypothesis throws no light whatever on the
problem of what it is that makes it possible for equally able and
equally literate people to divide and remain divided over whether
sentences referring to suprasensible realities have meaning or
lack it, and whether ‘suprasensible reality’ is a sensecless expres-
ston or not. In an ordinary case of a difference of opinion as to
whether an expression has an intelligible use we know how to go
about settling the matter, but in 2 metaphysical case we are at a
loss. The positivistic hypothesis leads to no understanding of how
the metaphysical case differs from a normal one.

VI. METAPHYSICAL THEORIES AS LINGUISTIC
INNOVATIONS

Four meta-hypotheses about the nature of metaphysics have
now been examined and each has been rejected on the ground
that it fails to explain the irresolvability of metaphysical disputes.
What, then, is the right, or nearly right, explanation of the nature
of metaphysical theories and arguments? In pursuing this ques-
tion it has to be kept constantly in mind that no hypothesis can
possibly be the right one if it fails to explain in a satisfactory way
the curious permanence of metaphysical differences of opinion.

I'shall try to statc my own position briefly and in a general form
and shall leave it to subsequent applications of the theory to
classical problems of philosophy to supplement the outline and
fill in some of the detail. I might say that I do not expect my
explanation to please anyone; I should be very much surprised if
it did. Nor, indeed, do I expect it to be easily accepted by anyone.
Nevertheless, I think that it is substantially correct.

It may be asked why, if after having explained the position to
others and they do not accept it, I should continue to think it has
quite a different status from that of the other four hypotheses.
What right do I have to think that it is correct and the others are
delusive ? In answer to this question, perhaps the best thing that I
can say is that the position has ‘clicked’ for me, that I see that it is
correct, if not in every detail, then at least in substance. Against
this it will undoubtedly be objected that each of the other four
hypotheses has seemed right to many philosophers, so that I am

57



THE NATURE OF METAPHYSICS

rcally no better off than they are and am only another brother
mctaphysician. To this I can only say that cach of the four hypo-
theses has attracted philosophers, as several of them once attracted
me, becausce they satisficd unconscious needs, needs which blind
onc to the recalcitrant fact that these hypotheses fail to explain
the chronic condition of philosophical differences of opinion.
The hypothesis 1 am going to formulate meets the intellectual
nced of facing and c¢xplaining this fact, and to put the matter sub-
jectively, has ‘clicked” intellectually for me.

What, to be more concrete, do I mean by the term ‘clicks’? I
mean somcthing like this: you look at a drawing in which there
arc hidden animals sketched into trees, bushes, the ripples in a
brook, the contours of a hill, and so on, and suddenly you see
them. That is all there is to it. But once you sce the drawing in a
certain way, you scc what is there. If 1 may permit mysclf a tauto-
logy with point, the fact that others do not see shows no more
than that they do not sce.

In any case, regardless of whether or not the hypothesis T am
going to put forward clicks for others, I hope it will be scen that
I do seriously try to explain what it is about metaphysical theories
that makes their truth-values undecidable and how, specifically,
the proofs and refutations connect up with the theories. And I hope
it will be granted that not only possibility but some probability
attaches to the hypothesis. This is sufficient to warrant its receiv-
ing a hearing that is morc than cursory.

Now to the outline of the position. Consider the following
sentences :—

‘All words are vague.’

‘Everything flows.’

‘Nothing changes.’

¢ All desires are sclfish.”

‘Everything happens by HCCCSSit}{, nothing by chance.’

‘No material thing, e.g., 2 cloud, is formless.”

or
‘Every matcrial thing has a form.’

I shall sclect for specific discussion the sentence ‘Nothing
changes’, or better still the equivalent sentence ‘Everything re-
mains unchanged’. It will be readily seen that the considerations
broughf forward apply equally t?gthe other sentences.



THE NATURE OF METAPHYSICS

The sentence ‘Lverything remains (or rea/ly remains) un-
changed’ secems to express an empirical proposition. To use an ex-
pression of Professor John Wisdom’s, it has an empirical air about
it. It appears to describe, truly or falsely, a feature of things. But
this is no more than a verbal illusion. The sentence does not, as a
matter of fact, express an empirical proposition or describe a con-
dition of objects. To show this briefly, it has to be made clear that
as a philosopher is using the words ‘Everything remains the same’,
they express no proposition which is open to falsification, either
in fact or in fancy, no proposition which is upset by actual cases
or could be upset by imagined cascs. In other words, it has to be
made clear that his words are not used to express a theoretically
refutable theory about things and therefore are not used to express
an empirical proposition.

It will be obvious, since he is as well acquainted with ordinary
natural occurrences as anyone, that nothing actual to which we
might call attention as being an instance of a thing undergoing
change, ¢.g., a melting cube of ice or a bit of burning paper, will
do its cxpected work. There is nothing which a metaphysician
who holds that everything remains unchanged will accept as a
refuting instance of his position. Instead of allowing that melting
ice and burning paper show that what he maintains, the proposi-
tion he expresses with the words ‘Everything remains unchanged’,
is false, he takes refuge in the baffling metaphysical distinction
between appearance and reality and prosects his position in some
such way as the following :—

I grant you that things sees to change, but their seeming to
change is just an illusion of the senses. In reality, behind the
appearance of their changing, they remain the same and un-
changed.

Now, if we take seriously his distinction between appearance
and reality, between appearing to change and really remaining
unchanged, and point out the obvious fact that what visuall_y
appears to be a state of affairs could, if only as an outside theoreti-
cal possibility, actually be a state of affairs, we meet in the meta-
physician a peculiar reaction. Suppose we continue out argument
in this way. _

‘If a thing appears to change, then even though its appearing
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INto ash and wax melting. He cannot describe anything which
would be an jnstance of a thing really changing, such that if it
existed, his view would be false. It becomes cntircly clear, then,
that the view he is using the words ‘Everything remains un-
changed’ to express has no possible empirical refutation, actual or
theoretical, [y view, whatever it is, is not open to falsification
by any sort of matter of fact. But this is the mark of an 4 priori
Proposition.

rth_l docs the sentence ‘Everything remains unchanged’ express
a0 a priori proposition ? Let us assume it does and ask what must be
the €ase with regard to it. What are the linguistic facts about it ?

It_IS not diflicult to sce that if the sentence does not express an
eMpirical proposition about things, it says nothing whaterer about
’/”_”.gf: It describes no conceivable or imaginable condition of
3‘“’{23- For if it described an imaginable condition of things, its

cma}, namely, the scntence ‘Some things change’, would also
describe an imaginable condition of things. But if ‘Some things
change’ described a possible condition of things, it would describe
4 state of affairs which would constitute a theoretical falsification
of the Proposition cxpressed by the sentence ‘Everything remains
unchanged’, The proposition would then have to be such that it
could, theoretically, be falsified. But this, as has been seen, is not
the case. Whatever the proposition is that a metaphysician like
P_armcnidcs or Bradley expresses with the sentence, the proposi-
tion has no refutation in any conceivable experience, which is to
say the word ‘change’ has no descriptive use. But if the proposi-
tion has no refutation in any conceivable experience, then neither
‘_:locs it have a confirmation in any conceivable experience. No
Imaginable series of sense-observations could ever establish or
fcnder it probable in the slightest degree. Hence the proposition
Is not about reality, about the nature of things, and the phrase
‘remains unchanged’, like the word ‘change’ in the sentence ‘Some
things change’, is not being used descriptively in the sentence ‘Every-
thing remains unchanged’. If the sentence does express an 4 priori
proposition, it is made to do so by preventing the phrase ‘remains
unchanged’ from having a descriptive use, i.e., a use to describe a
condition of things. And although the sentence does not express
this verbal fact, we have to know this fact in order to understand
the sentence.
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We may say that in order for the sentence ‘Evcrything‘rcma{ns
unchanged’ to express an a priori proposition, the phrasc rcmains
unchanged’ will have to lack application to anything actual or
envisageable. And in order to know that the sentence ¢Xpresses an
a priori proposition and also to know what the proposition IS, a
petrson must know that the phrase ‘remains unchanged’ has no
application to things, to ice and coal and human beings. o

But there can be no question whatever that a metaphysician,
who utters the sentence ‘Everything really remains the same’ and
docs this with the air of having made a discovery which cannot
successfully be controverted, knows perfectly well that the words
‘remnains unchanged’ describe not only a theoretically possible
condition of things but also an actual condition of many things.
The words have a descriptive use, and he knows this and also
what their use is. Only as a result of being swept into the mcta-
physical dispute over whether things change or do not change
could anyone fail to see this. Only as a result of looking at the
sentence through metaphysical spectacles could anyonc avoid
sceing it.

We can say with complete confidence that the metaphysician
knows.thc ordinary usc of ‘unchanging thing’ as well as of ‘chang-
ing thing’. We cannot reasonably suppose him to be believing
that it makes no descriptive sensc to say things like “This block of
granite hasn’t changed at all in years, but the bit of wax near the
fire has changed its shape and colour in the last few minutes’. But
this pr.c:ciscly is what we should have to think if we supposed him
to be imagining that, as they are used ordinarily, the words ‘Every-
thing rgmains unchanged’ cxpress an a priori proposition. And
cverything, all the evidence, goes against our believing this: the
fact that he uses the words ‘changcd’ and ‘unchanged’ in every-
day discourse in the same way in which everyone clse docs, the
fact that he does not accept linguistic correction, and so on.

_ The mctaphysician’s theory is open neither to empirical refuta-
tion nor to hnggistic refutation. Whatever it is that hc is saying,
}}‘i 112 IS‘:;iS;SC}beilsﬂgoi cilopditic;ln of th'm‘gs. And \’vhatcycr it is that
under the i;npression tl'sl;r;g' the words ‘changed’ and ‘unchanged’

in their ordinary, accepted senses they

haYc no 'dcscriptivc use. How, then, is he using them ? What is he
doing with the words ‘changed’ and ‘unchanged’?
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[ think that light is thrown on what he is doing linguistically,
"€ on what he is doing with ordinary words, if in spitc of our
h_cm.fl compelled to reject the notion that the metaphysician be-
'€ves that, as English is ordinarily used, the sentence ‘Everything
fMains unchanged’ states an a priori proposition, we nevertheless
SUPpose Afs sentence does state an a priori proposition. For he is as
confident of what he is saying as a person is who says ‘2 4-2=

Ow, if he 75 expressing an a priori proposition with the sentence,
then he js not using the words ‘remains unchanged’ /n their
odinary senses. He can make the sentence state a non-cmpirical
truth only by a/tering the actual use of ‘remains unchanged’. Just
as the seatence “All tulips arc flowers” denotes an a priori proposi-
ton by virtue of the linguistic fact that ‘tulip’ is so used that what-
€ver it correctly applies to ‘flower’ also correctly applies to, so if

13"¢f)‘thing remains unchanged’ denotes an a priors truth, it docs

SO by virtue of the fact that ‘remains unchanged’ correctly applics,
a5 2 matter of usage, to whatever ‘material thing’ applics to. There
1S, of course, no such fact about actual English usage. Consc-
Quently, if the phrase ‘remains unchanged’ is made to apply to
Whatever the word ‘material thing’ applies to, the use of ‘remains
unchanged’ has beesn altered and no longer has its ordinary use.

I think we are now in a position to understand what has hap-
Pened and what it is about the metaphysician’s position that makes
It irrefutable and the controversy over it irresolvable. The meta-
Physical sentence uses the words ‘remains unchanged’ /in a new
“ay, and not because the metaphysician has a mistaken idea about
s actual usc in common speech. For if his usage were just a
Mistake, he would be open to correction, and he is not. The
altered use of the words is deliberate, if not conscious, and is made
In face of the linguistic facts about their actual use. That is why
calling his attention to the facts does not move him in the least.
He doces not accept the linguistic facts as counting against what he
Is saying, i.c., as counting against 4/s use of the words, becanse they
do 1ot count against bis use. We may say that he is being linguistically
Creative, not wrong. o ]

When some metaphysicians, with complete conviction, main-
tain that ‘Everything is constantly changing’ and other meta-
Physicians, with cqual conviction, maintain that ‘Nothing
changes’, there results an unbreakable intellectual stalemate, an
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undecidable disagreement, the nature of which can be explained
satisfactorily in only onc way. It is not difficult to sce what makes
the dispute intrinsically irresolvable, i.c., irresolvable in the sense
that no new fact will scttle it one way or the other: all the tacts,
material or linguistic, that arc relevant to the solution of the
problem are perfectly well known by the metaphysicians who take
part in the dispute. There is no question of a super fact-finder
breaking the deadlock. This makes it clear that the disagreement
is not factual, not about what is or is not the case. What has
happened is that metaphysicians, who divide on the question as to
whether things change or not, have decided to alter customary
l_anguage: some have decided to alter it in one direction and others
in the opposite direction. And perhaps their decisions are dictated
by concealed psychological motives. Regardless of this, it is casy
to sce that cach side can go its own linguistic way securely, because
what each side maintains is not open to possible refutation. The
positions taken have no theoretical refutations. One cannot refute
nor for that matter establish by proof, a language innovation?
One can only like it or dislike it. It can attract or repel, become
popular, lose its popularity, be forgotten, be revived, be forgotten
again and revived again. But it cannot be refuted or cstab‘lishcd
be proved false ot proved true. ’
One of the ‘proofs’ for the view that everything remains un-
changed might be looked at briefly. It is the case that in ordinary
language there are no sharp criteria, or rules, for the application
of the cxpressions ‘has not changed’ and ‘has changed’, just as
Ehere are no sharply defined rules for the application of the word;
ncb’ and ‘poor’. By making use of this lack of criteria an eminent
logician once ‘proved’ to me that there is no real difference be-
tween being rich and being poor. There are, of course, clear cases
of a thing having chz_mgcd, or of someone being poor, and there
are clear cases of a thing not having changed or of someone being
rich: a picce of granitc and a burning twig, Oliver Twist ana
Rockefeller. But there arc penumbral cases with regard to which we

1€ 3t 4 Joss as to what to say, ‘changed’ or ‘unchanged’, “rich” or

‘poor’, And we are at a loss as to what to say, not, as may of

course happen, becaust we are not fully aware of tbc gonclxtxon of
an ohject hnt,hcrnusc no rules exist for the appllcatlon or non-

application of the word ‘changed’ to all cases which we conceivably
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Might encounter. C. D. Broad’s words of warning might well
€ femembered: . . . in the absence of clear knowledge of the
mcanings and rclations of the concepts that we use, we are certain
S00ner or later to apply them wrongly or to meet with exceptional
¢ases where we are puzzled as to how to apply them at all. For
Nstance, we all know pretty well the place of a certain pin which
Weare looking at. But suppose we go on to ask: “Where is the
Mage of that pin in a certain mirror; and is it in this place (what-
ever it may bc) in precisely the sense in which the pin itself is in
I/ place ’ We shall find the question a very puzzling one, and
there will be no hope of answering it until we have carefully
analysed what we mean by being in a place’ 1
According to Broad,? terminologically undecidable situations
an only be avoided with the help of logical analysis. But this is a
Mistake and a misplaced faith in the magical efficacy of logic.
For no analysis of the actna/ meaning of a word can make the
m?aning, or the word’s use, sharper and more exact than it is. I
_th‘nk that no one is likely to be tempted to argue that the mean-
Ings of words have hidden sharpness and exactness. The ordinary
Mcaning of a word is not more precise than its ordinary use, and
to make its use more exact than its actual, everyday use is to alfer
s meaning.
. Now the penumbral, undecidable cases, whether actual or
'Maginable, connect by continuity the opposite clear and decidable
€ascs. And it is this fact that mctaphysicians take advantage of..It
Is this linguistic fact that underlics the ‘proofs’ for the opposite
Positions of Heraclitus and Parmenides. If, and perhaps for an un-
Conscious reason, a metaphysician wants to maintain that every-
thing is constantly changing, he points to the fact that there is no
Sharp, and thercfore no rea/, difference between changing and re-
Maining unchanged; and if he is attracted to the phrase ‘constantly
changes’ and is repelled by the expression ‘remains unchanged’,
he can arguc that, since some things do constantly change and
since there is not a difference in &ind but only a difference in degree
between changing and not changing, everything really is chang-
ing. What he has done is to strike ‘unchanged’ out of his philo-
Sophical vocabulary; but in doing this, he has deprived ‘con-
stantly changing’ of its descriptive use. A Parmenidean or a

Scientific Thought, p. 16. bid., pp. 17-18.
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Bradleian mectaphysician uses the same linguistic fact to ‘prove’
that nothing really changes, that change is an illusion, a bare
appearance. To generalize, a metaphysician uses a fact about lan-
guage as a justification (his ‘proof’) for changing the language, not,
to be sure, for practical everyday use, but only for contemplation,
for the pleasure his revision gives him. In Berkeley’s words, he
speaks with the vulgar and thinks with the learned.

It needs no great amount of intellectual penetration to sce that
the meta-hypothesis which tells us that the sentences for meta-
physical theories use familiar words in deliberatcly altered ways
connects the theories with their proofs in a way that is intclligible.
No other meta-cxplanation does this. What the mctaphysician
does is concealed from us at two different levels. At the linguistic
level it is concealed by the form of language the mctaphysician
uses to express himsclf, i.c., by the ontological idiom, in which
fam_lllar words scem to be used descriptively. At a deeper, psycho-
logical level our emotional nceds blind us to what is bcing’donc
with language.

A metaphysical theory may be described as a two-layer struc-
ture. Uppermost is the i/lusion of a theory about the nature or real
existence of a2 phenomenon, the illusion, that is to say, that a meta-
pkl'y'S}cal sentence states a view of some sort about reality. And
this is produced by altering the use of a word or an expression.
Thg changed use is not explicitly and openly declared, and it re-
mains concealed by the mode of speech in which it is formulated.
There is still a further and even deeper and less accessible layer in
tchc totgl structure of a mctaphysical ‘theory’, and 1 find that it is
lm_possxblc for me to refrain from hinting here and there at its
existence. It will, perhaps, only be cryptic at this point to say that
mctaphy_sical sentences express empirical beliefs which are held
unconsciously; but if it is not a mistake to think this, then we have
an explanation of the deeply rooted fecling that metaphysical sen-
tences are about reality. The ‘realities’ referred to by them are sub-
jective, the unconscious contents of our minds, not the physical
wor1<.i. We also have at hand an explanation of the position x{;hich
remains unshaken by the claim of logical positivism, tha’t meta-
physical sentences are not pieces of literal nonsense and, in parti-
cular, that expressions which refer to ‘suprasensible’ re':llities are

perfectly intelligible.
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A number of reasons warn me against bringing this further
psychological layer into the explanation of the nature of meta-
physics, but perhaps the risk should be taken anyway. Sooner or
later philosophy will become a subject of more than passing
interest to psychoanalysts; this is inevitable. Certainly philosophy
is of sufficient importance as an intellectual phenomenon to de-
serve to have more light thrown on it than it has had up to the
present, and by investigators who do not have a vested interest
in it. In part philosophy has largely been neglected and its investi-
gation been dcelayed by the fact that psychoanalysts have the same
mistaken idca about what philosophy is that philosophers have;
but there is no reason to think that its neglect will continue in-
definitcly.

VII. THE THREE-LAYER STRUCTURE OF
METAPHYSICS

If in our explanation of metaphysics we take into account the
psychological substratum from which the primary value of meta-
physics derives and which in fact is responsible for our blindness
to what we are doing with language, we shall, of course, have to
supplement our former statement and say that a metaphysical
theory is a three-layer structure. A metaphysical sentence, which
causes, at the conscious level of our minds, the erroncous idea that
it states the existence or non-existence of a phenomenon or that
the phenomenon has or lacks a certain property, is itself a pre-
conscious re-cdition of a familiar term and expresses one or more
unconsciously held beliefs, the purpose of which is to satisfy a
repressed longing or to ward off a repressed fear. When a meta-
physician declares and proves that nothing really changes or that
an effect cannot have ‘more reality’ than its cause or that all rela-
tions are internal he imagines himself, and is thought by others,
to be announcing the discovery of an important fact about things,
effects, and relations; whereas what he is actually doing is intro-
ducing a linguistic innovation the contemplation of which gives
him and others pleasure. We can be sure that he gratifies himself

'Some work is being done. Sce, for example, John Wisdom, Philosophy
and Psychoanalysis, and J. O. Wisdom, The Unconscious Origin of Berkeley's
Philosophy.
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unconsciously with his sentence, that it works in behalf of un-
conscious needs. .
Ludwig Wittgcnstcin has madec the colourful and penctrating
observation that ‘a philosophical problem arises when language
goes on holiday’,! and there is truth in this. Mctaphysics may be
justly described as a game played with languagc; b'ut thc-rc is noth-
ing frivolous about the game. It does not consist in cutling verbal
capers, though this is what in an unclear way it scems to be to
some intclligent outsiders; nor is it, as it perhaps was w_u'n I_.cwx.\‘
Carroll, merely having a good time at the expensce of ordm.ary
language. Metaphysics is linguistic play with a deep purpose, just
as a drcam may be said to be mental play with a hidden psychic
purpose. Thus, the philosophical sentence ‘Nothing really changes’
constitutes a fantasicd, holiday rejection of the word ‘changd’,
which because it is not made consciously, creates the illusion of
being a startling pronouncement about things—and in doing this
it perhaps indulges our wish to be able to do magical things with
words, our wish, as one of Frcud’s patients phrased it, for ‘omnt-
potence of thought’. But more specifically than this, the make-
believe rejection of the word ‘change’ indicates that the word has
become charged with special meaning. The rejection must play an
important and serious role in the drama of our unconscious life.
What the specific meanings are which arc unconsciously at-
tached to the term ‘change’ and what the unconscious belicfs are
which the words ‘Nothing rcally changes’ express must obviously
be a matter of conjecture, unbacked by substantial evidence. No
doubt the objection will be raised by philosophers (who have not
been a bit chastened by the lack of solid results in their own ficld)
that such conjectures are idle guesses, guesses which, it is to be
gathered from the immediate, uncurious, and frequently hostile
rejections they receive, grate and are unpleasant. To a necutral
observer it would seem that the worst thing that could be said
against the conjectures is that they are supported by as little cvi-
dence as their rejections are. But this is not at all the way it looks
to most philosophers; to them any surmises about the unconscious
contents of philosophical statements are far-fetched, even ridi-
culous, and, it would not go too far to say, tabn. But what is fabu
excites our curiosity, and justifiably so, and it should arouse the

VPhilosophical Investigations, p. 19.
’ 6
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interest of philosophers, too, it their claim to be seckers after truth
Is sincere.

It is understandable that conjectures about the unconscious
significance of philosophical utterances will be received with dis-
pleasure, for a number of different reasons; but the charge is by
no means true that they are idle, in the sense that they lie beyond
the practical possibility of being established or confuted by an
existing technique for investigating them. It is now possible to
establish them or disestablish them, for there does exist a science
of the unconscious. The unconscious no longer is an unknowable, a Ding-
an-sich. And I act on the maxim that it is better to have gucssed
and missed than never to have guessed at all.! I make them with
hesitation and uncertainty because they may be wide of the mark,
but I make them nevertheless because they throw light on the
&ind of investigation which has to be made if we are to arrive at a
comprehensive and concrete picture of the structure of meta-
physical theories. They illuminate to some degree the problem as
to why metaphysicians alter language for the purpose of contem-
plation, and not for practical, everyday adoption, and they help
us understand the abiding fascination which the statements em-
bodying their alterations have for cultured people.

We can be rcasonably sure that a philosopher who unalterab}y
and with complete assurance maintains that change is unreal is,
under the guise of making a scientific statcment, covertly re-
assuring himself against certain feared changes and giving expres-
sion to the wish that certain things or conditions remain as they
are. Fenichel reports that to many people ‘the staus guo is be_ttczf
than anything a change might bring. The status quo is a lesser evil.’”*
Undoubtedly, the thought of certain changes, whether actually
experienced in one’s past or which are in prospect, ﬂogds many
people with anxiety; and it is hard to think that what s true of
many people is not also true of some philosophers. It 1s har_d to
think that philosophers are untouched by inner feelings of inse-
curity which have to be kept in abeyance, and it does not seem
wholly unreasonable to read a psychological purpose into the
‘proof”’ that change does not exist. Its function is to ward.oﬂ'
anxiety by strengthening an unconscious belief that threatening

'With apologics to Tennyson. ) .

20tto Fenichel, The Psychoanalytic T/gocy of Neuroses, First Edition, p. 298.
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changes will not happen in our lives, that, tor example, our stalus
guo will not be upset by political changes, or economic changes,
or change of occupation, or the practice of a profession in a new
and unfamiliar environment, or the continued practice of a pro-
fession to which newcomers bring advanced and difficult tech-
niques—the possibilities are too numerous to be detailed. For

some people the word ‘change’, in addition to its ordinary mean-
ing, whld} they do not give up in their everyday conversation,
has the private meaning of ‘catastrophic change’. They make the
unconscious equation

change =dreaded change;
and they reassure themselves wi

th the assertion, which is backed

.th.aF it is a veg} 1 o hddi“g th
i Means of Protection against
S Tect )
o ;;lb]eclevcl}r rewrite lan-
gua : an’d té doing which they find
o'ogical idigry ;. cg do this in a mode of
» Which both
: h th conceals from
> W )
: IC Statj hich with Uncong o word change’ and gives
time they A8 a fact aboyt g, Wm?us duplicity they ac%ept
nd forjf ol of physj ’
Y an upe Physics. At the g5
t ( _ ) me
its wake, vy the Invasio Onsciously 1d X
 With o n . Y held belief
thejr ldea which brings pa;liir;i
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ade Simi Y protect themge]
ar agg clations to the w:f;

Cc ViC\V comes

70



THE NATURE OF METAPHYSICS

The opposite view that change alone is real, the view attributed
by Aristotle to Heraclitus, that ‘All sensible things are in a state of
flux’, is open to a similar psychological interpretation. Fenichel
statcs that ‘“The fear of change may be replaced or accompanied by
its opposite, a tendency to change continuously’.? The motive
behind a person’s replacing his fear of change by a drive to change
the circumstances of his life constantly and without let-up must,
we are compelled to think, be a determination to master his fear.
Some people who suffer from the fear of meeting changes in their
lives, because of fcelings of inadequacy, counteract their anxiety
by using the technique of denial by retreat, i.e., of quieting their
rising feelings of inadequacy by rejecting new situations and
clinging desperately to their sfatus guo. Others counteract their
anxiety by convincing themselves over and over again, insatiably,
that change can do them no harm. They are the Don Juans of
change, the wooers who win but without permanent success: they
arc the knights errant who are driven to find new opponents
against whom to test their strength, because they are chronically
uncasy about their own abilitics to cope with new situations. They
use the mechanism of denial in a special way, not by fearfully rc-
treating behind the belief that threatening situations will not over-
take them, but by challenging and meeting new situations which
they use to convince themselves obsessionally, without completely
stilling their anxiety, that they are not inadequate. They ‘trans-
form into its opposite’ each new situation, but always there re-
main new situations which have to be coped with, which must be
exposed as harmless. . .

In onc of the fragments attributed to him Heraclitus says, In
change onc finds rest’. I think that we can, in part at least, under-
stand his finding rest in unremitting change, if we sec 1n the rest
which he finds the reassurance he wants to win from t.he very
thing he dreads. Like the lion tamer who sticks his head into the
jaws of his tamed lion, and receives the plaudits of those 1n his
audience who have identified themselves with him, the Meta-
physician of Change meets and subdues change in order to show
how harmless it is. It is safe to say that philosophers who, on the
surface, say that change alone is real have made the unconscious

cquation
10tto Fenichel, The Psychoanalytic Theory of Neuroses, First Edition, p. 298.
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change =disarmed, harmless change,
which they substitute for the equation,
change =dire change;

and by ‘proving’ to thcmsel\{es., and to 'others as wcll,l that change
is real they produce the conviction that it holds no rea mcx‘m}::c. .

It should not come as a surprise to learq that th(_: word ‘c anglu‘
has in the minds of some people become linked with more 'dccp y
buried fears than the adult ones of a chagge ?f condm.on in life,
L.e., that the adult fears are ‘over-determined’ and derive a con-
siderable part of their strcng_th from other sources. Probably later
situations, which cause anxiety anc} have in some way to be re-
jected, stir into activity complexes in oursclves of whlch we ha\'.c
not the faintest glimmer of awarencss. These thf:n contr{butg their
psychic charge, which both 'mtcns'lﬁc_s our fccllqg of dlsqm'ctudc
and weakens our reality-testing gbllmes. Memories of experiences
and wishes repressed in f:arly.chlldhood are not destroyed by re-
pression; they are only }mprlsone§l and are constnnt‘ly trying to
find a way of escape. Like th.e Mldggrd seérpent which was cast
into the ocean and grew ungl it cnc1.rcled the ‘whole carth, the
submerged contents of our minds continue to exist and make con-
tact with, and in fact cngrclc, our conscious expericences, In many
cases they are rcspormble: for thc.‘formless fears’ described by
novelists. Two repressed 1dea§ which can with some plausibility
be supposed to. be unconsciously associated with the word
‘change’, and which make understandable the dreamlike rejection
of the word, may be touched on. These are the jdcas of birth and
death. It is not unplausible to th'mk that the word has been in-
vested with these ideas, becagse hke.the word which js exorcised
out of the language by the PhllOSOPhJCal_ Staternent ‘Nothing really
changes’, these idea§ have to be cxorcised from our minds: the
idea of the traumatic experience which Starts our biography in
‘this world’, and the idea of the event whic}, concludes jt.

According to Freud, the abruRt change, in birth, from a quiet,
unruffled environment to an entirely different one which ovyer-
whelms the helpless infant with a flooq of strange sensations
creates anxiety and is the prototype of a]] 15

er anxicty-arousing
\ .

situations.! John Locke’s graphic statement, < NO sooner per-
YThe Problem of Anxiety.
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ceived myself in the world than I found myself in a storm’,!
supplies us with a striking example of Freud’s claim that birth is a
traumatic cxperience and that it is the model of later fearsome
situations, expericnced or avoided. For without doing violence
to the conscious use Locke made of his words to describe his
politically troubled experience, we may read an unconscious com-
plaint into them. They refer to two biographical events, his first
forgotten rude experience and the later one which brought a
muted echo of the first to his mind. But regardless of whether
this rcading in depth is correct or mistaken, it is certainly possible
that a person who denices the reality of change is secretly using his
words to protect himself against remembering an uphcaval in his
life, the ‘gross disturbance’® which gave him his first feeling of
utter helplessness to cope with a situation, his first feeling of in-
adequacy. If he has unconsciously made the equation
change =birth,

then his ‘demonstrating’, to his own satisfaction, that change docs
not cxist constitutes psychologically for him the denial that the
event ever took place and that there is 2 memory of it in his mind.
To express this in the language of Parmenides: Being is uncreated.
The utterance ‘Change is unreal’ reports the inner fact that the
work of repression is successfully preventing a memory from
coming to consciousness; it expresses an unconscious belief that
is a bulwark against the invasion of a dreaded remembrance.

It is hard to think that we do not have an unconscious idea of
our own extinction, which if quickened into conscious life would
bring paralysing terror down on us.® And how profound the
dread of death must be can be gathered from the following Tal-
mudic tale:—

When Rabbi Nahman was at the point of death, Raba entered
into a compact with him to reveal the great secret of life and
death after he had passed away. Rabbi Nahman kept his word
and appeared before him in a dream.

‘Did you suffer any anguish ?’ asked Raba.

The spirit of the dead man answered, “The Angel of Death

'Quoted by W. R, Sorley in his History of English Philosophy, p. 104.

*Fenichel’s expression,

°[ am not referring to the bloodless resi
is left after the work of repression and which is shorn of n
affect.

due, i.c., the conscious idea, whi<_:h
early all of its
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drew my soul away with as light a hand as one draws a hair out
of a jug of milk. Nevertheless, I wish to assure you that, even
if the Almighty were to order me back upon carth to live my
life over again, I would refuse because of my fear of death.™

As in the case of birth, which brings with it the feeling of power-
lessness, so in the case of our experiencing the death of someone
to whom we are attached we fecl impotent to cope with the situa-
tion; and the realization that we too will eventually have to yield
to death fills us with oppressive gloom. This idca also must go
under repression. It should be pointed out that, as against the
position taken here, Freud maintained that ‘In the unconscious

. there is nothing to give content to our conception of the
destruction of life’,2 that . . . in the unconscious cveryone of us
is convinced of his own immortality’® and that ‘Our own death is
indeed unimaginable’.? His reason for holding that our own death
is unimaginable is that ‘whenever we make the attempt to imagine
it we can perceive that we really survive as spectators’.* This is a
peculiar reason indeed for the incomparable discoverer of the un-
conscious to have given, and it does not scem to me to stand up
under scrutiny.

Plainly it is not clinical evidence, nor does Freud offer it as such.
If anything, it is a consciously made Gedankenexperiment, and
can, at best, have no more analytical value than the claim of many
people that they cannot imagine themselves doing certain things,
that every time they try to imagine themselves acting out wishes
which Freud tells us we all have, they only succeed in imagining
themselves not doing those things. And their lack of success docs
not, of course, show in the least that they do not have those wishes
or that they do not gratify themselves in unconscious ways. Per-
haps if a patient, instead of Freud, had in the course of his analysis
cl'fz.imcd t.hat h-e had no idea of his own death because whenever he
tried to imagine it he succeeded only in imagining himsclf as a

ITaken from Nathan Ausubcl’s A4 Treasur ish Folk

: r ry of Jewish Folklore, Crown
Publishers. This tale suggests that the psychological mechanism used to cope
with the dread of death is that of ‘splitting of affect from ideational content’.

Raba has the idea of death and, by projection, Rabbi Nahman suffers from
the fcar of death.

2The Problem of Anxiety, p. 87.
3Thoughts for the Times on War and Death, Collected Papers, Vol. 1V, The

International Psychoanalytical Library, No. 10 (1925), pp. 304-5.
‘Ibid., p. 305. ’ T
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spectator, Frcud’s suspicion would have been aroused by the
clever argument. And he might very well have interpreted it as a
defence mechanism, on the rule that repressed ideas have opposite,
counter ideas in conscious awareness. In connexion with his ex-
periment, Freud observes: ‘“We were of course prepared to main-
tain that death was the necessary outcome of life, that everyone
owcs a debt to Nature and must expect to pay the reckoning—in
short, that death was natural, undeniable and unavoidable. In
reality, however, we were accustomed to behave as if it were
otherwise. We displayed an unmistakable tendency to “shelve”
death, to climinate it from life. We tried to hush it up; indeed we
cven have the saying, “To think of something as we think of
death”. That is our own death, of course’.! It may, I think without
unfairness, be pointed out that if our own death were unimagin-
able, it is not at all casy to see why there should be a need to
‘hush it up’, or even how there con/d be a tendency in us to do this.
We can no more hush up or shelve an idea that we do not have
than we can silence a spcaker who does not exist. Freud concludes
his study with the words, reminiscent of Socrates in the Phaedbo,
‘If you would endure life, be prepared for death’.2 Again it has to
be pointed out that we can hardly be expected to prepare for what
we are unable to imagine. If Freud’s Gedankenexperiment estab-
lishes what he claims it establishes, then he is neither in a position
to give his advice nor could anyone understand it. ‘If you \yould
enjoy the rainbow, be prepared for the blackness of night’ is not
the advice that one blind man can give to another blind man.

The introspective experiment we are invited to make, if it shows
anything at all, shows that we do have the idea of our own dece?se.
In imagining our death, as Charlie Chaplin does his in Limelight,
we must, to be sure, remain as spectators. How else coulgl we
imagine it? But the fact that we are witnesses does not eliminate
what, imaginatively, we are witnessing. The statement, ‘Whenever
we make the attempt to imagine it we can perceive that we really
survive as spectators’, throws the spotlight on the wrong actor, 0
to specak, and keeps the other actor in the shadow..In faf:t, th-e
statement is metaphysical, rather than psychologlcal, le, 1t

YThoughts for the Times on War and Death, Collected Papers, Vol. 1V, The
International Psychoanalytical Library, No. 10 (1925), p- 304.
tlbid., p. 317.
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hides a change in language and has a psychological job. In this
connexion the Parmenidean claim comes to mind, namecly, the
claim that we cannot think of what does not exist. Parmenides re-
jected the expression ‘thinks of what does not exist’,! and,
similarly, Freud rejected the phrase ‘imagines one’s own death’.

Although we are in conscious possession of the idea of our own
death, Frcud may, nevertheless, be right in thinking that it docs
not, as an affective idea, have 2 place in our unconscious. His own
words of advice, ‘If you would endure life, be prepared for
death’, scem to indicate the opposite, however, They arc clearly,
if by no means conclusively, open to the interpretation, ‘If you
would endure life, you must resurrect the idea from its grave in
your mind, consciously face it and make your adjustments.
Wrestling with it under Utgard-Loki’s magic, as Thor wrestled
with Elli, will only bring you to your knees’. The passage which
concludes with his words of advice tends to bear out this interpre-
tation:

Would it not be better to give death the
and in our thoughts which pro
a little more prominence to th
death which we have hithert
hardly seems indeed a greater

place in actuality
perly belongs to it, and to yield
at unconscious attitucde towards
© so carcfully suppressed ? This

achievement, but rather a back-
ward step in more than one direction, a regression; but it has

the merit of taking somewhat more into account the true state

of affairs, and of making life again more endurable for us. To
endure life remains, when all is said, the first

beings. Illusion can have no value if it makes t
for us.

We remember the old saying: 7 vis pacem, para bellum. If you
desire peace, prepare for war,

It would be timely thus to paraphrase it: §i »;; vitam,
mortem. If you would endure life, be prepared for death.2

I feel tempted to say that what distin
lower animals is that he has the unconscio

some day to die; and I shall proceed on the
assumption that the idea is in our unconscious. Just as the ‘Arst
change’ must be rejected and lost to memory, so must the ‘g

Its equivalent in Greek, of course,
*0p. eit., pp. 316-17.
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change’ be exorcised from our minds; and with great inventive-
ness man has contrived in innumerable ways to quict his troubled
feclings. Onc of these is the invention of the idea that he has an
immortal ‘soul’, another is the creation of enduring, living works
bearing his name—sons who have sons, scientific discoverics,
works of art, systems of philosophy, etc. In addition to these the
metaphysician may quite well have discovered a highly intellect-
ualized, linguistic way of comforting himself against a nagging
uncasiness. To describe his discovery in the language of Par-
menides, the first great metaphysician of the Unreality of Change,
the philosopher has discovered the path of truth and reason, i.c.,
the way of concealed linguistic alteration, and he rejects the path
of false opinion, i.c., ordinary specch. To the word ‘change’ is
casily associated the idea of death, the Medusa which if gazed on
turns onc into stone, the condition of death; and a metaphysician
who has made the unconscious equation
change =death

is able to employ his skill with words and his deep insight into the
ways they work to convince himself and others of the unreality of
the final change by ‘demonstrating’ the non-existence of change.
His demonstration, which is a linguistically perceptive, if an im-
practical, justification for casting out the word ‘change’, is a
‘sccondary claboration’ which lends a scientific air to the special
work he assigns to the word on behalf of his unconscious necd.

It may be of some interest to note that the view of Heraclitus,
which in one form or another has its contemporary advocates,
namely, the view that ‘everything stcadfastly changes’, lends itselt
to a closely similar interpretation. The utterance ‘Everything
changes’, which means to us that all things perish and pass away,
may for one thing express a psychologically concealed recognition
of the unalterable fate which awaits a// of us. And those who can
make use of this fact take comfort from the thought that the fate
meted out to us is impartially meted out to everyone: ‘Everything
changes’ =‘Everyone dies’. Our sense of aloneness and outraged
injustice is lessened by the feeling that our lot is the common lot,
and it also gives us aggressive satisfaction. A headstone in an
American cemetery? furnishes confirmation of this; it carries the
inscription

'Hatfield, Massachusetts.
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Decath is a debt
To Nature due
1 have paid mine
And so must you.

But the word ‘change’, in addition to being linked with the idea
of death, can also have the antithetical meaning /ife. It can, in
other words, be made the bearer of both ideas at once. The sen-
tence ‘Everything changes’ then means that change is lived
through, which is to say, death is lived through. The word
‘change’ is made to stand for the phoenix which springs whole and
anew from its own ashes, for death and resurrection. The philo-
sophical sentence robs death of its horror by making it out to be a
transitory, if recurrent, condition of life, a disease from which we
recover: ‘One and the same thing are the living and the dead, the
waking and the sleeping, the young and the old; the former
change and are the latter, the latter in turn change and are the
former’.! With the philosophical sentence we tell ourselves that
death is real but that it is an aspect of life. We remain alive even in
death: ‘In the circumference of a circle beginning and end
coincide’.!

To sum up, the theory that nothing really changes, that despite
appearances everything abides unchanged, is to be described as a
structure which is composed of three interrelated, interacting
strata: the illusion of a theory about the world, at the conscious
level; a non-verbal sentence which embodies an alteration of
language, at the preconscious level; and a belief (one or more)
which satisfies a wish and counters a fear in the substratum of our
minds. The metaphysician of permanence has turned out to be,
not the a prior? scientific investigator of all that exists, but a skilful
semantic illusionist with the serious purpose of helping us through
life. Unlike the physicist who reports and explains physical pheno-
mena, but whose statements may also have private meanings for
his unconscious, the metaphysician can with hardly any cxaggera-
tion be said to use his statement solely to express unconscious
material. It can almost without exaggeration be said that Ais stare.
ment expresses nothing over and above, nothing in addition to,
the unconscious material it denotes. His work, on the one hand,

'Heraclitus.
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s to create the impression that his utterance discloses a deep truth
about the nature of things, a truth which takes us to the reality
behind the veil of appearance, and, on the other hand, to deny the
existence of bogics in the depths of our minds. The philosophical
sentence, ‘Change is unreal’, comes to the same thing as the verbal
sentence, ‘The word ““change” has no descriptive use’, which, it
should be kept in mind, declares a holiday banishment of the word
without denying that it has an established use in everyday lan-
guage. And because the philosophical sentence is in the onto-
logical idiom, i.e., the idiom in which language is used to describe
states of affairs, we arc led into thinking that it expresses a propo-
sition about things. The intellectual illusion it creates is streng-
thened and made all the more difficult to test by the fact that the
sentence cxpresses beliefs for which we have unconscious needs.
We might say that our intelligence has discovered an ingenious
way of putting language into the service of emotional needs, and
at the same time keeps its discovery a secret from itself. A meta-
physician is a verbal magician who is taken in by his own tricks;
he is both subtle and inventive with words and blind to what he
does with them. Heraclitus said, ‘It is hard to contend against the
heart; for it is ready to sell the soul to purchase its desires’; and
Frederick the Great’s statement comes to mind to supplement
this: ‘We are all the sophists of our passions’.
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THE EXISTENCE Op UNIVERSALS

axy philosophers have claimed that in addit'i(?n to objects

mct with in sense-expericnce there exist €AUUCS of an cn-

tirely different and more esoteric kind, tcchmgally desig-

nated as ‘universals’. According to this claim, there are, 1n addition
to such things as tables and white sheets of Papen the utterly
different and less well-known objects tableness .and whiteness,
Universals, in contrast to the changing and passing phenomena
perecived with our senses, have been described by many philo-
sophers as being timeless, unchangeable, and exact. But perhaps
more important than this, they are intangible tO the senses; they
cannot be secen with our eves nor felt with our hands. They are
‘intclligible” objects which can be apprchcndcd only in thought,
As Plato expressed it: ©, these, unlike objects of sense, have ng
scparate organ, but that the mind, by a powcr of her own, con.
templates the universals in all things’.i Legend has it that Diogenes
remarked he could see tables but not tablencss, to which Platg

retorted that although Diogenes had eyes he had no iqtclligcncc.
As is well known, philosophers are by no means in agreemeng
on the question as to the nature of universals. Endless contrg.
versies have been carried on about their nature without a theory,
being arrived at which is acceptable to all competent philosophers_
This lack of a generally accepted view may seem surprising, inag.
much as rescarch in the problem has been carricd on for so man
hundreds of years. What is even more strange, however, is thag
philosophers have been unable to reach a unanimous opiniog
about the existence of universals. And in the present paper, it wij)
be my purpose to consider the theory that there are universals
UI'heaetetns, 185. Jowett translation, third cdition.
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not with the object of establishing or refuting it, but in order to
make as clear as possible the nature of the view. For the most part
I shall make use of material from the writings of Bertrand Russell,
because they scem to me to contain the clearest and most forth-
right statements of the view in philosophical literature.

It can easily be appreciated that anyone who for the first time
comces upon the theory that there are such things as universals
will receive the impression that philosophers have discovered a
ncw, hitherto unknown, realm of objects, ‘the supra sensible
world of universals’,! that they have made a discovcry comparablc
in general respects to the scientific discovery of microscopic forms
of life. Philosophers themselves seem to have thought this. Thus
Russell once wrote: ‘Seeing that nearly all the words to be found
in the dictionary stand for universals, it is strange that hardly any-
body except students of philosophy ever realizes that there are
such entities as universals’.? Many philosophers who have held the
theory that there are such entitics have done two things. They
have claimed, for one thing, to have direct knowledge of them.
Russell, for example, has said: ‘In addition to our acquaintance
with particular existing things, we also have acquaintance with
what we shall call mwiversals . . >3; and Moore has claimed to
have madec analyses of some of them.® For another thing, they
have offered proofs of their existence, if not to strengthen their
own convictions, to convince those who are ignorant of the
theory and to defend their view against philosophers like Berkeley
and James Mill, who have denied that there are any abstract ideas.

All this, the form of words in which the theory is expressed,
and the manner in which philosophers have conducted their dis-
pute with regard to it, creates the impression that the theory is
about objects, of which ordinary people are unaware and the exis-
tence of which is in dispute amongst philosophers. One would
gather from Plato’s remark that those, like Diogenes, who have
been instructed in the theory and persist in denying that they ever
have the experience of contemplating a universal, suffer from some
sort of mental deficiency, a psychological blmdness comparable to
ordinary blindness. And in the same way, one would gather from
Diogenes’ statement the sceptical hint that philosophers who claim

YThe Problems of Philosophy, p. 144.  2Ibid., p. 146. 8lbid., p. 81.

CLhe Plilosephy of G.FL Moore, pp. 664-5.

G 81



to have comcmplatcd universals have somechow been deluded. An
outsider would naturally be led to think that somc sott of

process
of mental looking bas convinced many ph'ﬂosophcrs that the en-

fities in dispute exist hile it has led others to deny this. He would
quite naturally think that philosophers were cngaged in an em-
pirical dispute, on¢ with regard to matter of fact, which some sott

of mental looking has not so far been able to settle.

His impression would be further strengthencd by Russell’s
explanation of how it happens that people fail to notice universals.
We do not naturally dwell upon those words in a sentence
which do not stand for particulars; and if we arc forced to dwell
upon a word which stands for a universal, we naturally think of
“h as standing for some one of the particulars that comc under
EC(;\ a\:{(\:\:{zts;x\\. dWhen, for ’examplc, we hear the sentence,
Chagtes sofcaé hW'{lS cmll,t off’, we may naturally enough think of
e ,d arles I's head,_and of the operation of cutting
ead, which are all particulars; but we do not 1y

dwell upon what is meant by th i ¢ L r
‘cut’, which is a universal Wye tf clword head' of thc‘ word
plete and insubstantial; th;: ! eel such words to be incom-
anything can be donc “;_“h t){nccem to demand a context before
m. Hence we succeed in avoiding

all notice of uni
niversals as such, unti 1
ntil the study
forces them upon our attention.! by of philosophy

The im i w
ression i
. rpt ‘ createvd by these . ords is that, like a retiring gucst
ata party where everyone else boisterously clamours for attention
3

langua :
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Now, in the case of }

) the boisterous 1 i

. s party, if th

%’)e é)é);c ﬁfscglrl:d to thehmodest guest, theypwiﬁ’ see h'ufm :rt\tc;:z?kor?o:rf
. sence; they will not, e ' )

" ce; th ot, except as a bad ok 1
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ey consider a sentence like ‘Charles I’s head was cat oﬁ?

and are directed to contemplate the universals symbolized by
{ ’, S B . .
Wd gpd ‘cut’, s to he expected that they will bec

ome awarc
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of them. It is to be expected that if some such request is made as
‘Disregard A’s head and B’s and concentrate on the meaning of
“head”,” philosophers will think of what is meant by the word and
will without exception acknowledge the existence of the universal.
But this is not what happens. Instead, what happens is that philo-
sophers get into a serions dispute over the existence of universals.
Their difference of opinion is unquestionably sincere, and is ex-
pressed in language which makes it look to be of such a kind that
to its resolution some sort of process of examining the meanings
of general words is relevant and should be conclusive, though,
strangc to say, this does not serve to resolve the disagreement.

A further and unexpected complication has been introduced
into this dispute by other philosophers, who have declared the
problem to be without literal sensc. Thus, for example, in con-
tradistinction to philosophers who have held the theory that there
arc such objects as universals to be fafse, Prof. Ayer has main-
tained that it is a pseudo-view, one which, contrary to what it
appears to be, is really nonsensical. According to him, those who
assert the existence of universals, and even devise ingenious argu-
ments to demonstrate this, are not really asserting that anything
exists, but are only pronouncing nonsensical combinations of
words; and those who deny their existence are not really denying
the existence of anything but are likewise pronouncing nonsense.
The controversy does not involve a difference of opinion with
regard to a theory and is not, therefore, genuine.

Is the dispute empirical, one with regard to whether universals
exist, or is it a pseudo-dispute in which no opposing views are
really expressed but only nonsense is uttered ? How are the theory
and the dispute with regard to it to be understood ?

It is possible, in the first place, to side at least partly with Ayer
and argue that the supposed dispute is only a pseudo-disagree-
ment, one not constituted by any actual difference of opinion be-
tween those philosophers who appear to take sides on the problem:
that those philosophers who affirm the existence of universals,
those who deny their existence, and even those who pronounce
the theory nonsensical, are not actually disagreeing, despite the
fact that their language and behaviour are appropriate to an actual
divergence of beliefs. It is possible to argue, with good reason,

v A. J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, first edition, p. 36.
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that philosophers have not discovered, and are not stating the
existence of, entities of a new kind, that the layman is not unaware
of the existence of these entities but rather also has knowledge by
acquaintance of them, and that those philosophers who deny that
universals exist are not disputing the claim of those who assert
that there are universals.

For consider how the term ‘universal’ is used in philosophy.
Russell wrote that ‘we ““conccive” whenever we understand the
meaning of an abstract word, or think of that which is in fact the
mecaning of the word. If you sce a white patch of snow, or recall
it by means of images, you do not have a concept; but if you think
about whiteness, you have a concept . . . The object of your
thought, in such a case, is a wniversal or a Platonic idea’.! This,
quite clearly, is an explanation of how the word ‘universal’ is used
by philosophers. It tells us the term is so used that to say an
abstract word, for example, a gencral name or a verb or an adjec-
tive, has a meaning is the same thing as to say it expresses a
universal. The meaning of an abstract word is a universal, so that
the expression ‘the universal for which a word stands’ translates
into the expression ‘the meaning of an abstract word’, e.g., ‘the
universal for which “lion” stands’ means the same as what is
meant by ‘the meaning of “lion”’. In order, then, to know whether
there are universals it is only necessary to know the meaning of a
general name like ‘lion’ or the meaning of some other abstract
word. And since everyone, layman as well as philosopher, who
can understand ordinary conversation knows the meanings of some
such }Vords, it follows that everyonie knows that there are universals.

P}ulo§ophcrs who think that laymen arc unaware of the fact
that universals exist must be supposed, therefore, to be thinking
that l_aymen are unaware of the fact that abstract words have
;ﬂ(f:/niﬁgs. But this they uow to be f:'ilse, and it is not easy to scc

¥ ever could come to think it. The ‘theory’ which is ex-
3;:32‘1‘:1};;}16 words ‘Universals .cxist,’ is also expressed by the
Sto0d the 1 ract wc:rds ha\_ze- meanings’. But no one who ur'1der—
_ ntence ‘Prepositions, adjectives, etc., have meanings’

would imagine that it expressed a theory; and it is difficult to see
W}_]at, happencd that could have led anyone to think that ‘Universals
XISt expressed one, or that philosophers at one time had discopered

1Philosophy, p. 203.
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the ‘suprasensible world of universals’, which implies that they
had discovered that abstract words have meanings.

The idca that there actually is a dispute over whether universals
exist becomes completely incomprehensible. For what is asserted
by the statement ‘“There are no universals’ is also asserted by the
statement ‘General names, adjectives, etc., have no meanings’.
The further statement ¢ “There are universals” is literally mean-
ingless’ expresses what is also expressed by ‘It makes no sense to
say “Adjectives, general names, ctc., have meanings” ’. But it is
plain, I think, that no one would dream of denying that verbs, etc.,
have meanings, or of maintaining that it makes no sense to say
that they do. All philosophers, those who pronounce the view
that there are universals to be without sense, those who merely
contend it is false, as well as those who hold it, &now that abstract
words have meaning. They all, therefore, know that there are
universals. There is no difference of opinion over whether abstract
words have meanings. How then could there be a difference of
opinion over whether there are universals? Seen in this light, it
becomes plausible to say that, although there appears to be a con-
troversy, there really is none.

Nevertheless, although there is good reason for arriving at the
conclusion that there is no divergence of belicef, and hence no
actual dispute amongst philosophers, and that there is no problem
about the existence of universals, to assert this is to deny the
obvious. Undeniably philosophers are in intelligible disagreement
of some sort over universals, even though there is none over
whether abstract words have meaning. And unquestionably they
are sincere; they are not pretending a dispute. To consider any
other possibility would be to explore fantasy rather than fact.
The problem, rather, is to find an explanation which will be an
explanation of both facts: both that there is a dispute about uni-
versals and that there is none over whether abstract words have
meanings. One may, of course, stop short and take the dispute
as merely showing a ‘strange thing’ about the psychology of
philosophers, namely, that they are able to hold *. . . sincerely, as
part of their philosophical creed, propositions inconsisfent with
what they themselves &7ow to be true’.! But this is not satisfactory.

1G. E. Moore, ‘A Dcfence of Common Sensc’, Contemporary British Philo-

sophy, Vol. 11, p. 203. g
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It is psychologically possible, to be sure, for a person to belicve
what he knows to be false. And it is conccivable that many
philosophers, regardless of what they know perfectly well, arc
nevertheless expressing contrary opinions which they believe.
Something strange, psychologically, could have happened to
philosophers to arouse beliefs which in normal circumstances
they would not have. One is reminded of the man who &nows his
love is untrue to him, has scen her in another man’s arms, sces the
lie in her face when she denies his accusations, but neverthcless
believes her: ‘I know she is false to me, and yet 1 belicve her. 1
»ust’ 2 Something like what happened to this man could, con-
ceivably, have also happened to philosophers, but there is no
reason for thinking so. There is no good reason for thinking that
any philosophers suffer from some sort of emotional conflict with
regard to the fact that words have meanings. The dispute over
universals has to be explained in some other way; so far we have
not rightly understood it.

The problem is to arrive at an explanation of the theory of uni-
versals which will at the same time allow for and be an explanation
of the dispute, i.e., will tell us whether the dispute is factual or
whether no facts are in dispute but something else is and what it is.
Russell has drawn a distinction on the basis of which such an ex-
planation could, perhaps, be constructed. He writes:—

General words such as ‘man’ or ‘cat’ or ‘triangle’ are said to
denote ‘universals’, concerning which, from the time of Plato
to the present day, philosophers have never ceased to debate.
Whether there are universals, and, if so, in what sense, is a meta-
physical question, which need not be raised in connexion with
the use of language. The only point about universals that needs
to be raised at this point is that the correct use of general words
is no evidence that a man can think about universals. It has
often been supposed that, because we can use a word like ‘man’
correctly, we must be capable of a corresponding ‘abstract’
idea of man, but this is quite a mistake . . . Consequently
there is no need to suppose that we ever apprehend universals,
although we use general words correctly.?

According to the distinction here implied between the correct

'] cannot recall the novel from which this is taken.
*Philesophy, pPp. $3~4.
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use of general words and their standing for universals or abstract
ideas, it follows that the statement which is asserted by some
philosophers and controverted by others, that an abstract word,
say ‘chair’, stands for a universal, expresses something new and
in addition to the undisputed fact that the word has a correct use
in the language. The sentence “The word ““chair” stands for the
universal chairness’ says something new and in addition to what
would be said by a statement explaining the proper use of ‘chair’
in English, so that in lcarning the meaning of the second state-
ment a person would not at the same time be learning what was
expressed by the first. The distinction thus seems to provide an
explanation of how the layman, who knows how to use abstract
words like ‘cheese’; ‘walk’, and ‘not’ correctly, could be unaware
of the existence of universals, and of how it has happened that
even philosophers have disagreed over whether there arce any.
For we are told that knowing how to usc a word correctly, e.g.,
‘cheese’ or ‘not’, is not the same as, nor does it imply, being able
to frame the abstract idea of cheese or of nof, or having acquain-
tance with the universal it denotes. A person who behaved appro-
priately on hearing the request, ‘Please pass the cheese to me’,
who knew how to make his own wants known in similar words,
and could even talk at length on the differences between cheeses,
might not know the abstract idea of checse, although we sbould
say he knew the correct use of ‘cheese’ in the language. Simllarl):,
with regard to words like ‘five’, ‘not’, ‘between’, ‘white’, ‘walk’,
the fact that he has used them correctly on numerous occasions
and in different circumstances is not to be counted as any evidence
whatever for thinking he knows the universals they dc_note, or
even that there are any such objects. And the philosophical con-
troversy is not about what everyone knows perfectly well, that
such words have a correct use in the language; it is a controversy
over the purported discovery that in addition to their having an
ordinary usc they also stand for entities philosophers have c'al_led
‘universals’. The possibility of a genuine difference of opinion
arising seems to be explained, since those philosophers who have
failed to apprehend abstract ideas, even though they know verbal
usage, may think the claim that there are universals is false, or
even that it is senseless. Thus, although Diogenes could ap(ply' th,c
word ‘horse’ to the right animals, knew the correct use of ‘horse’,
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haps because of mental inability, the
he had falled to frame, pe:i gwas led to deny that there were
abstract idea of horse, a0 s
universals. that would seem to follow from Russell’s d.is-
A‘,‘Oth'.:r thmgh e are two different processcs connected with
tinction 1s thatdt. ere of learning its correct use, and the other, a
learning 2 Wor .oc;nfr’aming an abstract idea, or becoming ac-
Jurtter gro?iis’the universal for which the word stands: one pro-
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What, in addition to teaching us how to use cor‘rcctly the 'Words. in
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children are taught them, 1s nccessary in order to make us also
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are learning to be acquainted with whitcness. A similar process
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from visual, concrete objects. The attempts in chemistry to obtain
a purc substance may come to mind as analogous.

But what would be a test for ascertaining whether a person has
achicved acquaintance with a universal? What is to be reckoned
as cvidence for a person’s being acquainted, say, with whiteness
or tableness? Philosophers do not explicitly tell us, and Russell
denics that the correct use of a word is to be considered as any
evidence whatever. Their omission, in conjunction with Russell’s
denial, is important because, by putting them in a position com-
parable to that of an explorer who claims to have discovered a
strange, new land but has brought back nothing which could
serve as evidence for his claim, some philosenhers get the idea that
the theory of universals is false while others think it is unverifiable
and therefore nonsensical.

Nevertheless, there is an ordinary way at hand of finding out
whether a person has acquaintance with a universal. In accordance
with the philosophical explanation of the word ‘universal’ to the
cffect that the meaning of a general word is a universal, it will be
plain that knowledge of the meaning of a word is identical with
or at least implics acquaintance with a universal. Thus, from the
fact that a person knows the meaning of ‘white’ or of ‘table’ it
follows that he has acquaintance with whiteness or tableness. We
do, of course, have a test, which is the only one, for ascertaining
whether he knows the meaning of a word. We find out whether a
person knows the meaning of ‘white’ or ‘table’ by observing how
he uses the word. If he continues to use it propertly, i.e., in the way
in which it is ordinarily used, applies it only to the right things,
uses it correctly in assertions and questions, etc., we say he knows
its mecaning. We take the correct use of ‘whitc’ and ‘table’ as
evidence that a person knows their meaning. It follows, then, con-
trary to what Russell holds, that we do count their correct use as
evidence that the person has acquaintance with the universals
whiteness and tableness. What could ever have made anyone deny
this is not easy to see; though we can, perhaps, see a reason why
philosophers should have omitted explicitly stating a test for as-
certaining whether a person has acquaintance with universals,
since no procedure in addition to the usual one for finding out
that people know the meanings of words is necessary.

Furthermore, it will be clear that knowing the meaning of a
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word is the same as knowing its proper usc. The test for cach is
cxactly the same; it consists in cach casc of observing how the
word is used and what the responscs to its usc in statements made
by others are. There is no test which is a test of one and not of the
other; and this is because the expressions ‘knows its use but does
not know its meaning’, ‘knows its meaning but does not know its
usc’ are sclf-contradictory. ‘Knows its meaning as well as its use’
says nothing different from ‘knows its usc’, because it makes no
sense to ask ‘Which did you learn first, the meaning of the word
or its correct use 2 It will be clear, too, that it is not merely falsc to
say that there are two processes connected with learning a word,
one of learning its correct use, and a further one, not involved in
the first, of learning to abstract a universal, but it makes no sensc
to say this. I.carning to abstract the universal for which a word
stands is the same as learning to use the word propcrly. There is
nothing more mysteriousabout the one than thereisabout the other.

The attempt to understand the theory of universals by way of
the distinction between a general word having a correct use and
standing for a universal has not been enlightening. It only leads
back to the former unacceptable idea that the dispute about
universals is a disagreement over whether general words have
mcanings. The distinction no doubt has point, however; though
what it 1s rcmains obscure. Russell would not deny that the correct
use of a general word like “white’ is evidence that a person knows
its mcaning. His dcnial that it is evidence for a person’s bein
acquainted with the universal for which it stands (a denial which
I find hard to think is just a mistake) raises the suspicion that there
is a problem about universals which therce is not about the mean-
ing of words. It lends justification to the idea that the theory that
general words stand for universals‘ does not reduce to the state-
ment that general words have meanings.

Having learned words in the usual ways in which words are
Jearned seems to leave many people unsatisfied. It leaves them with
the feeling, apparently, that it is not enough, that the ordinary
ways have not given them knowledge of what the words really
mean. Moore has given explicit expression to this dissatisfaction:
“What, after a/l, is it that we mean to say of an action when we say
that it is right or ought to be done?’!t And in the attempt to

1Ethics,p.8.1talicsmyown. SeealsoC. D.Broad,S:ienliﬁrT/Jaugb!,lntroduction,
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answer this question Moore, who knows the ordinary use of the
word, thought it necessary to try to discover a property common
and exclusive to all right actions. Again, as in the case of Russell’s
distinction of which the present expression of dissatisfaction is a
continuation, knowing how to apply ‘right’ to actions to which
the word is commonly applied is not to be taken for knowing its
meaning. In order to know what the word means it is necessary to
know a property, one that is common and exclusive to all actions
to which the word would ordinarily be applied. The meaning of
‘right’ is a common property, which a person may not know even
though he knows the ordinary use of the word. In general with
regard to abstract words, Plato tells us: ‘Whenever a number of
individuals have a common name, we assume them to have also a
corresponding idea or form.”* And from Russell we have the
statement: ‘Let us consider, say, such a notion as justice. If we ask
oursclves what justice is, it is natural to proceed by cor}sidcring
this, that, and the other just act, with a view to discovering what
they have in common. They must all, in some sense, partake ofa
common nature, which will be found in whatever is just and in
nothing clse. This common nature, in virtue of which they are.all
just, will be justice itself, the pure essence the admixture .Of which
with facts of ordinary life produces the multiplicity of just acts.
Similarly with any other word which may be applicable to com-
mon facts, such as “whiteness” for example. The word will b_e
applicable to a number of particular things because they all parti-
cipate in a common nature or essence.’® _

The idea that the meanings of abstract words, or umvc'zrsals, are
common propertics is one which seems natural and invites ready
acceptance. It scems to account for the difference thW;CCﬂ propet
names and general names, etc., e.g., between ‘Edwgrd and ‘boy’.
And it provides us with an explanation of how it Is that after
having had pointed out to him a number of things to cach of
which the same word is applied a person can go on 'b){ hlmselff to
apply the word correctly to new things: of how It 15 that after
having been shown applications of a word W to 4, b, ¢ he can gs?: ?)r;
by himself and apply it correctly to 4, ¢, etc. If in thc(:1 courc o
being taught ostensively the use of W, all he learned wer

\Republic, Book X, 596-
*The Problems of Philosophy, p- 143-
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separate facts that @ was called W and. that & also was cal'led W, he
would not have learned anything which \_vould cnable him to pro-
ceed independently to new applications, 1.€., t0 applications thd‘
had not been explicitly made for him, any more than after being
told that this boy was called ‘Edward’ and that boy, too, bc would
have been told anything which would justify him in calling other
boys ‘Edward’. If, however, we suppose that W is applied to g,
b, and ¢ in virture of their having a given property ¢ in common,
we can understand how a person who has learned this, namely
that W is applicable to g, b, ¢ because they have ¢ in common, can
go on by himself to make further applications of W to d, e, ctc.
What enables him to make independently the new applications is
knowledge of the gemeral fact that W is applicable to anything
which has ¢: he applies W to 4 and ¢, etc., by noting that in
common with 4, b, and ¢ they have ¢. The general fact that W is
applicable to anything which has ¢, which he learns from the
separate applications of W, is equivalent to the fact that ¢ is the
meaning of W, so that in knowing the meaning of W he knows to
what it is applicable. It is natural, thus, to think that ‘the meanin
of the term will be what is common to the various cxamplcgs
pointed out as meant by it’.}

Despite the naturalness of this account of the meanings of
words, some philosophers have disagreed with the theory that
the meanings of words are common properties. Locke’s wel]
known challenge may be recalled: ‘For I demand, what are th-
alter?mong [which] may or may not be in a horse or lead, wi thouc
making either of them to be of another species? . . . he wiltl
never be able to know when anything precisely ceases to be of the
species of a horse or lead’.? This challenge is unanswerable
Imagine a horse changing by imperceptible gradation intg ;
swan. Clearly, we can distinguish three stages in the process £
transformation: one with regard to which everyone would 3:3,

the animal was a horse, another with regard to which everyone
W/){JM 5‘27’ it v/as peither a horse nor a swan, and still a third with

J to which everyone would say it was a swan But these
regaf Ohic‘h themselves involve an ‘undctermm'e arqo;llnt of
({”:ﬁ(‘:icw’““' connected by impcrccpublc gradation wit each
a v 5 1

i ] - 8
' 1. 1.ewis, Mind and the World-Order, p. 78.
af luman Understanding, Book 111, Chap. 111, 13.
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other, so that there is no sharp line of division between any of
the stages and no way of ascertaining where one ends and the
other begins. Like a person going from one army to another facing
it and scparated from it by no-man’s-land, one can imaginatively
proceed from the horse to an animal which is neither horse nor
swan, and finally to the swan without being able to know where
precisely he left one and arrived at the other. If, on the other hand,
there were a property ¢, simple or complex, in virtue of having
which the animal was a horse and in virtue of failing to have which
the animal ceased to be a horse, and another property ¢/, on the
posscssion of which depended whether a thing was a swan or not,
it would be possible to know at exact/y what point in the process
of transformation the animal ceased to be a horse, at what point
exactly it became neither a horse nor a swan, and at what point
exactly it became a swan. It would cease to be a horse at precisely
the point when it lost ¢, and it would become a swan precisely
at the point of transformation when it acquired ¢’. But this is
made impossible by the fact that the change proceeds by imper-
ceptible gradation. The fact that there are no sharp lines of de-
marcation shows that there is no property common and unique
to all things, actual or imaginable, to which the word ‘horse’ is
applicable and lacking which makes the word inapplicable. The
mcaning of the word is not an essence, a common property.!
Without instancing other words to illustrate the point, it can be
seen that with regard to any abstract word W there are things
which we should correctly and without hesitation call W; there
are things from which we should correctly and without hesitation
withhold application of W; and there are things, actual or easily
imaginable, with regard to which a person who knew all there was
to be known about the ordinary, actual use of W would not know
what to do, whether to apply it or withhold it. His knowledge of
actual usage would be of no help to him. This is not, as C. D.
Broad seemed to think,? due to inadequate knowledge of the rules
for the use of W, but obtains in spite of knowing all there is to
be known about the actual use of the word. And to search for
exact rules, or what is equivalent to this, to search for a set of

1This is not to deny that there arc common properties in the ordinary sense
of ‘common property’.
2S¢ientsfic Thought, Introduction.
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word, that this is duc to divine assistance or to a mysterious in-
flucncc the property exerts over our pens and tongucs, or that it
just happens that we continue to use the word correctly while
remaining in ignorance of the property which makes our use
correct. It is hardly to be supposed, however, that philosophers
would offer any such explanation or find it acceptable. The only
remaining possible explanation of continued correct use of a word,
on the Platonic assumption, is that those who use the word know
the property for which it stands.

But then the idea that a word is applicable to each of 2 number
of things because they participate in a common essence, together
with the idea that some sort of scarch is necessary in order to dis-
cover the essence symbolized by the word, which we already are
able to use in everyday life, leads to a paradox. If in knowing how
to use the word correctly we must know the property ¢ in virtue
of which it is applicd to things, there can be no problem of search-
ing for or discovering ¢: to know the correct use of the word is
the same as knowing that ¢ is its meaning. If, on the other hand,
a search for a supposedly unknown property is necessary, then
there is no common property for which the word stands, no property
which is its meaning. Even if an examination of all the things to
which the word is applicable were to end in the discovery of a
property ¢, common and unique to the things to which the word
is applicable, ¢ could not have been the property in virtue of the
possession of which by each of a number of things the word was
applicable to them.

In sum, if a word is applicable in virtue of ¢, ¢ must be known;
and if, in knowing its use, we don’t know of any common property
in virtue of which the word is applicable, we do then &now that
it is not because the things have such a property that it is applic-
able to them. In neither case is a search sensible, or a relevant
discovery possible. It is a paradox, in view of this fact, that philo-
sophers have thought a search was necessary and that after so
many years they apparently have failed to realize that it is not a
genuine search but is rather a pseudo-search. By asserting both
that abstract words stand for common properties and that the
properties are unknown and have to be discovered by a process
additional to the process of getting to know the use of words,
philosophers have, to all appearances, held a view according to
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to which W is applicable only resemble each other more or less
without there being anything common to all of them in virtue of
which W is applicable to each, they do not by their words wish to
controvert fact. They mean, rather, to tell us something about
their use of an expression, although they do this in an indirect
and misleading way. A more explicit statement of what they assert
is the following: A word is applicable to each of a number of
things becausc /¢ stands for the property which they all have in
common. This, in an indirect way, informs us that to say a word is
applicable to cach of a number of things is she same as to say it
stands for a common property.

Now we can sce what they are doing: they wish, regardless of
the facts, to wse ‘stands for a common property’ to mean the same
as ‘is applicable to each of 2 number of things’. This explains why
the facts do not count against what they are saying, and why the
dispute over common properties ends in a stalemate. Some philo-
sophers wish to use, and in their philosophical writings do use,
‘stands for a common property’ synonymously with, so that it
means no more than, ‘is applicable to cach of a number of things’,
while other philosophers, like Locke, are opposed to their use of
the expression. And since matter of fact is not in dispute, neither
can win, and cach can go his own way.

We arc also now in a better position to see what the dispute
over the existence of universals comes to. There is no controversy,
no divergence of opinion, with regard to whether words have
meanings, and there is no factual controversy over whether the
meanings of words are common properties. But the tendency of
many philosophers to use ‘stands for a common property’ syno-
nymously with ‘is applicable to each of a number of things’
throws some light, as will later be seen, on the nature of the view
that there are universals and the dispute regarding it.

Connected with the philosophical idea that the meanings of
abstract words are common properties is the idea that common
propertics, or universals, are entities, different in kind from the
things they are said to ‘characterize’ and such that they could
exist even when characterizing nothing. It is not by an accidental
use of language or merely for the purpose of expressing themselves
more colourfully that some philosophers have asserted: ‘Univer-
sals can be in many places at one time’. The statement ‘Whiteness
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is now in many places’ is not merely an unusual way of ex-
pressing the commonplace fact that there are many white things;
it serves to bring out the point that, though they arc very queer,
universals are entities. By way of parenthetical observation, it may
be remarked that philosophers like Stout, who seem to have been
outraged by what they took to be a flagrant misuse of the word
‘entity’, a misuse in violation of the necessary proposition that
nothing can be in several places at the same time and according
to which we should have to say that there were self-contradictory
entities, have argued that no object could be in ‘local scparation’
from itself. It is self-contradictory to say ‘Joncs is now in two
different parts of the world’, and, as ‘entity’ is ordinarily used, it
is self-contradictory to say “The entity whiteness is now inanumber
of different parts of the world’. Thus, Prof. G. F. Stout let him-
self be governed by the ordinary, non-contradictory use of ‘entity’
and proposed a view according to which characters arc particular.?
Other philosophers, however, have not felt the force of the objec-
tion from the logical impossibility of ‘local separation’. This, 1
think, is noteworthy. For if ‘Some entitics can be in many places
at one timc’, rightly understood, were sclf-contradictory, one
would expect that philosophers who have asserted it would give
it up. Read in terms of ordinary usage, it is self-contradictory;
and there is no particular difficulty in secing this, no complicated
chain of reasoning is involved. There is, therefore, some reason
for thinking that it is no¢ self-contradictory, that philOSOPh_efs
mean something different by it from what a literal interpretation
of the words would make one think.

To return to the theory that there are such entities as uniyersals,
this theory implies that the meanings of abstract words, i.c., the
meanings of general names, adjectives, etc., are entities. Since it
is not to be supposed that the fact that abstract words have mean-
ings is being asserted as a theory or is in questiop among philo-
sophers, it may be gathered that what some _phllOSOPhefS have
intended to convey is the theory that the meanings of sgch words
are entities. Accordingly, what now would seem to be. in dispute
is not whether there are universals, but whether universals are
entities, or, to include Ayer’s position, whether it makes sense to

1 Are Characteristics Universal or Particular ?’, Proc. Arist. Soc., Supp. Vol.
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say they arc objects. It would appear to be a factual dispute about
the nature of the meanings of words.

Is this a possible construction ? Have some philosophers really
claimed to have discovered a further fact, unknown by most
people and disputed by others, the fact, namely, that the meanings
of abstract words are objects? There is, in the first place, an air of
absurdity about supposing that any philosopher has actually
meant to hold this. No philosopher, or group of philosophers,
would think of saying, ‘Jones, like most men, knew his wife for
thirty years, but never did know that she was not just a shadow,
never did know that she was made of flesh and bones and had a
temper’. And it is not casy to think that philosophers have ever
held a theory of such a sort that they might naturally be imagined
as saying, ‘Like most men, Jones knew the meaning of “horse” for
thirty years or more, but, oddly enough, he never did know it was
an entity’. Were Diogenes alive we could hardly imagine him re-
fraining from remarking that after thirty years and better of assur-
ance based on knowledge by acquaintance Russell himself has
become uncertain: ‘I conclude, therefore, though with hesitation,
that there are universals, and not merely general words.”t One
might very appropriatcly ask what happened that an assurance
based on acquaintance with universals, similar to acquaintance with
scnse-data, should have dissolved into uncertainty. Without
labouring the point, it becomes justifiable to suspect that the view
that universals are objects is not an empirical theory about the
nature of the mcanings of words. Berkeley and others, who ap-
pear to have placed a straightforward interpretation on the words
philosophers have used to express this view, made the Gedanken-
experiment of attempting to envisage ‘abstract ideas’, and came to
the conclusion that there were no such entities, that is, that the
meanings of words are not objects, over and above the tangible
things, etc., to which the words are applicable. It would be absurd
to think that what Russell has called a natural oversight could not
be corrected by a scrious effort. But it is a mistake to take the
theory as empirical, to be established or refuted by some sort of
examination of the meanings of words. ‘Coming to know that
universals are entitics” describes no conceivable process of learning
anything about the meanings of words.

* An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 436.
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This, and at the same time what the theory comes to, can be
seen if we keep in mind both the connexion of the idea that uni-
versals are entities with the contention, which is also the main
source of the idea, that the meanings of general words are com-
mon properties, and also the form of speech philosophers some-
times use to express the relation between words and their mean-
ings, viz., general words stand for universals. The view that uni-
versals, and therefore common propertics, are entities of an
abstract sort, when considered in conjunction with this form of
speech, is readily seen to lead to the further statement that ‘General
words stand for abstract entities’. Nevertheless, in spite of their
description of universals as being less tangible than the concrete
things they characterize, as being non-sensuous, abstract objects
to be gazed on only with the mind’s eye, philosophers so use the
phrase ‘stands for a common property’, or (to call attention to
another of Russell’s expressions) ‘denotes a universal’, that a word
that is said to stand for or denote a common property does not
stand for anything in addition to the things or events, etc., to
which it applies. Also, thus, to say that a general word stands for
an abstract entity does not mean that it denotes anything other
than the concrete, particular things to which it is applicable.

It can now be scen that ‘Universals are cntities’ does not, nor
is it intended to, express a theory about the naturc of the meanings
of words, any more than to assert that general words stand for
common properties or for abstract entities is to state a theory
about the meanings of words. ‘Universals are entities’ means no
more and no less than the expression it naturally brings to mind,
namely, ‘General words stand for abstract entitics’, which ijtself
is only an alternative form of words for ‘General words are applic-
able to each of a2 number of things’. But the intermediate expres-
sion has a further point.

‘Abstract words stand for abstract entities’ leads to ‘Abstract
words are the proper mames of abstract entities’. Thus Russell
speaks of universals as being named by words.! In effect philo-
sophers may be construed as arguing: A word that is applicable
to each of a number of things, cvents, etc., stands for the property
they have in common; it therefore stands for an abstract entity;
consequently, in addition to being the general name of ecach of

\The Problems of Philosophy, p. 147.
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the things, ctc., to which it is applicable, it is also a proper name,
the proper name of an abstract object.* And since to be the proper
name of an absiract object is not to be the name of an object, in any
ordinary sense, we can sce thatinanindirect way what philosophers
are saying is that abstract words are proper names, without their
being the proper names of any things. Philosophers whom we may
suppose to be saying this know, of course, that words like ‘white’,
‘horse’, ‘running’, ‘similarity’ are not commonly classified with
proper names like ‘Plato’ and ‘London’; and it is therefore natural
to suppose that they are recommending, for various reasons, such
a classification. By asserting that universals are entities, they are
not, in an indirect way, making the obviously false statement that
abstract words, as a matter of ordinary classification of parts of
speech, are proper names. Rather, to put the matter provisionally,
they are making in concealed form the /Jinguistic proposal, ‘Let us
classify such words with proper names’. The statement ‘Universals
are entities’ hides the linguistic proposal to reclassify, formally,
abstract words with proper names.

I expect that the thecory I am here stating or, for that matter, any
modification of it, will hardly impress itself favourably on the
minds of most philosophers. Nevertheless, with the help of this
hypothesis a2 number of puzzling things connected with the philo-
sophical view, which otherwise remain unexplained, can be
clcared up. For one thing, it is completely puzzling to think what
could have happened that would have made anyone #hink that
universals have been discovered or that hardly anybody except
students of philosophy know that there are universals. On the
theory that the philosophical view is a linguistic proposal to re-
classify abstract words with proper names it is not difficult to see
what the ‘discovery’ refers to. Philosophers have actually dis-
covered a new possible way of classifying words, and those people
who are unaware of the existence of universals are merely un-
aware of this possibility. In a similar way it is possible to explain
anyone’s #hinking that knowledge of the correct use of anabstract
word does not imply knowledge of a universal; what he thinks
but expresses in a misleading manner is that knowledge of the
correct use of ‘horse’, for example, does not imply recognition of

1Sec C. I. Lewis, “The Modes of Meaning’, Philosophy and Phenomenological

Research, Vol. 1V, No. 2, pp. 238-9.
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the possibility of classifying the word ‘horse” with ‘Dobbin’, say.
Also we can now understand why the controversy over universals
should have continuced without resolution for so many hundreds
of years, which if it had been empirical or @ priori would be aston-
ishing beyond belief. If the dispute consists of counter-proposals
with regard to altering linguistic conventions, then we can under-
stand why the dispute should continue without resolution,
although, it must be admitted, this docs not cxplain the intense
and recurrent interest in the problem. Perhaps further investiga-
tion, following John Wisdom’s hint that philosophical views are
the vehicles for expressing unconscious fantasics, will lead to an
understanding of this point also. Furthermore, an increasing
hesitation, after ycars of certainty about the existence of universals,
like that in the casc of Russell, can be made intelligible as an un-
certainty about the appropriateness of the proposed verbal re-
classification, an uncertainty induced by the fact that the differences
between abstract words and proper names have come, for some
rcason, to impress themselves more on his mind; indecision would
be reached when both the differences and similaritics between
abstract words and proper names impress themsclves with cqual
force.

Finally, to cut matters short, we can understand why philo-
sophers who hold that universals exist should be unmoved by the
argument from the logical impossibility of an entity being in loca]
separation from itself. The necessary proposition that no entjt
can be in more than one place at any given time does not deny the
physical possibility of something happening which can beimagined
or conceived as happening. If ‘No entity can be in several places at
one time’ denied the possibility of a situation described by ‘Entity o
is in several places now’, it would not express a necessary proposi-
tion, one which could not be false under any conceivable or
describable circumstance. We make it express a nccessary propo-
sition by preventing ‘Entity a is now in several places’ from de-
scribing anything. Its import, if not its form, is thus verbal. to
the effect that as ‘entity’ is actually used it makes no sense to’sa
with regard to a named or described object that it is in severa)i
p]ace§ at a given time: it tells us that such a sentence as ‘Moore is
now in Cambridge and also in Northampton® describes no state of
affairs, makes no sense. Now, the merely formal reclassification of
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abstract words with proper names, without depriving them of
their ordinary use as abstract words, carries with it the possibility
of sensibly writing such sentences as ‘Whiteness is now in many
places’, which are only bizarre expressions for familiar sentences
like “There are now many white things’. But the necessary pro-
position that no entity can be in several places at one time together
with the philosophical proposition that universals can be in
several places at the same time implies that universals are not
cntities. And one thing, although not the only one, which those
who raise the objection from the logical impossibility of local
separation arc doing, is to point out that since the substitution of
the proper name of an entity, e.g., 2 name like Russell, for x in
‘x is now in many places’ results in nonsense, whereas the sub-
stitution of ‘whiteness’, ‘chairness’, etc. does not, these words are
not proper names of entities. They are not proper names at all, as
‘proper name’ is ordinarily used. Philosophers who make the re-
classification proposal know, of course, that abstract wordsarenot
proper names. Their indifference to the objection is therefore to be
construed as indicating an academic willingness to give up a
necessary proposition for the sake of their proposal. They wish to
classify abstract words with proper names without converting
them into proper names of entities. And doing this involves chang-
ing the meaning of ‘proper name’ in such a way that from the fact
that a word is a proper name it no longer follows that it is the
name of an object; that is, the philosophical use of ‘proper name’
is no longer determined by the prevailing use of ‘entity’. Berkeley’s
Gedankenexperiment can be seen as coming to nothing more than
pointing out that abstract words are not proper names of entities,
which fact he covertly urges against the formal reclassification of
abstract words with proper names, against ca/ling them proper
names.

The fact that on the reclassification-proposal hypothesis it be-
comes possible to explain a number of otherwise puzzling features
connected with the philosophical theory of universals is a positive
reason in its favour. What Wisdom has pointed out about typical
linguistic proposals,! however, shows that it is an exaggeration to
characterize the theory as a proposal. For one thing, a philosopher

1John Wisdom, ‘Philosophy, Anxicty and Novelty’, Mind, April, 1944, p.
173.
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who holds the theory of universals does not say ‘Let ul,r classify
abstract words with proper namc?s_’. Instcac} he uses the language
of assertion: ‘There are such entities as universals’, or, the asser-
tion which it masks, ‘Abstract words are proper
of this, it is undoubtedly closer to the facts to '
stating the notational classification of abstract w.ords with proper
names to be a fact, 1., 2 actually asserting that abstract
wotds are proper names, though in a subtly disguised way. His
classification is not to be thought incorrect or improper,! through
failing to correspond to the prevailing classification, but is to
be viewed as a reclassification which, for some recason, he
prefers. That is, it is not based on a mistake; it issues from 2 pre-
determined by a hidden purpose, or by

names’. In view
describe him as

ference which may be

nothing more than considerations of convenience in developing
a uniform notation for logic. It will be obvious that the preceding

explanations of the various puzzling features connected with the
view remain, with slight modifications, the same.

For another thing, in the usual case of a person making a verbal
recommendation the intention is that the change be adopted for
ordinary use as a regular thing. This, in the present case, th
phﬂf)sopher undoubtedly does not intend; he is not intercst;d i
having grammar books or the grammatical structure of ordi -
sentences changed. It could be said that he is making an ac dmr'y
proposal, for esoteric adoption only. But again, it secems cla ot
the facts to describe what he does as making ,or maintai foer to
actual though academic reclassification of abstract worgmg o
proper names. And what he does is concealed from himS A
wel.l as from others. The view is an instance of linguistic o o
wh'xch, if we are to take seriously the panegyric cxpressi:?:glc’
philosophers over universals, gives rise to feelings \vvhichsaof
appropriate to objects more wondetful and satisfying than thorsce

met with in sense-experience.

Wisdom also points out that it is usual in the case of an ordinary

recommendation to give a reason for the Pfoposedfc‘haﬂge-,Bm
this, in the present instance, is done 10 the form o proc?fs ad-
vanced for the theory. These are actually statements whxch‘ call
attention to analogies that obtain between the use of expressions,

1For a different point of view sce Norman Malcolim’s paper, ‘Moore and
Ordinary Language’, in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore.
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on the basis of which philosophers feel justified in making the
reclassification. The following brief argument will serve to illus-
trate this point. The meaning of a word is something different
from the word. For instance, the meaning of ‘horse’ in English
is the same as the meaningof the different word ‘cheval’ in French,
i.e., the two different words have one and the same meaning, so
that two people, each of whom knows one word and not the
other, will know the same meaning. It must therefore be some-
thing over and above the words which express it. Like the case of
a person who is called ‘Jacques’ by his French friends and *James’
by his English friends, the mcaning of a word in English is an
object named by the word, and either is or could be named by
other words in different languages. What this proof actually shows
is, not that the meaning of a word is an entity or, what comes to
the same thing, that ‘meaning’ is a general name denoting abstract
objects, but that ‘meaning’ is a substantive the grammatical use of
which bears some resemblance to the use of general names de-
noting things. The argument calls attention to a linguistic
similarity which is used by some philosophers to justify their
classification of ‘meaning’ with general names of objects. In turn,
this regulates the further reclassification of other abstract words
with proper names.

The view expressed in this paper concerning the nature of the
theory that there are such entities as universals is, of course; an
interpretation which has been arrived at indirectly, by inference
from certain assumptions that seemed to me to be reasonable byt
which may not impress others in the same way. It is, therefore, of
interest to find independent confirmation in the form of a state-
ment! from a philosopher which, except for the fact that it is com-
bined with the Platonic theory, is a linguistically unconcealed ex.
pression of the reclassification view set out in this paper: ‘It g
convenient, however, to regard such general terms[*“wise”’, “city”]
as names on the same footing as “Socrates” and “Paris”: names eacp

of a single specific entity, though a less tangible entity than the
man Socrates or the town Boston’.2

1Pointed out to mc by Prof. Alice Ambrose.
2. V. Quine, Mathematical Logic, p. 119.
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THE POSITIVISTIC
USE OF ‘NONSENSE’

N a recent paper in Mmp! I developed a theory about the
Inature of the philosophical view that there are such objects as
universals, which makes it out to be completely different from
wh?.t it appears to be. The long-standing dispute over this view
a dispute into which positivists have in recent years entered Wit};
the contention that “There are such entities as universals’ ig literal]
nonsensical, was given an explanation according to which it is no};
the .factual disagreement it gives one the impression of being
Owing to an oversight, however, only the traditional part of tl%e
controversy was discussed, i.e., the controversy between thos
who deny and those who assert the existence of universals; the; .
was no discussion of the positivistic contention. This omis,siOnri
is my present purpose to rectify.

According to the theory arrived at in the paper, the worg
“There are such entities as universals’, though they create thcs-:
semantical illusion?® of stating the existence of objects, describeg by
philosophers as being less coarse and more exact than the familj,,
objects of sense-experience, come to no more than does the state.
ment ‘Abstract words are proper names’. This statement is tq be
understood as describing an unorthodox classification of abstract
words, made by people who know perfectly well that they are not
proper names. Hence it is not to be taken as saying what is false
but as stating an alternative arrangement to the usual one of somé
parts of speech. Academically, and probably for psychological

1“The Existence of Universals’, January, 1946.
] owe this expression to Prof. Herbert Davis.
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reasons, it is a reclassification which many philosophers prefer,
with the established one being recognized as doing adequately the
work required of it in ordinary discourse. The traditional dispute
over the existence of universals thus turns out not to be factual,
but what makes it irresolvable is #0# that not all the facts are known
which are relevant and necessary for the conclusive establishment
of either of the contending claims. The irresolvability is consti-
tuted by a difference in preference, and is comparable to the irre-
solvability of an aesthetic disagreement over a work of art. Some
philosophers find the established classification satisfactory, and
resist any innovation, even though the new classification is meant
for contemplation rather than for practical use. Still others make
up a different arrangement of their own. Thus, Prof. G. F. Stout,
who holds that characters are particular, reclassifies adjectives
with general namies, for instance, ‘tawny’ with ‘lion’, and resists
the further classification of both with proper names.

Many, if not all, positivists, contend that the view that there are
universals, as well as the traditional disagreement with regard to
it, is without any litcral significance whatever. This claim, which
cxtends to all of metaphysics, starts a new dispute in philosophy:
one in which traditional philosophers insist that the sentence
“There are universals’ is perfectly intelligible to them and that 1t
does express something about which they can intclligiblyl dis-
agree, while positivists hold that the sentence is really unintel-
ligible and that the controversy with regard to what, supposedly,
it expresses is nonsensical, though conducted in all seriousness.
According to positivists philosophers have been ‘duped .bY
grammar’ into ‘the more inglorious kind of metaphysics which
comes from a failure to understand the workings of our lan-
guage’.! In turn, traditional philosophers fear the ‘threatened
catastrophe’® of ‘the sombre conception of metaphysics which
they have espoused’.?

The question thus comes up whether this new dispute is con-
stituted by a straightforward difference of opinion about the fact
with regard to “There are universals’, whether it is nonsensical or

VAL J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logie, p. 39. )
*E. A. Burtt, ‘What is Mectaphysics ?’, The Philosophical Review, Nov., 1945,
P 533.
3bid., p. s57.
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not. On the theory I have constructed about the view regarding
universals two possibilities are open to me. I can hold that
positivists have simply made a mistake, or I can hold that their
view has an explanation similar in general respects to that of the
traditional belief in universals. The first alternative lends itself
more naturally to acceptance; but the second, nevertheless, scems
to me to be the correct one. In any case it is the more interesting
possibility to pursue; and it is interesting on its own account to
see what evidence can be brought forward in its favour.

Ayer undoubtedly thinks that the positivistic assertion states a
fact. He even goes to the length of trying to show ‘how casy it is
to write sentences which are literally nonsensical without sceing
that they are nonsensical’,! in order to defend himself against the
charge that his view involves ‘incredible assumptions about the
psychology of philosophers’.! It scems to me, if we take the
positivistic assertion as a factual linguistic statement which uses
‘nonsense’ in the way in which philosophers, both positivistic
and traditional, appear to think it is being used, we must suppose
that an incredible assumption about the psychology of philo.-
sophers 75 being made. One need only consider the duration of
metaphysical problems and by what subtle reasoning philosophers
have been led to their views in order to rcalize how entirely in-
credible the assumption really is. Nonsense does not have such 5
remarkable career. And it seems to me that the reason positivistg
do not feel that the assumption is incredible is that they are not
really making it. It seemns to me the assertion that the philosophical
view about universals is nonsensical says something quite different
from what it appears to be saying. Their use of langunage, which
successfully conceals even from the positivists what they are
doing, produces a semantical illusion similar to that produced by
the traditional dispute. I propose to argue that the reasons they
give for concluding that the view is nonsense constitute #7x#¢ state-
ments about the view, but the ‘conclusion’ that it is nonsense is

not a conclusion ; it is something quite different.
Ayer writes:

It should be mentioned here that the fact that the utterances
of the metaphysician are nonsensical does not follow simply
from the fact that they are devoid of factual content. It follows

Language, Truth and Logic, p. 36.
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from that fact, together with the fact that they are not a priori
propositions . . . We may accordingly define a metaphysical
sentence as a sentence which purports to express a genuine
proposition, but does, in fact, express neither a tautology nor
an empirical hypothesis. And as tautologies and empirical
hypotheses form the entire class of significant propositions, we
are justified in concluding that all metaphysical assertions are
nonsensical.?

This says two things about metaphysical sentences in general, both
of which are true of ‘There are such entities as universals’. For one
thing, it says that the sentence fails to express an empirical pro-
position about the existence of objects of a certain kind. It must
be admitted, of course, that the form of expression philosophers
have used, from Plato on and including those who have disagreed
with the view, leads one quite naturally to think that the existence
of objects of some sort is being stated, for which ‘a special non-
empirical world is invoked to house them’.? But this is only a
deceptive feature of their choice of language. Unlike ‘Ghosts
exist’, “There are such entities as universals’ expresses no empirical
proposition about entities. To agree with positivists on this point
it is not necessary to adopt their special philosophical view about
the nature of contingent propositions, the view, namely, that it is
of their ‘very nature’ to be hypotheses.

For another thing, the sentence does not express an a Pr:iort
proposition. What we know in knowing an a priori proposition,
c.g., the proposition that every effect has a cause, are facts about
the established ways in which words are used in a language. Un-
like what we should know if we knew that every event had a
cause, namely, a fact about nature, what we know in knowing
that every effect has a cause are the linguistic facts that ‘effect’ and
‘cause’ are so used that application of the word ‘effect’ to an event
which would be described as not having a cause would be with-
held. In other words, what we know is the linguistic fact that ‘un-
caused effect’ has no use, that it describes nothing, either actual
or imaginable. And when, in place of ‘logically impossible’, philt?-
sophers use ‘logically inconceivable’, as for example in ‘It 1s
logically inconceivable for any thing to be an effect which has no
cause’, it is not to be imagined that ‘effect which has no cause’

Language, Truth and Logic, pp. 31-2. 2Ibid., p. 3. bid., p- 23.
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describes a state of affairs which, owing to some psychological
limitation, we are unable to conceive; what prevents us from con-
ceiving an uncaused effect is the linguistic fact that ‘uncaused
effect’ is a senseless expression. The sentence ‘Every cffect has a
cause’, or its equivalent ‘It is logically impossible for anything to
be an effect and not have a causc’, is made to cxpress a necessary
proposition by the fact that nothing is called an ‘effcct’ to which the
description ‘has a cause’ does not apply. But this is not to say that
the sentence ‘Every effect has a cause’ expresses this fact, or, in
general, that a priori propositions are verbal.

In this connexion Ayer has written: “Thus if I say “Nothing can
be coloured in different ways at the same time with respect to the
same part of itself””, I am not saying anything about the properties
of any actual thing; but I am not talking nonsense. Iam expressing
an analytic proposition, which records our determination to cal]
a colour expanse which differs in quality from a neighbouring
colour expanse a different part of a given thing. In other words, 1
am simply calling attention to the implications of a certain lip.
guistic usage’.! Ayer has remarked an important similarity be-
tween # priori and empirical linguistic propositions, between, for
example, ‘Nothing can be blue all over and also orange’ anq ‘y,
makes no sense to say “x is blue all over and also orange” . T},
feature they have in common is that what we know in each case g70
facts about word usage. This led him to assimilate a prior; Wwith
empirical linguistic propositions. Apparently positivists have been
so impressed by this feature of similarity that in order to epy.
phasize it they felt themselves justified in strefching the worq
‘verbal’ to cover a priori propositions.

But this exaggerates a similarity at the expense of a formg)
difference, the difference between ‘a priori” and ‘empirical’, which
impresses other philosophers. They in turn proceed to discover 5
contradiction in the view that @ priori propositions are verbal .
‘p is a verbal proposition’ implies that p is empirical, hence the
view that a priori propositions are verbal entails the contradictor
consequence that a priori propositions are empirical. It will pe
obvious that philosophers who argue in this way wish to er.
phasize not the similarity, but the difference between a priori ang
ordinary linguistic propositions. This they succeed in doing, as

\Language, Truth and Logic, p. 104.
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their argument shows, by regulating the use of ‘verbal’ by refer-
ence to the feature of dissimilarity between the sentences for the
two sorts of propositions, i.e., by reference to the fact that, unlike
sentences for ordinary linguistic propositions, sentences for
priori propositions do not express facts about the ways words are
used.! Thus, although what we know in knowing that nothing
can be bluc all over and also orange is that ‘being blue all over and
also orange’ has no descriptive use, the sentence, ‘Nothing can be
blue all over and also orange’ nevertheless does not express this
linguistic fact. In short, if with positivists, we are impressed by
one feature of a priori propositions we shall be inclined to call
them ‘verbal’, and if, with other philosophers, we are impressed by
the other feature we shall be inclined to deny them that designa-
tion. But regardless of the view we adopt both features are actual
features of a priori propositions.

It will be clear now that the view that there are such entities as
universals, taken as non-empirical, is nevertheless not @ priori. In
order for ‘There are such entities as universals’ to express an a
priori proposition, ‘Abstract words are proper names’ would have
to express a true empirical one. The first sentence would then be
made to express a necessary proposition by the fact that abstract
words were as a matter of established practice called ‘proper
names’; and what we should know in knowing that universals
exist is that abstract words are grammatically classified as proper
names. The facts of the case, with which philosophers who hold
the view are not at all concerned, are, however, other than what is
required to make the view a priori.

‘Universals exist’ expresses neither an a priori nor an empirical
proposition. And since it ‘purports to express a genuine proposi-
tion’, i.e., since, for one thing, it is a sentence in the indicative, it
is, according to Ayer’s definition of ‘metaphysical’, a metaphysical
sentence. Therefore it is nonsense. But how is ‘nonsense’ being
used ? It looks as though the word has its ordinary connotation,
such that to say a metaphysical sentence is nonsensical is to say it
is an unintelligible combination of words. It looks as if Ayer has

1The following paraphrase of the argument helps make this point clear:
If an expression for an a priori proposition expressed linguistic facts (i.e.,
the facts we know in knowing the a priori proposition) the a priors proposition

would be empirical.
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arrived at the conclusion that the sentence with regard to universa'ls
is literally unintelligible as a result of having discovered certatn
facts about it. And when traditional philosophers disagree with
positivists, it looks as if the disagreement is over the question
whether in fact sentences, which all philosophers would agree
state metaphysical views, are unintelligible or not. Ayer argucs
that because they express neither @ priori nor empirical proposi-
tions he is ‘justified’ in concluding that they are without sensc.
Other philosophers, for whatever reasons they may give, disagree
with this.

Let us look more closely at what Ayer has done. He defines a
metaphysical sentence as one which purports to express a genuine
proposition, but which actually expresses neither an empirical nor
a necessary one; and from the fact that necessary and empirical
propositions constitute the sum total of ‘significant propositions’
he feels justified in concluding that metaphysical sentences arc
nonsensical. It will have been noticed that in his demonstration
he uses the new expression ‘significant proposition’ (as well as
‘genuine proposition’, apparently used synonymously with it),
which he nowhere thinks it necessary to explain.! We may gather,
therefore, that when he says that ‘tautologies and empirical hypo-
theses form the entire class of significant propositions’, he is
defining ‘significant proposition’ and its equivalent, ‘genuine pro-
position’. By this definition it means the same as ‘tautologous or
empirical proposition’. This explains why, with complete assur-
ance and without the uncertainty induced by the suspicion that
perhaps he has overlooked some propositions, he was able to
assert that ‘tautologies and empirical hypotheses form the entire
class of significant propositions’. The demonstration thus pro-
ceeds directly from the fact that metaphysical utterances express
no significant propositions (in the defined sense) to the conclusion
he thinks that fact justifies him in drawing, namely, that they are
nonsensical. But what does the conclusion tell us about meta-

lAyer fiocs not use ‘proposition’ and ‘indicative sentence’ synonymously
s0 that ‘significant proposition’ does not translate into the known expression
significant sentence’. Sce Language, Truth and Logic, p. 121; also his Founda-
tions of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 93-102, especially p. 102, where he writes:
In general, we use the word “proposition” rather than “sentence” whenever
we are concerned, not with the precise form of an expression, ot the fact thae
it belongs to a particular language, but with its meaning’.

112



THE POSITIVISTIC USE OF ‘NONSENSE’

PhYSICal utterances in addition to what we already knowabout them
Tom knowing the facts which are used to justify the conclusion ?
malt{isccms quite plain to me, in the first place, that Ayer is not
ng an empirical inference. It is not that from the fact that
metgphysical sentences express neither a priori nor empirical pro-
5;51t10ns he .conc!udcs it to be very likely, or cvc_:n.ccrtain, that they
.~ Donsensical, in the usual sense of ‘linguistic nonsense’. He
BlVes the impression that perhaps he is doing this when he writes:
Course it is possible that the author of such a remark [“The

Solute enters into, but is itself incapable of, evolution and pro-
8ress] is using English words in a way in which they are not
f‘zomm_only used by English-speaking people, and that he does, in
aCt, intend to assert something which could be empirically
‘t’}?;ﬁgd. But untl he makes us understand how the proposition

¢ wishes to express would be verified, he fails to communi-
€ate anything to us.’* This remark, together with the view he
aCtually docs hold about metaphysics, would lead one to think he
Was, perhaps, a stranger to a special language spoken with mutual
understanding by others and that he concluded the language made
0 sense because he failed to understand anything said in it.
yer’s acquaintance with metaphysics prevents us, however, from
thmking that he is in the situation of a person who knew just
Cnough arithmetic to know that ‘4/2’ represented neither an in-
teger nor a rational fraction and went on to make the mistaken
¢mpirical inference that it was senseless.

We should be closer to what he is saying if we supposed the
conclusion to be entailed by what he states with regard to meta-
physical utterances. And if we suppose this we should have to
think that to say ‘S is an indicative sentence which expresses
neither an a priori nor an empirical proposition but S is not non-
sensical’ is to say somecthing self-contradictory. But there is no
ordinary use of ‘nonsense’ in English which makes the statement
self-contradictory. If we look upon what Ayer has said as con-
stituting a logical demonstration of the positivistic view we shall
have to conclude that he mistakenly attributed a meaning to ‘non-
sense’ which it does not have, and that the demonstration is
invalid because it is based on this mistake. The author of an ele-
mentary book on mathematics wrote: “Mathematics is not simple

‘_angnage, Truth and Logic, p. 22.
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in the sense of being non-mathematical’, from Wbich it follows
that not even the easiest parts of mathematics are simple, even to
God. And if the positivistic argument that because mf':tjaphysmal
sentences express neither a priori nor empirical propositions they
are nonsensical is viewed as a logical demonstration, they may,
without serious distortion of their position, be regarded as think-
ing that metaphysical utterances are nonsensical 77 the sense that
they are indicative sentences which express neither @ priori nor
empirical propositions. But there is no such sense in English of
‘nonsense’, just as there is no sense of ‘simple’ according to which
‘simple’ means ‘non-mathematical’.

It is difficult for me, however, to believe that Ayer and other
philosophers have made the mistake of thinking that ‘nonsense’
has a meaning which in fact it does not have in English. It is not
too much to expect, if they did make a mistake of this sort, that
they would have corrected it by now, especially in vicw of the
fact that so many philosophers have protested against their claim.

qu is it easy to see, sgpposing this is their mistake, why other
philosophers have not in so many words pointed it out to them.

In the case of the writer on mathematics we should not be inclined
to say that he committed the error of attributing to ‘simple’ a
meaning it does not have in English usage. We should rather be
inclined to say he gave it that meaning. And in the case of the
positivistic use of ‘nonsense’, it seems to me that the same thing
has happened, i.e., that positivists have given a new use to ‘non-
sense’. It seems to me more likely that a number of philosophers

have unconsciously agreed upon a new use of the word than that
they have made a mistake in common.

It will be recalled that in his demonstration ‘significant Pro-
position’, was introduced via a concealed definition, and it scems
to me to be not at all unplausiblet o suppose that he repeats thig
procedure, or something like it, with the word ‘nonsense’. On
this assumption, his ‘demonstration’ turns out to be both an ex-
planation of and the justification for a new use of ‘nonsense’
which, because it is stated in the form of a demonstration, ePfeC:
tively conceals what is being done, from himself as well as from
others. His ‘conclusion’, then, turns out to be a linguistic innova-
tion. It introduces us to the positivistic use of ‘nonsense’, accord-
ing to which ‘nonsensical indicative sentence’ means the same as
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‘indicative scntence which expresses ncither an @ priori nor an
empirical proposition’. And when in his demonstration he states
that ‘we are justificd in concluding . . . he is justifying’ an ex-
tension of the application of ‘nonscnse’ to metaphysical state-
ments. The fact that a given indicative sentence expresses neither
an a priori nor an cmpirical proposition is a necessary condition
for saying that the sentence is nonsense, and Ayer wishes to make
it also a sufficient condition. He wishes to make ‘expressing no
significant proposition’ the sole criterion for the application of
‘nonsensical’ to indicative sentences. And from the fact that with-
out being compclled by the logical requirements of his demon-
stration to introduce into the statement of it the expression
‘significant proposition’ (which carries with it the connotation of
importance), we may gather what he considers to be a justifica-
tion for the new use of ‘nonsense’. There is an important similarity
between, e.g.:—

‘7 is a more nearly circular number than 2’.

‘There are such entities as universals’.

The first expresses no proposition whatever; it says nothing at all
and is nonsensical. The sccond expresses neither an empirical nor
a necessary, i.c., no significant, proposition. The difference between
the two sorts of sentences Ayer apparently counts as being so
insignificant, or unimportant, as to feel justified in bringing out
their similarity, which he does by changing the meaning of ‘non-
sensical’ so as to make it applicable to both.

If, now, after having decided to call them both ‘nonsense’, the
difference between them impresses itself upon the attention of a
philosopher, he may proceed to mark the difference by calling one
‘important nonsense’.! In a slightly different connexion some
positivists, against the protest of others, have actually done this
sort of thing: ‘. . . if we adopt conclusive verifiability as our
criterion of significance, we are logically obliged to treat these
general propositions of law [e.g., “arsenic is poisonous™ and “a
body tends to expand when it is heated”] in the same fashion as we
treat the statements of the metaphysician. In face of this difficulty,
some positivists have adopted the heroic course of saying that
these general propositions are indeed pieces of nonsense, albeit

1Some positivists have done this by characterizing metaphysics as a kind of
poctry. This is enlightening.
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an essentially important type of nonsense. But here the introduc-
tion of the term “important™ is simply an attempt to hedge’.! Ayer
instead proposes to be more ‘liberal’? with expressions for gcngral
propositions; he thinks they ‘should be allowed"f the designation
‘factually significant’. We may very well be curious about what
kind of liberality and what kind of allowing these are. It does not
require much imagination to see what they come to. It is plain to
be seen that, in the case of expressions for general propositions,
Ayer is being Jiberal with the application of ‘factually significant’.
And it is also plain to be seen that he prefers not to be so liberal
in the case of metaphysical sentences.

The philosophical view that metaphysics consists of statements
that are devoid of sense is not the view it gives one the impression
of being. It only states the fact that metaphysical sentences do not
express either empirical or necessary propositions. But at the same
time it uses a familiar word in 2 new way, so that it looks to be
saying one thing, while it actually says something else. It is this
new, and as yet not established, use of ‘nonsense’ that is in dispute.
Some philosophers wish to ca// metaphysical utterances ‘non-
sensical’, and they attain their end by covertly redefining the word,
without being explicitly aware of what they are doing. The sting
in what they say about metaphysics is in the selection of the word
upon which they bestow their special meaning. Undoubtedly their
choice of the word ‘nonsense’ indicates an attitude of disapproval
of anyone doing metaphysics: behind the linguistic screen we can
detect the emotional evaluation, ‘Metaphysics is trivial and
absurd’. We can glimpse the same thing behind the definition of
‘significant proposition’. And when other philo'sopher§ protest thay
metaphysics is not nonsense, they are protesting agatnst both the
evaluation and the philosophical use of ‘nonsense’.

L anguage, Truth and Logic, pp. 23—4- See also comment by F. P, Ramsey,
p. 263, The Foundations of Mathematics.
2lbid., p. 26.

31bid., pp. 24-5.
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inagiven language,i.e., sentences of such a form that if they

express anything they express empirical propositions, con-
sists of the classes &', of sentences having literal significance, and
&7, of sentences lacking literal significance. Sometimes (and
always, according to some philosophers, when we are doing
metaphysics) we talk nonsense, under the illusion that what we
say is intelligible. In order to obviate this sort of confusion,
especially with regard to metaphysical sentences which, if they
belong to £”, at least do not obviously lack meaning, these philo-
sophers have formulated a criterion by the use of which we are
enabled, supposedly, to decide with regard to any k-sentence
whether it is a member of £’ or of £”. This is to the effect that any
k-sentence s is literally significant if and only if the proposition
expressed by s is verifiable.! [¢(p)=p is verifiable, y(5)=s is
literally significant, e(s, p) = s expresses p]:

(5, p): sek . e(s, p) .2 . (s) = d(P) it @

In a previous paper,? I attempted to show that this could not be
taken as a criterion of literal significance for £-sentences. For if a
&-sentence s fails to express a proposition, and so is meaningless,
by application of the criterion solely we could not decide whether
s is literally significant. That is, its application under these circum-
stances would be vacuous. But if s does express a proposition,

'A. ). Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, pp. 19—20.
*The Principle of Verifiability’, Mind, Vol. XLVI, N.S., No. 183.
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thereby being subject to non-yvacuous application of t.his prm_c1plc,
it could be the case, as this criterion allows, that Pis u_lwer/ﬁab/e,
from which it would follow both that s had meaning, since it ex-
presses a proposition, and that 1t lacked meaning, since p Is un-
verifiable. 1 understand now,! that A. J. Ayer is prepared to
reformulate this criterion, to the Cff§Ct that any k-sentence is
literally significant if and only if s is verifiable:

(5) s 56k .o L (s)  P(E) e amn

But I fail to sce what could be meant by saving that a sentence is
verifiable, nor what could be meant by sa}'ing that a sentence s true
or false, though some philosophers say this sort of thing.? ‘

In this paper, however, my object is to dlsFl.JSS a qutth point,
in connexion with the principle of verifiability, which is inde-
pendent of cither form I or form II. This concerns the distinction
between ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ verifiability. It is my intention to
show that this supposed distinction is a pscudo one, i.c., that there
is in point of fact no distinction between ‘str(?ng vcriﬁability’ and
‘weak verifiability’, not because ‘strong verifiability” and ‘wealk
verifiability’ mean the same but because they are so used that they
have no meaning at all. In order not to prejudice what folloy
with respect to the version, (1) or (IT), which one may hold with
regard to the principle of vcriﬁabthy, I shall use the term “state.
ment’, rather than cither ‘proposition’ or ‘sentence’. The term
‘statcment’ may be used indifferently, so far. as the discussion jg
concerned, to mean cither sentence Or proposition.

k’-statements (i.c., literally signiﬁcaqt k-sentences, or Propos;.
tions cxpressed by such sentences) are, in the ﬁFst place, to be gjs.
tinguished with respect to being either ‘practically verifiable’ or
‘theorctically verifiable’,® where of course any practically verifiable
statement will also be theoretically verifiable, but not convers
This distinction is required in order to avoid condemnip
meaningless such obviously significant statements as “Ther
mountains on the dark side of the moon’ and “There are |
beings on Venus’. Thus, for example, the statement “The

ely,
£ as
C are
Uman
¢ are

'As the resulr of a conversation with him,

*In discussing this point with a logical positivist who
positions | was offered the following definition of ‘true
is truc if it expresses a true proposition !

*Language, T'ruth and Iogic, pp. 20 -1.
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human beings on Venus’ is theoretically verifiable only, because
‘we lack the practical means of placing ourselves in the situation
where relevant observations could be made’;! whereas ‘There is
an inkspot on the underside of my shect of paper’ is practically
verifiable because no such means for making relevant observa-
tions are lacking. Now according to Ayer, if such obviously sig-
nificant staterncnts as ‘arsenic is poisonous’ are also not to be
condemned as meaningless, ‘a further distinction which we must
make is the distinction between the “strong” and the “wecak”
sense of the term “verifiable”.’? He then proceeds to define ‘strong
verifiability” and ‘weak verifiability’.

Before considering his definitions, however, it is important to
notice a certain point about his statement. It may look as if he is
intending to make a distinction, perhaps for the sake of avoiding
confusion, between two different senses of ‘verifiable’, one to be
designated the ‘weak’ sense and the other to be designated the
‘strong’ sense. This, however, does not seem to me to be his in-
tention. It does not seem to me that he wishes to distinguish
between different senses of ‘verifiable’; but rather that he wishes to
distinguish between the meanings of the expressions ‘strongly
verifiable’ and ‘weakly verifiable’, where in each expression ‘verifi-
able’ is to have the same meaning. Le., ‘a statement S is verifiable
means ‘S is such that relevant observations could be made with
respect to it’, and to say that S is ‘strongly’ or ‘weakly’ verifiable
is to say something 7n addition to this. His statement might be mis-
leading in the way it would be misleading for someone to say that
he was going to distinguish the ‘black’ and the ‘white’ sense of
‘men’, when what he wanted to do was to distinguish between
‘black men’ and “white men’. It is important to notice this point.
For if it is a/so his intention, as it seems to me to be, to use ‘strong’
and ‘weak’ in such a way that they are opposite in meaning, so that
the assertion ‘S is weakly verifiable’ would be inconsistent (in
some or other respect) with the assertion ‘S is strongly verifiable’,
then his definitions of ‘strong verification’ and ‘weak verifica-
tion’ will not be independent, in the sense that one could have
meaning while the other lacked it. That is, if he is using ‘strongly
verifiable’ and ‘weakly verifiable’ in such a way that ‘S is strongly

']_anguage, Truth and Logic, p. 21.
3[bid., p. 22.
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(or weakly) verifiable’ entails both that 5 is verifiable and that it Is
not, in some or other respect, weakly (or strongly) so, then if h? is
using ‘strongly verifiable’ unintelligibly he will also be using
‘weakly verifiable’ unintelligibly.

Ayer’s definitions are the following: ‘A proposition is said to be
verifiable, in the strong sense of the term, if, and only if, it could
be conclusively established in experience. But it is verifiablc in the
weak sense, if it is possible for experience to render it probable.’!
We may gather from this that he wishes so to use ‘strongly verifi-
able’ and ‘weakly verifiable’ that ‘S is strongly verifiable’ is to
mean ‘S could be conclusively established in experience’ and ‘S is
weakly verifiable’ is to mean ‘S could be rendered probable in
experience’.

It is easy enough, first, to see what Ayer means by the expres-
sion ‘in experience’. He means looking, feeling, and the like, te.,
making our own observations, as opposed, for example, to asking
someone else to look, etc., for us, and then accepting his word as
evidence for the truth of a statement. Accordjngly, ‘conclusively
established in experience’ may be supposed equivalent in meaning
to ‘conclusively established by looking, feeling, ctc.”; and simj
larly for ‘rendered probable in experience’. We do of co’ursc verif .
statements in both ways, directly, by 1ooking ourselves, as well y
indirectly, by having others look for us and acce ’ o

Aﬂ(_i AY"“ dOC? not, it may be supposed, exclude the latter form of

verification, since every statement which is verified for us (e
newspaper reports about conditions in remote regions of t%,
wortld) could be directly verified by us, at least in principle Ie
would now be an easy matter to see what he means by ‘stron. 1 t,
and ‘weakly’ verifiable if we could see how he was using ‘cgo y
clusively established’ and ‘rendered probable’. o
Ordinarily ‘conclusively established’ and ‘rendered
experience) are so used that we say we conclusivel

statement S by looking, feeling, and doing various other thin
whete after doing a number of such things, one or more as :ghs’
circumstances require, further observations will be unnecessar e
and if circumstances are such that § can be conclusively establisheci
only by looking, fcelir.lg, etc., we say we can render S probable
only, when, e.g., we just look. According as circumstances re.

'L anguage, Truth and Logic, p. 22.
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quire, by looking, fecling, etc., we make certain, or get to know,
that a statement is true, whereas sometimes by looking alone, or
feeling alone, we fail to make certain, although we may thus make
rclatively certain of the statement, or get to know that it is prob-
ably true. ‘The way to find out whether one has seen a thing right,
if one is in doubt, is to get nearer and try to touch it, pick it up,
use it, etc. E.g., there may be a dish of fruit before me: my hosts
are known practical jokers: are those real apples or not? I cannot
tell by looking only, or even by picking one up, but must try
biting one. (I can only find out their nature through practice.) Or
again, is that a pen on my desk or just a shadow; I tell by what I
feel on putting out my hand. I.e., by further activity I tell whether
I was right or wrong in taking there to be a pen there, or the
apples to be real ones’.? It will be clear that in those cases where
we cannot get to know, or establish conclusively, that a certain
statement S is true, because we are prevented in one way or
another from doing more than looking, for example, it will never-
theless be possible, in principle, by further activity, to establish S
conclusively.

But is Ayer using ‘conclusively established’ and ‘rendered prob-
able’ (in experiencc) in these ways ? Is he using them in such a way
that it is proper to say, after a certain amount of investigation,
that we have rendered a statement probable, have fallen short of
establishing it conclusively, but that further investigation cox/d
establish it conclusively ? It seems to me that he is not using the
terms in this way, and furthcrmore that he is using them in such 2
way that they lack meaning altogether, with the consequence that
he fails to give meaning to ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ verification.

Originally, in opposition to the view that in order to be literally
significant &-statements had to be conclusively verifiable,® Ayer
held that ‘no proposition is capable, even in principle, of being
verified conclusively, but only of being rendered highly prob-
able’ 3 Accordingly, he held that ‘the question that must be asked
about any putative statement of fact is not, Would any observa-
tions make its truth or falsehood logically certain? but simply,
Would any observations be relevant to the determination of its
truth or falschood ?’4 From these statements, as well as from others

1G. A. Paul, ‘Lenin’s Theory of Perception’, Asnalysis, vol. 5, no. 5, p. 72.
*_angnage, Truth and Logic, p. 23. 3bhid., p. 214. ‘1bid., pp. 2 5-0.
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he makes,! it is very difficult to ascertain what preciscly he is try-
ing to say. It looks as if he intends to assert that thcr.c could be no
k’'-statement which was open to conclusive verification, even in
principle, i.e., that it is impossible for there to be a statement which
is both 2 member of £’ and also conclusively verifiable. Thus he
says: ‘Empirical propositions are one and all hypotheses, which
may be confirmed or discredited in actual sensc-experience. And
the propositions in which we record the observations that verify
these hypotheses are themselves hypotheses which are subject to
the test of further sense-experience. Thus there are no final
propositions’.?

If it is correct to inpute to him the view that no possible &-
statement could be both literally significant and conclusively
verifiable, then it seems to me that he is holding something from
which it follows that the distinction between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’
verifiability is unintelligible. For the only reason for which one
could suppose that there could not be, or that it is inconceivable that
there should be, such statements, is that it did not make sense to say
that there were. And the only reason for which one could suppose
it does not make sense to say that there are conclusively verifiable
&'-statements is that the expression ‘conclusively verifiable’ i
devoid of literal significance. That is, if ‘conclusively verifiable’
were a literally significant expression it would have to make sense
to say that there were conclusively verifiable statements, although
it might be false to say that there were. Moreover, if the asscrtign
“There are conclusively verifiable statements’ failed to make senge
I do not see how “There ate inconclusively verifiable &’-statementg
(i.e., statements which could be rendered probable)’ could be an
intelligible form of words.

Prof. Braithwaite, however, supposes Ayer to hold merely t,
there are no conclusively verifiable &’-statements, and not X
there could not be: ‘Now in his book Ayer gives no instances iy
strongly verifiable or of strongly falsifiable propositions—gqy ﬁf
very good reason that, at the time when he wrote the book the
did not believe that there were any instances of such PrOp)osie

tions’.3 From this I take it that Braithwaite supposes him to hold

1] _anguage, Truth and Lagic, pp. 132-5. lbid., p. 132.

3R. B. Braithwaite, ‘Propositions about Material Objects’, Proc. Arigs. s
Vol. XXX VIII, p. 270. Doc.,
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an empirical view about statements of a certain sort, to the effect that
there are none. If he is right, it seems to me that Ayer is asserting
something which is philosophically irrelevant, as being concerned
with matter of fact. And if he is holding that there could be such
statcments one might suppose that a little ingenuity on his part
would have sufficed to produce examples of the sort of statements
he had in mind and so saved him the trouble of holding a view to
the defence of which he devoted a good deal of time. At any rate
‘he has since been converted to the more reasonable view that
there are such propositions, and in his paper to the Aristotelian
Socicty last year he gives instances of them’.?

One thing which may now be scen with regard to the purported
distinction between ‘strong’ and weak’ verification is that it is to
be used as a distinction by reference to which the class & of
verifiable &-statements is to be divided into the mutually exhaus-
tive sub-classes:—

(a) the class of strongly verifiable statements

(B) the class of weakly verifiable statements.

Moreover, it is not to be used as a distinction, like the one be-
tween practical and theoretical verification, according to which
all £&'-statements arc verifiable in principle, although only some
arc verifiable in practice. That is, it is not to be uscd as a distinc-
tion by reference to which a// £’-statements arc to be supposed
open, in principle, to strong verification, while only some are to
be supposed open to it in practice. Rather, it is to be used in such
a way that at least some, if not all, weakly verifiable statements
could not with literal sense be said to be strongly verifiable, even
in principle.

It might be supposed that no &’-statement S could be weakl.y
verifiable (i.c., it would not make sense to say it was) unless it
were verifiable conclusively, at least in theory. It might be sup-
posed that although I could not conclusively es‘tablish S in my
present circumstances 1 nevertheless could conceive m)‘/sclf to be
in circumstances in which I could establish it conclusively. For
to suppose that S could be rendered probable, that there could
even be ‘overwhelming reasons for believing’ S, but that it could

not in principle be established conclusively, would be to suppose

IR. B. Braithwaite, ‘Propositions about Material Obijccts’, Proc. Arist. Soc.,

Vol. XX XXII], p. 270.
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that there is a goal, viz., the conclusive establishment of S, to
which we can get closer and closer but which, because of the
nature of S, we could not even in conception attain, But this docs
not secem to me to make sense.

Ayer, however, scems to think otherwise, but I do not propose
to pursue this point further here. At any rate, it will obviously
not make sense to say that there arc weakly, or inconclusively,
verifiable statements unless it also makes sense to say that there
could be conclusively verifiable ones. Ayer now holds that there
are such statements. He writes:. . . my being in pain will verify
the proposition that I am in pain. Why? Becausc when I say “I
am in pain” I mean I am in pain, and if p then p. But how do 1
establish p? How do I know that I really am in pain? Again the
answer can only be “I feel it”’.! Similarly, but with greater
generality, Braithwaite writes: ‘Any proposition about a present
experience of mine is verified by my having the experience or
falsified by my not having the expericnce. And this sort of verifica-
tion is strong verification: the proposition that I am now sccing
blackish patches is “conclusively established” in my experience,
the proposition that I am now in pain is conclusively disestab-
lished in my experience’.?

Braithwaite holds this, namely, that ‘there are propositions
which are strongly verifiable in Ayer’s sensc’,® because he thinks
that sometimes he has ‘knowledge of empirical propositions which
is direct’.® It will be clear from this more precisely what sort of
statements Ayer intends a, the class of conclusively verifiable
statements, to consist of. It is to consist solely of &’-statements of
which we can have ‘direct knowledge’, i.c.,, statements aboyg

A. J. Ayer, ‘Verification and Experience’, Proc. Arist. Soc., Vol. XXXV

. 154
P 2‘Is’jopositions about Material Objects’, p. 271. )

37bid., p. 271. Braithwaite speaks also as if propositions about past ang
future expericences of mine are strongly verifiable. But his account is tog bricf

and unclear for me to sce what he is trying to say. For example, he useg th
expression ‘direct knowledge by memory’ (p. 272), to which I can attach ng

meaning. If I understand his use of ‘direct knowledge’, it scems to me non
sensical to speak of direct knowledge of propositions about past or fUtur:
experiences. And if he wishes to hold that only those propositions arL
strongly verifiable of which he can have direct knowledge, then it must bc
supposed that only propositions about present experiences of mine are tqo bc
taken as strongly verifiable, on his view. See ‘Verification and ExpcrichcF
3

pP-155.
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<
Present experiences of mine’. And B is to consist of all other &'-
Statements.

Oth Ayer and Braithwaite are using ‘strongly verifiable’ in
Such a way that whenever it is true to say that we have strongly
Verified in experience, or conclusively established, a given state-
ment, it will also be true to say that we &now it to be true. And it is
Plain, of course, that I can be said to know whether such state-
Ments as ‘] am now having a pain’ and ‘T am now seeing blackish
Patches’| j.c., statements ‘about a present experience of mine’, are
true. But does it make sense to say that I could verify such state-
ments, in the sense that by verifying them I obtain knowledge,
Which I should otherwise lack, as #he result of making certain observa-
Y1052 1t looks as if in attempting to verify the statement ‘I now
have 5 pain’ I should have to start with a statement the truth of
which I do not know and then proceed to establish it by making
Certain obscrvations, as if, e.g., I could start in ignorance of the pain
I am now having and then make certain that I was having it by
‘feeling it’| But this obviously does not make sense. It does not
make sense to say ‘I am going to verify whether I am now having
a pain’ or ‘I am going to verify a statement about a present ex-
Perience of mine’—as if I were intending to find out whether I
am now having a certain experience, which I was not aware of hav-
ing before looking, and could only find out as a result of looking.

Braithwaite, although he holds that we can verify statements
about our present experiences, nevertheless, gives substantially
the same sort of reason, it seems to me, for supposing that it does
not make sense to say that we could. For he maintains that my
knowledge of any statement about my present experience is such
that ‘I can give no reason for it (except by repeating that I know it, if
that is to be called a reason)’.! By these words, I take it, he intends
to convey that sentences of the form ‘I know, for the following
reasons . . ., that I am now having a pain’ are lacking literal
significance, not because reasons are difficult to find, but because
none could be found, i.e., it does not make sense to say there are
any. Similarly, therefore, such sentences as ‘I have conclusively
verified that I am now having a pain® will also fail to have sense.

It seems to me, thus, that statements about present experiences
of mine (to which we may now understand a-statements to be
1‘Propositions about Material Objects’, p. 271. Italics my own.
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confined), though obviously literally significant, are such that to
assert with regard to them that they are verifiable conclusively, or
for that matter, inconclusively, is simply to say something which
is devoid of sense. It appears to me that Braithwaite and Ayer have
been misled into talking such nonsensc as a result of using the
word ‘verify’ in two different senses, viz., the sense of make true,
and the different sense of establish by relevant observations, while sup-
posing that they were using ‘verify’ in the latter sense alone. Thus
in the sentences “My being in pain will verify the proposition that
Tam in pain’ and ‘Any proposition about a present experience of
mine is verified by my having the experience’ the word ‘verify’ is
used, if intelligibly, to mean ‘make true’. That is, the first sen-
tence, for example, means the same as ‘My being in pain will make
true the proposition that I am in pain’. And these sentences will be
nonsensical if we use ‘verify’ to have the other meaning: It does
not make sense to say ‘My being in pain will establish by relevant
observations the proposition that I am in pain’. In holding that jt
is possible to verify such statements as ‘I am now having a pain’
it seems to me that Ayer and Braithwaite are simply confusing
these senses of ‘verify’.

It will be clear, then, if Ayer’s supposed distinction between
‘strong’ and ‘weak’ verification is to be made understandable, that
it must be taken as a distinction holding cxclusively with respect
to statement of (B), such that at least some will be strongly verif.-
able, either practically or theoretically. For the statements of B)
namely, those not ‘about present experiences of mine’, i.c., statc:
ments about physical objects, other people, laws of nature, etc, 1
will be the only possible £&’-statements left with regard to which i’t
could be significantly said that they arc verifiable. It may be ro.
marked here, that the principle of veriftability, even if it could e
taken as a criterion of literal significance for &'-sentences, coulq
not be supposed to be such a criterion for a// £'-sentences, but fo
those of B only.

But with regard to B-statements, which Ayer thinks are all
hypotheses,? he holds that they are not ‘capable, even in principle
of being verified conclusively, but only at best of being feﬂdereci
highly probable’.? He writes: ‘I cannot carry out all the tests which

\Language, Truth and Logic, pp. 23, 147, 203, 214.
bid., p. 132, 3lbid., p. 214.
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would bear upon the truth of even so simple a proposition as that
my pen is lying on my desk. In practice, therefore, I accept such a
proposition after making only a limited number of tests, perhaps
only a single test, which leaves it still possible that it is false’.1
Braithwaitc argues in the same vein: ‘Moreover, these proposi-
tions cannot be strongly verified by any finite number of experi-
ences: it is possible that there should not, in fact, be a clock on the
mantelpicce now even if there appears to be one whenever I (or
indeed other people) look. I may acquire by looking, feeling and
consulting other people overwhelming reasons for believing the
proposition, reasons so adequate that (if the proposition is true) it
is better English to say I know the proposition than that I merely
believe it. But my knowledge is always corrigible in the sense that
it is logically possible that I am mistaken: the proposition can
never be verified in Ayer’s strong sense of verification’.?

We might ask “What prevents me from carrying out all the tests
which bear upon the truth of “there is a pen on my desk”?* Ap-
parently a large number of tests won’t establish it conclusively,
and ncither will any finite number of observations enable me to
know with certainty that there is a pen on my desk. If, however, a
finite number is not sufficient, will an snfinize number do—so that
after an infinite number of observations I shall know (incor-
rigibly) that there is a pen on my desk? BuF Bra:ithwaite and Ayer
deny that it is Jogically possible to make an m.ﬁmte number of ob-
servations, as if there were a logical obstacle which prevents me from
making them. There is nothing, howevs:r, no task which I cannot
conceive myself as doing, even th01.1gh circumstances may be such
as to prevent me from actually domg it. So if it madc sense to say
‘after an infinite number of observations I conclusively c_stabhshed
that therc is a pen on my desk’ then I con/d (in conception) estab-
lish it conclusively. But Ayer holds that such statements are not
open, even theoretically, i.e., in conception, to COnCluSl:VC verifica-
tion. He may hold this because he thinks either Fhat it does not
make sense to talk about an infinite number of verifications,3 or, if
it does make sense, that even an infinite number of observations

Y Verification and E.\'per{'eme,'pl. CI)?] )
2 itions about Materia jects’, pp. 273-4.
“irog(rﬁg:ggc, ‘Finitism and “The Limits of Empiricism™,” Mind, Vol.
XLVI, No. 183, pp- 383—4.
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proposition by looking. But this is not Ayer’s strong sense of
verification.”! It would appear thus that Ayer and Braithwaite
intend to usc it wnnaturally in such a way that nothing we could
conceivably do would be sufficient to verify conclusively a B-state-
ment. This use of ‘conclusively verifiable’ is not merely unnatural
but also senseless. And if it is senseless I do not sce that ‘weakly
verifiable’ has sense as they use it; nor do I see how Braithwaite
could hope to give an account of ‘a ““weaker” verification of
matcrial-object propositions . . . in ferms of strong verification
in my experience’.?

¥Propositions about Material Objects’, p. 273. Tralics my own.

‘lbid., pp. 272-3.



VI

STRONG AND WEAK
VERIFICATION I1

N his introduction to the second edition of Language, Truth and
Logic (1946) Professor Ayer attempts to mect objections! to his
view that non-basic empirical propositions are, in principle,
only weakly verifiable by resorting to two moves. First, he ex-
changes the position that basic statements are not propositions
for the position that they are empirical propositions which are
open to conclusive verification. And second, by holding that basic
propositions are strongly verifiable he tries to reinstate the usual
distinction between strong and weak verification, or rather he
tries to secure the legitimacy of his application of the term ‘weakly
verifiable’ to non-basic empirical propositions while withholdin
application of ‘strongly verifiable’ to them by contending now that
the term ‘strongly verifiable’ has an application to basic proposi-
tions. To the casual reader these moves might scem to strengthen
the paradoxical position that non-basic empirical propositions are
?t best \_veakly verifiable, e.g., that the truth-value of the statement
There is a restaurant in the London School of Economics’ can be
rendered probable but cannot be established conclusively, To
more careful r'eaders these moves might seem to be downright
mistakes. But if they are, they are very curious mistakes. For they
ate so transparent that it is not casy to see how a careful thinker
could possibly have made them. And it is unsatisfactory to say
‘Well, he just made them and that is all there is to it’. ’
The words ‘transparent’, ‘obvious’, ‘clear’ are, to be sure, psy-
chological words which are often used to cajole or intimidate or to
1Made in the preceding study, ‘Strong and Weak Verification I’
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make a display of one’s mental quickness. There is a story that
G. H. Hardy passed over a step in the proof of a mathematical
theorem he was lecturing on to his class with the comment, “This
is obvious’. His students objected that it was not obvious to them
and asked for the explanation. Hardy, who apparently was taken
aback by the objection, left the lecture room to look over the
omitted step and after a few minutes’ deliberation returned and
announced to the class, “Yes, it is obvious. We shall go on’.
Whichever of the three motives the tale about Hardy illustrates,
my intention in saying that Ayer’s mistakes are transparent is none
of these. When I say they are obvious I mean that he knows every-
thing necessary in order to know that they are mistakes, but makes
them anyway. They are perverse in the way in which all philo-
sophical ‘mistakes’ of any duration seem to be perverse: they go
against what everyone knows perfectly well, including the people
who make them. And this is something which requires explaining.

My plan in this paper is first to discuss Ayer’s views with re-
regard to basic propositions and the distinction between strong
and weak verification as if they are mistakes and then proceed to
construct a hypothesis according to which they are not mistakes
but are unconsciously made revisions of language. It can
easily be seen that this hypothesis, though it may come as a shock
to many people and lead them to think me a metaphysical Cassan-
dra, has the merit of explaining the perverseness of the ‘mistakes’,
of explaining how a person could make mistakes, and persist in
thinking them not to be mistakes, while knowing everything
necessary to prevent his making them. For if the views constitute
linguistic revisions expressed in the form of statements of fact,
then we can see both why they look to be mistakes and also why
they can be maintained in the face of known fact with which
they appear to be in conflict. The points I wish to discuss are in
the following quotation:—

To begin with, it will be seen that I distinguish between a
‘strong’ and a ‘weak’ sense of the term ‘verifiable’, and that I
explain this distinction by saying that ‘a proposition is said to
be verifiable in the strong sense of the term, if and only if its
truth could be conclusively established in experience’, but that
‘it is verifiable, in the weak sense, if it is possible for experience
to render it probable’. And I then give reasons for deciding that
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it is only the weak sense of the term that is required by my
principle of verification. What 1 seem, however, to have over-
looked is that, as I represent them, these are not two genuline
alternatives. For I subsequently go on to argue that all em-
pirical propositions are hypotheses which are continually sub-
ject to the test of further experience; and from this it would
follow not merely that the truth of any such proposition never
was conclusively established but that it never could be; for
however strong the evidence is in its favour, there would never
be a point at which it was impossible for further experience to
go against it. But this would mean that my ‘strong’ scnse of
the term ‘verifiable’ had no possible application, and in that
casc there was no need for me to qualify the other sense of
‘verifiable’ as weak; for on my own showing it was the only
sense in which any proposition could conceivably be verified.
If 1 do not now draw this conclusion, it is because I have
come to think that there is a class of cmpirical propositions of
which it is permissible to say that they can be verified con-
clusively. It is characteristic of these propositions, which I have
elsewhere called ‘bgsic propositions’, that they refer solely to
the content of a single experience, and what may be said to

verify them conclusively is the occurrence of the experience to
which they uniquely refer.?

It can be seen that Ayer wishes, with a number of other philo-
sophers, to hold that empirical propositions like “There is 2
restaurant in the London School of Economics’ and ‘The Serpen-
tine 1s in Hyde Park’ are permanent hypotheses, which are intrinsj.
cally, by their very nature, incapable of being established con
clusively. Experience can render them more and more ptobablc‘
l_)ut never certain. No Londoner really knows that the Serpentine is
in Hyde Park, and no student at the London School of Ecop ;
mics knows that there is a restaurant there, no matter how ma .
times he has lunched there and argued about the Labour Governy
ment. To resort to an analogy, with respect to establishin su?};
propositions conclusively we are in the position of a persoi wh
tries to reach the horizon: like him we can get farther and farthe?:
away from our starting point in the direction of the goal but the
goal itself remains forever out of our reach. Or to use a stricter
analogy, we are in the position of a person who tties to arrive at 1

Language, Truth and Logic, Introduction, pp. 9-10, sccond edition.,
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by going out in the sequence !, §, §, 18 34 8%, . . .; no matter

2" —1 . .
, aninfinity

how far he goes out in the sequence generated by
zﬂ

of fractions remains between him and 1.

Regardless of how this view may strike one it is easy to see that
the more general view that 4/ empirical propositions are only
weakly verifiable cannot be maintained. For this view implies that
the term ‘strongly verifiable’ applies to no proposition whatever.
And this, in turn, implies that ‘strongly verifiable’ has no literal
use, that it is a term without sense. Now, it can be secen that if
‘strongly verifiable’ had no use, then the connected term ‘weakly
verifiable’ could have no application to propositions either. For if
‘strongly verifiable’ had no conceivable application to proposi-
tions, such that the expression ‘p is strongly verifiable’ made no
sense, then the term ‘weakly verifiable’ would fail to distinguish in
any way between empirical propositions and would become a use-
less term. The sentence ‘All empirical propositions are only
weakly verifiable empirical propositions’ reduces, thus, to the un-
informative, pointless sentence ‘All empirical propositions are
only empirical propositions’. Like the inhabitants of Emerald
City, who experience no colour but green and, consequently,
cannot in their language intelligibly say ‘All things are green’, a
philosopher who maintains that ‘strongly verifiable empirical pro-
position’ is a senseless expression rules himself out from being
able to say, with literal significance, ‘All empirical propositions
are only weakly verifiable’. He cannot say this with sense any
more than, as language is at present used, he can say with sense,
‘All empirical propositions are meekly verifiable’. Some words are
connected to each other in the way in which the wheel of a ship
is connected to its rudder, and one cannot destroy the rudder and
insist that the wheel has its old function. If ‘strongly verifiable’, is
deprived of its use as a contrast term to ‘weakly verifiable’ it is not
the case, as Ayer puts it, that there is no need to ‘qualify the other
sense of ‘‘verifiable’ as weak’; rather #here is no other sense to qualify.

Seeing this makes Ayer try to remedy the predicament of his
theory in the following way. Basic statements, referring ‘solely to
the content of a single experience’, for example, the statements ‘I
have a pain’and “Therelooks to me to beanelephantin the distance’,
which formerly he had supposed non-basic and only weakly
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verifiable,! he now holds to be open to conclusive verification by
‘the occurrence of the experience to which they uniquely refer’.
In this way, as he imagines, the required distinction between
strong and weak verifiability is rcinstated. Allowing the applica-
tion of ‘strongly verifiable’ to basic statements is plainly designed
to prevent the application of the term ‘weakly verifiable’ to non-
basic statements from becoming illegitimatc. For by allowing
use to the first term he can, it would seem now, distinguish be-
tween statements which can be established conclusively and those
which experience can render probable only, and so is no longer
committed to holding the self-stultifying view that a// empirical
statcments are hypothcscs. Instead he can now say that some are
hypothescs and that others are strongly verifiable.

Two questions have to be discussed. One is the question as to
whether it is ‘permissible’ to say that basic propositions are
strongly verifiable, or that they can be conclusively established
The othcer is whether the required distinction between the pair oé
terms ‘strongly verifiable’ and ‘weakly verifiable’ has b
tained by the linguistic manceuvre of allowing an application of
the term ‘strongly verifiable’ to basic propositions. I call what l'10
been done ‘a manceuvre with language’ because it s designed tas
protect the main position, which is that non-basic empirical prc:)
positions are permanent, or it would perhaps be better tq ; -
infinitely pcrmanent, hypotheses. This is the linguistic Citadil
whatever the psychological reasons that make holding it impq..
tant, for the defence of which linguistic outposts are given up por-

Let us first consider Ayer’s change of mind which makcs. hi
grant that it is ‘permissible’ to say that basic propositions are o im
to strong verification. It is hardly necessary to point out thatp}c~,n
verb ‘verify’ denotes a process, the process, namely, of establ‘t e
ing the unknown truth-value of a proposition. By going thy ish.
the process of verifying a proposition p, either weakly o:stroiu%h
we obtain information about the truth-value of p which we didg >
have prior to our going through the process. In other words rtl}(:t
process is one of obtaining new information with regard to’ X e
truth-value of p; and it makes no sense to speak of verifyin Whhe
we already know. We can proceed to confirm by observaégiorl at
an experiment what we believe or what we feel certain of ; but (t);

10p cit., pp. go—3.
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say that we are verifying what we already know is to imply the
self-contradictory thing that we do not know what we already
know, that we both do and do not know that p is probable, or
that it is certain.

'To come now to the question whether it is permissible to apply
the term ‘strongly verifiable’ to basic propositions. I can think of
no other meaning of the word ‘permissible’, in the context of the
present discussion, than ‘allowed by proper usage’. And if ‘per-
missible’ is being used in this sense, then it is not permissible to
apply ‘strongly verifiable’ to basic propositions. It is not English
usage to say with regard to any basic proposition that it can be
established conclusively in experience, by making tests of any
sort or by making introspective observations, because it is not
English usage to speak of establishing basic propositions. It makes
no sense to say, ‘I have established that I have a pain’, any more
than it makes sense to say, ‘I probably have a pain’. We should
think a person was using language in a queer, improper way if he
said, ‘I probably have a pain, but I have yet to establish this con-
clusively’, and we should think the same thing of a person who
said, ‘I have conclusively verified in experience that I have a pain’.
It is possible, of course, to suspect a person who claims to have 2
pain of lying, but it is impossible to think that he might not know
whether he has a pain. It is, of course, possible to think that he
might not know whether he has a shilling in his pocket, buthaving
a shilling is radically different from having a pain. For a person
who has a pain cannot have it without knowing that he has it.
And not only this: his knowledge that he has a pain is not arrive.d
at by a process of verification. It is to be noted that feeling his
pain, unlike feeling the shilling in his pocket, does not establish
that he has a pain. For ‘I feel a pain’ and ‘I have a pain’ mean the
same. You cannot have a pain and not feel it or feel it and not have
it. There is, thus, no getting to know, or conclusively establishing,
that you have a pain by feeling it, as if i# addition to having it, you
have to feel the pain in order to know that you have it. Knowledge
of the truth of a basic proposition is had withont being arrived at by
a process of verification. By tests you can satisfy yourself that your
tooth or your ankle is the cause of your pain, but there are no con-
ceivable tests for establishing that you have a pain.

It is the same with the basic proposition “There looks to me to
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be an elephant in the distance’. By further tests, by rubbing your
eyes, getting closer to the place where there appears to you to be
an elephant, asking other people, etc., you can satisfy yourself
whether or not you are actually seeing an elephant. But there is no
process of establishing that there /ooks to you to be an elephant in
the distance. It makes perfectly good sensc to say, “What I sce is
probably an elephant’ or ‘I have conclusively established that what
I see is an elephant’; but it makes no sense, so far as normal
English is concerned, to say ‘It is probably the case that it looks
to me as if there is an elephant in the distance’, or to say ‘I have
conclusively established that it looks to me as if there is an ele-
phant in the distance’. And in general with regard to basic propo-
sitions, it is not only the case that we could not say ‘there will
never be a point at which it is impossible for further expericnce
to go against it’, but it is also the case that there could be no
further cxperience a person might have, over and above his ex-
perience of having a pain or his expericence of somcthing appcaring
to be so and so to him, which would establish for him the fact that
he was having the expericnce.

If Ayer, as it scems, mistakenly thinks that it is permissible to
apply ‘strongly verifiable’ to basic propositions, then we shall have
to charge him with confusing two different senses of the word
‘verifies’, of confusing ‘verifies’ in the sense of ‘makes a proposi-
tion true’ and ‘verifics’ in the entirely different sense of ‘establishes
a proposition to be true’. Ayer’s own words give this charge the
semblance of plausibility; for he says, ‘It is characteristic of thege
propositions, which 1 have elsewhere called “basic propositions”,
that they refer solely to the content of a single experience, and
what may be said to verify them conclusively is the occurrence of
the experience to which they uniquely refer’. The experience tq
which a basic proposition refers, like the state of affairs to which 5
non-basic proposition refers, is what makes the proposition trye
and not the process by which its truth is established. Thus, m:
having a pain is what makes the proposition that I have 3 pain
true; but what would verify the proposition, if there were any
sense in speaking of verifying it, would be an experiment or 3
series of observations which ended in my knowing that I had a
pain. The distinction is made clear in the genuine case of verifying
2 non-basic proposition. What verifics, in the sense of ‘makes
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true’, the assertion that a shilling is round is the shape of a shilling;
but what verifies, in the sense of ‘establishes’, that a shilling is
round is not the shape of a shilling, but perceiving its shape, look-
ing at it, feeling it, etc.

Let us now look at Ayer’s second claim, which is that the term
‘weakly verifiable’ has a literally significant application to an entire
class of empirical propositions, because, as he thinks, the term
‘strongly verifiable’ is applicable to a different class of empirical
propositions. And let us, for the sake of the argument, grant that
‘strongly verifiable’ is meaningfully applicable to basic proposi-
tions. The question to decide now is whether, even allowing this,
it can be granted that the proper distinction between the terms
has been retained. That is, it has to be determined whether by
restricting the applicability of ‘conclusively established in experi-
ence’ to basic statements and confining the use of ‘rendered prob-
able by experience’ so that it applies exclusively to non-basic
empirical statements the proper relationship between the two ex-
pressions has been preserved.

In the case of some pairs of terms which function as alternatives
to each other, such that the applicability of one of the terms of a
given pair depends on the fact that the other has a possible appli-
cation, the ranges of the terms are mutually exclusive. Thus, con-
sider the designations ‘even number’ and ‘odd number’. These
are so related to each other that if ‘even number’ described no
number, ‘odd number’ would describe none either. A people
whose numbet system we should, in onr language, describe as
consisting of the odd numbers only would not be able, in zheir
language, to say with meaning, ‘3 is an odd number’. But more
§peciﬁcally than thi§, these designations are exclusive alternatives,
in the sense that neither has a theoretically possible application to
any number to which the other is significantly applicable. There is
no thcor(?tlcally possible clrcumstance in which any even number
could, without self-contradiction, be said to be odd, or an odd
number even. Or to put th_c: matter with greater care, there is no
mlmbfff with regard to “fh{Ch 1t would be possible at one time to
say, w1thqut Self-contrad1cthn,.that it was even and at a later time
Eo say, wn:}:out self-contradiction, that it was odd—the use of
odd’, even, and the numerals meanwhile remaining unchanged.
The same is true for other genuine alternatives: ‘rational number’
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and ‘irrational number’, ‘a priori proposition’ and ‘empirical pro-
position’. ]

Ayer apparently conceives the relation between the terms
‘strongly verifiable’ and ‘weakly verifiable’ to be like that between
‘even number’ and ‘odd number’. It would scem that he thinks
the terms are exclusive alternatives, such that under no logically
possible condition could a proposition, which at a given time is
only weakly verifiable, be said to be strongly verifiable. And if
this is what he in fact maintains, if he actually holds that he has
correctly described the relationship between the terms, as he has
defined them, then he has made a mistake. For no proposition can,
with sense, at any time be said to be weakly verifiable unless it is,
in principle if not in fact, open to strong verification. lt is only
possible for experience to render an cmpirical proposition p
probable, to establish it with more or less certaiaty, if it is theoreti-
cally possible for experience to establish p conclusively. Therelsno
sense whatever, so far as established linguistic usage i1s concerned,
in saying that p can be rendered more or less probable, and thus
that it approximates in some or other degree to certainty, if it
is logically impossible to establish p conclusively. The linguistic
fact, if there is such a fact, which would make it logically impossible,
as opposed to physically impossible, for p to be established with
certainty, would be the senselessness of stating “p is conclusively
established”. And it does not take much thinking to sce that if it
were really the case that the words ‘p is conclusively established’
constituted an improper use of language, the words “p is probable,
but less.than certain’ or the words “The probability of p is closer
to certainty than is the probability of 4° would also have to con-
stitute an improper use of language—which they do not. For if it
made no sense to speak of p being certain, it would make no sense
to speak of p being /ess than certain.

' It can be seen, thus, that even if we grant that basic proposi-
tions are strongly verifiable, it remains impossible to say with
sense that non-basic empirical propositions can be rendered prob-
able but cannot, logically, be established conclusively. The at-
tempt to explain the relationship between ‘strong verification’ and
‘weak verification’ as being like the relationship between ‘even
number’ and ‘odd number’ or like that between ‘a priori’ and
‘empirical’ fails to make onc term a genuine alternative of the
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other. And also, of course, it cannot actually be admitted that
‘conclusively cstablished” applies to basic statements. Thus Ayer’s
two moves are not a satisfactory defence of the view that non-
basic empirical statcments are permanent hypotheses.

Norman Malcolm, in his ably argued paper, ‘Certainty and Em-
pirical Statements’,! maintains that the philosophical theory that
non-basic empirical statements cannot be known with certainty is
mistaken. And I have argued as if Ayer’s moves are errors, one
consisting of a misapplication of the term ‘strongly verifiable’ and
the other consisting of a misconstruction of the proper connexion
between the use of ‘rendered probable by experience” and the use
of ‘established conclusively in experience’. Malcolm’s claims, like
those 1 have made, are that the theories reduce to mistaken claims
about the proper usc of language. I think, however, that it is un-
satisfactory to view the theories in this way, for doing so throws
no light on the perverseness of the mistakes. It gives us no satis-
factory explanation of how it could come about that anyone
should make such mistakes, and chronically persist in them, while
being perfectly well acquainted with the linguistic facts which
should have prevented his making them, and should certainly
prevent his persisting in them. In ordinary life a person who
knows English usage would not, except as a joke, dream of saying
to somcone who complained of having a pain, ‘Have you verified
conclusively that you have a pain? Have you made sure that you
really have one ?” He would know that to ask this would not be to
ask a question but to do something whimsical with language. Yet
the same person in his philosophical talk will insist that it makes
good sense and is not a misusc of language to say that we estal?—
lish, by a process of sense-verification, that we have a pain. It is
this sort of discrepancy between what a philosopher knows about
proper linguistic usage and how he chronically misdescribes it
when doing philosophy that is not satisfactorily explained by
supposing that he just makes mistakes. .

Freud has explained that an illusion, i.e., a conviction which
exists without the support of evidence or one which persists in
the presence of confuting evidence, has its source in an uncon-
scious wish. And it seems to me that what I have characterized
as Ayer’s perverse mistakes can most satisfactorily be explained not

Mind, January, 1942.
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as being mistakes about language but as being changes he un-
consciously wishes to make in language. We might say that he is
an unconscious linguistic reformer, whose reforms are perhaps
not intended for practical adoption. What he does he conceals
from himself by the form of speech in which he expresses his
rc-editing of language. And not only does he achieve conceal-
ment by the form of speech he uses; by it he also creates the
wished for illusion that he is doing a sort of science, discovering
facts about the nature of empirical propositions.

Consider the first error which Ayer apparently makes, of think-
ing that basic, or experiential, statements are strongly verifiable,
Earlier he had contended! that they were not propositions, and he
now describes what he had rea//y done in holding this view in the
following way: ‘My reasoning on this point was not in itself in-
correct, but I think that I mistook its import. For I secem not to
have perceived that what I was really doing was to suggest a

motive for refusing to apply the term “proposition” to statements
that “directly recorded an immediate experience’; and this is a
terminological point which is not of any great importance.’? I;
requires no great perspicuity to see that what Ayer, in so many
words, is telling us is that he was changing language and not
simply using it in a mistaken way. His reasoning, as he tightly
claims, was not incorrect, for it consisted of no more than a de.
scription of the difference between the use of statements thay
directly record an immediate experience and the use of empirica]
statements which go ‘beyond what is immediately given’.3 Whep,
this difference in use impressed him with its importance he refused
to call any utterance which registered a sense-content a ‘proposi_
tion’; and when the difference lost its importance for him and 3
similarity impressed him more his resistance against applyin

‘proposition’ to basic statements vanished. Once insight is gaineg
into what was really being done it becomes a ‘terminological point
which is not of any greatimportance’, but before that it certainly dig
not seem terminological and was felt to be of considerable im-
portance. To put the matter briefly, the problems about stron

and weak verifiability are problems of bringing out and emphasiz-
ing various similarities and dissimilarities between different kindsg
of propositions, similarities and differences which are not made

10p ¢it., pp. 90-2. *lbid., pp. 10-11. Abid., p. 91,
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explicit and arc even concealed by the usual way we talk about the
propositions. If we read in the light of his self-analysis what he
writes about the differcnce between empirical and a priori state-
ments, we can rcalize that in holding statements like “The Ser-
pentine is in Hyde Park’ to be hypotheses he is dissatisfied with
the ordinary language used in connexion with them. He writes:
‘. . . no general proposition whose validity is subject to the test
of actual experience can ever be logically certain. No matter how
often it is verified in practice, there still remains the possibility
that it will be ccnfuted on some future occasion . . . And this
means that no general proposition referring to matter of fact can
ever be shown to be necessarily and universally true. It can at best
be a probable hypothesis. And this, we shall find, applies not only
to gencral propositions, but to all propositions which haveafactual
content’.!

Of course no proposition which is subject to the test of experi-
ence can be logically certain, or be shown necessarily true. It is
logically impossible for p to be empirical and also necessarily true.
But what is the point of remarking this except to give a motive
for refusing to preface non-basic factual statements with phrases
like ‘It is certain that’, ‘I know that’, and in this way marking the
difference between logically certain propositions and empirically
certain propositions ? In ordinary conversation, if a person who
had rowed a number of times on the Serpentine and strolled along
its banks were asked whether he was certain that the Serpentine
is in Hyde Park, he could quite properly answer, ‘I know that the
Serpentine is in Hyde Park’. And he might very well say that he
was as certain about the Serpentinc as he was about 2 +3 being
equal to 5.2 The use of the same language with both ordinary
empirical statements and a priori ones covers a difference between
them felt to be important, and this is a source of dissatisfaction to
some philosophers, especially if their respect for mathematics is
very great. They then resort to the linguistic expedient, which
they restrict to philosophical discourse, of refusing to use ‘It is
certain that’ with non-basic empirical statements and, instead,
apply ‘hypothesis’ and ‘weakly verifiable’ to them. They know
perfectly well that, if it did not indicate a pathological state of

10p cit., p. 72.
* A mathematician once said this sort of thing to me.
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mind, it would be an outrage of language for a student who fl.'C-
quently ate in the restaurant of the London School of Economics
to say that it is a probable hypothesis that there is a restaurant
there. But their philosophical view is not an outrage of langgagc; it
constitutes a change of language for the purpose of bringing out
the dissimilarity between logical certainty and empirical certainty
and also for the purpose of emphasizing the likeness between
empirical certainty and probability. The difference between the
first two is more plainly marked by their new nomenclature as a
difference in kind, and the difference between the second two is
marked as a difference in degree only.

Once the term ‘weakly verifiable’ is stretched so as to cover all
empirical statements which go beyond what is immediately given,
it is soon realized, or it would be if this new mode of speech were
Put into practice, that the old distinction between being con-
clusively established in experience and being rendered probable
by experience will have to be reinstated in some way.! One way to
accomplish this would be to introduce further terminology to do
the work of the old. On the highways of New York State there
are signs which read ‘Stop’ and others which read ‘Full Stop’.
New York automobile regulations apparently recognize two kindg
of stops. In a similar way, if we adopted the new terminology, we
could mark the ordinary distinction between ‘establish concly.
sively in experience’ and ‘render probable by experience’ by
introducing the expressions ‘fully weakly verified” and ‘partly
weakly verified’, the first to apply to established empirical pro.

positions and the sccond to those which are rendered only
probable. :

But Ayer, apparently,
ments of his new way
thathis revision of lang
by practical considerat

is not intcrested in working out the require.
of speaking. One reccives the impression
uage is motivated by emotional rather than
1ons, and that one of his objects is to throw,

ot pehe Wisdom’s “Philosophical Perplexity’, Prac. Aricr. Soe,, Vo,

0pcit., p. 11. 13 7.
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difference between them and basic propositions. He ‘chooses’ to
classify basic statements as empirical propositions which are open
to conclusive verification, and so creates a contrast which is not
favourable to non-basic propositions. In its new usage, ‘con-
clusively verified’, like ‘weakly verified’, no longer has its usual
meaning; it no longer has any connexion whatever with verifica-
tion. In the ncw way of speaking, a priori and basic propositions
are to count as being certain and non-basic propositions as being
only probable. And the unfavourable light in which non-basic
statements are thus thrown is increased by not working out the
requirements of the new use of ‘weakly verifiable’. The term
‘strongly verifiable’ is not used as the required alternative to the
term ‘weakly verifiable’) if the latter is taken to mean what is
ordinarily mecant by the phrasc ‘could be rendered probable by
experience’. In their new use the two terms function as genuine
alternatives, but not as alternatives which correspond to the pair
of everyday expressions, ‘could be conclusively established in ex-
perience’ and ‘could be rendered probable by experience’. For
‘strongly verifiable proposition’ means empirical proposition
which is not subject to the process of verification, and ‘weakly
verifiable proposition’ means empirical proposition which is sub-
ject to the process of verification. But Ayer wishes to use the
terminology of sfrong and weak verifiability for the purpose of
creating an unfavourable contrast. And achieving this end is made
possible for him by the fact that the terms, in their new use, carry
with them former emotional associations.?

1For a study of the persuasive use of language sce Prof. C. L. Stevenson’s
‘Persuasive Definitions’, Mind, July, 1938.
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SUBSTRATUM

ONE of the most troublesome problems in the literature

philosophy concerns ‘the ancient and honourable notion

substance’. As is well known, the metaphysical probl
about the nature of material things, the question, that is to say,

to the #/timate constitution and structure of such objects as boc
and pennies and soap bubbles, has given rise to different theor
none of which has, in essentials, turned out to be universa
acceptable to professional philosophers. It has to be pointed

in this connexion that each theory has its convinced adherents ;
that the arguments for each theor

y, though not convincing
some philosophers, are accepted as conclusive by others, This
bcwilder_'mg

state of affairs and we may well wonder what
happened to create it: we may well be curious to discover wi

is about some demonstrations that makes it possible for
group of able philosophers who have studied the problem t
ject them and another proup to accept them. In this pape
main object is to examine the theory which Arxstoﬂg express
saying that ‘matter is unknowable in itself’. And I wish t}?ie;\(
it in connexion with only one of the sources frt;)é?l :;Vf actk
rives. ‘The theory has one source 1n th? «c%[:cczcghing to be
being the invariant subject of change: >

€ must, t«
must be the same after a change, and the Ch"m%hcr sou,rcc
extent, be predicated of the thing’.! Tt has ano e
distinction hetween a thing and its appcarances, and still a

s i distinction t
N yaste sonee, in the
{15 perhaps the
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a thing and its attributes. Only the last source will be of concern
to us here.

According to what we may call the substratum theory, a thing
such as an apple or a pebble is composed of a substance in which
a varicty of attributes inhere, or which supports them or is their
bearcr or their owner. The substance itself is held to be something
distinct from thc sum of its propertics. It is also held that our
‘experience’ of a thing is confined to its qualitics, so that it is
possible for us to know what attributes the thing has; but what the
posscssor of the attributes, the substratum itself, is, remains
hidden from us. Substratum lies bevond the bounds of possible
expericnce: ‘We cannot say anything at all about its nature’.!
When a philosopher says ‘We do not know what things really
are’,? one cannot help feeling that he utters these words with deep
regret. It is not too much to imagine that some people feel them-
selves to be living in a world of impenctrable mystery and have
the intolerable thought, though it may also give them a certain
amount of pleasure, that their curiosity about the world can never
be satisfied.

Not all philosophers have been able to accept this theory.
Instead, some have been attracted to a different view about the
composition of physical things, one from which it follows that
there are no unknowable substances. This view is to the effect
that a thing is composed of nothing more than the properties
which, in ordinary language, ‘it’ is said to have: ‘What would
commonly be called a “thing” is nothing but a bundle of co-
existing qualitics such as hardness, redness, ctc.’”s On this theory
we can know what things really are, because there are no sub-
stances distinct from the experienceable qualities. There is noth-
ing behind the barricr of knowable attributes, nothing to be an
inner mystery which forever frustrates our curiosity.

Philosophers who adopt the view that a thing is just a bundle of
properties sometimes reject the substratum theory in a way which
throws it into an unexpected light. We quite naturally take the
theory that a thing is made up of a substance together with a

1G. Watts Cunningham, Problems of Philosophy (1924), p. 167. 1t is not to be
supposed that this is Prof. Cunningham’s view,

A E. Taylor, Elementcof Metaphysies (1912), p. 131.

Bertrand Russell, An Inguiry into Meaning and Truth (1940), p. 120.
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collection of attributes inhering in it to be a hypothesis with regard
to the material facts about such things as tables and inkwells. And
undoubtedly most philosophers, regardless of whether they hold
the theory or reject it, conccive it to be about ‘the structure of
reality’. Some philosophers, however, appear to view it in a
different light, which, if that is the right way to view it, makes it
out to be utterly different from what we take it to be. Thus, one
philosopher has written: “The introduction of an unknowable
can generally, perhaps always, be avoided by suitable technical
devices, and clearly it should be avoided whenever possible’.t
The sort of device by the use of which unknowables are to be
avoided or ‘got rid of”’ consists of making up a new form ofspecch,
one not found in the language of ordinary conversation, and sub-
stituting it for the familiar, common form of spcech which, it is
claimed, introduces unknowables: —
Common sense regards a ‘thing’ as having qualities, but not as
defined by them; it is defined by Spatio-temporal position. |
wish to suggest that, wherever there is, for comm '
‘thing’ having the quality C, we should say, inst
itself exists in that place, and that the ‘thing’ is
by the collection of qualities existing in the pla
Thus ‘C” becomes a name, not a predicate.?

on sensc, a
Cad, that C
to be replaced
€e In question,

Our interest in the question as to what the meta
actually comes to, what its nature is, is justifiably ar
learn that some philosophers think it to be of a ki
vantly be dealt with by the use of a linguistic de
sists in altering a current mode of specch. If the
new way of speaking will ‘get rid’ of the unkno
exist by the theory, then the theory is on
things, not actually about them at al)l]. For r:Z) :c}))rlza;efnct;y abo‘.lt
language could, by itself alone, alter the inaccessibility tangc "
facts about material things, just as no tinkering with Oux}-l 0 us of
will make accessible to us information about the topo angl'luage
the dark side of the moon. The idea that behind thcpei; opay of
able attributes we meet with in our ever “Penence-

: yday perception ;
there exist unknowable substrata could 03’]11; be ngt riog t(};éngs
y
1Bertrand Russell, An Inguiry int : .
Tbid. pp. 12122, guiry into Meaning and Truth (1940), p. 122,
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linguistic means if the idea of such substrata were produced by
the language we used, not by the things we perceived. An appro-
priate change in language may very well destroy an illusion pro-
duced by the use of words, but it will not remove an idea genu-
inely connected with the perception of things. Thus, the ordinary
sentence ‘This is red’, which seems to ascribe an attribute to
something referred to by the subject word ‘this’, creates, accord-
ing to some philosophers, the misconception that the substantive
stands for an unknowable something, a bare particular behind the
attribute ‘red’: ‘Onc is tempted to regard “this is red” as a subject-
predicate proposition; but if one does so, one finds that “this”
becomes a substance, an unknowable something in which pro-
pertics inhere, but which, nevertheless, is not identical with the
sum of its properties’.! The way to dispel this unreal notion,
which has no relation to the facts about the ‘structure of reality’,
is to rcplace expressions like ‘this is red” by expressions of the
form ‘redness is here’ and treat adjectives like ‘red’ as names, not
as predicates.

According to this conception of the source and nature of the
theory, many thinkers have been deceived by language into hold-
ing a Scheintheorie; while labouring under the notion that they were
advocating a deep hypothesis about the constitution of things,
they werce taking a verbal shadow for an actual theory about the
ultimate naturce of material objects. What has happened has been
summed up in the following way: ‘It happens to be the case that
we cannot, in our language, refer to the sensible properties of a
thing without introducing a word or phrase which appears to
stand for the thing itself as opposed to anything which may be
said about it. And, as a result of this, those who are infected by
the primitive superstition that to every name a single real entity
must correspond assume that it is necessary to distinguish logically
between the thing itself and any, or all, of its sensible properties’.?
Another philosopher has put it in this way: ¢ “Substance”, in a
word, is a mctaphysical mistake, due to transfercnce to the
world-structure of the structure of sentences composed of a sub-
ject and a predicate’.3 Like a chronic psychological obsession

'Bertrand Russell, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth (1940), p. 120.
*A. J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, (1936), p. 32.
sBertrand Russell, A FHistory of Western Philosophy (1945), p. 202.
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which cannot be removed by confrc_mtatign witl_l fact, the trans-
ference persists despite our familiarity with chairs and thc; lx.ke.
And the explanation of the stubbornness with wh.lch the de usive
idea persists is, apparently, tha.t the source of the idea does not lie
in the perception of things or in experiments c.onduc.tcd on them.
The conception of substratum is a ///e/{zp/gf;fm/ mistake, not a
scientific one, and is not correctable by scicntific means.! It would
seem that the technique designed to destroy ic transfercqcc and
cure the linguistic delusion consists of rcfr;m.nng language in such
a way that it will no longer offer the temptation to make the trans-
ference. One is reminded of Freud’s comments about some neuro-
tic people who become well only after chajnging their environ-
ment. The linguistic neurosis, so to speak, is also to be cured by
changing the linguistic environment, by mgkmg part of the lan-
guage aseptic, to use John Wisdom’s expression.

By no means, of course, are all or even most philosophers in
agreement with this version of what the substratum theory of the
nature of material things comes to. Where it is maintained that the
substance theory is an illusion caused by the sub
structure of language, many other philosophers m
that the established language in everyday
result of an antecedent belief about the ¢
things. They, instead, explain the fact that language has 3 subject.
predicate structure by reference to a prior hypothesis about
reality. Thus: ‘When we ask how, if a “thing” is merely the serieg
or sum of its attributes, and possesses no underlying unity o,
which the attributes belong, the whole of our ordinary language
about things comes to be constructed on the contrary assumption
how it is that we always talk and think as if every “bundle” 0;'
attributes were owned by something of which we can say that j¢
has the quality . . .2 _

Some philosophers maintain that the substratum theor
the semblance of an empirical hypothesis intg which
tricked by language; others mainta.in that the theory is a
hypothesis about the structure of things and that it determ
form of our language about things. How is one to decide

ject-predicate
. ake the claim
use is itself the natural
omposition of materia]

y is only
We are
0 actua]
ined the
between
“If science keeps to its own sphere, it cannot clash wit

theory’. J. McT. E. McTaggart, Some Dogmas of Religion (1
*Taylor, op. cit., p. 133.

h any metaphysicq)
900}, p. 91.
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these two versions of what it comes to ? What sort of observation
or experiment or purely intellectual consideration will show that
the words ‘Material things are constituted by substances in which

attributes inhere’ express a theory about material objects or that

theyareaverbal fraud which successfully masquerades as a theory ?

A little thought leads to the disconcerting conclusion that perhaps

there is no way of definitely and conclusively deciding between

the two versions. For those who insist that it is a theory about

things arc in no better position to make relevant observations

than thosc who deny this: the disagreement does not arise because

of any diffcrence in obscrvation or from different results of experi-

mentation. And those who maintain it is a verbal counterfeit

know no more facts about grammar and the accepted usages of

words than those who hold the opposite view; therc is no lin-

guistic fact about ordinary discourse they can point to of w'hicb

the others arc not aware, and such that their acquaintance with 1t
would compel them to give up their view. Neither knowledge of
actual language nor sensc-observation of things seems adequate
to scttling the matter, and it would consequently scem that there
is no way of settling it. For what else is there to turn to?

Where different hypotheses have been proposed without agreed
success, it is certainly permissible to try out still another hypo-
thesis. The worst thing that can happen is that we shall again fail
to arrive at an acceptable solution, which is something we are a.ll
hardened against in philosophy. I propose to take the view, in
partial agreement with one of the two contending versions, that
the substance ‘theory’ is only the verbal imitation of a theory and
entirely different from what we are inclined to think it is. But 1
shall argue that it is not ordinary, everyday language that causcs
us to think this. Instead, I shall try to show that the illusion of its
being a theory about things is produced by a concealed revision of
ordinary subject-predicate sentences, by a manceuvre with_ lan-
guage, and not by the subject-predicate form of discourse 1ts§lf.
It is what metaphysicians have done with words, their metaphysical
artistry, that creates the appearance of a theory about the structure
of things; but what they have done is hidden from our conscious
awareness, as well as their own. The theory may be compared to
a dream; indeed, in this case, the metaphysician may be said to
dream with words. As in the case of an ordinary dream, the
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linguistic mctaphysical dream is consciously enjoyed or disliked
but only sceretly understood. And in order to sec how the illusory
effect of a theory about the naturc of things is produced, the
language of the metaphysical fantasy has to be interpreted.

It is important, first of all, to sce that the theory is not factual;
i.c., it is important to sce that it is not a theory about the constitu-
tion of material objects. Consider what Locke said:—

It is the ordinary qualities observable in iron or a diamond, put
togcther, that make the truc complex idea of those substances,
which a smith or a jewecller commonly knows better than a
philosopher; who, whatever substantial forms he may talk of,
has no other idca of thosc substances than what is framed by a
collection of those simple ideas which are to be found in them.
Only we must take notice, that our complex ideas of substances,
besides all these simple ideas they are made up of, have always
the confused idca of something to which they belong and in
which they subsist. And therefore, when we speak of any sort
of substance, we say it is a thing having such or such quali-
ties . . . These and the like fashions of speaking intimate that
the substance is supposed always something besides the exten-
sion, figure, solidity, motion, thinking, or other observable
ideas, though we know not what it is.!

Not imagining how these simple ideas can subsist by them-
sclves, we accustom oursclves to suppose some substratum

wherein they do subsist, and from which they do result, which
therefore we call substance 2

So that if any one will examine himself concerning his notion
of pure substance in general, he will find he has no other idea
of it at all, but only a supposition of he knows not what sup-
port of such qualities which are capable of producing simple
ideas in us; which qualities are commonly called accidents. If
any one should be asked, what is the subject wherein colour or
weight inheres, he would have nothing to say, but the solid
extended parts: and if he were demanded, what is it that that
solidity and extension inhere in, he would not be in a much
better case than the Indian before mentioned . . .3

Hume’s challenge, which seems based, in a soundly empirical
manner, on the sense-observation of things, is well known:—

' An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Bk. 11, Ch. X X111, Sec. 3
2]bid., Sec. 1. 3{bid., Sec. 2. ’ )
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I would fain ask those philosophers, who found so much of
their reasonings on the distinction of substance and accident,
and imagine we have clear ideas of each, whether the idea of
substance be derived from the impressions of sensation or re-
flection ? If it be conveyed to us by our senses, I ask, which of
them, and after what manner ? If it be perceived by the eves, it
must be a colour; if by the ears, a sound; if by the palate, a
tastc; and so of the other senses. But 1 believe none will assert,
that substance is cither a colour, or sound, or a taste. The idea
of substance must, therefore, be derived from an impression of
reflection, if it really exist. But the impressions of reflection
resolve themselves into our passions and emotions; none of

which can possibly represent a substance.!

At first glance, Hume appears to have rejected the idea of sub-
stance as a ‘fiction’ on the basis of observation. He seems to have
come to his conclusion as the result of a closer, more careful,
cxamination of things, a process comparable to inspecting a box
to see whether it has a secret compartment. It looks as if he has
made a thorough inventory of his scnse-experiences of such a
thing, say, as a table, experiences we should express by saying
“This table is brown’, “This table feels smooth’, and the like, and
discovered that he actually experienced on/y brownness and rect-
angularity, smoothness and hardness, etc. He never, in connexion
with any of his senscs, perceived the thing that is brown and
smooth and rectangular, the substance in which the perceived
attributes inhere. His description of what happened is the descrip-
tion of a person who in no instance of the sense-perception of
objects comes upon anything over and above and in addition to
attributes, a further something which owns them, and who in
consequence rejects the notion that any such entities as substances
exist. The impression his words give is that they describe the
rejection of an empirical claim on empirical grounds, a rejection
based on reasons similar to those which finally make us give up
the belief in ghosts; we have never come upon one, not even 1ts
shadow. But this impression is erroneous.

It may first be noted that if the substratum hypothesis regard-
ing the constitution of material objects is empirical and if What
Hume did, to test it, was really to make a series of observations,

A Treatise of Human Nature, Bk. 1, Pt. 1, Sec. 6.
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then his rejection of the theory was quite unwarranted. For if this
was his procedure, we have to suppose that he looked for what he
should have realized, if the theory were correct, he would not be
able to find and, after looking for substance and not finding it,
that he concluded that it did not exist. Those who hold the theory
claim that we ‘expericnce qualities but not the substance in which
they inhere’. How, then, could his failure to perceive substance
have led Hume to make the claim of having demonstrated the
notion of substance to be a fiction ? How can one refute a hypo-
thesis by not finding what the hypothesis states one cannot find ?
No scientist would think of rejecting the atomic theory because he
failed to sce an atom through the microscope, and it is hard to
believe that it was something like this that Hume was actually
doing. It is hard, in spite of the empirical descriptive language he
used, to think that his claim is empirical and that he based it on
processes of looking at things, fecling them, tasting them, and
so on.
Locke would certainly not have found his consideration im-

pressive. For he agrees with Hume about what we discover from
an examination and inventory of our experiences of things. In his
own words:— ‘

E:;?;O:OC (;lt};Oﬂ_mquiry into his own thoughts will find, that
thos ther idea of any substance but what he has bare]

¢ sensible qualities, which he supposes to inhere, wij
SuUpposition of such a substratum, as gives, as it were, 3’Support
to those qualitics or simple ideas, which he has obscrved to
exist united together. Thus the idea of the sun, what is it but an

aggrepate of those several simple idceas, bright, hot, roundish,
) 7 .

having a constant regular motion, ata certain distance from us,
and perhaps some other 2!

y of
th a

How, then, is the difference of opinion between the two philo-
sophers to be explained ? Is it to be explained as resulting from the
fact that not all information relevant to the refutation or estab-

lishment of the substratum hypothesis is available, so that the lack
of complete information leaves room for a divergence of beliefs ?
Is it to be hoped that examinations through future supermicro-
scopes, rcfined experiments, etc., will ever bring the metaphysical

10p cit., Bk. 11, Ch. XXIII, Scc. 6.
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problem of substratum to an end? It is not difficult to see that
laboratory science holds out no hope for its solution in the future.
If physicists and chemists had satisfied themselves that at last they
had reached the end of their quest and knew everything about
matter, philosophers could show that the metaphysical problem of
substance still remained unsolved. Nor would more ways of sens-
ing things than the usual five be of the slightest help. A new and
yet further way of perceiving a thing like an orange would only
reveal new gualities of the thing; we still would not be able to per-
ceive the substance itself, and the controversy over its existence
would remain.

Consider again what Hume appears to have done, namely, to
have looked for something by means of a series of careful observa-
tions. In the case of an actual search for anything we always have
some idea of what it is we are looking for. We know, for example,
what it would be like to look for and discover (or fail to discover)
the unknown cause of a disease. But if we had no idea whatever,
however rough, no inkling, of what it is we were trying to dis-
cover, we should not know where to begin nor where to turn, nor
should we be able to recognize the thing as answering to what we
want. The experiment Hume invites us to make is utterly different
in this respect from an ordinary instance of looking for some-
thing. In this case, not finding what we are looking for implies
that we had, to begin with, no idea whatever of what we were
trying to discover. And it implies, moreover, that no process of
looking had been resorted to. The search was only a sham. For
when Hume points out that the supposed idea of substance de-
rives ncither from sensation nor reflection, which both he and
Locke are agreed are the only sources of our ideas, he in effect
tells us, not that it, like the idea of a centaur, is fictitions, but that
there is #o such idea. He tells us that the phrases ‘substance in which
attributes inhere’, ‘owner of attributes’, ‘support of qualities’ de-
scribe nothing actual or imaginable and arc literally empty phrases
to which no application has been given. Of course, then, there can
be no looking for a bearer of properties, no examination of any-
thing for the purpose of trying to discover a substratum, any
more than there can be a search for binomial scarlet or for a slithy
tove.

When it is claimed that none of our senses acquaints us with
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substance, that they all fail to reveal to us a support of such ex-
perienced qualitics as shape, colour, and taste, what this claim has
to be construed as coming to is that it is logically impossible to per-
ceive in any way the subject of attributes. When it is said “We
experience qualitics but not the subject in which they arc supposed
to inhere’, what these words must be taken to be stating is that
under no conceivable circumstances could we ever experience
substance, that this is a logical impossibility, however much they
look to be asserting an cmpirical fact about what we fail to per-
ceive. No one could seriously be supposed to be maintaining that
we do not perceive substratum because as a matter of fact it does
not cxist or that we arc prevented from ecxpericncing it by a
physical obstacle or some sort of physiological inadequacy. Noth-
ing can be said to be a goal if we cannot describe what it would be
like to attain it, and nothing can be said to be a barrier preventing
us from attaining a goal unless we can describe overcoming it and
reaching the goal. And what makes it certain that the inaccessi-
bility of substance is not to be explained on physical or physio-
logical grounds is that there are no descriptions in philosophy of
what it would be like to perceive substance or of what it is that
prevents our experiencing it.

A familiar argument, which is substantially Hume’s, helps make
clear what it is that stands in the way of our expericncing the sub-
stratum support of attributes. It goes as follows. If, in our
imagination, we take away the various properties of a thing, for
example, the shape, size, and other attributes of an orange, we find
that there %s nothing left; there is no residue, which is the owner
of properties and distinct from them, for us to imagine. There is
no difﬁcglty about imagining Voltaire deprived of all his posses-
sions, his garments, his money, books, and snuff box: bare
Voltaire remains after this process. But when Voltaire’s attributes
are taken away from the substance in which they inhere, nothing
whatever, no bare something, is left. This shows that the seem-
ingly descriptive expression ‘substance in which properties inhere
but which is distinct from them’ is not used to describe anything.
The impossibility of imagining substratum is a logical impossi-
bility, which has its source in the linguistic fact that the word
‘substratum’, in the sense of something ‘in which properties inhere
but which is distinct from them’, has been given no application.
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It might, of course, be urged that ‘substratum’ does denote some-
thing, though what it denotes eludes us; but then we should have
to accept the absurd consequence that the word has an application
which it has never been given and is not known to have. It is
clear, then, that we cannot perceive substratum for the same
rcason that we cannot see binomial scarlet: ‘perceives substratum’,
like ‘sces binomial scarlet’, is a literally senscless expression.
Hence, when a metaphysician says, ‘We do not know what things
really arc’, his plaint would seem to be against language, namely,
that to say such a thing as ‘~1 knows what it is, the substratum,
that attributes ¢,, é,, ¢3 . . . inhere in’ is not to say anything.
And when another metaphysician states that ‘we cannot say
anything about its nature’, he seems to be remarking that there do
not exist words for describing substratum, which is to say that
the word ‘substratum’ is connected with no descriptive phrases.

It would appear now that the explanation of the substance
hypothesis which construes it to be the distorted recognition of a
linguistic fact, the recognition of such a fact displaced, so to speak,
on to the world of things, is correct. The idea that the theory is a
mistake due to the transfer to the world-structure of the structure
of subject-predicate sentences needs, apparently, to be qualified in
the following way: it is this sentence structure take in conjunction
with the linguistic fact that it makes no sense to speak of knowing
what it is that is the subject of attribution which is responsible for
the mistake. Can this explanation be the right one, however? It is
sufficiently plain that the theory is not an account of the nature of
things and that its appearing to be such is an illusion due to the
form of words used to express it. But is the source of the theory
to be found, as is claimed, in the language we use in everyday
conversation, the language of ordinary discourse ?

The claim would be correct if in ordinary language it made sense
to speak of perceiving colours, shapes, etc., but did not make sense
to spcak of perceiving things. But this is not the case at all; and it
must be a mistake to think that the metaphysical idea of unknow-
able substance could be produced by the subject-predicate struc-
ture of ordinary sentences like “The dog is barking’ or “This table is
heavy’. For it makes perfectly good sense to speak not only of
hearing the barking of the dog and feeling the weight of the ta}alc
but also of secing the dog and of seeing the table, i.e., of perceiving
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the thing that is barking and the ¢hing that is heavy. Moore has
said: ‘Some people may no doubt think that it is very unphilo-
sophical in me to say that we ever can perceive such things [as doors
and fingers]. But it seems to me that we do, in ordinary life, con-
stantly talk of seezng such things, and that, when we do so, we are
ncither using language incorrectly, nor making any mistake about
the facts—supposing something to occur which never does in
fact occur’.* Ordinary, anphilosophical people who speak in subject-
predicate sentences do not have the idea that things, as opposed to
attributes, are unknowable. How then could it possibly produce
such an idea in the minds of metaphysicians? It seems plain that
ordinary language could not have produced the idca; the source
has to be discovered elsewhere. When a person who maintains
that we do perceive things and that to say that we do is not a
misuse of language is condemned as being unphilosophjcal, then
we have to think that being philosophical consists in doing some-
thing unusual with words, not mistakenly, but with purpose,
whether or not with awareness. It becomes highly plausible tq
think that metaphysicians have, if not consciously then with up.
conscious skill, introduced ‘linguistic unknowables’, If substratum
is unknowable, then the word ‘substratum’ does not mean what
is ordinarily meant by the phrase ‘subject of attribution’. In some
way that is obscure to us, language has been altered; and it is this
altered language which is responsible for the theory that things are
unknowable substrata in which attributes inhere.

What has happened? How has the metaphysical dream been
produced? Fortunately, there are statements to be found in the

literature which give us insight into what has taken place. Con
sider the following statement:—

Those who maintain that there is an ultimate plurality of syb.
stances, and yet hold that characters are, as such, universals
seem logically bound to deny that a substance is the com lex
unity of all its qualities and relations. Thus Mr, McTaggart \I;ho
occupies this position, asserts in his Nazure of Existence, C’h. A\
that the complex unity is itself only a complex adjective, and
therefore presupposes a subject ultimately distinct from itself 2

1G. E. Moote, Philosophical Studies (1922), p. 226. Moore said this in 4
different conncxion.
®G. F. Stout, Studies in Philosophy and Psychology (1930), p. 304.
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And also this statement:—

If we . . . suppose that his kind and all his particular attri-
butes as well befong to the individual, the individual, to which
they all belong, becomes 2 mere uncharacterized something. For
in saying what it is, we should merely assign to it a fresh pre-
dicate; whereas we want to get not at its predicates but at that
which ‘has’ them. Thus we should reach a new way of consider-
ing the subject of predication. Originally it was the concrete
individual, Socrates or Plato; but of what he is, one part was
distinguished as what he is essentially, and the rest reduced to
attributes or ‘accidents’ of him, not necessary to his being, and
not to be included in an account of his essence. Now, what he is
essentially is also reduced to the position of attribute and mere
predicate, and the subject becomes 2 mere subject of which as
such nothing more can be said except that it exists and is unique
in cach individual.t

What these quotations, on careful reading, can be seen to tell us
is that the substratum theory expresses the linguistic result of
juggling with words. The illusion that things are unknowable in
themselves has its source in a linguistic creation. In almost so
many words, these quotations explain the mechanics of the illusion
as consisting of the change brought about in language by reducing
general names to the status of ‘mere adjectives’, that is to say, the
change brought about by reclassifying general substantives as
‘complex adjectives’ while retaining the subject-predicate form of
sentence.

It appears that some metaphysicians wish to recompose lan-
guage, for some rcason or other. Ordinary grammar does not
satisfy them; and they wish to change it by depriving general sub-
stantives of their grammatical noun function and give them the
status of adjectives without, however, giving up the subjecF—
predicate form of sentence. In order to do this, it is quite plain
that linguistic reparations will have to be made. If the substantive
‘penny’ is counted as a ‘complex adjective’ which ‘presupposes a
subject ultimately distinct from itself’, then, since in English there
is no term distinct from it which it presupposes as a subject term,
a new term will have to be invented to supply the need. If we
wish to deprive ‘penny’ of its noun place in the sentence ‘The

'H. W. B. Joscph, .An Introduction to Logic (1931), p. 54.
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penny is round’ and at the same time wish to keep the grammatical
structure of the sentence intact, without replacing the noun by a
synonym, then our only resort is to find a structural replace-
ment for the deleted term. For obviously there cannot be a sen-
tence which has a subject-predicate structure but fails to have some
sort of subject term, if only one which plays the réle of subject in
purely formal respects. A subject-predicate sentence must have a
subject; this is the ‘necessity of thought” of which Locke speaks.

The introduction of a term which is only a formal, and not a
material, substitute for a general noun is made possible by the fact
that general names have two distinct functions. A word like
‘mouse’ has, for one thing, a literal meaning; in this respect it has
a semantic function which enables us to say what a thing is, e.g.,
that a thing is a mouse, or that a thing is a ball or a penny. In
addition to this, it also has the formal syntactical function of serv-
ing as the subject of predication in sentences. If, now, general
names are deprived of the syntactical use to which they are at
present put, and given adjectival classification under parts of
speech, the subject-predicate form of sentence in which they occur
as subjects can nevertheless be preserved by introducing a term
that will do part of the work of a general name, i.c., do its syn-
tactical work without doing its semantic work. It will be sufficient
if the new term is made to behave syntactically like an ordinary
subject term and is otherwise a pseudo term, having no applica-
tion to phenomena. Thus, to revert to the former example, the
Structure of the sentence ‘The penny is round’ can be kept intact
after its noun has been deleted, by letting the mark ‘x’ occupy the
?lace of_‘penny’. We then have the new subject-predicate sentence
.The x is round’,! where ‘x” differs from ordinary subject terms
in respect of having been given no application. It is the failure to
give ‘x’ a meaning that makes it a ‘mere subject’ or, to use
Bertrand Russell’s word, a hook on which to hang adjectives.

One philosopher seems to have divined what has happened
when he observed that ‘Our idea of 2 substance, in fact, turns out
tc; be no-mor? than an unkno?vn x, to \x./hxch we refer the contents
of expertence’.? The new subject term /s an unknown x, which is

s . .
Vx’ is not to be taken as representing a variable.

*James Gibson, Locke’s Theory of Knowledge and its Historical Relations (1917)
p-9s. ,
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to say it is a symbol that has no known meaning assigned to it; it
has no semantic use, though it has the appearance of having such
a use. It is a term by means of which we cannot say what a thing is,
although, in the subject-predicate sentences of the substratum
language invented by metaphysicians, it supplants words with
which we can, and in ordinary language do, say what things are.
It is this new form of subject-predicate language that causes the
idea of unknowable substratum: the new term is a ‘linguistic
unknowable’. The complaint that we cannot say anything about
the nature of substance, about what things really are, is not the
factual complaint about things it may at first have seemed to be,
nor is it about our everyday language, which, of course, contains
general names. It is the expression of dissatisfaction with the sub-
stratum language of metaphysics and is of the same order as com-
plaining that we cannot say what a ‘tove’ is. The term ‘x’ tells us
nothing, conveys no information, about the thing described by the
adjectives of a sentence in which it occurs as subject. Nor, of
course, can we explain its meaning, in the way in which we can
explain the meaning of a gencral name. If we are asked wh'at a
kangaroo is we can answer the question by describing the arur_nal
to which the word ‘kangaroo’ applies, which is to say, by giving
roughly the meaning of the word. This is impossible in thc. case
of the metaphysical subject, which has no application; there is no
explaining what an x is. The observation that on the sgbstratum
theory ‘the individual . . . becomes a mere uncharactenz-cd somie-
thing. For in saying what it is, we should merely assign to it a fresh
predicate; whereas we want to get not at its predicates but at that
which “has” them’! comes to the same thing as the above com-
plaint. It is easy to see why we cannot ‘get at’ substancc.wit_h a
language in which general names have been reduced to adjectival
status and have had their former position taken over by a term
which does only their syntactical work. We can state wha.t attri-
butes a thing has but we cannot say what it is in which they 1nh‘cr€,
except that it is an x, an ‘uncharacterized something’. We can get
at’ some animals with the word ‘kangaroo’, but we get at nothing
with the term ‘x”. ]

The idea of substance as being that which remains after a thing
has been stripped bare of its qualities—the idea, in other words, of

Joseph, foc. cit.
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‘bare substance’ or the ‘bare particular’—turns out to be a dis-
guised expression of a linguistic fact. .That \vhlcl? remains, aftc;a
general name has been deprived of its appllc'atlon‘to things by
depriving it of the meaning it has in common withan mc}ctcrmmatc
set of adjectives, is a term which has only 2 syntactical use, an
equivalent of the formal subject term of substratum mcFaphymCS.
‘Bare substance’ is nothing more than a ‘bare’ sgbstantlvc wqrd,
the metaphysical ghost of a gencral name. This 1s the conception
of substratum as something distinct from its propertics and in which
they inhere. And this conception is nothing morc than the con-
ception of a subject-symbol which is completely distinct from its
predicates by virtue of the fact that it has no mecaning of its
own, a fact which also makes impossible our saying, by mcans of
it, what things are. It is possible in this language to say what pro-
perties a thing has, but not what it is. This fact, it may be noted,
rids philosophers of the need of trying to distinguish the essence
of a thing from its accidents. For without the ordinary distinction
between general substantive words like ‘penny’ and ‘horse’ ang
adjectives like ‘round’ and ‘roan’—a distinction which can be
destroyed either by climinating general nouns or by changing
them into adjectives—there is no distinction between the essence
and accidents of a thing. There is left only the distinction between
a term which is a ‘pure’ subject term (the pure abstract being of
medieval metaphysics) and adjectives.

Consider, again, the familiar argument used to demonstrate the
unknowability of substance, the argument, namely, that we cannot
envisage the entity that is left after a thing has been stripped of its
attributes, or, what amounts to the same thing, Humc’s argument
that in addition to the perceived qualities of cglour, §hape, odour,
taste, and the like we never experience the thing which has them.
This argument rests on and, indeed, is a distorted way of calling
attention to actual points of difference and similarity between
general names and adjectives. General names differ in their formal,
syntactical use from adjectives, but also they are like them in .irn-
portant respects. For one thing, like adjectives, tbey have multiple
applicability; or, to express this fact in metaphy51cal language, the
universals for which they stand are capable of having a number of
instances or of being possessed in common by a number of things.
'Thus, we can say that many things are grey and we can say that
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there are many mice. Also, and what is more specifically relevant
in connexion with the argument, the application of a general noun
is determined by a variable set of adjectives, not sharply defined or
specified. To put it roughly, as regards their meaning, general
names are ‘complex adjectives’. This is what Locke was pointing
out when he remarked that ‘everyone upon inquiry into his own
thoughts will find, that he has no other idea of any substance but
what he has barely of those sensible qualities, which he supposes
to inhere . . . Thus the idea of the sun, what is it but an aggre-
gate of those several simple ideas, bright, hot, roundish . . .?’
Hence, to speak of an expcriment, conducted in the imagination,
of stripping a thing of its attributes is a disguised and more colour-
ful way of expressing the linguistic fact that the meaning of a
general noun like ‘mouse’ is the same as that possessed by a com-
plicated set of adjectives, so that by ‘stripping away’ its adjectives,
i.e., by depriving the noun of its adjectival meaning, we deprive
it of its application to things. Noticing the impressive similarity
between general nouns and adjectives makes some people wish to
assimilate them to the class of adjectives. It is much as if, by their
argument, they were to say: ‘See, the difference between general
nouns and adjectives is mainly a difference in the way they function
syntactically in sentences. By comparison with their semantic
similarity, this difference is trivial, but it hides their similarity’.
And to correct this state of affairs and bring out what is hidden by
the structure of subject-predicate language, general nouns are
reduced to adjectival status. The syntactical function of nouns 1s
turned over to a new symbol, and in this way the structure of
subject-predicate sentences using general names as subjects is pre-
served and also the mystifying illusion of a deep theory about the
structure of reality is created. Undoubtedly, the motivation for the
change goes deeper than the linguistic considerations; we may
well think that psychological needs play an important réle in the
production of the illusion.

Metaphysicians who find the substratum theory unacceptable
also feel the importance of the semantic similarity that grammar
tends to conceal, and are dissatisfied with the grammar that con-
ceals it. What impresses these philosophers seems mainly to be.the
fact that both sorts of words, adjectives and nouns, have multiple
applicability, that, e.g., ‘white’ and ‘snow’ are cach applicable to a
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number of things. They sec, however, the possibility of a different
reconstruction, to which they are attracted. They sce the possi-
bility of assimilating adjectives to the class of substantive words.
Instead of reducing gencral names to complex adjectives they
change adjectives into abstract nouns, ‘red’ into ‘redness’, ‘round’
into ‘roundness’, and so on, and dispense altogether with the
subject-predicate form of sentence. In this way they get rid, not of
linguistic unknowables in ordinary language (which has nonc),
but of the pseudo unknowables, the introduced metaphysical sub-
jects of the substratum language. Instead of having philosophical
sentences like “The x is white’, they have philosophical sentences
like ‘Whiteness is here’, or ‘Whiteness, here, now’.
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VIII

THE PARADOXES OF MOTION

WISH to consider Zeno’s celebrated arguments against the
existence of motion. I propose to examine at length and in
considerable detail the flying arrow paradox and shall conclude

my paper with a more general discussion of the remaining three
Paradoxes of motion: the stadium, the dichotomy, and the Achilles
and the tortoisc. My purposc is not only to try to say something
new about the paradoxes, but also to bring forward for considera-
tion some general claims about the nature of metaphysical theories
and demonstrations. For one may well wonder what sort of things
metaphysical theories and demonstrations are. The Cartesian com-
plaint about the condition of philosophy still holds good, and its
condition has even becn aggravated by the claims of Logical
Dositivism; and there seems to be no prospect of improvement.
A well-known philosopher once remarked in the course of a con-
Vversation that he was #ired of a certain view about what meta-
Physical theories and proofs come to and now preferred to talk
differently about them. And it would seem that without exaggera-
tion we may say his remark epitomizes the real method employed
in philosophy, the method behind the verbal scenes, so to speak.
It would seem that emotional preferences and aversions determine
the acceptance and rejection of theories, and that any other sup-
posed determinant is a fraud and a magician’s show. For with
hardly any exceptions, views go out of fashion rather than are
rejected because they have been shown to be false, and new views
which come into fashion go out in the same way. This, at any rate,
is the impression left on many people. To other people, of course,
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metaphysics appears the deepest of the scicnces. One may well
wonder which is the appearance and which the reality.

Instead of saying that I wished to consider the argument of the

flying arrow against the existence of motion, I should have
phrased myself more cautiously and said I wished to consider what
purports to be an argument in demonstration of the impossibility
of motion. For it may be that the real work of the argument is
something clse, however strong the impression it gives of being a
refutation of physical motion. Undoubtedly Zeno himself laboured
under this impression, but it may nevertheless be mistaken. The
style of language in which the argument is expressed is the style of
scientific demonstration, but this may be a linguistic fagade behind
which different work, work other than to establish matter of fact,
is being done. On the other hand, the argument may have been
designed to do just what it seems designed to do, namely, to demon-
strate that motion does not exist, that rivers do not really flow and
galloping horses are in fact motionless, held in immobility by
mighty chains, as Parmenides expressed it.

There are several versions of the paradox and I shall take the
one that is clearest and, for my present purpose, simplest to deal
Ynth. ’Ijhls is stated as _follow's: ‘Everythmg, when it is behavin
ina ufuform.mar'mcr, is coptmually either moving or at rest, but
whaF is moving is always in the now, hence the moving arrow is
motionless’. The view that motion is impossible is a conscquence
according to this, of the contention that ‘what is moving is alway;
in the now’. It follows, in other words, from the notion, which s
felt by many people to be inescapable, that a moving body must
effect a change of place in an instant of time. In a somewhat ey.
panded form the paradox might be restated to read: Motion im-
plies change of position, the transition from one place to another
in an instant of time; therefore, since nothing can happen in ar;
instant of time or in the #ow, motion is impossible.

What is one to make of this argument? There is no denyin
that it Jooks like a demonstration, correct or fallacious, of the im-
possibility of bodies changing their location by moving through
space. But can it really be this ? Can it be imagined that its work is
to establish the non-existence of such a pervasive and well-known

phenomenon in nature as the motion of bodies? The most fre-
quent point of view taken is thatGit is a proof but that it contains a
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hidden mistake. Those who take this point of view insist that it is
a completely obvious fact that physical bodies do move, that the
wind docs sway trees and that birds do fly. They insist that the
philosophical proposition denying this is unmistakably shown to
be false by our everyday sense-experience, and therefore that the
proof given for it must contain an error of reasoning. It is worth
pointing out that so far in its very long history nothing has been
discovered which all experts would agree was a mistake.

Other points of view are also taken. Some philosophers think,
if we are to take them at their word, that the proof is correct and
demonstrates the unreality of motion, unmasks it as ‘mere ap-
pearance’. Others still maintain it is correct but that it does not
prove the impossibility of motion. Instead they take it to be the
true explanation of a physical phenomenon. Thus, according to
Russell, it explains the phenomenon of the motion of a body as
consisting ‘merely in the occupation of different places at different
times’! and compels us to ‘reject the notion of a state of motion’.t

Onec opinion has it that the philosophical theory is false and,
therefore, that the proof given for it contains a mistake; another
that the theory is true and the proof correct; and a third opinion
has it that the proof is the right explanation of a phenomenon (?f
nature, of what motion ‘consists in’. Which of these opinions 1s
one to accept, and is there a rational procedure for deciding be-
tween them? I propose to try to show that none of these meta-
theories is the true explanation of the import of the paradox. Qn
the hypothesis that the paradox is about a fact of nature and its
proof either correct or incorrect we get nowhere. Philosophical
mathematicians have remained deadlocked for a surprising
number of centuries. It therefore cannot be amiss to try out a
different hypothesis. A philosopher some time ago made the re-
mark that ordinary language should be changed because it permits
the concoction of such wild things as the Zeno paradoxes, be-
cause it gives birth, so to speak, to such linguistic monsters. This
seems to me to get closer to what the paradox comes to than do
the three opinions held about it. In any case, this is still a further
opinion regarding the nature of the paradox, namely, that in some
way it is linguistic and has its source in @ fau/t in ordinary /angﬂ.age.
In view of this variety of ideas about its nature, it is certainly

'Bertrand Russell, Principles of Mathematics (1938), p. 473.
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reasonable to apply in an explicit way what may be called ‘meta-
philosophical tests’ to the paradox, in order to try to get at the
facts about its nature: whether it is about the physical universe or
whether, in some way, it is linguistic, or whatever cls'c'it may be.

Let us look at the proof in relation to the proposition 1t 1s sup-
posed to establish, the proof, namely, tha_t motion }mphcs change
of position in an instant of time, hence, since nthxng can ch:_mgc_
its place in an instant, motion is impossible. This argument is of
the form p implies that g implies r’, where p validates the infer-
ence of r from ¢. That is, the proposition ‘Nothing can cha‘ngc.its
place in an instant or in the 7w’ plays the logical role of validating
the inference of ‘Motion is impossible’ from ‘Motion implies
change of place in an instant of time’. There is no denying that the
proposition “Motion is impossible’ strongly appears to state a fact
of nature, i.e., it looks like an empirical proposition, which, more-
over, most people would immediately and unhesitatingly reject
as incontrovertibly false. In fact, one might well say that it is too
patently false for it to be what it is natural to take it to be, or for
people with eyes with which to see the world around them ang
the intelligence with which to relate their thoughts to their ex-
periences to have taken it seriously and even to have accepted it as
true. And perhaps it is not taken seriously in the way in which
ordinary statcments of fact are. A tale handed down about the
Sophist Diodorus illustrates the attitude taken to the theory. Dio-
dorus was well known for his lectures against the existence of
motion. Having put his shoulder out of joint he went to a phy-
sician to have it set. ‘How ?’, said the doctor, ‘your shoulder djs.
located! That cannot be, for . . .” The tale does not go on to say
but undoubtedly Diodorus was not persuaded by the doctor’;
words that it could not be and insisted on and received medica]
treatment.

With the proof, however, it is a different matter. The validating
proposition, to the effect that no change of place can occur in ag
instant of time, is clearly not an inductive generalization. It is not
based on sense-observations of any sort nor is it an hypothesis con.-
structed on the basis of evidence deriving from experimentation,
No one, of course, would dream of claiming to have observeq
what happens in the course of an instant of time. And not only
that; it is plain that no temporal microscope, no imaginable

166



THE PARADOXES OF MOTION

quickening and refinement of our optical apparatus, would en-
able us to make such an observation. No matter how quick the
flash and sharp the eye, the time in which the flash happened
could not have been an sustzant. This is so not because flashes
always take longer and human sense-perception is always too
gross, but because phrascs like ‘happened in an instant of time’,
‘moved from here to there in the non’, are not ssed to describe
anything whatever. Unlike the expression ‘takes only a ten-
thousandth of a second’, the phrases ‘photographed at a shutter
speed of an instant’ and ‘photographed in the sow’ describe no
conceivable occurrence. The ‘cannot’ in the validating proposition
is the ‘cannot’ of logic, not of physics. What prevents a body from
effecting a change of position in the now is a fact of language, not
a fact of physical nature: the fact, namely, that the terms ‘instant’,
‘moment’, ‘the #on” have a definition according to which it makes
no sense to speak of something occurring in an instant or of a
change of place happening in ‘the non’.

When a philosophical mathematician describes an instant by
saying, ‘the instant does not last for a finite time, and there is not
a beginning and an end with an interval between them’, he tells us
in a misleading way something about the use of the word ‘instant
which makes it senseless to speak in certain ways. He tells.us that
an instant has no duration, which is to say that the word ‘instant’
has no application to time-intervals. This is the ob{tac/e that pre-
vents a thing’s moving from one place to another in the zow. Qf
course, if ‘instant’ does not apply to parts of time, then it will
make no sense to speak of a body changing its place in the course
of an instant. The validating proposition is a priori, in knowing
which we understand something about the use of ‘instant’. o

Like the validating proposition, the conclusion th?t motion is
impossible is not empirical. The words ‘Bodies are incapable _of
motion; meteors don’t really fall nor do arrows actually fly’ are 1n
the language of material fact, but this is 2 deception. Consider the
famous proposition of Heraclitus that everything ﬂows_. Th}S also
looks to be an astonishing statement about nature, but. it is in .fgct
only a linguistic creation, a deceptive manceuvre “”Fh familiar
words that appeals to our imagination. For no observation and no
describable phenomenon will be acceptable evidence, actua-l or
theoretical, of the falsity of the theory to anyone who holds it. It
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can readily be scen that if we were to say, ‘Water lows and so does
honey in hot weather. But what about granite mountains and iron
ships? Certainly they don’t flow’, our words would not move in
the slightest anyone who holds the Heraclitean view. Nor would
he seriously think to tell us, ‘Look more closely and carefully and
you will see what I have seen. You will sce that granite mountains
and iron ships do flow, only they flow even more slowly than does
honey just before it congeals’. It is not that he has somechow been
able to see in things what we haven’t been able to sce which makes
him say that cverything flows; granite mountains present the
same appearance to his eyes that they do to ours. Moreover, it s
not possible to describe any phenomenon with regard to which he
would say, ‘Well, if it existed, then, to be surc, not everything
would flow’. A person who lives in the world that we live in and
uses the language that we use but, nevertheless, says, ‘Everything
flows, water flows and sharks’ teeth flow, too’, is not using lan-
guage to describe the world. This is a conclusion that will be plain
to anyone who does not suffer from what we might call a meta.
physical blind-spot.

What the philosopher does with language is not difficult to sce,
though why he does it is not, perhaps, so easy to understand. It js
clear that the sentence ‘Everything flows’ would be a true or false
description of things, if the word ‘flows’ were used in it to distin.

uish between those phenomena which flow and those, which we
should perhaps have to imagine, that did not flow. Otherwise, the
sentence ‘Everything is a flowing thing’ would no more be dc.
scriptive of things than is the tautologous sentence ‘Everything jg
a thing’. And since a person who holds the view is unable tq
describe a situation which would, if it existed, render his view false
and make him give up saying, ‘Everything flows’, he is not using
the word ‘flows’ in the ordinary way to modify the word ‘th'mg;
He is not using ‘flows’ in any way to give us information ab0u£
phenomena nor to distinguish between things. Consciously or un-
consciously, but purposefully, he is not using language to describe
a conditions of things. We can see, though his motivation remains
obscure, that he has decided to make ‘Aows’ a descriptively
Sunctionless word. His statement is secure against any criticism
which makes use of either fact about naturc or fact about actua]
usage, because his purpose is not to describe cither nature or lag.
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guage but only fo change langnage. And we may suspect that he has
a deeper motive than mere linguistic whimsy for doing this.

In the same way, it can readily be seen that the words ‘Motion
is impossible’ are not being used to express a proposition about
things, however strong an impression to the contrary they may
create. For if flowing rivers, galloping horses, and flying arrows
are to be taken as bodies in a state of rest, what then are we to
imagine or describe over and above and in addition to such pheno-
mena that would constitute an instance of a thing being in
motion? The question, of course, is rhetorical. The philosophical
sentence ‘Motion is impossible’, unlike the ordinary sentences
‘Water cannot turn into ice at a temperature below 32° F’ and
‘Birds cannot fly’, is not being used to describe, as in these cases,
falsely, a condition of things.

It is the same with the statement, which seems to be the ex-
planation of a familiar phenomenon, that motion ‘consists merely
in the occupation of different places at different times’. This state-
ment cntails the denial that motion involves the transition of a
moving body from one place to another. No one who denies this
would think of denying that moving bodies appear to be in a state
of transition and that they do not appear to be in a series of ‘static
states of rest’. We thus have to suppose him to be saying some-
thing like this: ‘A particle in motion looks to be in a state of
transition in the path along which it is moving, but its motion,
nevertheless, consists of a succession of static states of rest. It does
not get from one place to another; it simply /s in one place at one
time and in another place at another time’.

Now, there is no difficulty about sceing that what only /oks to
be the case could be conceived to be the case. Any expression that
describes an appearance, visual or otherwise, also describes a
theoretical reality; and if it describes an appearance, it will make
sense to say it describes a reality, however fantastic it might be to
assert that there is such a reality. And if we can say, with sense,
that a2 moving body looks to be in a process of transition, we sl'_la“,
in our language, have to be able to say, with sense, that it /s ina
process of transition. We cannot intelligibly say the one thing
without being able with sense to say the other. But when a philo-
sopher tells us that not only neon sign arrows (which look to pass
from one place to another) but also actual arrows in flight are in a
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succession of states of rest, we are compelled to supposc him to be
denying that any conceivable phenomenon would answcr to the
description ‘is in a process of transition’ or to the description ‘is
passing from place p, to place p;’. For if flying arrows agd shoot-
ing stars are not to count as answering to such a description, what
on earth are we to reckon as coming under it? Arrows in flight are
not neon sign arrows, and how must an arrow behave, other than
the way it behaves in flight, in order to be said to be ‘passing from
one place to another’ ?

Again, the question is rhetorical. Anyone who denies that a
moving body is in a process of transition, anyone who denies that
it is in a ‘sfate of motion’ or in process of getting from onc place to
another, is in no position to give a satisfactory answer to the
question. In some way, he has ruled himself out from being able
to distinguish between the real thing and the illusion. Whatever
it may be, his use of ‘looks to be in a state of transition’ cannot be
to describe an appearance, in the way in which the words “The
neon arrow appears to be moving’ are used to describe one. Ip
consequence, his purported explanation cannot be an explanation
either right or wrong, of what motion ‘consists in’. The scntencé
“The motion of a body consists merely in its occupying different
places at different times’ is in what we might call the ‘ontological
idiom’. The style of language in which the sentence is written
which makes its outward form like that of the factual cxplanator};
sentence “The motion of the figures on the film screen consists
merely in their occupying different places at different times’, de.
ceives us into thinking that this sentence, too, is factual explana.
tory, whereas, as reflection shows, it cannot be.

If, like the validating proposition, the conclusion of Zeno’s
proof is not with regard to material fact, it is unlike the validatjng
proposition in not being a priori either. We cannot, with reason on
our side, think that Zeno wished to prove that motion is a /ogic,
impossibility, that it is logically impossible for moths to flutte,
and for eagles to swoop, in the way in which it is logically im.
possible for a thing to be green all over and also pink. An a prig,;

statement may be compared with paper money that is backed by

gold, the gold in the case of an a priori statement being some

linguistic fact with regard to accepted usage. If the sentence

‘Motion is impossible’ expressed an a prisri proposition, there
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would have to be a fact about language to the effect that the word
‘motion’ had no application to anything that happened and that
phrases like ‘galloped down the highroad’ and ‘Aoated down the
strcam’ described nothing at all.

Now, to try to prove that motion is logically impossible is in
effect to try to demonstrate that the word for motion has no literal
meaning in the language in which the demonstration is con-
ducted. But how, by the farthest stretch, could anyone be ima-
gined attempting to do such an utterly ridiculous thing ? His at-
tempting this, in view of the fact that he knows the use of the
word as well as anyone, would be as incomprehensible to us as
would be the behaviour of a trained astronomer who, while in the
full possession of his senscs, tried to reach for the moon. If we
restrain our hostile tendency to be scornful of others, we can
realize that, whatever it is that he is doing, he cannot be trying to
do this. His assertion that motion is impossible can with no more
plausibility be supposed « priori than it can be supposed to be with
regard to material fact. Our intelligence can give its assent to
ncither. Everyone, probably, has had the experience of observing
bchaviour which from a distance seemed senseless but which on
his dra\ving nearer and learning more about it became intelligible
to him. This was once my experience with the hand language used
by deaf-mutes. We may say that our problem is to draw nearer
and discover the sense in the apparently senseless verbal misbe-
haviour in the present case. )

It is the same with the claim that the motion of a body consists
merely in the body’s occupying a series of different plac'es', \V1t1’}-
out passing from any one place to any other. Whatever 1t 1s he is
doing, a philosopher who says this cannot be so eccentric, and
commit such an outrage against our intelligence, as to be decllar-
ing that the word ‘motion’ means the same as the phrase ‘succession
of static states of rest’.

The validating proposition of the argument is a priori, and ic
conclusion is neither 2 priori nor about the behaviour of physical
bodies in space. What is the right construction to be placed on
the premise, the proposition, namely, that ‘Motion implies chan.ge
of place in the now’? If the implication is an entailment, the lin-
guistic gold backing this proposition will have to be some fact to
the effect that the combination of words ‘is moving but fails to be
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. . i t of time while it is
in motion throughout any instant of momen

r
moving’ describes no condition of any Fnatcns‘ﬁ;inlf:hgi:.a It\/li;)rfc
specifically, what would make it 1ogicany mpos ld be the f %
to be in motion and not be moving in the now wou % ::Vh;cha‘tjts
that the word ‘moves’ applies to no phenomenon > (i:n
changing its position in the now’ or ‘passes f-.rolm ’il “P2 o
instant of time’ fails to apply. But by what magical i fanguggc
or logic is anyone able to deduce from the conccption (})1 motion
the conception of transition from one placc to another being
cffected in the now ? :

According to the validating proposition, no cxprcss:on of the
form ‘took only an instant of time to move from p; 10 Pz, or of the

1 ) . . '
form ‘moved p of an inch in the new’ apphcs to any thCOfCtlca”)

possible occurrence. According to the philosophical-mathematical
dictionary, as it were, the terms ‘instant’ and ‘the #ow’ have a
definition which prevents their having a descriptive function jn
combination with the words ‘moves’, ‘runs’, and the like, Hence,
if ‘being in motion’ entailed ‘cffecting a change of position in the
now,” the term ‘motion’ would have no application to anything
that happened in the physical world. But the word does, ofcoursé,
have a known and accepted use in the language in which the eq.
tailment is stated. It has alrcady becn seen that the paradoxicy)
conclusion of the proof, i.e., ‘Motion is impossible’, could no¢
with any sort of plausibility be construed as being intended tq
convey the linguistic information that ‘motion’ is 2 word which,
has no application in the language of everyday speech. The proof,
therefore, could not be intended to demonstrate this. We are thyg
led to the idea that the words ‘Motion implies a chaqge of position
in the #ow’ arc not, by some unaccountable and persistent mistake,
intended to express an entailment which does not exist. Instead,
we are forced to think that they have a different purpose. It g
purposeful, if unconscious, artistry with language, and not a mere
mistake, that creates the paradox.

We get more insight into what has happened linguistically whep,
we notice that, whereas the validating proposition leads in one
direction, the premise by itself, considered apart from the valida¢.
ing proposition, leads in an opposite direction. By itself, the pro.
position that motion implies change of place in an instant of time
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implies the further proposition that an instant (as well as the now,
ctc.) has duration. We could reason in this way: It takes some
time, however little, for a body to move from one place to
another, however short the distance between the two places;
hence, if motion implies change of place in the now, then (since
motion does take place) the now, an instant, and the like will have
to have duration.

It is to be noticed that the same conscquence obtains from the
supposition that a body remains at rest in the now. An instant,
which ‘does not last for a finite time, and there is not a beginning
and an end with an interval between them’, has no duration, of
course, which is to say that ‘instant’ is not the name of a very brief
unit of time. But it is a fact that the word behaves syntactically
like a substantive of a special category, viz., the category of names
of time-intervals. We may say that like the word ‘point’ in the
language of geometry, the use of ‘instant’ has two aspects.
Semantically, as regards its use in expressions to convey informa-
tion, ‘instant’ is not the name of a time-interval. This is what the
validating statement actually informs us. Syntactically, as regards
the mode of its use in sentences, ‘instant’ is a substantive that
belongs to the class of words denoting units of time. This is what
Is indicated by the premise: in an oblique way, the statement
‘Motion implies change of place in an instant of time’ tells us that
‘instant’ is formally, if not materially, classified with time-interval
substantives. _

To restate briefly the results with regard to the three proposi-
tions. The conclusion that motion is impossible is neither a factual
statement about the behaviour of bodies in space nor is it one that
in any way tells us something about the established use of the
word ‘motion’. The premise in an indirect way calls attention to
the fact that ‘instant’ functions syntactically like a substantive that
denotes a small unit of time. And the validating proposition calls
attention to the fact that the term is not the name of a time-
interval.

The problem now is to discover what the conclusion does come
to and how the facts about the use of ‘instant’ brought out by the
proof are relevant to it. In what way do these facts constitute 2
proof and what do they ‘prove’ ?

It is to be kept in mind that if the sentence declaring the
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o ) . ori proposition, the word

impossibility of motion did state an 4 priors pc F hcno;;]cna The
h . . ‘g1ca » .

‘motion’ would then Jack applicauon to phys! ) lfut we can casily

word docs, to be sure, have a well-known usc; ¥

: or, to get rid of it.
understand the wish, for some reason or other, 8

i<h i i ' hy, an
This sort of wish is by no means rarc outside of philosophy, and

i ; concealment.
is somectimes cxpressed without any attempt at A

political scientist, for example, once cxpressed tlvxc “:lehhto have
the word ‘nation’ dcleted from our vocabu.lar}' an 1 t chwff)rd
‘community’ used in its place, l)ccausc,.aCCO.rdJ“g to l,“m,‘tdc 1rst
was connccted with aggressive associations 11 pcqplc s minds and
the sccond not. Now, if we interpret the paradox in terms of some
such wish, we have an explanation of what has happened, an ex-
planation, morcover, which relates the proof to the conclusion in

a way that wakes sense. '
We cannot, with reason on our side, think that a person whq

maintains the impossibility of motion be/ieves that a familiar word
for a familiar phenomenon has no application. But no such diffi.
culty stands in our way, if we interpret hl.S statement in terms of
an artificially gratified wish to dispense 7.1111/1 the word. The worg
remains in actual use and no metaphysician gives it up in norma]
discourse. But this docs not prevent him from composing ap
artificial language, not meant for use in‘ worl‘caday life, Which’
like a drecam, will answer more nearly to his dc§1rcs. If we Suppose
that in the mctaphysical dictionary of some philosophers ‘motioy?
has been deprived of its use, it then is easy to see what Fhe sentence
‘Motion is impossible’ comes to. It expresses an a priori proposi.
tion, not in ordinary language, but in a special language of ez,
Dphysical wish-fulfilment.

The relevance of the proof to the conclusion becomes compre.
hensible in the light of the present hypothesis. The proof may be
viewed as expressing a linguistic grievance, which is used to justify
the artificial realization of a linguistic wish. It is a source of djs.
satisfaction to some pcople that the word ‘instant’, or the term
‘the now’, should be one thing and masquerade as another thing,
that it should wear the outer cloak of a time-interval dcnoting
substantive and not be one in fact. ‘Instant’, ‘the #ow’, ‘momeny
arc counterfeit substantives. This is the ‘fault’ in language which
disturbs; and the philosopher vents his grievance and soothes hig
feelings by composing a language which has no place for them,
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In the language in which “Motion is impossible’ expresses a logical
nccessity, there is no room for ‘instant’, ‘moment’, and ‘the now’.
The proof calls attention to a linguistically unsatisfactory state of
affairs, which is remedied by the conclusion.

It is no wonder, then, that no error of reasoning has been found
in the proof, for there is none. One can accept the proof or reject
it, which is to say one can feel disturbed by the facts it brings out
about ‘instant’, etc., or one can be quite unmoved by them. And
that is all there is to it. All this is effectively concealed by the
grammar in which the paradox is phrased. Schopenhauer made the
penctrating observation that our intellect is in the service of our
cmotional needs; and, indeed, it would hardly come as a surprise
if the motivation for the paradox turned out to have deeper
sources than the superficial one that meta-analysis discovers for us.
' On the basis of our explanation of what the paradox comes to it
Is possible to give an account of the three points of view with
regard to the proof. A person who holds that the proof contains a
mistake and its conclusion says something false rejects both the
grievance and the remedy, but uses the scientific style of discourse
in which the paradox is stated to do this. What he does is to ac-
cept the grammar of logical demonstration, of argument and con-
clusion, and reject the content. We might, with hardly any exag-
geration, say that it is characteristic of the philosophy of Common
Sense to prefer the shadow of metaphysics to its substance, that
it accepts the scientific fagade and with linguistic conservatism,
rejects its dramatic content. That is why it is felt by many people
to be so disappointing.

The second point of view, which holds the proof to be correct
and its conclusion true, accepts both the style and the content of
the paradox. The third view, which makes the proof out to be the
explanation of what motion really consists in, i.e., the scientific
explanation of a phenomenon, also accepts the language of demon-
Stration, but uses the demonstration to retain and redefine the word
‘motion’, rather than to cast it out. The proof is a way of giving
to ‘motion’ the new definition ‘occupation of different positions
at different times’. It is plain that metaphysical mathematicians
who give this definition to ‘motion’ wish to make more pro-
nounced the syntactically name-like use of ‘instant’, which appeals
to them rather than repels them.

175



THFE PARADOXES OF MOTION

I wid to conclude with some gencral comments on al] four of
Zena’s paradoxes of motion. The four paradoxes actually reduce
to two: The dichotomy and the Achilles and the tortoise are sub-
stantially the same; and the stadium and the flying arrow make the
same point, though they make it differently. And, in fact, all four
paradoxes have, so to speak, the same target.

The arpument of the flying arrow expresses a semantic com-
plaint against the mathematical use of the term ‘instant of time?,
which differs radically from the ordinary usc of ‘instant’ and
‘moment’. In ordinary, everyday speech it makes perfectly good
sense to say, ‘Jones pauscd for an instant’” and ‘It took him only 3
maoment to dash across the street’. But the mathematical use of
‘instant’ (The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary defines ‘instant’ ag a
point of time!) is such that it makes no sense whatever to say thy,
anything happened in an instant of timc_: it makes no sense to say,
.5, “Jones paused for a wathematical instant’. The complaint is
about the name-like use of a word which, in fact, is not useq ag
the name, cither general or proper, of an interval of time, The
word has the grammatical function of a substantlvc_, and this Createg
the semantic illusion that the word denotes a minute interva) of
time. It is this semantic illusion against which the complaint is
directed. .

The stadium paradox, which purports to dcmpnstratc that hajg
of an instant of time is cqual to the whole of the instant, CXpresseg
the same linquistic complaint against the mathematical yge of
‘instant’. It attempts, but in a lmgulsnca]}y concca,lcd Way, to oy
pose the fact that the words ‘instant’ and ‘moment” do not denoy,
microscopically small time-intervals. And it dgcs this by showiy,
that the supposition that the word§ denote time-spans implics
contradiction. Drawing the contradictory conscquence consists ;
doing no more than showing that #o mathematically CXpressib),
interval of time is brief cnough to be a mathematica) instant o
moment, which is the same thing as calling attention to the facy
that ‘instant’ denotes no time interval, however short, Byt callin
attention to this linguistic fact is the same as pointing out that
‘instant’ is a noun which has zero naming function, i.e., that it is o
grammatical noun only, not also a semaatic noun, and, thus, thay
it is a linguistic fraud.

It may be remarked here that the claim that a physica/ distance’
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say a physical linc of a given length, does not consist of geometric
points, makes the same complaint against the geometrical use of
the word ‘point’. A geometrical point is not a unit of length,
however small; and this, expressed in the less misleading lin-
guistic idiom, is to say that as it Is used in geometry the noun
‘point’ is not the name of a spatial unit. Again, the dissatisfaction
is directed against a name which is a semantic sham, against a word
which has the formal, grammatical use in sentences of a name, but
not the substantial use of one.

The dichotomy connects up directly with the instant of time,
or point of time, paradoxes. The Achilles and the tortoise
adds nothing new to the dichotomy; and I now wish to consider
briefly a version of the dichotomy which does not refer to points,
I do this in order to avoid getting involved in an extended dis-
cussion of the geometrical use of the word ‘point’. The version I
wish to discuss is as follows: In order to traverse a given distance,

d, a moving body, a, must first traverse —, and in order to tra-
2
d d o ..
verse -, a must first traverse -, etc., ad infinitum. That is, in order
2 4

to traverse any distance, however short, a must finish traversing
an infinite number of distances which decrease toward zero after
the manner of an infinite geometric sequence. But since it s
logically impossible to finish traversing a non-terminating number
of distances, regardless of whether or not they decrease in length,
motion is impossible and a is forever fixed to its place.

The conclusion of the argument, namely, that motion is im-
possible, is not about the physical phenomenon of motion nog
about the word ‘motion’. I think it is clear by now that the cop-
clusion does not deny the existence or possibility of physical
motion nor does it deny that the word ‘motion’ has applica-
tion to actual or theoretically possible phenomena. The argument,
then, is not to be interpreted as being an attempt to demonstrate
either of these two things. What, then, are we to make of the argu-
ment ? What does it try to show ?

It must be quite plain that the argument tells us something
about ufinite geometric series, for it tells us that in order to traverse 5

given distance, 4, a must first traverse > ;, Y etc.,ad infinitysy,,
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Amongst other things, it tells us something about the geometric

scrics 1+ 44} 4 And what it tells us is the well-known

S
fact that the scrics has no last member, that no value of o i the
. I A . .
smallest number derivable from —--; by substtuting numbers for #,
2

howcever large. The sentence, ‘It is impossiblg to ﬁnl,sh traversing
an infinitc numbcr of regularly decreasing dlstfmccs » says that it
is impossible to run through, or add up and arrire at //JE.II(/)/ of{ an
infinitc geometric scries. In a paper to the Aristotelian 5.051”)';
Bertrand Russcll maintained that it is ‘mcdxcally’,. not logically,
impossible to write out the whole of an inﬁn}'tc scries.! But this is
simply ridiculous. The impossibility of running through the .ul/}o/e
of an infinite scrics is logical, not physical, bcca.usc the serics is
non-terminating; and running through an e{mre s.crics entails
counting its /as/, terminal member. No infinite scrics can be 3
whole, completed, serics. .

This is true. But what are we to make of having this pointed
out to us i1 connexion with the idea of motion? It can casily be seen
that the argument calls attention to a tremendous difference be.-
tween finite series and infinite gecometric series. An infinjte geo-
metric series has no last term and it has no sum, in the arithmetical
sense of ‘sum’; it has only a limit. In these respects it is entirely
different from a finite series. And, in fact, an infinite geometric
scries is a formula for gencrating serics, the so-called ‘partia]
scries’. The infinite scries

143 +4+4+

is the partial series 1 4-} 4 | 4§, together with implicit instructions
as to how further partial serics are to be written; this it does by
illustrating how the terms are related to each other. The dorg
‘. . .” do not dcnote the remainder of the scries, in the way in
which the line *. . . +30’ in the expression ‘3 +6 RS P
+ 30’ stands for the remainder of a series. It is nothing more than
the instruction to go on in the same manner.

The argument of the dichotomy points out the great difference
between an ordinary series and an infinite geometric series, and
the conclusion states a concealed alteration of terminology. The
conclusion expresses the decision not to classify so-called ‘infinite

YProc. Arist. Soc., Vol. XXX VI, p. 143.
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series’ with series, which is to say, it expresses the linguistic de-
cision not to call an infinite series a ‘series’. An American mathe-
matician once did a similar thing and without concealment; he
refuscd to use the expression ‘finite number’ on the grounds that
infinite numbers are not numbers and, therefore, that the word
‘finite’ does not distinguish between numbers. Again, the argument
of the dichotomy is a linguistic complaint against lumping in-
finite and finite scrics together by calling both ‘series’, and the
conclusion corrects the situation by denying the name ‘series’ to
what are called ‘infinitc geometric series’.

But how is the idea that motion is impossible connected with
the refusal to call an infinite series a ‘series” ? Among other things,
it is a spectacular way of introducing a contracted use of the word
‘series’. In connexion with the argument, viz., that a distance con-
sists of an infinite geometric series of distances, the conclusion that
motion is impossible, or that a distance cannot be traversed, comes to
saying that since an infinite geometric series has no sum (ot is not
a whole), it is not a series. Quite clearly it is a colourful way of
declaring that it is absurd to call an infinite serics a ‘series’. .

To sum up. The first two paradoxes are semantic complaints
against calling an infinite geometric series a ‘series’. The sccpnd
two paradoxes are, in effect, complaints against the same thing;
they reject the attempt to make an infinite series /ook, linguistically,
like an ordinary series, i.e., a finite serics. The dkhotomy con-
stitutes an objection to applying the term ‘series’ to so-called infinite
serics, because they have no last member and are therefore not
whole series. Russell speaks of ‘the mistaken supposition that thc.:re
cannot be anything beyond the whole of an infinite seties, which
can be seen to be false by observing that 1 is beyond the whole gf
the infinite series 3, §, §, 18 . . .’L But Russell is mistaken. Thereis
no whole series beyond which 1 lies; 1 is the /iwit of the series. And
the series is not a whole in the sense of a completed seties, after the /ast
member of which 1 comes. )

The flying arrow and the stadium paradoxes constitute objectlc,)n_s
to the namelike use of “point’—‘point of time’ or ‘point of space’, it
does not matter which. The terms ‘mathematical instant’, ‘moment’,
‘infinitesimal’ or, to use an expression of Anaxagoras’, ‘the least
of what is small’, are syntactical, not semantic, names. But they

1Onur Knowledge of the External World, (1929), p. 188.
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have the formal, if not the actual, role of denoting the last
member, the least of what is small, of an unending decreasing
series. They are semantically spurious but are designed to make
an infinite geometric series /ook like a completed series, by making
it appear to have a /ast member, and therefore making it appear
to have an arithmetical sum which cannot be arrived at arith-
metically by adding the terms.

Weierstrass banished infinitesimals from the actual doing of
mathematics, but Russell and others, who speak about the who/e
of an infinite series, provide excellent evidence for believing that
Weierstrass did not banish infinitesimals from the thinking about
mathematics. The formal, but otherwise spurious, substantives
‘point’ and ‘instant’ make it grammatically possible to speak about
the whole of an unending series; that is, they make it possible tg
speak of a formula for generating “partial series’ as if the formula
were the series it generates. Their use makes the infinite series

T+34H3454+ ...
look, at least in formal respects, /ike the finite series

34+6+9+124 . .. +30,

by enabling one to think of the infinite serics as if it were termj
nating: )

1+3+3+8+ . ..+ infinitesimal
or

d .

d+_+é+¥+ .« o -+ pomt.
2 4 8

fThc instant-of-time paradoxes are expressions of Opposition ¢

th:lS verbal chicanery. The four paradoxes, taken together, cq ©
stitute an attempt to expose the enormous difference be’twe;l )
ﬁmt_e series and so-called infinite series; and they end with Conn
clusions which refuse to recognize ‘point’ and ‘instant’ as bein\
even the formal, make-believe names of the last members of up.
enc.hng geometrical series. They also refuse to classify infipjte
sertes with finite series under the common designation ‘series’,

180



IX

NEGATIVE TERMS

toward each other’s views and to dismiss them as ridiculous

and an insult to our intelligence. Indeed, one is tempted to
think that an important fechnigue of refutation in philosophy is scorn
and ridicule, a technique, that is to say, of intellectual intimida-
tion. But it need hardly be remarked, or perhaps it does need
pointing out, that such an emotive procedure leads to no insight
Into the theories dismissed. For it has to be realized that of all the
disciplines which make use of proofs and refutations, philosophy
stands alone in having no solidly established results.

In the present paper I wish mainly to consider a view which
has been dismissed by many philosophers as scandalous nonsense
and as being based on the grossest of mistakes. My purpose is to
examine this view soberly and dispassionately and try to see what
it comes to and also to discover whether it is based on the gross
mistake some people think it is based on. The view I propose to
examine has been expressed in sentences like the following:
‘Anxiety reveals the nothing’; ‘We know the nothing’; ‘The noth-
Ing exists’.

What is to be made of these sentences; how are we to interpret
them ? And what sort of mistake, if any, is a person making who
utters them with the assured air of stating propositions about the
truth of which there can be no doubt ? The sentences are strikingly
unusual because, for one thing, they use the word ‘nothing’ in a
grammatically strange way. In ordinary speech ‘nothing’ is not
prefaced with the definite article; it is not grammatical English to
speak of ‘the nothing’. And for another thing, the word ‘nothing’,
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combined with the

i - .ness of its being
quite apart from the strangencs g quees way that

definite article in the sentenccs, is being used in a anyone, for
cludes our understanding. It is hard for us to sce what t}zc words
example, the sophist Gorgias, wishes to convey with omplaint
‘Nothing exists’.! Some philosophers have voiced the € Jlatio

that the sentence “The nothing exists’ docs not havg a tran: £ n
into the common vernacular and have, on the basis of thl-s haCt’
procecded to the position that the sentence is literally Wit ?_Ut
sense. Thus, the sentence, if it does have sense, presents us with
two difﬁcult,ics which stand in the way of our interpreting ,":: (1)
the use of ‘nothing’ with the definite article, ‘the nothlﬂ% ;jmd
(2) its usc with ‘cxists’, ‘Nothing cxists’. ‘And before tr)ld“'br.to
interpret its usc in ‘The nothing cxists’ it will be hClPﬁ‘l to ¢ ivide
our problem and first attempt to arrive at an und?rstanflmg of
what a philosopher is saying who declares that ‘Nothing exIsts’.

Imagine someonc saying in earnest: ‘At this moment, fC_>r n-
stance, I sce nothing on the small table next to the armchair in my
study, and I also sce nobody in my armchair. T see nothing and
nobody, so of course they exist. Unquestionably others too have
also seen nothing and nobody in various places, so other pcople
also know perfectly well that nothing and nobody exist. Many
people, of course, deny that nothing and nobody exist, bUt_ 1t is
not easy to understand the psychology of such sceptics’. Sfud' in
all scriousness by a person, these words produce a mystifying
effect. For he uses language which is like the language of someone
who is talking about extremely refined and subtle objects, ghost.
like entities which those of us with less refined perception or those
of us who lack the nccessary rapport with the occult are not
privileged to see.

His words suggest the occult; but, despite his talk, reason
cannot permit its being supposed that he is seeing or claiming to
sce a very refined and subtle object. A person who truly says that
he sces nothing on the table and nobody in the armchair does not
see an object on the table nor does he see anybody in the chair.
When two people inspect the same table and one declares that
he sces nothing on it while the other declares that he does not see
anything on it, it is not the case that one sees something which the
other somehow fails to sece: what is seen is the same for both,

1Sec John Burnet, Greek Philosophy, Pt. I, Thales to Plato, p. 120.
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Pnly' as a Lewis Carro|] joke should we say to the second person,
Rub your cyes and look harder’, Nor can it be supposed that the
first person is suffering from some sort of hallucination, is stating
the existence of Something which he imagines he sees. His words
do not, nor arc they intended to, express an empirical belief about
th}? existence of something he thinks he sees, a belief which could
?11C1t from us the Comment, ‘He thinks he sees nothing, but he
1sn’t really sceing it’, His mistake, if he is making one, is not a
perceptual mistake with regard to a state of affairs. Apart from his
words, his behaviour, it is to be noted, is in no way different from
that of the person who says he does not see anything on the table.
I_t is not like that of 5 person who is suffering from a hallucina-
tion. In the present context, the assertion that nothing exists quite
plainly cannot be construed as an utterance which is intended to
State an empirical fact about the existence of something. It cannot
bC construed as affirming the existence of a kind of thing, nor can
It be construed as denying the existence of everything—as deny-
Ing, c.g., that the table on which there is nothing exists. Philo-
sophers are using the sentence to do a different kind of work.

More natural, perhaps, than the idea that the statement makes
an empirical claim about a state of affairs is the idea that it con-
stitutes an improper use of language or that it misdescribes the
use of an ordinary word: more specifically, that the statermnent
either uses the word ‘nothing’ in an improper, senseless way or 1s
2 misdescription of the use of the word. The latter idea is more
Natural, though by no means the more important one to examine.
The notion that metaphysical propositions are empiricgl isl too
casily dismissed nowadays, with the result that what is dlsgussed
without sufficient insight remains to trouble and make ambiguous
the reasoning of philosophers who dismiss it. However that may
be, the usual charge levelled against what we may call the Meta-
Physician of the Reality of Nothing is that he has committed ic
gross blunder of thinking that because ‘nothing’ is a substantive
word it is the name of an object. .

It is quite possible, to be sure, for a person to believe tha; the
word ‘nothing is the name of a thing. Imagine a newcomes to th’e
English language being taught nouns like ‘house’, ‘moon’,
‘Jones’, and how to use them in simple sentences. Along with
these words, which are classified for him as substantives under
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parts of speech, he is told that ‘nothing’ is a noun but is not taught
its use. It could ecasily happen in such a case that he would think
that ‘nothing’, like the other substantives he had been taught, is
the name, cither gencral or proper, of a thing. We can imagine,
turther, the sort of trick being played on him that the two rascally
tailors in the fairy tale played on the gullible king. His teachers
not only classify ‘nothing’ as a substantive, they also utter such
sentences as ‘Nothing is next to the chair’, ‘I scc that nothing is
now on the table’; and behave as if they were talking about some-
thing. They carry their prank so far as to act amazed and become
somewhat condescending when he conveys to them that he does
not see anything. Finally, to cover his embarrassment over his
inferred optical inferiority, he starts talking and behaving like his
teachers. Such a person would have a false notion about the
actual use of ‘nothing’.

The case of the metaphysician who gives the impression of be-
lieving that ‘nothing’ is the name of a thing is entirely different.
He has complete information about the use of the word and no
verbal prank has been played on him. He was taught not only its
grammatical classification but also its actual use and knows it
perfectly well. And if, in spite of this, he nevertheless does in fact
believe that it is the name of a thing, then he is indeed grossly mis-
taken. But this precisely is the trouble with the idea that he has
mistaken belief about the ordinary use of the word: the mistake
is f00 gross for him to have made it. If it is hard for us to conceive
of anyone who has been properly instructed in the use of words
like ‘chair’ and ‘coat’ and uses them correctly every day as well as
responds appropriately to their use by others believing that the
words are nof names of articles of furniture and clothing, it should
if we stop to think of it, be equally hard to think of anyone who,
has been properly trained in the correct use of ‘nothing’ actually
believing that it is the name of an object. It should be hard to
think this of anyone, despite his philosophical talk, which, it hasto be
admitted, lends superficial plausibility to the charge. To be sure
it is psychologically possible to have a belief which conflicts with
what we know perfectly well; when the #seed to believe is great
enough, we believe, in spite of what we know. But it would be
foolish to suppose that a metaphysician’s need to believe that
‘nothing’ is the name of an entity is so great as to blind him com-
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pletely to the crudity of his blunder, and so great, moreover, as to
prevent his seeing his blunder when it is pointed out to him. For it
Is completely safe to bet that if it were patiently explained to him
that the word is not used in ordinary language as a name he would
be quite unmoved. For some mysterious reason, he does not ac-
cept ordinary usage as in any way showing the incorrectness or
impropricty of his philosophical sentences, though he does accept
common usage as a corrective to any linguistic mistakes he may
make in non-philosophical conversations. It is this mystifyingly stub-
born refusal to accept correction that needs to be explained and
remains unexplained on the view that he has made a linguistic
blunder.

It may be said that a philosophical belief is entirely different
from an ordinary, everyday belief. Philosophical beliefs are one
thing and ordinary beliefs and doubts are quite a differcnt thing,
it may be contended, and we must not expect from the former
what we expect from the latter. A philosopher once gave me an
argument which he said was a conclusive refutation of a current
view about the nature of ethical statements. I asked him whether
the most important advocate of this view, a philosopher with
whom he had discussed the view on a number of occasions, wogld
accept his refutation and give up his view, and was told in a voice
which reprimanded me for being so naive, ‘No, of course not..
But our not expecting from a philosophical belief and argument
what we expect from an ordinary belief is in need of explanatxpn,
and it is not explained in the least by saying that philosoph{cal
propositions are believed philosophically. To call a belief ‘philo-
sophical’ is only to give a2 name to something we do not .under-
stand. What we want to understand is the supposedly mistaken
belief that ‘nothing’ is the name of an object; and it is of no help
to say that the person who believes it cannot see his mistake bp—
cause his belief is philosophical and quite different from the behelf
a well-known philosopher humorously confessed he had until
recently, that ‘longitude’ was pronounced with a hard ‘g’. It is no
help whatever to distinguish between the metaphysician and a
stranger to the English language who has a wrong ordinary belief
about the use of a word by saying that the former’s wrong belief
is philosophical. _

If we think objectively and with detachment on the subject it
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becomes clearly unplausible to suppose a philosopher believes
that ‘nothing’ is commonly used as the name of an entity, while
at the same time not denying that he knows its actual use. The
impulse to refase plays a considerable part in the barrier we erect
against our seeing this and against our understanding the nature
of the theories we ‘refute’. But over-easy Sir Lanccloting is little
more than Don Quixote charging a windmill; it slays no mecta-
physical monsters.
Philosophers who place no weight on the consideration that it
is unplausible to supposc that a metaphysician can continue to
believe, in the face of criticism, that ‘nothing’ is the name of an
object give two main reasons for not thinking the supposition un-
plausible. For one thing, it is maintained that it is quite possible
to know how to wse a worc! cor'rcf:tly apd nevertheless misdescribe
its use. And for anpther t}_ung, it is maintained that the force of an
argument for a philosophical view can be so persuasive a5 to con-
vince a philosopher of the truth of his view, despite his knowin
on other grounds that it is false, that he can be wept away by hi
argument into holding his view. Let us examine these rca); s
separately. ons
The point that knowing hgw. to use a term correctly is different
from knowing how to explain its use, so that it js possible f.
person to misdescribe its use while being able to use it pe for a
well, is not to be disputed. This point reminds us of thepdr. cctly
tion G. E. Moore has made between knowing the mcam’nIStmcw
word and knowing the analysis of its meaning. Just a5 5 & ofa
may be able to walk unerringly from Victoria Station to Pj person
Circus but misdescribe the route to others, or even be 1Ccadllly
altogether to describe it, so it is possible for us to be ab] at a losg
word properly but, nevertheless, give a wrong cxplanat'c to use 3
use. In order to be able to use words like ‘nothing’ and ¢ ,leost: O(E ltf
1t 1s not necessary to be able to describe of explain O)f/J i/
their use. But anyone who js a] o words
e e to use a word correctly js ab)
to show how it is used; for all that is required to show how N
is used is to use it 4 word

And not only this. A person who knows the use of a word but
misdescribes it will give up his description if his attention is calleq
to an instance of actual usage with which his description does not

square. If, for example, someone who knows how to use ‘chair’
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2:elclls'us that it seans any object which is used by people to sit on,
: }?Cnls' t{gal‘ly trying to explain in other words what the word means,
N 1t 1t is pointed out to him that people sometimes sit on tables,
foa stumps, and.evcn Hoprs, an_d that t{ables, tree stumps, and
s are not chairs, he will admit that his explanation is wrong
and give jt up. He will admit it is wrong, just as a person who mis-
escribes the way to Piccadilly Circus will admit his directions are
Wiong if we take him with us and, following his directions, end
UP in Chelsca. But the case is different with the metaphysician:
facing him with evidence of actual usage does not make him give
Up his apparently false description. The distinction between use of
8 word and description of its use explains how it is possible to
have mistaken ideas about words we know how to use perfectly
W?“, but it does not explain why, in the case of a philosophical
Misdescription of a word, bringing instances of actual usage to
ear against the misdescription does not result in its being given
up. It does not explain the remarkable difference between a meta-
P_hYSical mistake and an ordinary linguistic error. It throws no
Elght on the question as to why a metaphysician who believes that
nothing’ is the name of a thing fails to give up his belief when it is
Pointed out to him that, unlike saying that a book is on the table,
Saying that nothing is on the table is the same as saying there is not
anything on the table.

It can be seen that the second reason, namely, that a meta-
Physician is able to hold his view despite what he knows because
he is convinced by the argument which backs it also fails to clear
up this mystery. There is no question but that, quite in general,
Wwe are frequently led to hold false views by fallacious arguments
which seem sound to us. But it is as plain as anything can be that
No reasoning, regardless of how sound it may seem, can stand up
against known fact, and that no argument, however 1'rnpecca.ble
It may seem, can prevent us from rejecting a proposition which
we know to be false. And it is just as plain, with regard to an
ordinary case of someone having been misled by an argument into
accepting a false proposition, that if he is presented yxth undeni-
able fact which goes against the proposition, he will accept the
fact and reject the proposition and its proof. He would not 1nsist
in the face of fact that the argument 75 sound and that therefore
the proposition it backs is true. But precisely the opposite happens
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time and again in mctaphysics. Calling a metaphysician’s attention
to actual usage, to instances of the way he uscs an expression a{ld
to the way he responds to its use by other pCOPl'c In everyday dis-
course, does not discourage him about the V?}hdlty_ of his argu-
ment and the truth of his view. Instcad of discarding his argu-
ment as certainly containing a fallacy, even though he cannot dis-
cover the fallacy, he resists the idea that the f'z?cts (FOHCII:JSIVCIY
show that the argument must be fallacious. It is this resistance
against admitting that the facts invalidate the argument and show
his proposition to be false that is not accounted fqr by those who
maintain that he holds his view because he is taken in by its demon-
stration. An argument can somectimes beguile us Into accepting a
proposition which we should otherwise reject as false, but to
imagine that it can continue to do its magic work in the face of
presented and undeniable fact is to indulge in unrealistic thinking.
Indeced, it scems more plausible to think that mctaphysicians be-
come ingenious in behalf of the views they are determined to hold
than to think that they become convinced of the views by argu-

ments.
The mystery increases when we consider the purported reason

on which the view that nothing exists is based; for taken as an
argnment, it is so transparently false that we do not understand
how anyone could be taken in by it, nor why the mistake is not
recognized immediately on its being pointed out. The supposed
argument for the view, i.e., the reasoning which leads to holding
the view, is that ‘nothing’ must be the name of an object because
it is a substantive word. But this argument is so transparently
fallacious that we are puzzled to think that anyone could be de-
ceived by it. We can hardly imagine anyone seriously arguing that
‘chair’ and ‘coat’ are not names of things because ‘nothing’ is a
noun which is not the name of anything. We should find it equally
hard to imagine anyone seriously arguing that because ‘coat’ and
‘chair’ are names of things, the substantive ‘nothing’ must also be
a name. And supposing that by a miracle the term did mislead
someone, we are at a complete loss to understand what could have
happened to prevent his seeing the mistake once it is pointed out
to him that not all substantives are names, and that from the fact
that ‘nothing’ is a substantive it does not follow that it is 2 name.
It scems plain that if we go on the assumption that the meta-
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physician is either misdescribing the use of ‘nothing’ or has been
led into talking nonsense because of a misconception of its use we
can give no reasonable account of his resistance to correction.
There can be no hope of understanding why he does not fee/ cor-
rected. There is, however, another possible hypothesis left to con-
sider. This is not that the metaphysician has made a blunder and
for some unaccountable reason resists correction but that he has
not made any sort of mistake. This hypothesis does not come
naturally to us; it is entirely foreign to our way of looking at meta-
physics. But it will not seem as strange and unplausible as it does
at first sight if in conjunction with the fact that the metaphysician
knows the ordinary use of ‘nothing’ we take seriously his resis-
tance to correction of Ais idea of the use of the word. It is, after all,
possible that he knows better than we do what ke is doing with the
word and does not accept correction because he is not using or
describing the word mistakenly. This is a hypothesis which a
genuine desire to understand what has happened should lead us to
investigate.

Now, if unlike ‘Existence exists’, which either misdescribes the
use of ‘existence’ or uses it mistakenly, the sentence ‘Nothing
exists’ neither uses ‘nothing’ in a senseless way nor misdescribes
its actual use in ordinary language, what does the sentence come
to, what is its interpretation ? What is being done with the word
‘nothing’?

Suppose a physicist at a party where couples are waltzing were
to say, ‘“Those people are working only moderately hard’. We
should be rather shocked to hear him speak in this way and pro-
test that they were not working, that they were waltging and enter-
taining themselves. If he went on to say that he could see they
were waltzing but that none the less they were working, that
waltzing is a form of work, we might naturally think he had a
wrong notion of the use of ‘work’ and was applying it impro-
perly to the dancing couples. We should then feel inclined to
correct his language. But if he went on to explain that he was quite
familiar with the ordinary, vulgar use of ‘work’ but in the present
situation was using it in its technical physical sense of expenditare
of energy, then we should no longer feel shocked or think he was
using the word in an improper, mistaken way. We should no
longer be tempted to correct him, though we might well think
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that he was using an ordinary term in a special technical sense
which in the given situation would mislead people.

In the same way, a metaphysician who usecs the word ‘nothjng’
in a way which surprises and baffles us is using it in a special,
philosophical way, which a little ingenuity suffices to penctrate,
If, like the physicist, the metaphysician were in a position to ex.
plain how he is using ‘nothing’, what he is doing with the word,
we should be pacified and no longer try to correct him, though
our interest in his utterance might vanish with our puzzlement,
Unfortunately, he cannot explain what he is doing with the worg
in the statement ‘Nothing exists’; he can only usc it in a way whijch
fascinates and satisfies him. There is nothing cryptic in this re.
mark once it is realized that we use language in unconscious ways
as well as in conscious way. And what we have to try to do is tg
understand the unconscious thing he is doing with the word,
There is a strong and understandable temptation to think that a
metaphysician who uses a familiar word in a way we do.not under.
stand and, furthermore, can give no explanation of his usage, g
talking nonsense, is using the word s;nselessly. But it has to be
realized that it is psychologically possible to usc languag.c in up.
usual ways and, without being able to explain our use, stx_ll make
sense, though not obviously so. Like t}?C artist \\./ho paints hjgq

ictures without being able to explain their underlying meanings
the metaphysical artist creates with words but cannot explain hjg
creations. The hidden things he does we have to discover for oy,_

selves. . :
Consider the following sentences taken from Alice Through 4y,

Looking Glass:—
‘] see nobody on the road,” said Alice. .
‘I only wish I had such eyes’, the King remarked in a fretfy)
tone. “To be able to see Nobody. And at that distance too]
Why it’s as muchas I can do to see real people in this light!

“Who did you pass on the road ?’ the King went on, holding
out his hand to the Messenger for some hay.
“Nobody, said the Messenger. _
‘Quite right,” said the King, ‘this lady saw him too. So of
Nobody walks slower than you’.

course
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‘I do my best,” the Messenger said in a sullen tone. ‘I’'m sure

nobody walks much faster than I do!’
‘He can’t do that,’ said the King, ‘or else he’d have been here

first!’
This is delightful linguistic whimsy which we can enjoy and
understand. A humorous game is being played with the word
‘nobody’, and what makes it possible to play this game with a
semblance of linguistic realism is the fact that the word grammati-
cally lends itself to the verbal game. The word ‘nobody’ is quite
plainly being used, in pretence, as if it were the name of a person,
an unrealish and more subtle and difficult person to see than an
ordinary, substantial, cveryday person like John Smith. What makes
this engaging, make-believe use of ‘nobody’ possible is that it is a
grammatical substantive. The word ‘nobody’ is, of course, only a
Zrammatical substantive; it is not, to invent an expression, a semantic
substantive, that is to say, a substantive which, like ‘Massachusetts’
or ‘moon’, is a general or proper name of an object. But the fact
that ‘nobody’ functions grammatically like a semantic noun creates
the whimsical possibility of pretending that it also 7s a semantic
noun. Lewis Carroll has not written literally nonsensical sentences,
sentences which are verbal jingles devoid of any sense. We can
quite well understand what he is doing with the word ‘nobody’,
the language game he plays with it, and we can enter into his game
with enjoyment of the comical uses the word lends itself to.

We now have a clue to the metaphysical use of ‘nothing’, a clue
which if taken together with Plato’s profound observation that
the genius of comedy is the same with that of tragedy* can lead to
considerable insight. Like Carroll, the Metaphysician of the
Reality of Nothing knows the linguistic facts, grammatical and
semantic, about the use of ‘nothing’ and ‘nobody’, and we may
well conjecture that he too is playing a verbal game. But he play_S
his game with ‘nothing’ with a different attitude. He takes it
seriously, without his tongue in his check. )

For some reason, which may go quite deep psychologically,?
the metaphysician is seriously dissatisfied with the fact that the
word ‘nothing’ has the grammatical function of a substantive but
does not, so to speak, get enough linguistic credit for its

ASymiposium, 223. .
2The assertion that anxiety reveals the nothing suggests this.

191



NEGATIVE TERMS

grammatical work. He is discontented with its being merely a gram-
matical noun and secs the possibility of assimilating it into the
class of semantic nouns, without making it the name of anything.
What he does to correct the unsatisfactory linguistic state of affairs
is to make more pronounced the similarity between the function-
ing of ‘nothing’ and that of words like ‘moon’ and ‘ghost’. He
gratifics his wish to have ‘nothing’ as a thing-denoting substan-
tive, instead of as a noun which does not name, by ¢reating a bit of
language in which ‘nothing’ is used as if it were a name. The sen-
tence ‘Nothing is on the table’ is like the sentence “The inkwell is
on the table’, but not like enough for him; for ‘Nothing is on the
table’ has, in ordinary English, the translation ‘There is not any-
thing on the table’. And what he does to make the sentences more
alike, make the function of ‘nothing’ more like that of ‘inkwell’,
is to preface ‘nothing’ with the definite article. Instead of saying,
‘Nothing is on the table’, he says, “The nothing is on the table’,
and so prevents the translation of ‘nothing’ into ‘not anything’,
The metaphysical statement “The nothing exists’ informs us that
‘nothing’ is being treated as a semantic substantive in the private
grammar book of the metaphysician. The word has not actually
been changed into a thing-denoting substantive. It has become 3
name with zero naming function, a name by grammatical courtesy
only. The statements ‘The nothing exists’ and ‘we know the
nothing’ simply realize the metaphysician’s wish, not in fact o
use ‘nothing’ as the name of a thing, but to use it in such a way in
sentences as to make it fook as if ‘nothing’ is the name of a thing.
And he realizes his wish by exaggerating a grammatical similarity
at the expense of a semantic difference.

It.is easy to see now what has been done with the adverbia]
particle ‘not’ in the queer sentence ‘The nothing nots’. ‘Not’ has
been changed into a gra.mmatlcal verb and formally classified with
ve-rbs fienot’mg an action. But like ‘nothing’ which names no
thing, ‘nots names no action. The sentence ‘“The nothing nots’
produces the eerie illusion of stating the existence of a mysterious
som;thmg w.hxch dpes a mysterious act, and perhaps the gram.-
matically curious things done with ‘nothing’ and ‘not’ have been
done with the purpose of producing this illusion. In any case, it is
possible to make sense of what has been done with languag:a In
the ordinary sentence ‘“The rabbit runs’, ‘rabbit’ is the gen;eral
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name of an animal and ‘runs’ is a verb which denotes an action. In
the metaphysical sentence “The nothing nots’ the words ‘nothing’
and ‘nots’ are only linguistically make-believe name and verb. But
just as we can understand ordinary make-believe, so we can also
understand the more subtle linguistic make-believe of a meta-
physician.

The present reconstruction of what has happened makes in-
telligible the metaphysician’s resistance to the usual criticisms
directed against his view. He is not talking nonsense, and so
remains unmoved by the charge that he is. Nor is he misdescribing
the ordinary uses of ‘nothing’ and ‘not’. For his use of these terms
is a changed use. It is a new grammatical use which we can under-
stand and cither accept or reject, depending on whether it appeals
to us or repels us.

The explanation we have arrived at throws light on the further
and more sophisticated metaphysical theory that ‘the real is {thc
positive’,! the theory, in other words that there are no negative
facts, e.g., that ‘there is not a fact ‘“‘sun-not-shining” which is
affirmed by the true statement ““The sun is not shining’ *.2 Con-
sider the following :—

Let us take some very simple negation, such as ‘this is not
white’. You say this, we will suppose, in the course of a dis-
cussion with the laundry. The phrase ‘this is white’ is in your
mind, #his is before your eyes, and ‘this is grey’ is a sentence
describing your experience. But ‘this is not white’ is not a
sentence describing what you see, and yet, on the basis of what
you see, you are sure that it is true, in other words, that ‘this
is white’ is false.3

And also the following :—

Suppose you are told ‘there is butter in the larder, but no
cheese’. Although they seem equally based upon sensible ex-
perience in the larder, the two statements ‘there is butter’ aqd
‘there is not cheese’ are really on a very different level. There 1s
a definite occurrence which was seeing butter, and _whlch
might have put the word ‘butter’ into your mind even if you
had not been thinking of butter. But there was no occurrence

'H. W. B. Joseph, An Introduction to Logic, p. 171.
*B. Russcll, Human Knowledge(1948), p. soo.
3B. Russell, Inguiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 99.
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which could be described as ‘not seeing cheese’ or as ‘secing
the absence of cheese’. You must have looked at everything in
the larder, and judged, in each case, ‘this is not cheese’. You
judged this, you did not see it; you saw what each thing was,
not what it was not.!

To many readers, and in particular to philosophical defenders
of ordinary language, these quotations will seem to contain down-
right mistakes about ordinary language. If we interpret the state-
ment that © “‘this is not white” is not a sentence describing what
you see’ as making a factual linguistic claim about ‘this is not
white’ (and a whole host of similar negative sentences), it is
obviously false. For interpreted as making such a claim, the state-
ment declares that the words ‘I sce that this is not white’ are de-
void of intelligibility. Just as ‘I hear the sweetness of honey’ makes
no literal, descriptive sense in English because the phrase ‘the
sweetness of honey’ does not describe anything which we could
with sense be said to hear, so, according to the interpreted claim
‘I see that this book cover is not white’ makes no descriptive seng .
because ‘“This book cover is not white’ does not describe anythjne
which we could with intelligibility be said to see. But, of cours .
‘I see that this is not whitc’ is a perfectly intelligible sentence o
ordinary English and frequently expresses what is trye, A o
this could hardly be unknown to a metaphysician who seems nd
the surface, to deny it; and it certainly could not be denied b}; ;hjon
once his attention is called to it. m

Or, again, take the words ‘There was no occurrence which
could be described as “not secing cheese” or as “seeing the a(};
sence of cheese”’. These words appear to express the claim tha\
the ordinary phrase ‘seeing the absence of cheese’ describes not
conceivable occurrence; and if this is in fact the claim that is bejp
made, then it amounts to stating that ‘seeing the absence of
cheese’ is an empty phrase, syntactically correct, but otherwige
devoid of sense. For if the phrase had a meaning, it would de.
scribe an occurrence, actual or theoretically imaginable; and if it
describes nothing, it is meaningless. If this is the claim made by a
philosopher who says that “There was no occurrence which coulq
be described as “seeing the absence of cheese™’, then there can be
no real question as to whether he is mistaken. For it is an easy

1B. Russell, Inguiry into Meaning and Truth, pp. 89-90.
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matter to think of any number of occurrences which would proper-
ly and correctly be described by phrases of the form ‘sees the
absence of x°, ‘sees no x’, ‘sees that there is no x’, ‘notices the
absence of x’, etc. If, for example, you go to a party hoping
to see your friend Jones there, you could, after having looked
at all the guests present and not seen him, truthfully and
certainly with literal sense say to your host, ‘I see that Jones is
not here’. A school teacher on frequent occasions can be describ-
ed as ‘sceing the absence of one of his students’. And it is some-
times true and properly describes an occurrence to say, “To his
annoyance he saw that the dictionary was not in its accustomed
place on the table’. Without going into tedious repetition, it
cannot with any sort of plausibility be thought that a philosopher
who seems to be claiming that such expressions are senseless is
actually claiming this.

Consider, further, the word ‘judge’. In ever so many cases'qf a
person not seeing a thing, for example, in the case of your failing
to find a collar stud for which you are looking in a cluttered
drawer, it would be a proper way to describe the situation to say,
‘I have looked long enough; I judge that it isn’t here’. The sen-
tence Jones did not sec his coat in the cloakroom and inferred it
was not there’ describes what happened, even if it were true that
Jones’s coat was concealed by other coats and his inference was
false. In other cases, however, it would be linguistic to.rnfoolery
to use ‘judge’ and ‘infer’. Suppose you wanted your dictionary,
went to the small stand on which you usually kept it, and found. it
was not there. In such a case it would be incorrect Englis.h, a mis-
use of ‘judge’, to say, while looking at the bare stand, ‘I judge that
the dictionary is not on the stand’. This would be as'much an
absurdity of language as it would be for you to say at a nmeiwhen
you are in your study, ‘I judge that there is no elephant in my
study’. And it would also be improper English, in the circum-
stance of your looking at the bare stand, to say, ‘I do no# see that
the dictionary is not on the stand’, while it would be a proper way
of describing the situation to say, ‘I see that the dictionary is not

on the stand’. S
But we miss entirely the point of what the metaphysician 1

doing if we think he is making mistakes about ordinary language.
The fact that the putative mistakes which dupe 2 metaphysician
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arc so very obvious and glaring to otbers should warn us that there
is much more than appears on the stlrfacc. nts “there ks burer

A philosopher who tells us that ‘the statements t!crclx’s' utter
.””‘{ ‘{hcrc is no cheese” are really ona vcry.dlﬁc‘rc'nt cvel’ is in an
' bucure way calling attention to an ac'tual lmgu:s'uc difference be-
e wal ) nts. And it is not difficult to discover what the
tween the Istu‘ljc'”’)(.r H When we truf}' assert that we sce butter,
;II”,{CTC.”(.U I/I;////:/;L\yhl:t'h we are sccjng,'But when we trllfly:sse[t
Jere s m//. ,thcw or that we notice the abscnc:f o) c‘cese,
o T e D e
. > arc names of articles of dict, but th'c terms ‘n e ane
‘i}}:::::; i(:fL cnhl::]:L’ arc not names of anything. The ;]voltfeijSV‘ St

“rrev? are adjectives which name colours, but t ¢ nc
am? frey are a(,J 'y’ are not names of colours. The deT,ercncc in
Whuc, and "not ‘k}u-) . is butter’ and ‘there is no cheese _and be-
‘level” between “t ]L'r:nd ‘this is not white’ lics in the differencs

.. < i1s 15 ¢rrey’ s S R .
It)\:tc\i':cn[htl}:clSf'u“jnrcct)ioning of ‘b'uttcr' ‘and :nodc‘hcctsfv}ﬁ?g In the
difference between the functi()f)mg of gf}:f)’ and I;gtion ‘or-" But

Consider what has been said about t ¢ conju hon o 1:n .
how about “or™? You cannot show a child cxs;n_P or pie ?” but
scnsible world. You can say: “Will you have‘pu m%u'chpis y ud.
if the child says yes, you cannot find a nutriment w h hP

: -pic’ .1 Children are, of course, succcssfully‘taug t the use
dm‘g—c’)r b ¢y are not taught it by being shown examples of jp
of ‘or?, but. hey arcjd, The use of ‘or’ is not taught in the way
in the scnb;xblc \yor’ : taught. We teach a child the word- ‘coy’
‘cow’ and ‘pudding arcrhjn gs and withholding its application ¢,
by applying it to oint ¢ s, cach time pronouncing the word
other things: we point to cows, ca el o ‘ ;
‘cow’, and correct the child when it calls the wrong things ‘coy,,
But we don’t teach it ‘or’ in this way, i.e., by showing it €Xampleg
in the ‘scnsible world’. The reason why we cannot find eXampleg
of ‘or’ in the sensible world is not that there is some sort of
practical difficulty which stands in the way of our ﬁndmg them,
or that, like centaurs, none happe’q to exist; we cannot find ex-
amples because no value of X ory’ is the,n?me ofa tl’ung. ,[_]ﬂhke
‘pie’ and ‘pudding’ and ‘man‘ and ‘mouse’, ’Ruddmg Or pie’ is ney
the name of a nutriment and man or mouse” s not the name of an
animal. The impossibility of finding an article of diet answering ¢

Unguiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 89.
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‘pudding or pie’ is an impossibility which is created by a linguistic
fact 9f usage. .A p.hilosopher who remarks that you cannot find a
nutriment which is pudding or pie or an animal which is man or
7vouse 1s 10 an unclear form of speech pointing out that it makes 1o
sense to speak of finding any objects answering to these terms
bccgusc they are not names of a nutriment or of an animal. What
he is concerned to do js to point out the semantic difference be-
tween the names ‘pudding’ and ‘pie’ and the expression ‘pudding
or pie’.
‘ Sum.larly, a plulosopher who states that ‘there is butter’ and
there 1s no cheese’ are on a different level is referring to the
sernantic dffference between the terms ‘butter’ and ‘no cheese’,
grey’ and ‘not white’, the difference, namely, that ‘butter’ is the
name of an article of diet and ‘no butter’ is not, and that ‘white’ is
the name of a colour and “not white’ is not. By permitting such
Sentences as ‘I'sce no cheese in the larder’ and ‘It is plain to see that
this sh‘irt 1s not white’, ordinary language tends to conceal the
semantic difference between negative and positive terms and,
fgrthermore, Creates the temptation, to which some metaphysi-
Clans succurpb, to assimilate negative terms into the class of posi-
tive terms, 1.¢., to treat ‘no butter’ as jf it named a thing and ‘not
W1_1itc’ as if it denoted a colour. In other words, by grammatically
minimizing the difference between negative and positive terms,
ordinary language creates in some thinkers the temptation to con-
ceal the difference even more, to play the same game with negative
terms that the existentialist metaphysician plays with the word
‘nothing’. And what a philosopher does, who is impressed by the
semantic difference between negative and positive terms and is
opposed to any attempts to conceal the difference, is to change the nse
of ‘sec’ and ‘judge’ in such a way as to make more pronounced
than it is in ordinary language the difference between negative
and positive terms. He alters language for the purpose of making 2
linguistic difference more conspicuous.

In his new, philosophical way of speaking, it will make de-
scriptive sense to say ‘I see butter’ and ‘I see that the rose is red’,
but it will make no descriptive sense to say ‘I see no cheese’, or ‘I
see the absence of cheese’, and ‘I see that the lily is not red’. The
expressions ‘no cheese’ and ‘not red’ are not to count as describ-
ing what we see, and this comes to contracting the use of ‘see’,
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restricting the word to its use with positive terms. In place of using
‘see’, and in general ‘perceive’, with negative terms he uses ‘judge’,
which is verbally stretched for the purpose of doing this new work,
work it does not do in ordinary language. In his metaphysical
language he replaces the ordinary sentences ‘I see that there is no
cheese on the table’ and ‘I sce that the rose is not blue’ by the
philosophical sentences ‘1 jndge that there is no cheese on the
table’ and ‘I judge that the rose is not blue’. In this way, with the
help of a contracted usc of ‘see’ and a stretched usc of ‘judge’ he is
able to make more pronounced the semantic difference between
negative and positive terms. The statement, ‘You see what each
thing is, not what it is not’, informs us that in the wade-up lan-
guage of some mctaphysicians the word ‘sec’ has only part of its
ordinary use, its use with positive terms.
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ENTIENT experience, in short, is reality, and what is not this
is not real. We may say, in other words, that there is no being
or fact outside of that which is commonly called psychical
exustence. Feeling, thought, and volition (any groups under which
we class psychical phenomena) are all the material of existence,
and there is no other material, actual or even possible’.! These
words excite our interest at several different levels. They affect us
emotionally, evoke ghosts of former feelings, while they arouse
scepticism with the extravagance of their apparent claim; and at
the same time they leave us with a vague and uneasy sensc that we
have not rightly understood them. The related sentence which I
propose to examine here, namely, ‘things are but appearances’,?
affects us in the same way. These words produce an emotional
effect which haunts us because we cannot relate it to our con-
scious thoughts; the claim they apparently are used to make Is
altogether too extravagant to maintain in the face of fact; and

'F. H. Bradlcy, Appearance and Reality, 8th Impression, p. 144. .

lbid., p. 71. This occurs in the following context: ¢. . . the resglts, which
we have reached, really scem to have destroyed things from without and
from within. If the connecxions of substantive and adjective, and of quality
and relation, have been shown not to be defensible; if the forms of space and
of time have turned out to be full of contradictions; if, lastly, causation and
activity have succceded merely in adding inconsistency to incqnswtcncy-.—lf‘,
in a word, nothing of all this can, as such, be predicated of _rcallty—what is 1t
that is left ? If things are to exist, then where and how ? But if these two ques-
tions are unanswerable, then we seem driven to the conclusion that things are
but appearances’. My italics. It is quite clear from this that Bradley holds that

‘things do not exist’ and, therefore, that whatever it is he expresscs by the
words ‘things are but appearances’ can also be expressed by ‘there only

appear to be things’.
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although what these words express scems clear, we are left with
a dissatisfied feeling that perhaps we have misread them, that per-
haps their real import somehow has eluded us.

The metaphysical position that ‘things are but appearances’ or,
to put it differently, the position that there only appear to be
things, secems to make an astonishing factual claim which, if truc,
exposes the world of supposedly solid, substantial things as being
no more than an illusion of the senses. Things dissipate into in.
substantial phantoms, books into the appearances of there being
books, the sun into the appearance of there being a sun; and de.
pending on what our deeper needs are and how they connect with
the view, it induces anxicty or reassures. For some people the view,
destroys a world and replaces it with a nightmare world of sha.
dows; for others it destroys an unwelcome reality and replaces i
with a reassuring dream; and for some people it does both things,
\Whether we believe the Yiew to bc.: true or think it to be too ob.
viously false to merit serious consideration, we do naturally take
it to be about things, to the cﬁ’cc't that there are none although j¢
does appear that ther.c are. A philosopher who puts fo.rward thig
theory and supports it with arguments looks to be doing what a
scientist does who t.ells us _that the stars do not have t}.1c orbitg
they appear to hav.e in the night sky or thgt they are moving away
from the earth with a tre.mcndous velocity. But comparing thg

hilosopher with a scientist produces a vague feeling of uneas;_
ness and makes us unsure as to whcth.cr we have propc_:rly undery.
stood his words, although their literal 1mpor.t seems plain cnough
S To be made aware of the vast and mysterious gulf betwceen the
practice of science and the practice of phllosgphy no more jg
needed than to notice a few things which arc dircctly before oy,
eyes and demanding attention, e.g., thc_ inconsistent ways
which 2 philosopher speaks and behaves in .rclatlon to the pos;j.
tion he advocates and how philosophers divide and d;bate Over
his view. We have only to open our eyes to doubt seriously thy,
the scientist apd the philosopher are concerned with t}.lC same
cuniverse of dlscour§e’ and to doubt that the \Yords ‘thmg§ are
but appearances’ are m_tenc.lcd to convey.mformatlon about.thmgs_
In fact a careful examination of the phl_losophcr’s words in rela_
tion to his behaviour makes the conclusion both clear and certain
that, unlike the sentence “The so-called canals on Mars are just an
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optical illusion’, they do not express a proposition about the ap-
parent existence of things, but only imitate sentences which do
express such propositions.

It cannot have escaped attention altogether that a philosopher
has not come to this view, which if taken at its face value must im-
press itself with staggering force, as the result of an inspection of
things that is more subtle and careful than we ordinarily make of
them, or as the result of experiment. For although he makes his
statement with the confidence of a scientist who has at his disposal
evidence which, once produced, would make a disconcerting
theory irrefutable, he reports no special, out-of-the-ordinary ob-
servations and mentions no experiments. He does not call our
attention to peculiarities in the behaviour of things, somehow
overlooked by us, which expose their lack of substance and, so to
speak, show that there is no face behind the mask. Everyone im-
mediately and without the slightest hesitation or doubt would
recognize the impropricty of saying: ‘Close and careful scrutiny
of what everyone naturally takes to be massive, enduring pyra-
mids, or solid bricks, or apples which we not only see and feel but
smell, taste, and eat, reveals that they are no more than the stuff of
dreams, mere appearances’. A philosopher who with conscious
sincerity and conviction holds that the appearances of there being
things are all delusive sees no better (nor less well), hears no better,
feels with no greater sensitivity than ordinary people or than the
philosophers who disagree with him. And a philosopher who is
won over to the view after having rejected it is not won over to
it as a consequence of perceiving things differently; or if he
abandons the view he does not do so because he has been con-
vinced by experience that what he had been so sure was an illusion
is, after all, real. Puzzling as it may be, recourse to observation or
to any sort of empirical investigation is not considered necessary
in order to hold the view or to give it up.

It has to be admitted that a straightforward reading of the meta-
physical sentence ‘things are but appearances’ makes it seem un-
questionable that the philosopher is denying the existence of
physical things and that in doing this he is making a factual claim
with regard to them. But accepting this reading creates the pro-
blem of squaring it with the philosopher’s behaviour, the problem
of explaining his curious disregard for procedures which alone
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could justify his holding the view imputed to him by our reading
of his words. He is pictured as making a stupendous factual
claim about things, a claim which science certainly cannot match,
and he gives no indication of fecling the slightest need to produce
or even to look for evidence. But how is this to be explained? To
supposc his psychology is unusual won’t do. For the best experi-
mental scientist, on being confronted with the philosophical utter-
ance and invited to give his considered judgement, will react in
onc or other of the expected ways in which philosophers react: he
will judge it to be false on the basis of evidence which he knows
1s in the possession of a philosopher who accepts it or judge it to
be true regardless of the testimony of his sensces.

The proposition (whatever that may be) which his sentence is
used to denote does have his conviction and, furthermore, he fecls
no neced to base his conviction on expericential evidence. This
much, it secems to me, is too plain to be open to question. The
proposition which the popular and immediate reading of his
words identifies as the proposition which has won his conviction
1s onc which requires an absolutely fantastic state of mind to
believe without evidence, but apart from the construttion placed
on his words therc is no reason whatever for thinking that he
suffers from an unusual condition of mind. If we insist that the
proposition imputed to him is the proposition of which he is con-
vinced, we cannot, without making an unwarranted assumption

about hf's psychology, give a reasonable explanation of how it is
that he is convinced. And because of his lack of concern to pro-

duce evidence we are driven to the conclusion that his conviction
is pretended. If, on the other hand, we insist that he is convinced
and that his unconcern as regards evidence is not to be taken a;
indicating an unusual state of mind, then we are forced to con-
clude that the popular reading, though natural, is mistaken.

We have to choose between the literal reading of his words and
his behaviour, for the two will not unite into anything which
gives us an intelligible, realistic picture of the situation. And since
it is our interpretation of his words which makes his behavioys
seern unaccountable, the obvious thing to do is to give it up and
try to discover an interpretation which is consonant with his
behaviour. Fortunately there exists an independent consideration
which makes it certain that the proposition imputed to the philo-
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sopher 1s not the proposition which is expressed by his words as
he uses them. This is the following.

~ Itis clear that a claim is factual only if it is such that in the case
in which nothing exjsts which goes against it there couid, as a
matter of th.corctical possibility, exist instances counter to it, and
in the case in which there exist instances counter to it, such in-
stances could, as a matter of theoretical possibility, fail to exist. It
is equally clear that 2 person who makes a factual claim knows
what it would be like for there to be a situation which, if he were
confronted with it, would make him give up his claim, even
though he dismisses every actual situation to which his attention
i1s drawn In refutation of jt. Hence, if the words ‘things are but
appearances’ were being used to express a factual proposition
about things, if they are being used to make the claim that human
bodies, Tower Bridge, the earth underneath us, the moon, or the
many other things which we perceive daily do not in fact exist,
the philosopher would know and be able to say what it would be
like for there really to be things, as against there only appearing
to be. But this he cannot do; he cannot describe any circumstance
given which he would be compelled to abandon his words and
admit that the claim they made no longer held good. His being
unable to do this shows us as clearly as anything can be shown
that his use of the words, whatever it may be, is not to make a
factual claim about things. The popular reading of his words un-
wittingly depicts the philosopher as being in the position of a
person who confidently asserts that there only appear to be jabber-
wocks but who cannot say what it would be like for there to be a
jabberwock or recognize one if he encountered it.

To see this better let us consider an ordinary, non-metaphysical
case of someone declaring that what appears to exist does not
actually exist, for example, the case of a desert companion assuring
us that what looks to be a lake in the distance is only a mirage. He
can, of course, elaborate on his statement by going on to describe
in what ways we should be disappointed if we made our way
toward the mirage expecting it to be a lake. This he can do only
if he can describe in what ways a lake is different from a mirage.
He cannot warn us against what we mistakenly take to be a lake
in the distance without being able to tell us what we can expect
if there is a lake which we cannot expect if there is only a mirage,
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i.c., what wc can expect to sec, feel, taste, ctc., if.t.hcrc is.a lake
and what we cannot ¢xpect to sec, feel, taste, ctc., i t.hcrc is only
a mirage of a lake. We may say that a miragg, unlike the r.cal
thing, fails us at certain points. If what we have been assured Isa
mirage fails us in nonc of the respects in which the real thing
satisfies us—if on our going up to it it does not vanish, if we slake
our thirst at it, cool our faces in it, hear the splashing sound of
water—we should say that what we were told was a mirage is,
after all, a lake; and our companion would agree with us and admit
he had becn mistaken. In short, in making the factual statement
that there is a mirage of a lake, not a lake, he is able to explain
what it would be like for there to be a lake and not a mirage.

The metaphysical case differs radically from the ordinary case.
Suppose our desert companion behaves differently. As in the case
above, he assures us that there only appears to be a lake in the
Shs_tance, and that wh'.?t we are seeing is a mirage. However, the
mxrage‘does not v'arush when we go up to it, drink from it, walk
ot he semarance with which he bt s peconcd bt Foonor
of hearing the expected confcssionet ?1 A hl'msclf, instead
astonishment we hear him insistino s been rmsta.kcn, ro our
assurance that it is a mirage, even ags }lxn oinest and with his firse
water as much as we do. In answer t ; Cn)oys.thc_coolness of the

o our objections that unlike

a mirage‘it has m?t vanished on our going up to it and that it
expectations which mirages cannot meet, he says meets
3

< . .
not an ordinary, run-of-the-mill mirage; this is a a;g;l/selmﬂ?ge is
Ordinary mirages, which fail us in certain respects, are ince irage.
whereas the one we are enjoying fails us in no rcs;’)ect be Ompléte’
complete; but both kinds alike are only mirages bothca‘%se it is
delgswe appearances’. This answer, taken togetﬁcr Wit}?hk-e are
haviour, makes it plain that our desert companion has b Bis be.
metaphysician: he cannot, if asked to explain in wh oome a
compl.ete mirage of a lake is different from a lake mc:ntz'lt ey the
cular in which one differs from the other, and so can oo pati
it would be like for there to be a lake, 70t say what

Similarl hil i ;
imilar )‘1‘, a pv1}[0§op}1;<fr who demes.the reality of the physical
V/(/f/(f finds himself 1n the stranpe prcdlcamcnt of being unable to
give an account of what it would be like for the physical world to

be real. He rules himself out from being able with literal sense to
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mark a point of difference between there being a physical world
and its only looking as if there is one and thus rules himself out
from being able to tell us what it is the existence of which he is
denying. The words ‘things are but appearances’ may be replaced
by the words ‘There appear to be things but in reality there are
none’,! in which the expression ‘in reality there are none’, or what
is equivalent to it, the expression ‘there are no things’ seems, like
“There are no canals on Mars’, to be used to put forward a factual
claim. But its looking to be used in this way is a verbal deception.
For since the user of the expression cannot depict a situation given
which he would say, ‘Now there are things, and not just appear-
ances’, he cannot be using the expression to deny that there are
things.

To put the matter somewhat differently, whatever it is that the
words “There are no things’ are made to mean, they are being so
used that nothing actual is allowed to count against what they
say, and, moreover, nothing describable is allowed to constitute a
theoretical case against what they say. Consequently, they are
being so used that what they say is not open to theoretical falsifica-
tion. They do not, therefore, express an empirical proposition,
and so do not express a proposition about the existence or non-
existence of physical things. The sentence ‘There are no pink
elephants’ puts forward a factual claim because the sentence
“There are pink elephants’ expresses a proposition which could,
theoretically, be true. But the philosophical sentence ‘“There are
no things’ makes no factual claim because the sentence ‘There are
things’ is not allowed to express a proposition which could con-
ceivably be true. Seeing this enables us to understand the philo-
sopher’s remarkable oversight in the matter of producing experi-
ential evidence for the position popularly attributed to him, an
oversight which would be possible only in the land of the lotus-
eaters. Since his words, as he is using them, do not express a
theoretically falsifiable proposition, they do not express a propost-
tion of the sort to which experiential evidence is relevant.

How then, if we reject the interpretation of his words which
comes first to mind, are we to understand them ? Several features
connected with the utterance of the words make it now scem
plausible to think that one of the conjunction of propositions

1The justification for this is given in footnote 2, p. 199.
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which they arc used to denote is @ priors, the proposition, namely,
which is scparately expressed by “There are no things’. For one
thing, the assurance with which the proposition is stated together
with the now understandable disregard for evidence is appropriate
to a logically nccessary proposition. It is like the assurance with
which we say that the successor of a prime number greater than
2 is not itself a prime number. For another thing, the claim that it
is true is based on arguments, which substitute for cvidence; and
this again is appropriate to a proposition the truth-value of which
is necessary. One writer has voiced against Parmenides the com-
plaint that ‘he had an argument, but no evidence’ for the position
that motion and change do not exist. This charge holds good in
the case of the mode.m counterpart of Parmenides, who also has
arguments k?ut no.evxc}cncc.fo.r the Proposition denoted by “There
are no physxcgl things’. This Is bewildering if the sentence is con-
struffd as making a factual claxm,.but not if it is taken to express an
a priori proposition. Further evidence for thinking that the pro-
position which has won the philosopher’s conviction is 4 priori
is his maintaining that the arguments adduced show that t '

i i : he pro-
position denoted by “There are physical things’ is f"/f'mfllradic[:o,).
He maintains that ‘. . . the results, which we have reached. reaiis,

. . > really
scem to have destroyed things from without and from withip’ 2

and the context makes it quite clear that .rcsults which are pur-
ported to have done this ﬂ()\y from consldcrlzlltl(;ns “,]h,mh’l it is
claimed, demonstrate contr?cllctlons. All in all] the external evi-
dence points to the conclusion that the mctaphys_lcal position is 2
priori, and that like a mathematician who ecstablishes the a priori
truth that there is no greatest prime numbcer by demonstrating a
contradiction in the hypothesis that there is a greatest prime, the
philosopher establishesbya reductioadabsurdumform ofar_gumeptthe
proposition denoted by the sentence “There are no physical tmngs’_

‘This sentence gives, of course, only part of the metaphysical
view, the other part of which 1s given 'by ‘_Tbcrc appear to be
physical things’. What kind of proposition it is, @ prior: or em.-
pirical, which is cxpressed by the second sentence is not certain;
but it does look as if it is cmpirical and that it is the proposition
which the natural reading of the sentence would identify as being

1Benjamin Farrington, Greek Science, Vol. 1, Pelican Books, p. 53.
2f7, t{. Bradley, op. c1t., p. 71
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its meaning. It looks as if the words ‘things are but appearances’
express a position which is partly a priori and partly factual, a
position, that is, which consists of a combination of propositions
one of which is expressible by the sentence ‘It is logically im-
possible for physical things to exist’ and the other by the sentence
‘There exist, as a matter of fact, appearances of there being
things’. More concretely, a philosopher, who with conviction
based on the findings of logic and the testimony of the senses says,
‘things are but appearances’, implies that it is, for example, logic-
ally impossible for there to be loaves of bread and bodies which
take nourishment from them but that there seem to be loaves of
bread and human bodies. Logic elicits a self-contradiction from
the proposition given by ‘Physical things exist’, and so establishes
the logical impossibility of its being true; and our senses present
us with data which make true the factual proposition given by
‘Physical things appear to exist.’

The present construction, it can be said, is much more circum-
spect intellectually than the first construction, which made out
the philosopher to be stating an empirical proposition about the
existence of things. The first now secems based on no more than
the most superficial verbal impressions, which can survive in-
spection no more than a Potemkin village. The present construc-
tion placed on the words ‘things are but appearances’ appeals to
us because it takes into account the non-empirical procedure used
in arriving at the proposition they express and seems to square the
proposition with the procedure. Nevertheless, important objec-
tions stand in the way of accepting it, objections which show that
accepting the construction requires our believing what, if we pre-
serve our sense of reality, we must reject as being too unlikely to
be taken seriously. For one thing, to accept the interpretation of
“Things do not exist’, according to which the sentence expresses
the proposition which is less ambiguously expressed by ‘It 1s
logically impossible for there to be things’, is to be committed to
the opinion that the philosopher supposes the general term
‘physical thing’ and the more specific words ‘penny.’, .‘chﬂir >
‘bread’, etc., to be literally senseless. For another thing, it is to be
committed to the opinion, which needs aggressive arrogance to
blind one to its flimsiness, that the philosopher suffers frpm a
curious intellectual myopia which prevents him from seeing 2
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self-contradiction which clamoursforattention and which he fails to
recognize as a contradiction when his notice is called to it. Further
difficultics can be brought to light; but these two objections, if
they can be sustained, are sufficiently grave to warrant out
abandoning the interpretation.

Consider first the contradiction which immediately develops in
the position that things arce only appearances if it is identified with
the conjunction of propositions that it is logically impossible for
there to be things and that things appear to exist. It needs no
intcllectual acumen to see that whatever appears to us to be the
casc cr)ulfl conceivably be the case, and that its looking or seeming
to us as if a certain state of affairs obtains implies that we know
what it wou!d be like for there to be that state of affairs. A sensible
appearance is an appearance of an actual or a hypothetical reality,
i.c., it is an appcarancc of a state of affairs which exists or an ap-
pearance of there being a state of affairs which doces not exist. And
with regard to any appcarancel, bowevcr unusual or odd, circum-
stances can be 1mflgmc‘d in \xfljuc.h the appearance could be mis-
taken for thg reality. (Jcarly,.lt Is possible to imagine this only
hecause reality could, theoretically, be as odd as the appearance
represents it ‘Thus, for example, it is possible to imagine miracjes
;ippcnrin;; to occur—the sun standing still for days or a river being
turned into blood—and being taken for the realities; and an ap.
pearance could be taken for the reality only if the reality could
conccivably be as it appears. We might say the delusive appearance
a of there being a state of affairs & represents, or, to stretch a word,
pictures what would, if it existed, falsify a proposition to the eflect
that a is ‘mere” appearance; i.e., a pictures a state of affairs which
would constitute a falsifying instance of the proposition that it
only looks as if ¢ cxists and, thus, pictures what would rpakc true
the proposition that ¢ exists. A proposition stating the 'e:.ustence of
what appears or could appear to exist, i.e., a proposttion of the
form There is a ¢ to which there corresponds a true Of possibly
true proposition of the form There appears to be a ¢, i sugh that it
could itself theoretically be true. Hence, by holding the view attri-
buted to him the philosopher would commit hirpself to the idea
that the existence of things is theoretically possible and that we

vI'hroughout this paper ‘appearance’ is used in the sense of ‘sensible

appearance’.
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know what it would be like for there to be a state of affairs verify-
ing the proposition that things exist and also to the idea that the
existence of things is logically impossible, that the proposition
that things exist is necessarily false. To hold that there appear to
be things the existence of which is logically impossible is to em-
brace the immediate self-contradictory consequence that we can
imagine a situation which would upset an a priori truth, or the
consequence that at least some propositions are both true a prior:
and such that they could conceivably be false.

The two assertions, the assertion that it is logically impossible
for physical objects to exist and the assertion that there appear to
be physical objects, form a patently self-contradictory conjunc-
tion. If we accept the second assertion the first becomes false: it
becomes false to say that it is /Jogically impossible for physical
objects to exist. If we accept the first assertion the second becomes
false: it becomes false to say that there appear to be, or even that
there could appear to be, physical objects. This consequence
hardly needs elaborating. No one in ordinary life would, with-
out realizing that he was contradicting himself, say in the same
breath that it is logically impossible for a heavy downfall of rain
to occur in which not a single drop of rain falls and also that it
could, possibly, look to anyone as if a rainless rain were falling,
or say that it is logically impossible for a triangle to have two
sides and also maintain that he was perceiving the appearance
of there being a two-sided triangle or even that there could
be such an appearance. It will, I think, be granted without
hesitation that no one using language as it is commonly used
would say such a thing as that there appears to be a two-sided
triangle or that it seems that a rainless rain is falling, or that he is
imagining a triangle with only two sides or 2 rainless rain. Quite
in general, a statement which makes a logical claim that ¢ is im-
possible implies that the corresponding statement that ¢ exists in
appearance is self-contradictory. What cannot exist, because its
existence would imply a contradiction, cannot exist as ‘mere ap-
pearance’, because the existence of the appearance would also imply
a contradiction. What is self-contradictory not only cannot exist
but cannot appear to exist; and there can no more be self-contra-
dictory appearances than there can be self-contradictory realities.

This is too plain for anyone to deny, and I think that we are
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It can easily be seen that a fundamental difference between a
sentence stating a physical impossibility,! e.g., the sentence ‘It is
impossible to sink a battleship with a pea-shooter’, and one which
states a logical impossibility,! e.g., the sentence ‘It is impossible to
sink five out of four ships’, is that what a sentence of the first kind
declares to be impossible is conceivable, while what is declared by
a sentence of the second kind is inconceivable. That is, in under-
standing the sentence ‘It is impossible to sink a battleship with a
pea-shooter’ we know what it would be like for there to be an
occurrence answering to the phrase ‘sinks a battleship with a pea-
shooter’, whereas in understanding the sentence ‘It is impossible
to sink five out of four ships’ we do not know what it would be
like for there to be an occurrence answering to the phrase ‘sinks
five out of four ships’. And we know what it would be like for
there to be an occurrence answering to the first phrase and do not
know what it would be like for there to be an occurrence answer-
Ing to the second phrase because the first phrase has a descriptive
use, describes a hypothetical occurrence, and the second has no
descriptive use whatever. The sentence ‘It is impossible to sink a
battleship with a pea-shooter’ describes a situation or occurrence
which it declares to be impossible, while the sentence ‘It is im-
possible to sink five out of four ships’ describes no situation or
occurrence which it declares to be impossible. In general, sen-
tences which express what is /logically impossible differ from sen-
tences which express what is physically impossible in the respect that
sentences of the first kind do not describe or denote occurrences
or states of affairs the existence of which is declared impossible
and sentences of the second kind do describe or denote occut-
rences or states of affairs the existence of which is declared im-
possible.

It will no doubt seem to be flouting what is clear and undeniable
to say that a sentence which expresses a logical impossibility does
not, as does a sentence which expresses a physical impossibility,
describe what it declares to be impossible. It will seem patently
absurd to maintain that, e.g., the sentence ‘It is impossible to sink

For convenience ‘physical impossibility is used as short for ‘rr‘uc C{“P'ffcal
proposition to the cffect that something is impossible’ and logical im-
possibility” as short for ‘truc a priori proposition to the effect that something
is impossible’.
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five out of four ships” docs not declare the impossibility of what is
denoted by “sinks five out of four ships’, or that the sentence ‘Itis
impossible for anvone to run while remaining motionless’ does
not deny the possible existence of what is denoted by ‘runs while
remaining motionless’. For if such a sentence does not describe or
name or denote a hypothetical situation which it declares to be im-
possible, it doces not declare anything whatever to be impossible,
which is absurd. The sentence ‘It is impossible for anyone to run
while remaining motionless’ certainly does, it might be argued,
state the impossibility of semething, in contradistinction to a non-
sense sentence like ‘It is impossible for toves to brillig without
grolling”, which docs not describe anything it states to be im-
possible. In this respect it is like the sentence ‘It is impossible for
Blenheim Castle to float in the air’ or like the sentence ‘It is im-
possible to sink a battleship with a pea-shooter’. Like the Jatter
two sentences it must, if it is not to count as literal nonsense, say
what it s which it declares to be impossible. A sentence which
states something to be logically impossible is not, of course, a
picce of literal nonsensc; hence, it will be urged, it must be false
to say that sentences which express logical impossibilities fajl to
deseribe or name or denote occurrences or situations the existence
of which they declare to be impossible. In respect of describing
hypothctical occurrences or situations they cannot be different
from sentences denoting physical impossibilities.

To answer this objection it first has to be admitted that 3 sep.
tence like ‘It is impossible to sink five out of four ships® differs
from the sentence ‘It is impossible for toves to brillig without
grolling’ in not being literally nonsensical, and that it is ljke the
sentence ‘It is impossible for Blenheim Castle to float in the air’ in
having an intelligible meaning. But to argue from this likeness and
difference that the sentence describes an occurrence the possibility
of which it denies 1s to exaggerate an outward similarity between
scntences denoting physical impossibilities and sentences de-
noting logical impossibilities. This is not the place to make a de-
tailed examination of the nature of a priori propositions or to try
to explain what it comes to to say that anything is logically im-
possible. Undoubtedly there 1s a strong temptation to say that a
sentence which expresses a logical impossibility does declare somie-
thing to be impossible and thus, unlike the nonsense sentence and
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1ik<.: a sentence which expresses a physical impossibility, it de-
Scr{bCS‘Of names a situation or an occurrence the existence of
which it denies to be possible. Attention to matter of linguistic
fact, however, compels us to the conclusion that it differs
from 2 scnotence which expresses a physical impossibility
precisely in the respect of sof describing what it is which is
declared impossible., The following consideration will make this
clear,

The term “a priori proposition’ is so used that it makes no literal
sense to say ‘p is an g priori proposition which could conceivably
have a truth-value other than the one it has’; and the term ‘em-
pirical proposition’ is so used that it is literal nonsense, an
absurdity of language, to say ‘p is an empirical proposition which
could not conceivably have a truth-value other than the one it
has’. Ir‘x contrast to the term ‘empirical truth’, which applies to
propositions that are open to possible falsification, the term ‘a
priori truth’ applies to propositions which are not open to possible
falsification. This means that with regard to an a priori true propo-
sition no theoretical situation or occurrence can be envisaged
which, if it obtained, would make the proposition false, since if,
as in the case of a true empirical proposition, such a situation or
occurrence could be envisaged, an a priori true proposition would
have to be open to conceivable falsification. Thus, for example,
the proposition that it is impossible to flatten an anvil with a soap-
bubble is such that it could, theoretically, be false, and seeing that
it could, theoretical]y, be false consists in knowing what it would be
like for there to be an occurrence which would make it false. If,
then, with regard to the necessarily true proposition that it is im-
possible for an anvil to be heavier than itself it were possible to
conceive of a state of affairs which would make it false, conceiving
such a state of affairs would be the same as seeing that it could,
possibly, be false. There is, of course, no seeing that a necessarily
true statement is not necessarily true; hence there is no conceiving
a state of affairs which would make it false. And there is no con-
ceiving a state of affairs which would make an g prior: true propo-
sition false, because it makes no literal sense to say that such a
state of affairs is being conceived. It makes perfectly good sense
to say ‘S is conceiving an anvil being flattened by a soap bubble
coming down on it’ or ‘S imagines himself sinking a battleship
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with his pca-shooter’, but it makes no sense to say ‘S knows what
it would be like for an anvil to be heavier than itself” or S
imagines himsclf sinking five out of four ships’.

The fact that it makes no sense to speak of onc’s conceiving a
circumstance, howcever fanciful, which would upsct an a priori
truth sheds light on the great difference between sentences €x-
pressing physical impossibilitics and scntences expressing logical
impossibilitics, and it shows how very different the usc of the
word ‘impossible’ is in scntences which denote logical impossi-
bilitics from its use in sentences which denote physical impos-
sibilitics. ‘The sentence ‘It is impossible to flatten an anvil with a
soap-bubble’ expresses an empirical proposition; and it can now
be clearly scen that it would not express a proposition which is
open to conceivable falsification if it did not describe an occur-
rence which would falsify it. The sentence describes what it de-
clares to be impossible and what it describes with the phrase
‘flattens an anvil with a soap-bubble’ is what would make false the
proposition it denotes. Understanding the sentence entails know-
ing what it would be like for what is declared to be impossible to
happen; understanding the sentence therefore centails knowing the
descriptive use of ‘flattens an anvil with a soap-bubblc’- The
scntence ‘It is impossible for an anvil to be heavier than itself’,
despite its outer verbal likeness to the preceding example, can be
scen now to be vastly different from it. The fact that t.hc sentence
CXPresses an @ priori true proposition entails that no c'lrcu'mstancc
can be described which would count against it. Thus, 1t fall.s to de-
scribe anything which it declares to be impossible, since if it did
it would deseribe what would make it false. The phrase ‘anvil
which is heavier than itsclf’ does not function descriptively in the
scntence, so that understanding the sentence docs not, as in the
casc of the empirical sentence, entail knowing what it would be
like for there to be a situation which answers to what for con.
venience may be called its ‘descriptive part’, i.e., the phrase ‘anvil
which is heavier than itsclf’. Instead, i entails knowing that the phrase
has no descriptive sense. A\ sentence of the form ‘It is impossi.ble R
which cxpresses an @ priori truth, or any sentence which is equiva-
lent to such a sentence, declares an impossibility without saying
what it is that is declared impossible. It thus is like the sentence
‘It is impossible for toves to brillig without grolling’ in not saying
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what it is that is stated to be impossible and unlike it and like the
sentence ‘It is impossible to sink a battleship with a pea-shooter’
in having literal meaning.

This is not the place to do more than point out that unlike the
descriptive part of ‘It is impossible for toves to brillig without
grolling’ the descriptive part of ‘It is impossible for an anvil to be
heavier than itself’ contains no nonsense words, and, of course, it
has syntax, and in these respects is like the descriptive part of ‘It
is impossible to flatten an anvil with a soap-bubble’. But it never-
theless differs from ‘sinks a battleship with a pea-shooter’ and is
like ‘toves brillig without grolling” in this respect: it has no descrip-
tive sense. A person who understands the sentence ‘It is impossible
for an anvil to be heavier than itself’ knows the constituent words
of its descriptive part, knows that they are put together syn-
tactically, and knows that their combination has no literal de-
scriptive sense.

To come back to the philosopher who, with the assured con-
fidence of one who knows, asserts that ‘things are but appear-
ances’ and is taken to be maintaining that it is /gica/ly impossible
for physical things—trees, books, and the like—to exist. If the
sentence ‘It is impossible for physical things to exist” expressed an
a priori proposition, the term ‘physical thing’ and such words as
‘tree’ and ‘book’ which are general names of physical things
would have no application whatever. They would have no actual
or hypothetical denotation. To say ‘There is a bird in the tree’ or
“There is a book on the chair’ would be as descriptively senseless
as to say ‘The integer between 8 and ¢ is a prime number’ or ‘The
anvil on the scales registers more than it registers’.

But the term ‘physical thing’ and general substantives like
‘book’ and ‘anvil’ have in everyday speech perfectly intelligible
meanings. The sentence ‘It is impossible for there to be I_)h_vsical
things’ cannot both express a logically necessary proposition and
be using ‘physical thing’ as it is ordinarily used. And for us to
suppose that the philosopher claims to know that his sentence
both expresses a necessarily true proposition and that it uses
‘physical thing’ as it is commonly used is tantamount to thinking
that he claims to know that the term ‘physical thing’ and such
familiar substantives as ‘chair’ and ‘shoe’ have no literal sense.
But this idea does not deserve serious consideration. It cannot
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with the slightest semblance of reason be thought that he knows
the use of ‘physical thing” and the use of a great number of other
words but, strangely and unaccountably, belicves that they are
literally meaningless.

It may be worth while to look again at the supposcd contradic-
tion in the view that there only appcar to be physical things, that
is, the contradiction which emerges in the view when it is under-
stood as a conjunction of two propositions one of which is a priori.
It will be recalled that the contradiction implied by the position
that it is logically impossible for things to exist and that appear-
ances of there being things do exist is that the existence of things
is both logically possible and logically impossible, or, what is
cquivalent to this consequence, that the existence of appearances
of there being physical things both is and is not logically possible.
Seen in the semantic light of what has been shown about the
descriptive parts of a priori sentences of the form ‘It is im-
possible . . .” this consequence has, in the language in which it
is expressed, the verbal correlate that every word of a fundamen-
tally important class of words in everyday use in that language is
literally meaningless. It should be noticed that this inconsistency
is not the same as the inconsistency which arises from supposing a
philosopher who knows ordinary usage to be maintaining that it is
logically impossible for there to be things. It is instead an incon-
sistency between two ideas which enter into the position which
has this consequence. The inconsistency pointed out earlier is
between what the philosopher says and what, apart from this, he
unquestionably knows, and is not one which is internal to hjg
philosophical view. The present inconsistency is internal to hjg
philosophical view; it is an incompatibility between two philo.-
sophical propositions he asserts.

It need hardly be remarked that a term ¢ is so related to the
word ‘appears’ that if ¢ is senseless or has no actual or hypo-
thetical application, the sentence ‘“There appears to be a ¢’ is
devoid of literal significance, and if “There appears to be a ¢’ hag
literal significance ¢ is not a nonsense term: ‘appearance of there
being a ¢’ applies to an appearance, in fact or in conception, only
if ¢ names a possible reality. Thus, if ¢ is the nonsense syllable
‘rujb’ the sentence has no sense, and it also lacks sense if ¢ is the
term ‘four-sided triangle’; ‘appearance of there being a four-sided
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triangle’ is no more used to describe an appearance than is ‘ap-
pearance of there being a rujb’. Now in subscribing, as the philo-
sopher is supposed by us, to the proposition which is expressed
by the words ‘It is logically impossible for there to be physical
things’, he must have the idea that substantives which are used
as general names of things are lacking in sense. No one who
understood the use of ‘logical impossibility’ or ‘self-contradic-
tory’ would knowingly say ‘It is logically impossible for there to
be a four-sided triangle’ or say that the conception expressed by
the phrase ‘four-sided triangle’ is self-contradictory and not think
that the words ‘four-sided triangle’ lacked application. It is plain,
thus, if we take at their face value the words of a philosopher who
in quite straightforward language says that the conception of a
physical thing is self-contradictory or that it is logically im-
possible for there to be things, we have to think that the philo-
sopher has the idea that ‘physical thing’ lacks application. It is
equally plain that no one would say, with understanding of what
he was saying, “There appear to be physical things’, without
thinking that ‘physical thing’ has application, actual or imagin-
able. In short, to take the words ‘things are but appearances’ to be
declaring the apparent existence of what they state to be logically
impossible is to impute to the metaphysician two conflicting
things, that he thinks every word of a fundamentally important
class of words is senseless and has been given no use and also that
he thinks they have application. It is, in other words, to imply that
he thinks certain words are senseless while thinking that phrases
of the form ‘appearance of there being a ¢’ in which they occur
apply to actual or possible appearances. And not only is it to be
supposed that he thinks these things, but it also has to be sup-
posed that he thinks them simultaneously and gives hidden ex-
pression to both of them in the same short utterance.

Now, apart from his philosophical talk, there is no evidence
whatever for believing that he has the queer idea that the general
names of things, e.g., the nouns ‘tree’ and ‘shilling’, are verbal
fakes, words which only imitate those which have an honest use.
In no behaviouristic respect does he give us the slightest reason for
believing this. If he had both ideas, both the idea that words which
in ordinary conversation function as general names of things are
nonsense terms and the idea that they are real verbal currency, his
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behaviour would be in some ways affected; hi_S idea, if Is reason-
able to expect, would have consequences on his bechaviour. Whefx
a person has conflicting beliefs he is made to some dcgrcc ambi-
valent; each belief will be an inner _obstac.lc to his acting on the
other belief, and this will manifest itself in his condgct. But no
one is so naive as to entertain for a moment the notion that the
Metaphysician of the Unreality of Tbmgs is a verbal Hamlet who,
at least at times, cannot make up his mind as to whether any of
the familiar names of things used in everyday discourse are or arc
not literally nonsensical. Everything goces against our acccpfipg
the notion that he has the utterly grotesque idea that the familiar
names of things have no application, or that lac}cing applic:&tion
they nevertheless have intelligible use in expressions of the form
“There appears to be a ¢, except his philosophical words. But his
philosophical words are just not gogd cnough evidence. Rather,
the unplausibility of this conclusion is a gf)od rcason for rejecting
it and thus for abandoning the construction placed on his utter-
ance ‘things are but appearances’, @ construction according to
which he pronounces to be logically impossible what he says
appears to exist. It is far less extravagant and unrealistic to reject
the conclusion and with it the interpretation placed on his words
(even if this is the interpretation placed on them by the philo-
sopher himsclf) than it is to insist on the interpretation and accept
the conclusion.

What then is to be made of his metaphysical pronouncement ?
How is it to be understood, if it is not to be understood in cither
of the ways already suggested ? Obviously we shall be no better
off than philosophers are if we adopt any of the usual views as ¢
how, in gencral, philosophical utterances are to be understood,
To put the matter very shortly, we have to choose between the
universally held but insufficiently examined belief that philo-
sophical statements mean what they are usually taken to mean and
a view according to which they are witerly different from this. Tt
will be recalled that Champollion was able to make progress in
the deciphering of the Rosetta Stone only after he had dissented
from the learned opinion of his day regarding the nature of hiero-
glyphs. And we too shall start making progress in our attempt to
understand the nature of philosophy only after rcjecting the
standard views, none of which, it has to be realized, gives a satis-
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factory explanation of the puzzling fact that philosophical dis-
putes are interminable and philosophical ‘mistakes’ persistently
go unrecognized by those who make them. To reject them re-
quires an unusual effort of mind not only because doing this goes
against general opinion but also because it goes against what
scems so plain and undeniable that any other view about the
naturc of philosophy must appear strange and forced. But an
opinion may be false even though universally received, and the
strangeness of a new idea is not an infallible guarantee of its being
false.

It will be helpful, in our attempt to arrive at a satisfactory ex-
planation of what the view comes to, to consider again by itself
part of the view that things are no more than appearances, the part
expressed by the sentence ‘It is impossible for there to be things’.
To hold, as many idealistic metaphysicians seem to hold, that
physical things are by their very nature self-contradictory, ‘de-
stroyed from without and from within’, is to maintain, in an
indirect mode of speech, that the term ‘physical thing’ has a self-
contradictory meaning, and hence that the term has no descrip-
tive sense. Now two things have to be accepted and reconciled. We
have to accept the fact, which it is possible to deny only in philo-
sophy, that the philosopher knows perfectly well that ‘physical
thing’ and general names of physical things have application, and
therefore that he knows perfectly well that these terms do have
descriptive use and do not have self-contradictory meanings. We
also have to accept the fact that he maintains ‘physical thing’ and
the many words which denote physical things to be self-contra-
dictory. Furthermore, we have to reconcile what he knows with
what he maintains, which is to say that we have-to discover an
interpretation of what he maintains which will not be inconsistent
with what he knows. No other procedure is open to us, since,
plainly, what he knows is not in doubt and not subject to inter-
pretation. Now, in maintaining that what is ‘generally under-
stood when we use the word “thing” . . . seems now under-
mined and ruined’,? which is a florid way of saying that ‘thing’ is
a self-contradictory term, he cannot, despite his seeming to say so,

10r the cquivalent term in any other language in which the theory is

formulated.
2 Appearance and Reality, p. 71.
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be maintaining that as i is ordinarily used it is scl(—contmdic'tor},
that its everyday literal meaning as well as the cveryday htcr
meanings of ‘chair’, ‘shoe’, etc., are sclf-contradictory. Hencé the
only possible way of construing his claim that they are self-con”
tradictory terms is to suppose that he has made them sclf-CO_n“‘;'1
dictory and in this way has deprived them of their ordinary liter
meanings. So to speak, these words now lead a double life:
academically, they are verbal mutes, stripped of their cvcr)'day
usc;pm:lim// , they continue to speak their cveryday message-

It becomes evident now that there is no actual conflict between
what the philosopher ‘holds’ about the academically changed
term ‘physical thing’ and what he knows about cveryday language-
The sentence ‘It is impossible for physical things to exist’ wou
express a logically necessary proposition if ‘physical thing” were
el contion, 204 e phiciophe ' bl & manvay cht

CS Exp gically sary proposition by making ‘physical
thing’ self-contradictory. The sentence is made to stand for an 4
Driori proposition by linguistic fiat, by an act of linguistj or af

i i . ¢ creation

or destruction, depending on how it is looked at. Ang he is able
to hold his view in the face of what he knows and 4 ;e;i:st )
arguments,! because what he holds is in conflict with n% sort of
fact. Like Humpty Dumpty the philosopher is master and cannot
be refuted. His arguments, whatever they may come to, do not
demonstrate contradictions in the term ‘physical thing’ o; in such
everyday substantives as ‘brick’, ‘chair’, ‘hat’; nor is their rk to
do what they cannot do, demonstrate contradictio o

: ; as wh one
exist. Their work, rather, is to import contradicti Where n
terms, ctions into the

This much may, I think, be fair]
physician is doing who holds th;’tci?nizhll;lci :ll;oqt What a meta-
physical things, objects like warch s ballsg andy gnposmble for
namely, that he alters ordinary usage i)ut do’es thi Shoes, to exist,
and in a form of speech which effectively k hjil Unconsciously
doing from others as well as frop, b y licpg dgn what he 15
could be maintained with regy mself. But this concjusion

.. f€8ard to the claim th
of pbycical things is 1mpossible only if that claim \jt the existence
out its also being helc_l that there appear to be thinere made with-
o . _ s, j
sider the claim in conjunction i}, the starement t}g1 If we con
'He can, of o at there exist

urse, be intimidated.
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appearances of there being things, i.e., if we consider it in the
context of the view that ‘things are but appearances’, our con-
clusion stands in need of modification. For in holding that things
have ‘turned out to be merely appearances’ the philosopher allows
the term ‘thing’ and general names of physical things to have
their use in phrases describing appearances. This shows that he
does not wish to make them descriptively senseless, even in aca-
demic fantasy. If, then, we try to understand the hidden things a
philosopher does with language, instead of conceiving our task
to be that of scoring against an intellectual opponent and crying
contradiction at every turn, how are we to read the statement that
it is impossible for things to exist ?

It has to be supposed, for one thing, that importing a contradic-
tion into the term ‘physical thing’ is not intended to have the
effect of destroying the possibility of its béing applied: the case of
a philosopher importing a contradiction into a term which has a
literal use is very different from the normal case of someone de-
monstrating a contradiction in a term, e.g., ‘greatest prime num-
ber’. The metaphysician is master of his contradictions and makes
them do the work he wants them to do. In the present case the
contradictions supposedly discovered in the meaning of ‘thing’
are intended to show that things do no# exist or that they are un-
real, and not to show that appearances of there being things do
not exist. Unlike a person who on being told about an unusual
mirage of a dark blue lake which was uniformly light green dis-
misses the narrative as descriptive nonsense, the metaphysician
insists that ‘rejecting the inconsistent as appearance’ is not to
deny that appearances exist®: self-contradictory appearance 1S 2
‘beggarly show’, but ‘there is no possibility of conjuring its exist-
ence away from it’.3

In the normal case, an argument which shows or is taken to
show a term # to be self-contradictory shows or is taken to show
not only that the statement ‘# exists’ is self-contradictory but also
that ‘# appears to exist’ is self-contradictory. It shows or is taken
to show that not only is it logically impossible for # to exist but
also that it is logically impossible for there to be an appearance of
¢ existing. To put the matter somewhat differently, in the n.on-
philosophical case, showing that # has no theoretical denotation,

1 Appearance and Reality, p. 136. 2Ibid., pp. 131—2. 3bid., p. 132.
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) . . . .d such that if it did exist # would
i.e., that r}othlng can be imagined su | enotation, it has none
apply to it. But if ¢ has no .[hcorctlca m ‘appearance of there
when it is used in an expression of the for describes 00 appeat-
being a #’, which is to say that the expresston PP
ance.

The phjlosophc.r, 'howcvcr, 0 Y e meaning of ‘thing’
what the contradiction he produces in f beine thines but
shows, namely, the logical impossibility of t}_lcrct bcgthj g o
not the logical impossibility of there appcaring o ngs.

. : . : - sconsistency of which he
to think that he is guilty of the obvious 10¢5H be duped by the
appears to be and that this is all there 1s to 1t, 15 t? it Ph Y 1d
obvious. If we try to force the philosophla_ll case ";)19; ¢ r.noul
of the ordinary casc of a contradiction being €stabis ed in the
meaning of a tcrm, we shall flatter oursclves with the ‘discovery’ of
inconsistencices in the position of a philosophcr but we sh'all not
succeed in understanding him. The self-contradiction Wl‘}lCh the
philosopher gives the impression of eliciting from the notion .of a
physical thing is allowed to count against the existence of things
but is not allowed to count against the existence of appcarances
of there being things. It is to be gathered, thus, that importing a
contradiction into the word ‘thing’ is not intended to have the
effect of depriving the word of both its actual and conceptual
denotation, contrary to what was argued carlicr when the state-
ment ‘It is impossible for there to be physical things’ was con-
sidered by itself, apart from the connected statement “There ap-
pear to be physical things’. Curious as it may scem, the contradic-
tion does only part of its expected work. It climinates the actual
application of words like ‘stone’ and ‘shoce’ but lcaves them hypo-
thetical denotation: it allows them no descriptive use in sentences
which declare the existence of objccts answering to their descrip-
tive parts but allows them their descriptive use in sentences which
declare the cxistence of appearances of there being such objects.

It is important to sce that the claim that this is what the contra-
diction does is no more a mistake than is the claim that the mean-
ing of ‘physical thing’ is self-contradictory. The contradiction, it
has to be remembered, is metaphysical, which is to $ay manu-
factured, and the point of manufacturing it is to make it do special
work. In the present case its work, plainly, is not to justify dis-
continuing the use of a large class of words; it is, rather, to justify
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restricting their use to occurrences in phrases denoting appearances
and to sentences using such phrases. The contradiction is used as
a linguistic rationalization for making a syntactical, not a semantic,
change. That is, it constitutes a pretext for discontinuing their use
in sentences of the form ‘There are ¢’s’ or in sentences which
entail sentences of this form,! and therefore for limiting their use,
syntactically, to sentences of the form “There appear to be ¢’s’.

This is the only credible construction to be placed on what a
philosopher is doing who is not ignorant of the use of the term
‘self-contradictory’ and maintains that being self-contradictory
makes impossible the existence of a state of affairs but does not
make impossible the existence of an appearance; which, to express
the matter verbally, is to say he maintains that ‘inconsistent
reality’ describes no theoretical reality but ‘inconsistent appear-
ance’ describes not only conceivable but actual appearance. This
is the only reasonable explanation of what a philosopher does who
in so many words maintains that such a sentence as “There is a
butter dish with butter on it’ expresses a logically impossible pro-
position, but when it occurs as part of the sentence ‘It looks as if
there is a butter dish with butter on it’ does not express anything
which prevents, logically, the proposition expressed by that sen-
tence from being true.

A philosopher who holds that ‘things are but appearances’, that
the physical world is a cosmic mirage, is not, as it may seem to
some people, making a pronouncement about the world, nor is he,
as it may seem to other people, making a pronouncement about
the intelligible use of words in everyday discourse. He professes to
discover contradictions in the meanings of everyday words, to lay
bare internal inconsistencies in familiar concepts, and creates the
illusion of demonstrating or attempting to demonstrate the non-
existence of the universe. What he actually does, behind the im-
pressive but delusive verbal screen of eliciting contradictions and
establishing propositions of fundamental importance, is to alter
the structure of language. In the changed language there is no
place for sentences which state or imply the existence of things,

but there is place for sentences, using general names of things,
1Expressed awkwardly but more accurately by the words ‘. . . or in
sentences expressing propositions which entail propositions cxpressed by
sentences of this form.’
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which declare the existence (or non-cxistence) of appearances. All
centences of the form “There are ¢°s” (where the values of ¢ afe
<ubstantives like ‘book’, ‘shoe’, and ‘cow’) as well as sentences
which imply them are acadcmically shelved, while sentences of the
form “There appear to be ¢’s’, and cquivalent forms of sentences,
arc retained. But this is hidden by the philosopher’s way of stating
himsclf, a way of stating himself which gives some people the idea
that he is a remarkable scientist who by the unaided power of his
mind is able to wrest from nature her deepest secrets, which gives
to> other people the idea that he is a Logician of Language who
corrects our language map for us, and which gives to other people
still the idea that he is 2 blunderer who misrepresents language
and myopically remains attached to his misrepresentations. Instead
of saying that in the languagc as reconstructed by him there is no
placc for scntences stating the existence of things, he says that
‘things arc but appcaranc.cs’. And chardlcss of whether we rcject
his position, arc uncertain about it, or accept it, he succeeds in
making us dupes to his verbal game.

If we are curious to know why anyone should wish to change
language in the way just described, what the poins of cxorcising a
great class of uscful sentences from our language could possii)lv
be, we nced to have a firm grasp of the fact that the alteration js
not intended for f:vcryday use. The point of the reconstructed
language, which is not meant to supplant ordinary language,
is not practical; rather, the function of the reconstructed language
is like that of a work of art, to give a spccial kind of satisfaL::tion.
Onc thing whlch shows clearly that th? alteration announced by
the words ‘things are but appcaranccs" 1s academic or fantasied is
the fact that no attempt is madp to satisfy an obvious requirement
for the prac_tlcal use of the revised language, a requirement which
if left unsatlsﬁed would prevent sentences of the form which the
philosopher s concerned to retain from doing their work. The
sentences he is concerned to retain, i.c., sentences which state the
existence of appcarances of there being things, can do their usual
work, sav wh.at.su_ch sancncgs say in the language of everyday dis-
course, only if it is pqsmblc in the reconstructed language to for-
mulate sentences which carry on the work done by the deleted
sentences. If the owner of a boat decided, for whatever reasons,
that the tiller was unsatisfactory, removed it and left the rudder
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intact, but neglected to replace the tiller by something to take over
its function, he would be doing something comparable to what
the philosopher is doing. Or to conjure up a further analogous
case, a person would be doing what the philosopher is doing if he
removed the hands from his watch and without replacing them or
in any way changing the fixed position of the face in relation to
the works kept the watch wound. Without something to do the
work of the tiller the rudder becomes useless, and without some-
thing to take over the job of the hands the face loses its function,
because of the way tillers are related to rudders and watch hands
to watch faces. Similarly, sentences stating the apparent existence
of things are so related to the corresponding sentences stating the
existence of things that if sentences of the second class are re-
moved from the language and no provision is made for formulat-
ing sentences which will do what they now do in the language,
sentences of the first class will automatically lose their present
descriptive function. For instance, the literal meaning of the sen-
tence “There appears (or looks or seems) to be a castle in the air’
is so bound up with the literal meaning of the sentence ‘There is a
castle in the air’ that “There appears to be a castle . . .” would
cease saying what it now says, lose its present descriptive func-
tion, if language were so altered that there was no possible way of
expressing what “There is a castle in the air’ now expresses.
Clearly if the point of eliminating one class of sentences while re-
taining the other class were practical, e.g., to facilitate communi-
cation, remove verbal awkwardness, or effect greater precision of
expression, the metaphysician would make linguistic restitution
of some sort in order to prevent sentences of the other class from
passing out of currency. The fact that he does not do this shows
that the remodelling of language is not motivated by a dissatis-
faction with the actual use of language or by the practical wish to
reform it.

The inescapable conclusion is that the fantasied remodelled
language is intentionally left unfinished, though the intention is un-
doubtedly not conscious. The utterance ‘things are but appear-
ances’ covertly and indirectly describes a prosaic alteration .Of
language but produces the illusion of making a colossal claim
about reality; and it cannot in earnest be doubted that the pro-
duction of this illusion is of importance to the philosopher. The
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must be .ad.mmed that a not inconsiderable merit of the meta-
hypothesis is that it does give an explanation of how these words
can be uttered soberly and with assurance, words which on one
lnterpretation can only be looked on as the product of a delirium
and which on another interpretation must be taken to indicate a
strange case of linguistic amnesia which comfortably lives side by
side with the unforgotten use of language.

The result arrived at so far is that a philosopher who holds that
a world of physical things only appears to exist is describing an
incompletely remodelled version of ordinary language. The philo-
sopher unquestionably feels his statement to be of great impor-
tance, but it would be unrealistic to imagine him to be a linguistic
reformer. Instead, it has to be realized that his statement is, so to
speak, an exotic plant and requires a special atmosphere in which
to live and flourish. In this respect it is like a2 dream, which re-
quires special conditions, e.g., a temporarily weakened sense of
reality, in order to play its role effectively in the mind of the
dreamer. The great importance of the utterance to the philosopher
makes it safe to compare it with a dream in still another respect:
like a dream it is fundamentally 2 wish-fulfilment which can make
its appearance against resistances only by presenting itself in a dis-
guised form. It cannot be denied that part of the importance of
the words ‘things are mere appearance’ lies in their being able to
produce a dramatic intellectual illusion, an illusion which gives
its metaphysical entreprenenr, and also those who identify them-
selves with him, a fecling of power, the power to destroy a world
or to recreate a world by doing magical things with words..Be-
hind the metaphysical pronouncement we can detect unconsctous
self-aggrandizement, we can glimpse the Wizard of Oz \x{ho
justified the grandiose image he secretly had of himself by staging
awesome effects. But the fascination and importance this view has
for a philosopher who holds it is not wholly explained by the fact
that the delusive idea to which it gives rise, of his laying bare the
insubstantiality of the world, enables the philosopher to give sub-
jective gratification to his wish for ‘omnipotence of thought_’. It
must in addition to doing this have one or more special meanings
which he unconsciously understands and which he puts into the
service of his unconscious needs. The well-known phenomenon
of psychological over-determination makes us expect this, and our
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Op.cit., p.121. ‘T'his is out of context, but its meaning is unmistakable in its
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It can hardly seem strained to conclude with regard to a thinker
who condemns the world as being a beggarly show and who feels
reality threatening to migrate to another world that he has in some
measure turned away from the world and is using the words
‘things are but appearances’ to voice his low opinion of it. It is
pertinent to note that the sense of important is one of the obsolete
meanings Of the word ‘real’; and the word still carries with it
emotive overtones of approval. It continues to have a persuasive
use, even though it no longer is used as a synonym for the word
‘important’ or for the word ‘valuable’. The terms ‘unreal’, “mere
appearance’, and the like, also, in addition to their literal meaning,
carry with them emotively derogatory connotations which are
associated with such terms as ‘non-genuine’ and ‘worthless’. Thus
it would hardly stretch present usage if the Metaphysician of the
Unreality of the Physical World unconsciously used the terms
‘real’ and ‘mere appearance’ in their obsolete senses of important

and worthless. It scems plain that for him, as well as for others
who have his needs and are able to make his associations to the
words ‘things are but appearances’, these words express the
belief,

Things are meaningless and without worth.
This belief he needs to have both in order to justify his turning
away from the objective world and in order to reassure himself
that he loses nothing by doing so. The philosophical words ex-
press, not a conscious belief about things and appearances, but an
unconscious devaluation of things. Behind the verbal appearance
of making a stupendous factual claim about the physical world,

All is illusion, insubstantial appearance,

the philosopher is an Ecclesiastes who says

All is vanity, this world is devoid of merit.
The philosophical view that things are mere appearance may

context. To quote more fully: ‘Our attempts, so far, to reduce the world’s
diverse contents to unity have ended in failure. Any sort of group which we
could find, whether a thing or a self, proved unable to stand criticism, And,
since it seems that what appears must somewhere certainly bg one, and since
this unity is not to be discovered in phenomena, the reality threatens to
migrate to another world than ours. We have been driven near to the separa-
tion of appearance and reality; we already contemplate their localization jn
two different hemispheres—the one unknown to us and real, and the other
known and merc appearance’,
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XI

ARE SELF-CONTRADICTORY
EXPRESSIONS MEANINGLESS?

have at times been held, either explicitly or by implication, and

perhaps unconsciously, in answer to the philosophical ques-
tion ‘Do self-contradictory expressions have meaning ?’ I wish to
state at the outset that it is no part of my purpose to attempt in the
course of the discussion to judge in favour of any one of the exist-
ing views: no attempt will be made to strengthen any view by
adducing further considerations in its favour or to weaken the
credibility of competing views by further criticism. Instead, my
object is to analyse the nature of the question and of the various
theories and supporting arguments, and in this way to try to
arrive at an explanation of what the question asks and of what the
theories and arguments come to.

The prevailing, and entirely natural, idea of the dispute with
regard to self-contradictory expressions is that philosophers who
engage in it have a clear idea of the nature of the problem and of
their various theories about its solution, and are disagreeing
amongst themselves over which theory is true. Nevertheless, the
suspicion strikes one and becomes strengthened that the philo-
sophical dispute is intrinsically irresolvable, i.e., is such that no con-
ceivable further fact of any sort would resolve it, would make any
philosopher see that his theory was false. This suggests the possi-
bility that what seems obviously to be in question, namely, the
truth-values of the competing theories, is not actually in question,

IT is the purpose of this study to examine several theories which

1Discussions with my student, Miss Barbara Caldwell, helped clarify a
number of points in this study.
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but that the ditierence of opinion concerns something else, some-
thing, furthermore, that is effectively hidden from the awareness
ot the philosophers themselves. However far-fetched it may seem,
the sdea to be pursued here, for whatever understanding it may
lead to, 15 that what philosophers are doing when they state their
theories and support them with relevant arguments, is utterly
ditterent from what they give the plain appearance of doing.

Prof. G B Moore has stated a striking and important parados,
the investigation of which scems to me to give insight into the
nature of many philosophical problems and theories. He has
clarmed? that many p}ul(m)phcrs have been able to hOld ‘as Pan
of their philosophical creed’ propositions inconsistent with what
they knew to be true; and it must be admitted as a plain fact that
his claim is not without foundation. Some philosophers hare, in
the presence of what tl‘l(:}‘ knew, been able to hold that a table is
an attribute or that propositions about the past are predictions.
‘I'he phenomenon to which Moore calls our attention, when con-
widered with emotional detachment, is so strange that one cannot
help wondering what magic powers exist in a ‘philosophical
creed’ to produce such a remarkable effect on the minds of philo-
<ophers. And one cannot h.clp but suspect that at least many, if not
all, philosophical propositions are of a different species from the
familiar ones we have commerce with in everyday discourse, The
strangencess of the phenomenon lends some justification to this
suspicion, and it clearly deserves investigation. In the case of the
present problem about self-contradictions T wish to pursue this
suspicion with the help of a direct consequence of Moore’s pars-
dox: namely, the equally paradoxical corollary that some philo-
sophers have been able to disagree with each other while knowing
cverything necessary in order to know which of the vagous
theories are false and which true, so that if some of thege philo-
sophers are right and the others are wrong, those who are wrong
know that they are wrong and the others are right, and those who
arc right know that they are right and the others wrong,

The expression ‘Are self-contradictory expressions meaning-
less 2’ has the form of a question which is a request for factual
information. It has the structure of questions like ‘D, the sen-
tences of “Finnegan’s Wake™ have literal meaning ?’ and ‘Does this

A Defence of Common Sense’, Contemporary British Philosophy, Vo, 11, 203
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undeciphered enemy document actually have a meaning, or is it
meaningless and just a diversionary trick ?°, the answer to which is
arrived at, either conclusively or with some degree of plausibility,
by some sort of examination or an experiment. Philosophers who
have set themselves the task of answering this question have given
the impression of thinking it to be with regard to matter of fact
about self-contradictory expressions; for they have arrived at their
theories by what evidently seems to be a sort of experiment con-
ducted on such expressions.

Prof. C. H. Langford holds that self-contradictory statements
are meaningless and tells us, in support of his view, that ‘when we
try to envisage the unitary meaning of a statement of this kind
[“Men exist and men do not exist’’] we find that this is quite im-
possible, and that therefore it has no single meaning, but rather
one meaning corresponding to one part of the verbal expression
and another to another’.? On the other hand, Prof. Donald C.
Williams maintains that self-contradictions are ‘just as intelligible’
as expressions for contingent and necessary propositions: ‘If
~ N is to be called “absurd”, “nonsense”, “inconceivable”, these
words must therefore be taken in their workaday sense to mean
impossible or incredible, not actually meaningless. Strictly, im-
possible statements are not even incredible, in the literal sense that
they cannotbebelieved . . . Some very thoughtful personshave . .
devoutly believed self-contradictory propositions: that the circle
can be squared, for instance, or the doctrine of transubstantia-
tion’.2 Although Williams holds a different theory from that held
by Langford, he arrives at it, in part, as the result of a similar
experiment. According to him some sort of ‘introspection’ shows
that self-contradictory expressions have meaning: “The theoretical
analysis of meaning convinces me that ~N should be just as in-
telligible as N or C, and empirical introspection indicates that it is’.3

Langford gives the reader the impression of basing his theory
on some sort of Gedankenexperiment, which he describes as con-
sisting of the attempt ‘to envisage the unitary meaning’ of a self-
contradictory sentence, and which Dr. A. C. Ewing describes as

iLewis and Langford, Symbolic Logic, pp. 476—7. See also G. F. Stout’s
Studies in Philosophy and Psychology, pp. 314-15.

2The Nature and Variety of the A Priors’, Analysis, Vol. V, No. 6, p. go.

31bid., pp. 89~go.
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an attempt ‘to think out’d what it means. In the case of Williams

! . .
the tdea 1o created that a process of mental looking s resorted

also the

to, but this time with an opposite result. From the language these
philocophers have used to describe the procedure by which they
were led to their views one would quite naturally gather that they
had arnived at them inductively, by subjecting a number of ex-
pressions to a mental examination upon the results of which they
tramed a theory about a// <clf-contradictions. Langford furthers
the inpression that the examination Is an empirical process of
looking: tor the accompaniment of a sentence, by virtue of the
cxrotence of which the sentence is meaningful and otherwise not,
when he writes: “Take, for example, the sentence “Ghosts conld
not exist”. Here the separate words are meaningful enough; but
when we try to apprehend what the sentence as a whole stands for, -
and tryv to envisape the situation, not verbally but in terms of
prenuine 1deas, the only entity we come upon is the fact that ghosts
cordd cxist forwhich, of C()ur.;(:, the words “Ghosts could not exist”
arc not a proper expression’.? Williams, of'cour'sc, explicitly states
part of his procedure to be ‘empirical introspection’,

W hat these philosophers do, at least in appearance, is analogous
to what people normally do when they are in doubt as to whether
a canvas has a painting on it: they get closer and look more care-
fully. The puzzling thing about the case of the philosophers is not
their procedure, which scems appropriate and should lead to a
conclusion, but the fact that they come away from their examina-
tion with opposite opinions. It is as though after both had
cxamined the canvas carcfully, one were to say there was no
picture, while the other were to insist there was a picture, that he
could sce it quite plainly. An interested observer of their disagree-
ment who had not himself examined the canvas would hardly
know what to think: whether one philosopher suffered from an
unusual optical defect or whether the other was given to vivid and
convincing hallucinations.

The view that sclf-contradictory expressions have meaning has
led philosophers to still further theories. Williams, for instance, by
his insistence that ‘inconceivable’ when used in connexion with
sclf-contradictions has the ‘workaday sense’ of impossible or in-
credible gives us some reason for supposing him to be holding, at

NMeaninglessness’, Mind, July, 1937, p. 363. *Op. cit., p. 475.
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least by implication, that propositions commonly classified as
nccessary are really empirical. According to his view, ‘It is incon-
ceivable that the hour hand of my clock should point to two dif-
ferent hour numerals at one time” says the same as ‘It is incredible
that the hour hand of my clock should point to two different hour
numerals at one time’, where ‘incredible’, it would seem, has the
sensc it has in ‘It is altogether incredible, I’ll admit, but the cow
did jump over the moon’. Williams does not himself derive from
his words the consequence that necessary propositions are em-
pirical. C. W. Whiteley, who also holds that self-contradictory
expressions have meaning, goes on to assert outright that neces-
sary propositions are empirical.!

Still other philosophers, who hold the same view about self-
contradictions but are impressed by the a priori, unempirical char-
acter of such a proposition as is expressed by the sentence It is
inconceivable that seven out of the enemy’s flotilla of six ships
should have been sunk in the engagement’ have held self-contra-
dictions to express what is /ygically inconceivable. Thus, in one
place Prof. C. I. Lewis states that ‘round square’ has a meaning
and ‘represents somcthing inconceivable’.? Elsewhere he writes,
‘Plainly, it is incorrect to say that terms like “round square” have
no connotation, or that they are meaningless. This term is distin-
guished from a nonsense-locution like “zuke” by definitely im-
plying the properties of roundness and squareness. And it is only
by reason of this meaning—this connotation which it has, that one
determines its inapplicability to anything consistently thinkable’ 3
H. W. B. Joseph distinguishes between propositions and sentences
—‘A proposition is a sentence, but not merely a sentence: it is 5
sentence expressing or meaning a judgement’*—and also majq.
tains, ‘We cannot think contradictory propositions’.5 These and
other things they say lend colour to the idea, though they do e
make it certain, that both Lewis and Joseph hold, by implicatigg
and perhaps unconsciously, that self-contradictory sentences ex.
press propositions or have meanings that are unthinkable. Indeed,

*Truth by Convention’, Analysis, Vol. 1V, Nos. 2 & 3, pp. 25-7.

*Lewis and Langford, op. 2., p. 68; see also what precedes and follows thjg
N *The Modes of Mcaning’, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Vo). IV:

0. 2, p. 241.

*An Introduction to Logic, p. 18.
lbid., p. 13.
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e explicaly detines Clogical inconceivability’ to mean ‘self-
contradhctory’, so that it would secem that a// he is saying when he
“tates that ‘a round squarce which is not round is inconccjvablc"
1~ a round ~quare which is not round is self-contradictory’, But
hle Joreph, he dintingruishes between sentences and propositions,?
and <o holds that scelf-contradictory sentences express or ‘repre-
ot peansss that arc inconceivable. Moreover, the overtone of the
choice of langruagre, which cannot be dismissed as altogether irre-
levant and as griving: us no clue to the thoughts of these philo-
~ophers, i that the meaning of a sclf-contradictory expression, as
“womething represented’ by the expression, is beyond our powers
te, comprehend or envisage, something we are unable to think or
conceive  just as it is out of the question for us to see microbes
with the naked cve. It is not certain that cither Lewis or Joseph
with to hold any such view, but ncither is it clear that they do not
actually hold it. In any casc, it is a thcory which very likely has
been held at some time, and ought to be considered. Thus, again,
Hurne seemrs 1o have held it: “That the cube root of 64 is equal to
the half of 10, is a false proposition, and can never be distinctly
conceived. But that Cacsar, or the Angel Gabriel, or any being
never existed, may be a false proposition, but still is perfectly con-
ccivable, and implics no contradiction’.? .

It has been seen, so far, that there are three different theories in
answer to the question, ‘Arce sclf-contradictory expressions mean-
ingless 2 Langford holds that they are meaningless, Williams
Mmaintains that they have meaning, and still other philosophers
scem to believe that they have inconceivable meanings. To revert
to our analogy: it is as if three people, who were concerned over
whcther there was a painting on the canvas, got close to the
canvas and carcfully ¢xamined it, and came to different conclu-
stons. One insisted there was no picture, that the canvas was bare;
another claimed there was a picture; and the third asserted that
th_c canvas had an invisible picture. One cannot help being re-
minded of the fairy tale about the emperor’s new clothes which
were visible only to the pure of soul. The idea one gets of what is

.ewis and Langford, op. cir., p.67.
2 ; . . H 1
Ihid., p. 49. ‘Propositions are not strings of marks, or scrics of sounds,

cxcept incidentally ; in essenee, a pProposition expresses an asserted meaning’,
*Hume’s Engusries, id. L. A, Sclby-Bigge (2nd ed.), p. 164.
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happening is that different people are making different claims on
the basis of some sort of process of mental looking for the mean-
ings of sentences, on the basis of ‘empirical introspection’. The
Impression gained is that knowledge of the meanings of the con-
stituent words of a self-contradictory expression, and of their
syntactical connexions, is not enough for knowing whether it has
a meaning, and that further looking of some sort is necessary.
Langford seems to imply this when he describes himself trying ‘to
envisage the situation, not verbally, but in terms of genuine ideas’.
The peculiarity of the situation, which makes it unlike an ordin-
ary disagreement to the settling of which looking is relevant, is
that their eyes, to continue the analogy, are equally good. With
regard to a sentence which all would agree was self-contradictory,
e.g., ‘Some yellow things are colourless’, neither will know more,
nor for that matter would claim to know more, about the ordinary
meanings of its constitutent words or about their syntactical rela-
tions than the others. We can easily imagine these philosophers
explicitly agreeing among themselves, and in conformity with
ordinary usage and accepted grammatical conventions about the
actual meanings of ‘yellow’ and ‘coloutless’, etc., agreeing also
that ‘being yellow’ is incompatible with ‘being colourless’, and
nevertheless maintaining their divergent opinions. No one knows
nor claims to know any linguistic facts about the statement that
the others do not know, so that the disagreement is not caused by
any difference in their linguistic information; they are all equally
well informed. Nor is it caused by any such fact as that the sentence
is difficult to grasp because of its extreme length and involved
structure. What is even more striking about the controversy and
makes it even more unlike an ordinary verbal dispute is that their
linguistic information is compleze. Each of them knows everything
it is necessary linguistically to know in order to know whether
‘Some yellow things are colourless’ has a meaning, lacks it, or has
a meaning which no human being is capable of conceiving.

The manner in which philosophers have discussed this problem
creates the notion that the meaning of an expression is, in the words
of Prof. Moritz Schlick, ‘a kind of entity inherent in a sentence,
and hidden in itlikea nut in a shell—where it might be discovered’.2
The controversy seems to be one in which the contestants

*Meaning and Verification’, PbZiI;; Rev., Vol. XLV (1936), p. 348.
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know the syntax and consutucnt \\'9“15 (_)f 2 g:;;ltt;(;lf ig::r;

dictory expression and know that it 15, sclt'—con- S l';zc’k . us::
they know the linguistic facts determining 15 L-m'vcr and above the
in the language and arc attempting by 2 I’r_occshb Ofurthcr fact as 10
process o_f learning sucb facf§ to asccrtalg ts inadc it appear, in
whether it has a mecaning. They have thu Dbression is some-
general, as though knowing the meaning of an U\E;s and svatax, O
thing in addition to knowing its constituent wor('hat it x?ncar‘lt, of
that one might know the latter and not knOWh“' tion that ex-
whether it had a meaning. They thus create the notion tha .f

o ) e .+ and above the use made o
pressions can have meanings over 2 meanines which
those expressions in the language, that they have e g.d -
arc not determined by their use and have not b.ccn (.s.tow; up i
them by the way people have used them. This 1s a notion t atsug

. Heinrich Hertz has
gests itsclf naturally to many people. Thus b - al
said: ‘One cannot escape the fecling that these mat_ cmaucaf
formulas have an independent existence and_ an intelligence o
their own, that they are wiser than we arc, wiser even t.han their
discoverers, that we get more out of them than was originally put
into them?’.? .

The source of this idea is obscure; one may gucss that it perhaps
goes back to the primitive belicf in magic wqrds and fgrmulas, a{‘d
that psychological remnants of this superstition continue to exist
in the minds of even the most advanced think.crs..Howcver. tha't
may be, this idca of the mecaning of an cxpression 1s one which 1t
is hard to think any philosopher would consc1ously and seriously
entertain. It must be plain to everyone that nothing in our lan-
guage means anything which it is not and never has been used to
mean or means more than it is or cver has been used to mean. It 18
truc to say that a metal, e.g., gold, is somcthing over and above the
use madc of it; but it must be plain to everyone that the meaning
of an expression is not something in addition to the way the ex-
pression is used, something which has to be discovered in addi-
tion to what we learn when we are taught the constituent words
and the rules governing their combination.

For suppose an expression had a meaning not determined by
its use, past or present, how should we go about trying to discover
its meaning, and what would be a test for establishing that it had

1Quoted by E. T. Bell in Men of Mathematics, p. 16.
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that meaning ? Consider what we should do if someone assured us
that we could not possibly learn all the separate rules of a certain
game, e.g., chess, by consulting a rules book or by observing how
it is played by experts. We might think in such a case that there
were more rules than were given in the usual books, more rules
than even experts, for the most part, used. But what should we
think if in answer to our question, ‘What further rules are there?’
we were told that nobody knows, that the game had more separate
rules than were framed for it by those who invented the game or
by those who later in any way altered or added to it ? We should, of
course, not take such an answer seriously, or rather we should
take it as a humorous way of saying that the game had no further
rules and give up looking for any. In the same way, if in answer
to our question, ‘What, in addition to the linguistic facts deter-
mining the use or lack of use of E, must be known in order to
know whether it has a meaning and what it is?’ we were told that
nobody knows because its meaning was not to be got at by learn-
ing the constituent words and syntax of E, we should conclude E
had none in the language. There are not two distinct processes,
one of learning the constituent words of E and the manner in
which they are put together and the other of learning its mean-
ing,! because there are not two distinct sets of facts, one, facts
with regard to its use, the other, facts with regard to its literal
meaning.

It can now be secn that if the dispute is a disagreement over
whether, in fact, self-contradictions have or lack meanings, then it
is a clear instance of Moore’s corollary paradox. The linguistic
inforraation is the same for all the disputants. No one knows any
more about the constituent words or the grammar of their com-
binations than the others; all know equally well that, e.g., ‘round
square’ is ‘distinguished from a nonsense-locution like ‘“‘zuke”
by definitely implying the properties roundness and squareness’.
Their linguistic information is also complete; there is nothing, no
further fact, they have to know in order to know that it has a
meaning, if it has one, or that it lacks a meaning, if it does not have
one. Hence if the problem with regard to self-contradictions is like
a problem of decoding an intercepted enemy document, they all
know the correct answer: they have the linguistic key. We are

1Idiomatic phrases are, of course, an exception to this.
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thus faced with the paradox of philosophers disagrecing with each
other while, at the same time, knowing everything necessary in
order to know which of their theories is true and which false, so
that if some of the philosophers are right and the others are
wrong, those who are wrong know that they are wrong and‘ the
others are right, and those who arc right know that they are right
and the others wrong.

Once we come to this result, it is natural for us to seck for an
explanation of what makes it possible for philosophers to con-
tinue to disagree in face of the facts which should completely
resolve their differences. To have to accept their disagreement a3
just a strange fact about philosophers is unsatisfactory. It is harq
to believe that philosophers arc as abnormal as Moore’s paradox
implies. A detective who was certain he had caught a thief req.
handed just as he was leaving the Louvre with a missing canvag
under his coat and was later told that one art expert claimed the
canvas was just a bare canvas, that another expert pronounced j¢
a valuable Van Gogh from the Louvre collection, while sti]] a
third maintained the painting on the canvas was invisible, could
hardly be expected to remain satisfied with the explanatiop
‘Strange, but that is the way art experts are’. He has to knowy,
whether to arrest the man or let him go. We feel the same wa
about the .cxplgnatlon ‘Strange, but that is the way philosophers
are’, especially if we have noticed that ordinary, nonphi1050phjCa1
people when asked the question ‘Do self-contradjctory expres-
sions have meaning ?* divide on it exactly in the same way philo
sophers divide on it. The fact that ordinary people talk the wa-
philosophers do, that they become philosophers, whep present 21,
with the problem, puts the thought into our minds that erhae
there is something unusual, and not as yet understood abI:)ut t}I:S
philosophical canvas, about the problem itself, rather ’than aboui
the philosophers who express their theories on jts solution. Ang
only after having investigated the problem with thig idea in.mind
and convinced ourselves that it is like any ordinary problem t
the settling of which an examination of words and syntay js rclco
vant should we finally be willing to come back to the first ex lana~
tion and admit that that is the way philosophers are, plana-

Fortunately, a further explanation presents itself t
we are not yet in a position to predict its outcome. It
240

O us, though
has the merit



SELF-CONTRADICTORY EXPRESSIONS

of being possible while avoiding Moore’s paradox; this much is in
its favour. Whether it turns out to be the true explanation will
depend, so far as I can see, not only on whether it applies to other
philosophical problems,! but also on whether philosophers come
in time to recognize it as the explanation of what their problem is
and of what their theories come to, on whether it ‘clicks’ with them.
I cannot think of anything except the latter that would be conclusive.

What puzzles and mystifies us is to think that people could dis-
agree while fully aware of the facts that are sufficient to prevent
their disagreeing. Their information should preclude a difference
of opinion of the sort they appear to have; it would as the normal
thing leave no room for it. One may therefore justifiably permit
oneself the conjecture that the disagreement is not about what we
imagine it to be and that the theories are not actually in conflict
with the facts they know and are agreed upon. It may be the case
that the theories we tend naturally to associate with the words and
the form of language philosophers have used are not actually
what the words are intended to express. There is no other way,
besides supposing this, of avoiding Moore’s paradox, as anyone
who thinks closely on the matter can see. Their information shox/d
preclude a factual linguistic difference of opinion. This makes it at
least conceivable, if no more than as an outside possibility, that
it is actually a feature of their dispute that no point of linguistic fact
is in question. This is a possible avenue of investigation open to
us, and the one I propose to follow.

The assumption that no point of linguistic fact is in dispute
between philosophers who intelligibly divide on the question
requires us to suppose that their contrary assertions are not state-
ments of fact. Further, we have to think that the question to which
their theories are relevant answers, that is, the question philosophers
express by the words ‘Do self-contradictory expressions have
meaning ?’ is not a request for factual linguistic information about
self-contradictions, to the effect that they lack meaning, have
meanings, or have inconceivable meanings. The absence of any
point of fact over which the dispute could conceivably be con-
ducted makes us think the divergent views are not of a kind to

1Sce for example, John Wisdom’s ‘Philosophical Perplexity’, Proc. Arjs,,
Soc., Vol. XXXVII, and Norman Malcolm’s ‘The Nature of Emailment’,
Mind, July, 1940.
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which the concepts ‘truc’ and ‘falsc’ are applicable and also that
the question which is under philosophical consideration is somehow
different from the factual request cxpressed by the same words,
‘Do self-contradictions have meaning?’ Unlike the latter, the
answer to which (if it had one) would be a statement of fact about
the correctness of applying ‘meaning’ to sclf-contradictions, the
former question has to be construed as a request to which a true
proposition about current usage would not be a relevant answer,
How, then, are we to understand the views?

In the case of our present problem we get further insight if we
withdraw our attention from the philosophical controversy with
its tendency to stimulate us into taking sides and fix attention
instead on the everyday usc of ‘mecaning’ in English. It happens
to be the case that the ordinary usc of the word tells us nothing
about whether it is correct English to apply the word to expres.
sions classified as sclf-contradictions or whether it .is i‘ncorrcct
English to do this. Its ordinary usc gives us no dc_ﬁm,tc 1nf9:ma-
tion to the effect that ‘self-contradictions have meaning constitutes
an improper usc of ‘meaning’ or a proper onc. It leaves us, so to
speak, with a blank on this point. To put the matter 10 another

' pte iterion or rule for
way, there cxists no gencrally acccptgd cr_xt}:nor} ot ek Sz};fe
Lo of ‘meaning’ which makes va]l;l cither o e

‘ i cexpression”’ | see S has meaning
contradictory CXpression™ ln?’P']“-bl'Cﬁ D e ingless”". Weate
cl(_con[radlctorycxprcsslon mp ntradictions.’
ig ft unPrOVidCd for in the case of Sdf-(;?thcrc cxists no cstablished,
¢ i blem. M £e .

.« throws light on our probicf . - ~ation of ‘meaning
Thlf"io”al ”ﬂg aCC(’fdinC:pfO which ““f?’).h.cgoth how it is that
v}fcr correet or incorrect, we CA7 rcgdl ) SLr: philomPhers who
i isti > : . betwee $
oint of linguistic fact is at jssuc " o D ions, 20d it
no differently the about sclt-con iy
swcr ) query rion come to. The factua ques-
their asscrtions as well as the ques o has no craightforward
ion <Are sclf-contradictions meaning'e> has the straightforward
s 0X 00 ANSWEE, Of rather we might S8Y> 1088 1Y 6 o g pp
y swer that it is neither correct nor mcorrcct1 gcs:iorl oo Self
dictions have mearu'ng’. But the factual qu by
i h i cd with, nor are th€Y, as they
losophers are directly concerfl \X}h e swer )
to be, trying to discover its answer. at | ,
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the fact that it has no straightforward yes or no answer, they know
as well as anyone who knows the actual use of ‘meaning’. Thus,
when Williams says, “The theoretical analysis of meaning con-
vinces me that ~N should be just as intelligible as N or C, we
can detect his awareness of this behind the words ‘should be’.,
Otherwise why the uncertainty of ‘should be’ rather than the con-
clusiveness of ‘is”? The fact is that neither analysis nor consulting
a linguistic Solomon will, as ‘meaning’ is currently used, establish
the existence of a rule which makes it definitely correct to apply
the word to self-contradictions.

It is not difhcult, however, to sce how dissatisfaction might
casily arise over the lack of definite rules with regard to the appli-
cation or non-application of ‘meaning’ to self-contradictions. It
requires little imagination to realize that people who are con-
cerned with ‘the problem of meaning’ would become dissatisfied
with the ordinary, inexact use of ‘meaning’, which fails to take
into account a whole class of expressions, and would wish to
remedy the situation. ‘Meaning’ is an untidy, inexact word, which
is a source of dissatisfaction to many people, particularly to those
with a liking for exact classifications or to those with a deep-seated
intolerance of situations for which there exist no rules to guide
them. And it seems to me our credulity is not stretched too much,
certainly no more so than it is by Moore’s paradox, if we under-
stand the philosophical views in terms of the wish, not to discover
the answer to ‘Are self-contradictions meaningless ?’ but to make,
by an act of linguistic creation, a correct answer. So construed, the
views represent linguistic decisions to use ‘meaning’ in a definite
way with respect to sclf-contradictions: the philosopher who
asserts ‘Sclf-contradictions are without meaning’ has decided to
regularize the word by definitely withholding it from self-contra-
dictions; the philosopher who tells us that self-contradictions
have meaning has also decided to regularize the word, but he
accomplishes this by applying it to them.

In a different connexion, a mathematician has remarked: “The
idea of 2 sum of an infinite series has caused endless confusion
among philosophers. This is because they have failed to adopt 2
clear cut definition of the sum of such a series and then to adhere
strictly to the definition’.! We might say of the present problem

*N. J. Lennes, College Algebra (1st ed.), p. 113.
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_tha[ Philuw)phcrx have dectded to made Clcillf'CUt the use of ‘mean-
Netin Grdinary Finglish. Their philosophlcfll statcments are not
@usuers oy 4 (iu(;g[].()n about cstablished linguistic Usage, which, as
L turn, Gut, has as yet no detinite answer of the sort they want it
YO have; cither of their statements would become the correct
Answer only if it became the conventional answer. The question
O which their statements are relevant answers 18 a. fCC_]uest fora
linguine decision with regard to a type of casc which !s not pro-
Vided tor by conventional language. Roughly, t?c phllOSOpthal
“ucestion, misleadingly expressed by the words, ‘~re sclf.contfa-
(“C[“r)' expressions meaningless 27 is ‘How 51{0”/’{ self-contradic-
tons e classificd with respect to the linguistic category “mean-
Ing’? .
To sum up the conclusions we have been led to 1N our attempt
Y9 avoid Moore’s paradox: The philosophical question ‘Age self-
Contradictions meaningless 2 is a verbally concealed request for a
decision with regard to an application of ‘meaning’ .fOI which con-
ventional use has made no stipulation. The views in answer to it
State the as yet nonconventional classifications of self-contradictory
CXpressions with respect to the category ‘meaning’. These views
arc expressed in a form of language appropriate. to statements of
fact, in part, prubab]y, to win assent to a linguistic fajt aa’omp/l'-
We can now see what the controversy comes to and how jt can
continue without resolution. lach disputant urges the general
acceptance of his own use of ‘meaning’. When one philosophcr
asserts ‘Sclf-contradictions are meaningless’, not only is it the case
that he tells us how he is going to use the word, but he a]5g urges
others to adopt his usage. And when another philosopher agserts
‘Self-contradictions bave mcaning’, he too does not merely inform
us about the way he wishes to use it but urges its adoption on
others. The controversy is thus a contest between phjlosophcrs
over the adoption of their usage. And the continuation of the
dispute without resolution is explained by the circumstance that
no philosopher succeeds in winning over enough other philo-
sophers, who prefer their own classifications, to hls.usage,
Consider a nonphilosophical problem about which people who
are confronted with it express different opinions and remain un-
shakably divided. Stuart wants to sell a section of land which he
thinks is utterly worthless. He finds a customer and assures him
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that the land is rich in oil, but that for urgent financial reasons he
must sell it for much less than it is worth. The gullible man buys
the land, drills for oil, and finds it. Now, did Stuart lie? Most
people after having this case described to them will say Stuart
lied. Their reason for saying this invariably is that he intended to
deceive. Others will insist he did not lie; and their reason is that
he said what was true.

Now it is clear that the dispute about this problem does not
result from a lack of information about what happened, about the
facts of the case. Nor is the division over whether the definition
of ‘lie’ makes it correct or incorrect to apply ‘lie’ to what Stuart
said; the people who give different answers know perfectly well
its conventional use. Unlike the situation with regard to ‘mean-
ing’, the dictionary provides us with a definition of ‘lie’, according
to which it is incorrect to say Stuart lied. Bringing this definition
into the dispute fails, however, to produce the expected result of
resolving it. Instead, those who insist that Stuart lied behave as
though the dictionary definition is /rreevant to what they are saying,
to the problem they are concerned with. It becomes clear, thus,
in the present case, that the question is really a request for a deci-
sion about the application of ‘lie’ in a type of situation which,
though provided for by definition, is unusual enough to merit
reconsideration. It is a request for a linguistic redecision.!

We can see also what the ‘reasons’ given for the answers come
to. They are nothing more than descriptions of the features pre-
sent in the situation which incline some people to answer in one
way and other people to answer in a different way. That is to say,
they simply expressthe criteria for the use of ‘lie’ which the situa-
tion satisfies or fails to satisfy. Thus, a person who holds that
Stuart lied and supports his position with the argument, ‘He in-
tended to deceive’, is actually pointing out that the situation
answers to one of the rules for the application of ‘lie’. Concentra-
tion on this feature, which seems to impress many people as being
of utmost importance, inclines him to brand as a lie what Stuart
said; he has, in other words, decided to make ‘intention to deceive’
the sole criterion for the application of ‘lie’. This quite plainlyiswhat
Bertrand Russell decided to do when he wrote: ‘It would seem that,

For a fuller discussion of a similar problem see John Wisdom’s ‘Meta-

physics and Verification’, Mind, Oct. 1938, pp. 493—4.
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when 2 man lies, the falschood is in the expression. A lie is still a
lic if it happens to be objectively true, provided the speaker
believes it to be false’.* Russell’s observation, ‘It would
seem that, when a man lies, the falschood is in the expression’,
shows his recognition of the ordinary definition of ‘lic’, and by his
following words he makes plain the small value he places on one
of the conditions it imposes on the use of the word and his deci-
sion to dispense with it: ‘A lie is still a lie if it happens to
be objectively true . . .> On the other hand, a person who denies
that Stuart lied, and bases his denial on the fact that Stuart said
what was true, ‘objectively true’, is pointing out that the situation
fails to satisfy one of the conventional defining criteria for the
use of ‘lie’. It fails to answer to, and goes against, a part of the
ordinary definition of ‘lie’, which this person is unwilling to give
up. This is the import of his argument, ‘Stuart didn’t lie, because
he said what was true’. His decision is to retain, unaltered, the
ordinary use of the word. Sometimes people will reconcile their
differences by agreeing that ‘subjectively’ Stuart did lie but that
‘objectively” he did not. What they are doing is to making new
language which will permit them both to be right.

To come back to the problem about sclf-contradictions. The
reasons, or arguments, philosophers statc in demonstration of
their theories should also be amenable to explanation in this way,
They should, if our interpretation of the question and theories jg
correct or near-correct, lend themselves to an explanation which
makes them out to be linguistic justifications for the various uses
of ‘meaning’ decided on, despite their appearance of being arpu
ments for the correctness of statements of fact, Thus, for efam gl )
when one philosopher asserts that sclf-contradicto,r stat -~
are meaningless and bases his view on the argum):znt ﬁments
cannot ‘envisage the unitary meaning of a statement of h't it w’c
these words must lend themselves naturally, apd Wit(i] this 1.r1d ,
distortion, to construction as a justification for a use fc'):lt SCI’I'OUS,
not dictated by conventional rules. And the same fO meaning
arguments. If this turns out to be the case, the Plaus'obr';he other
explanation of the nature of the dispute wil] to ! ity of the
degree, be increased. » 10 2 considerable

Consider the argument for the view that self—contradictor}. sen
YAn Inguiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 265
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tences ‘as wholes, do not stand for anything at all’,! namelv, “When
we try to envisage the unitary meaning of a statement of this
kind, we find that this is quite impossible, and that therefore . . .°
This way of putting the matter is extremely misleading. For it
gives rise to the idea that we discover whether a sentence, e.g.,
“The door was open at the time it was shut’, has a meaning or
lacks one by a process of looking for something which is the ac-
companiment of a sentence when it has a meaning, something
which it ‘stands for’, so that if after sufficient looking we find no
appropriatc accompaniment we are justified in concluding the
sentence is meaningless. The words do, however, suggest a fea-
ture by virtue of which ‘meaning’ correctly applies to expressions,
a feature self-contradictory expressions do not have. Schlick, who
joins Langford in holding that self-contradictions are meaning-
less, tells us in a less misleading way what this feature is:

The height of a tower cannot be 100 feet and 150 feet at the
same time; a child cannot be naked and dressed at the same
time—not because we are unable to imagine it, but because our
definitions of ‘height’, of the numerals, of the terms ‘naked’ and
‘dressed’, are not compatible with the particular combinations
of those words in our examples. “They are not compatible with
such combinations’ means that the rules of our language have
not providcd any use for such combinations.?

These words state quite unambiguously the reason why some
philosophers have decided so to use ‘meaning’ as to exclude self-
contradictions from the class of meaningful expressions. This is
that in our language they have been given no descriptive use. They
describe no situation whatever, actual or theoretically conceivable,
because ‘the rules of our language have not provided any use for
such combinations’. Thus sentences like ‘Smith has a painless
fecling of pain’, “The iron anvil is not made of metal’, are of such
a sort that if they had a function in the language they would, like
‘Smith has a sharp pain’ and ‘The iron anvil is surprisingly light’,
truly or falsely tell us something, inform or misinform us, about
a state of affairs, or a situation, or an occurrence, etc. But they do
nothing of the sort. “The iron anvil is not made of metal’ neither

‘Lewis and Langford, op. eiz., p. 475.
10p. cit., p. 350.
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ing. It says nothing about
informs nor misinforms us ?bcl)lmr::;lygtugf. The )rcason foér; this is
what anyihing 1s oF thcorguci‘l_ Z)Yn ar%vil’ and ‘metal but not iron’,
the linguistic fact that unlike ‘1r ided, ‘iron object not made
for which applications have begn I;roivvcn r;o descriptive use. It is
of metal .has oo langU?lllgC eljou% what anything is, in the way
not used in sentences to tell us a & %5
in which non-contradictory noun phrases. or adjective phra§es
normally are used. Lewis seems to recognize _th"l.t sclf—contradl;li-
tory phrases have been provided with no descnpnv.c use whcq 'C
speaks of their ‘inapplicability to anything consistently think-
able’. It may be observed that if a self-contradictory phrase_\vcrc
provided with an application, if for any reason we gave ‘painless
feeling of pain’ or ‘naked but dressed’ a descriptive use, we should
nolongercountitas self-contradictory. And when a philosopher says,
“We cannot think what it would be like for quadratic equations to
g0 to race meetings or for squares to be round’,! or says we
cannot ‘form an image of quadruplicity drinking procrastina-
tion’,? what, in a misleading way, he is pointing out, is not that
‘round square’ or ‘quadruplicity drinking procrastination’ offers
ountable obstacles to our thinking or imagination but that
it ‘expresses no thought’ 2 it presents us with no sortof situation or
circumstance whatever to think about or imaglljlc. ‘We cannot
think what it would be like . . 2, ‘we cannot envisage . . ’ ‘we
cannot combine the subject and predicate in thought’s; but what
stands in the way of our doing this is the linguistic fact that self.
contradictory expressions have been given no use. The self-con-
tradictory phrase which ‘combines the subject and predicate’ has
been provided with no application to anything whatever.

Concern over, and the wish to emphasize, the fact that self.
contradictions fack descriptive use, wh{ch is a fc?tu;:l they have
in common with expressions like ‘Shthyk’tot‘(ic\bvl'filh ‘iz::n;lnd
gimble in the wabe” and ‘feels nonsense pin h’il  oohers o roug
less” does correctly apply, inclines some P O‘rr}:eanin lesgs’ Ilr)x
them together under the linguistic _catcg‘;or}’ d'g' :

4 . ‘Self-contradictions are
effect their argument amounts to saying:

insurm

‘A C. Ewin ,O . cit., pP- 363_ ‘ ‘
2Bertrand Rgsscﬁ, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 222
3G. F. Stout, Studies in Philosophy and Psychology, p- 314-
‘A.C. Ewing, op. ¢it., p. 303.
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similar in an important respect to strings of words which are
properly called ““meaningless”, the respect, namely, of lacking
use. By reckoning them among literally meaningful expressions
we should conceal this important feature they share with meaning-
less strings of words. But by classifying them as being meaning-
less we, instead, bring out and emphasize this feature. This justifies
the decision to deny the application of “meaning” to self-con-
tradictions’.

Self-contradictory expressions, however, also possess other fea-
tures, in respect of which they are different from meaningless
combinations of words and are like expressions to which ‘mean-
ing’ is correctly applicable. These features impress other philo-
sophers and make them hold an opposite view. Thus, in addition
to basing his view on what ‘empirical introspection indicates’,
Williams gives the following argument: ‘An impossible proposi-
tion is self-contradictory, not in that it needs itself be of the form
p.~p, but in that it entails a proposition of that form; but 2
muddle of marks without meaning could neither contradict itself
nor entail anything. The meaning is what is contradictory and im-
possible’.! And Ewing argues in the same vein: ‘For after all—
quadratic equations do not go to race meetings—is entailed by—
quadratic equations do not move in space, and entails—quadratic
equations do not watch the Newmarket horse-races; but, if it is
capable of entailing and being entailed, surely it must be a propo-
sition and not a mere meaningless set of words’.2 These arguments
bring out several features of self-contradictions which lead many
people to say they have meaning.

It is, in the first place, clear that a self-contradictory sentence is
different from a meaningless muddle of marks. “The tower is 100
feet and also 150 feet high’ is not a jumble of words like ‘Up the cat
mouse the ate’; it has syntax. Nor is it like ‘slithy toves gimbled
in the wabe’; none of its constituent words lacks use. These
features—of having syntax and having no constituent words
which lack literal meaning—sharply distinguish self-contradictory
sentences and phrases from senseless strings of words. They are
criteria the absence of which makes it incorrect to apply ‘self-
contradictory’ to expressions, but makes the application of ‘mean-
ingless’ to them proper. Thus, for example, though ‘x is both

Y0p. ¢it., p. 9o. 20p. cit., p. 360.
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zuke and not zuke’ has the form of a contradiction, it “'OU]_d not
quite be proper English to characterize it as a S‘—'lf‘comfadlctory
scntence; and the same for, ‘It is truc and at the same time false
that up the cat mouse the ate’. A still further property of sclf-
contradictions, which diffcrentiates them froma mL.lddlc of marks,
is that they have implications. This is 2 p.r()pcrl) thc‘; ha.vc by
virtue both of possessing syntax and ot having 10 ‘“.,O; s without
literal significance. Thus, “The diamceter of squarc X 15 On’gcr than
any other chord’ can be deduced from ‘s a sqUare c1'r.clc because
of the meaning of ‘squarc’, of “circle’, ¢tc., together with the form
of combination of these words. ,

The fact that the phrase ‘both dressed and f‘ﬂkc‘l has no de-
scriptive use, so that the sentence, “The king 1s l?oth na}ccd and
dressed’, cxpresses no condition of anything and itsclf fails to be
descriptive, is a point of similarity between muddles of marks and
self-contradictions. But other of their features constitute both
points of difference from muddles of marks and points (')fllkcn.CSS
to strings of words to which ‘meaning’ correctly applics. Phllo-
sophers who arc strongly impresscd by thesc lateer features will be
led into classifying sclf-contradictions with n]cm_llﬂgijl expressions.
They will ‘hold’ that they have meaning, and in this way succeed
in emphasizing important likcnesses and unlikcr?cs.scs sl‘tfrrcd over
by the counter-classification. ‘Call sclf-contra(lxct{ons ‘ meaning-
less™?, we can imagine these philosophers thinking, ‘and lump
them togcther with mere muddles of marks or jumbles of words,
from which they are so very different! That would .bc. an intoler-
able linguistic injustice’. And they try to prevent this injustice by
their classification. As is known, other philosophers remain un-
impressed by their arguments, which signifies that they are more
impressed by the likeness between self-contradictions and meaning-
less strings of words than by the likeness between sclf-contradic-
tions and meaningful strings.

A further type of consideration is frequently brought up. It is
pointed out that on the view that sclf-contradictory sentences are
without meaning we should in many cases have to say: the nega-
tion of a mecaningful sentence is a meaningless one, the negation
of a meaningless sentence is a meaningful onc, and the conjunction
of two meaningful sentences is itself a meaningless sentence. We
should of course have to say these things. But what of it; what sort
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of arguments are these? The point of remarking on these conse-
quences, which are not unknown to those who advocate calling
sclf-contradictions ‘meaningless’, is obscure, until we realize that
many philosophers feel them to be linguistically objectionable
consequences of an Jrregular classification. The import of these
complaints is that, for aesthetic reasons or for purposes of nota-
tional convenience, we ought to apply ‘meaningful’ to the nega-
tion of a meaningful sentence, etc.

The view that sclf-contradictions have meaning tends to
make some philosophers who adopt it exaggerate the similarity self-
contradictory statements bear to ordinary descriptive ones to the
point of holding them to be descriptive statements. Thus,
Whiteley explicitly commits himself to the theory that the sen-
tence, ‘I cannot be in London and Birmingham at the same time,’
‘states a matter of fact about the world, about me and London and
Birmingham’.! In conjunction with this he holds the view that the
self-contradictory sentence, ‘I am both in London and in Birming-
ham’, is ‘factual and not linguistic’ and makes an ‘assertion about
my situation in space’.? He thus commits himself by implication
to the view that the sentence describes a circumstance with regard
to a person, that it is a descriptive statement which says what is
false. A philosopher will hold this in disregard of the fact that he
knows perfectly well self-contradictions have no descriptive use.

As our language is at present used it is fa/se to assert that self-
contradictions are descriptive. A person who knows the language
and nevertheless claims, directly or otherwise, that they are de-
scriptions must, we submit, be understood to have decided to
adopt a revised use of ‘description’, so that in his usage the word
becomes applicable to self-contradictions. What he does may
be compared to what a mathematician does when he defines
‘point’ as ‘circle with zero radius’. For as in the case of ‘point’, no
ncw property of self-contradictions has been discovered; only a
new classification has been made. They may now be called ‘de-
scriptions’, without the fact of their having no descriptive func-
tion being in any way altered. They become, in this mode of
speech, descriptive statements with zero descriptiveness.

Itis not difficult to see now what is at the bottom of the view that
self-contradictions have inconceivable meanings. It has been seen
10p. cit., p. 27. 20p. cit., p. 25.
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that the wish to make more conspicuous the feature which state-
ments like ‘z js yellow but not colovred’ and ‘Not a drop of water
fell i che Jownpour ofrait have i comumon widl semseldoss seres
of words leads some philosophers to hold they are meaningless. It

is also the casc that they possess certain features which incline

other philosophers to maintain they do have meaning and,

furthermore, tempts some of them to cxaggerate this claim into

counting them among descriptive sentences. Self-contradictions

do not thereby acquire a descriptive function. A person who holds

that ‘I am now both in London and Birmingham’ would in certain

circumstances describe a state of affairs docs not give ‘being in

two different places at once” a use. He is satisficd merely with

calling it a ‘factual assertion’ about his situation in space and in-

directly, therefore, a ‘descriptive sentence’. Other philosophers,

however, are not altogether satisfied with this. They, in turn, are

impressed by the difference between an expression which is de-

scriptive in name only and an expression which is descriptive in use

as well. This difference, which the present classification slides

over, they wish in some manner to mark. They will not give up

the exaggerated claim that self-contradictions arc descriptive; in-

stead, they modify the claim by asserting self-contradictions de-

scribe what is mcomeiw'zb/.‘:’. In this way they mark the difference

between ordma'ry descr‘lpnvc sentencesand self-contradictory ones.

By contrast Wltb Qrdmary descriptive phrases, ‘round square’

becomes a d.eSCI'IPtIVC phrase which is inapplicable ‘to anything

consistently thinkable’.

.This is a highly misleading and mystifying way of marking the
difference and of speaking about sclf-contradictions. It makes
people imagine that sentences like “The tower is both 1 5o feet and
only 100 feet high’, “The church bell is now both ringing and not
ringing’ have mysterious sorts of meanings beyond our intellec-
tual powers to grasp. And we may permit ourselves the specula-
tion that perhaps this form of speech, with its misleading associa-
tions, is unconsciously motivated by the wish to use language
which naturally gives rise to such associations. It is a well-known
psychological fact that many people have a strong craving for the
mystical and incomprehensible, for what is beyond their powers
to frame in imagination. Literature, religion, and much of philo-
sophy are full of references to enigmas that human understanding
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cannot penetrate. It would therefore come as no surprise if this
craving, which is perhaps universal in mankind, found an attenu-
ated gratification, subtly veiled from the intelligence, in the philo-
sophical thcory that self-contradictions have inconcervable mean-

ings:—

1 have been obliged to speak of philosophy as a satisfaction
of what may be called the mystical side of our nature—a satis-
faction which, by certain persons, cannot be as well procured

otherwise.?
1F, H. Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p. 6.
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LOGICAL NECESSITY

, ¢ about the

¥ purposc in this essay is to try to gt't\di:ﬂfv:u\d ccem

l .\ / ‘ notion of logical necessity. To begin wit ’l,’ o swer the
that we alrcady know pcrfcctly well how tO‘ e s 10
question ‘“What is logical nccessity ¥ and that thcrcforg. N i
problem. For one thing, all of us arc able to recogntze P' Psit'
tions which have the character of being true by logical necessity,

i i Grions the truth of
or of being truc @ priori, as opposcd to propositions the

ich i i : - sitions we
which is contingent. From the following sct of propo'sm. e
are all able, in some cases immediately and without hesitatio

. . : - e , en
in other cases after some deliberation, to distinguish betwe

those which arc nccessarily true and those which are not:i—
A flea is an insect.

Blue is a colour.

Friction generates heat.

P:po~g 2.927P:

Water must frecze at 32° F., regardless of altitude.

If all donkeys arc capricious and some donkeys are not flect,
then some capricious animals are not flect.

Only as a conscquence of holding a philosophical theory would 2
person say that all six propositions are empirical; and if asked,

away from the heat of metaphysical debate, to pick out those pro-
positions in the sct which are logically necessary, even he would
be able to do so quite casily. All of us know quite well what

Jogical necessity is, in the sense of being able to recognize logically
necessary prupnsmnns. There can be no serious doubt about this.

f‘or another thing, we all know the literal mcanin& of tht;te\rlx;r;
ally ; isput the

i lll eceary, 1t cannot be disputed that we know
Yogically necessan "
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of the term, i.c., that we know to which propositions it is correct
to apply it and to which not. And in knowing this, we know its
literal sense. The meaning of a term is not something in addition
to its use, nor is its usc something in addition to its meaning. The
two are onc and the same. To deny this would amount o maia-
taining that a person who called the right animals ‘cow’ and
never, except when perceptually mistaken, applied the word to
the wrong thing, nevertheless failed to know the meaning of
‘cow’, or that he knew its meaning despite applying it indis-
criminately to animals or despite being ignorant altogether of how
to apply it. And this is absurd on the face of it.

If the question “What is logical necessity?’ is a request for
examples of logically nccessaty propositions, we know how to
satisfy it. And if it is a request for information regarding whether
we know the meaning of the term ‘logically necessary’, we can
satisfy the request simply by applying the term correctly to a
number of propositions and withholding its application to others.
Quite plainly, then, the problen about logical necessity is neither
the problem of learning to recognize logically necessary truths
nor the problem of discovering the meaning of ‘logical necessity’.
What then is it about ? What does a person who knows the use of
‘logically necessary” and asks the question ‘What is logical neces-
sity 2’ wish to discover ? )

One thing that will be said is that he seeks to dls.cover the
property or properties in virtue of the possession of whlch a pro-
position is logically necessary and in the abscnc.c of which it is
not. This way of putting the matter, i.e., translating thc? question
‘What is the nature of logical necessity ?” into the question “What
are the properties in virtue of which a proposition is logically
necessary 2°, makes it look as if he is trying to discover hidden pro-
pertics of logically necessary propositions. It makes the philo-
sophical question look like the physical question “What tests must
a mineral satisfy in order to count as platinum?’ when asked by a
person who does not know what the tests are. In a different con-
nexion, G. E. Moore has asked ‘What, after all, is it that we mean
to say of an action when we say that it is right or ought to be
done ? And what is it that we mean to say of a state of things when
we say that it is good or bad? Can we discover any general char-
acteristic which belongs in common to absolutely a// right actions,
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no matter how different they may be in other respects ? And which
do not belong to any actions except those which are right 1 It
would scem that, according to Moore, cthical philosophers are
trying to discorer a hidden property of_ right actions, an unknown
property in virtue of having which actions are morally right and in
virtue of lacking which they are not. Is the problem about logical
neccessity also one of tf'\'ing to discover Fx_hiddcn property, or set
of propertics, of an entirc class (;fpr.()pomuons?

It requires no great amount (if 1rjntcllcctu:1] perspicacity to see
that the problem cannot l)c_rhls. Forifa proposition were logically
nccessary in virtue of having properties which are hidden from
us, we should not, prior to discovering them, be able to say which
propositions were logically necessary and which not. We should
be in the position of a person who could not distinguish between
diamonds and diamond-shaped bits of glass; and we are not in
that sort of position at all. No one would go to the fantastic
extreme of thinking that there are as yet undiscovered properties
which, so to spcak, influence us magnetically and make us pick
out logically necessary propositions without our knowing how it
comes about that we pick them out. The question “What is the
naturc of logical nccessity 2’ cannot, quite plain.ly, bc‘translatcd
into the question “What arc the unknown propertics which make a
proposition logically nccessary 2° _

The problem has somctimes been conceived as being one of
arriving at the correct analysis of the meaning of the term ‘logically
necessary’. On this view of what the problem is, we can know the
meaning of the term without knowing the analysis of its mean-
ing. In general, we can know the meaning of a word like ‘cow’ or
a term like ‘logically necessary’, know how to use it correctly,
without knowing the analysis of its meaning. What a correct
analysis is supposed to do for us is to make clear what we already
know. Performing an analysis consists of listing criteria for the
application of a term (decomposing a concept into its constituent
concepts); and the result of a correct analysis is an explicit array
of properties, the presence of which makes it correct to apply the
term and their absence not. The correct analysis of the meaning
of a term does not add to our knowledge; it does not give us new

information about the meaning of a term whose use we know

1Ethics (Home University Library), pp. 8~9.
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perfectly well. It only makes explicit the rules governing the use
of the term. This is so because we cannot know the literal mean-
ing of a term without knowing how to use the term, and we can-
not know the use of the term without knowing the criteria for its
application. We can, however, know the criteria for the applica-
tion of a term without being able to szate the criteria, just as a
person can write correct English and not be able to state rules of
grammar governing correct English,

[t may, therefore, be the case that the question “What is logical
nccessity ?* is really the question “What is the analysis of the mean-
ing of the term “logical necessity” ?” What makes this translation
of the question doubtful, however, is the fact that so many very
able logicians and philosophers have for a considerable number of
years tried to analyse the notion of logical necessity without
agreed success. No doubt the lack of agreement will be dismissed
by all, or nearly all, philosophers as not tending in the least to
show that their aim is not actually to analyse the notion. Neverthe-
less, the fact that what one group of philosophers puts forward
as the correct analysis is challenged by another group which, in
turn, puts forward a different analysis, is surprising and should
give us pause. For the concepts of logical necessity, entailment,
logical impossibility, and the like, are relatively simple by com-
parison with many concepts outside of philosophy which have,
cither partly or wholly, been successfully analysed. One may well
wonder what it is that stands in the way of philosophers success-
fully analysing the meaning of the term ‘logical necessity’, if,
indeed, this is their aim; and one may reasonably doubt that it s
their aim.

Another thing which throws doubt on the claim that philo-
sophers are concerned to discover the actnal analysis of the notion
is the curious fact that different philosophers have arrived at such
widely different, and even diametrically opposite, results, which they
hold with complete assurance to be correct. Some philosophers
have taken the position that logically necessary propositions are
really verbal, others that they are inductive generalizations, others
that they can both be established analytically and also rendered
probable inductively, by an examination of instances, and others
still that they are non-empirical, non-inductive propositions about
aspects of reality. This is an amazing divergence of results of
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P b pnaken it notoat all unrcaso.nﬂF)lC to doubt that
T T r ,1‘r(' wtually doing: what they think themselves to b.c
L |« it this paper [ shall formulate a hngthCSls
ction on what they are doing and
vttt alerr theonies come to. | <hall first argue against the views
thoe talie results of incorrect anﬂlyscs of the concept
e adl neces e, then br(;(‘cC(l to an att'cmpt tO.analyse t.hc
vt rea et 1 ball condude witha h,"POthL:SIS aCCOl’dmgtowl‘flCh

- 1ot theories in the usual sense, i.e.,
explains a phenomenon and is

B A X

Ao e el e en
wb ot e adiierent constry

NEEE f:v', are

thoe Pl b 1] theories are 1
t i cence an which a th(‘(lf}'

(!‘..}_'rTr'l('l.rr;l]-‘(.. N |
Covvvdder tiret, Mill's view that proposmons which ﬁrCnormally

CEontae teriged an logically necessary are really empirical and are
Tyl redd jrre :i);l})l(‘ or (',,h(l][(-(l i[l(lllC(i\'Cl}', by RI‘] c:\'ﬂminadon of
M tare oo O thae s aew, the procedure for establishing or render-
Tiuse }‘I"}x:ll)l(- the Iwrupn\lli!)n that all fleas are inSCCts s prccjscly
thie = wrne a- the procedure used to establish the proposition that
all ey jursp. We examine many fleas, scc that they all, without
“contion, jump, and proceed, with reasonable certainty, to the
cencradizanon that all fleas jump. In the same way, we examine
thans fHeas, cce that without exception they all are insects, and
pra 1o the ceneralization that all fleas are insccts. And the two
Propaoations would be falsified in the same way, in the one case
Lo ey o overing a flea which never and under no COndjtiOHiumped’
andn the other case by discovering a flea that was not ap insect.
The difference between the two propositions is that the first has
}:(~(~n cotabhi<hed \‘.'i[h a pgreater ngl’CC Of CCrtainty than thc
“ccond and, in peneral, it is the very high degree of e e
cCrimty of some propositions which éivcs rise to the notion that
t]n(-f. are logically necessary. |

Taken as a claim to be the right explanation of logically neces-
“ATY propositions, this view is simply ridiculous, so tidiculous,
mdeed, that it is hard to think how anyone could haye come to
Bold 1t For the claim implies that ‘cmpirical’ and ‘logicall me
g?!r_\" arc both meaningless terms, terms which haye noZ oo
''on to any proposition whatever; and to see that it implies this
Tequires no subtle reasoning. The view that propositions which
arc }.mu,t',ht by cvervone to be logically necessary, e.g., the pro-
Posttions of logic and mathematics, are really empirical implics

258



LOGICAL NECESSITY

that there are no logically necessary propositions. A person who
holds the view can cite no proposition to which he would say the
term ‘logically necessary’ applics, and he holds, thus, that no
proposition answers to the designation ‘logically necessary’ or,
what comes to the same thing, that the term is meaningless. To
put the matter in the verbal idiom, the sentence “There are no
logically necessary propositions’ would say what is true only if
the term ‘logically necessary’ lacked application to propositions
and was literally without meaning. Unlike the sentence “There are
no centaurs’, which denies the actual, but not theoretical, exis-
tence of animals to which the word ‘centaur’ is applicable, the
sentence ‘There are no logically necessary propositions’ does not
deny the existence of a species of propositions which, if they
existed, would be denoted by the term ‘logically necessary’. It
denies, instead, that the term has even theoretical denotation. A
philosopher who declares “There are no logically necessary pro-
positions’ makes the verba/ claim that ‘logically necessary pro-
position’ has no use. But this claim, if true, makes the meaning of
‘empirical proposition’ vanish into the meaning of ‘proposition’
and turns the sentence ‘All propositions are empirical proposi-
tions’ into the empty, uninformative sentence ‘All propositions
are propositions’. For if, in fact, ‘logically necessary’ has no use
and fails to distinguish between propositions, ‘empirical’ also fails
to distinguish between propositions and has no use. A philo-
sopher who says ‘All propositions are empirical; there are no
logically necessary propositions’ has not discovered a startling
fact about propositions. He is making the absurd verbal claim
that both ‘logically necessary’ and ‘empirical’ are meaningless

terms.
A further theory which is in part like that of Mill and in part

not, has been put forward by Professor C. I. Lewis. This theory
does not state that all propositions are empirical, but it is like
Mill’s view in claiming that logically necessary propositions are
open to confirmation by inductive procedures: logically necessary
propositions can be established analytically, but also they could
be rendered probable in the same way that empirical generaliza-
tions are rendered probable, i.e., by an examination of instances.
Lewis writes: ‘. . . the statement that the class of (existent)
cats is included in the class of animals is an implicitly

259



LOGICAL NECESSITY

analytic statement. It s genuinely analytic and what it affiems can
l)g assurcd by reference to the meaning of “cat” and “animal”
W'I.thf)ut recourse to further and empirical evidence, But also it
might be establiched  as well established as most laws of science,
for example—Dby peneralization from observed instances of cats’.!

Fake Midl's view, this view also scems to be false on the surface.
For taken as an hypothesis about the nature of logically necessary
propositions, 1tocentails the sclf-contradictory conscquence that
necessarily true propositions are not necessarily true, Tt implies
that the same proposition could be both true a priori and also
possibly false, that s falsity 1s logically impossible and also
logically possible. Any proposition which is open to being ren-
dered probable or highly probable or even to being established
conclusively by recourse to an empirical examination of cases is
such that cxperience could, theoretically, show it to be false. Its
falsity is a possibility which no amount of evidence for its truth
could makce Jogically impossible. Lividence, accumulated from the
obscrvation of instances, which renders a proposition p probable
or highly probable, is also evidence which renders ~p improb-
ablc. But the fact that ~p could be rendered improbable on in-
ductive grounds implics that it conld be frue; that is to say, it implies
that a counter instance, which would upset p, could exist. And
cven in the case of a generalization which inductive procedure has
cstablished as certainly true, beyond the shadow of any reason-
able doubt, the Jogical possibility of its being false remains; its
denial remains empirical, the truth of which is ruled out by fact
but not by logic. An cxamination of instances is relevant and
possible only in the case of gencralizations to which there could be
exceptions, and it is, thus, relevant and possible only in the case of
generalizations the denials of which could, logically, be true. But
an a priori truc proposition is one the denial of which could not,
logically, be true. Hence, the view that the truth of a logically
ncccssary'proposition can be assured analytically, ‘by reference to
the meanings’ of the words which express the proposition, and
that it also might be established in the way in which a law of
physics is established, by ‘gencralization from observed instances’,
entails the consequence that necessarily true propositions are not
necessarily true. The view implies that the same proposition could

Y An Analysis of Know/egge and Valuation, p. 91.
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be true a priori and not open to theoretical falsification and also
cmpirical and open to theoretical falsification.

As the word ‘probable’ is ordinarily used, it makes no literal
sense to preface a sentence which expresses a logically necessary
proposition with the phrase ‘it is probable that’. And as the term
‘improbable’ is ordinarily used, it makes no literal sense to preface
a sentence for a logical impossibility with the phrase ‘it is im-
probable that’. In their ordinary senses these words are applicable
only to empirical propositions. Anyone who understands the sen-
tences ‘All cats are animals’ and “There is a cat which is not an
animal’ and is using the words ‘probable’ and ‘improbable’ in
their ordinary senses, knows that in saying. ‘It is improbable that
therc is a cat which is not an animal’ and ‘It is probable that all
cats are animals’ he is committing an impropriety of language.
How is his not see/ng his mistake to be explained ?

Mill’s analysis of the meaning of the term ‘logically necessary’,
and Lewis’s also, implies that a priori propositions are about the
world, that to establish them conclusively or render them prob-
able is to establish or render probable propositions about the
naturc or cxistence of phenomena. Mill’s view is explicit on this
point; and Lewis’s view, according to which logically necessary
propositions can, in addition to being assured analytically, be
established, ‘as well established as most laws of science’, by an
examination of instances, also implies that they give us informa-
tion about the nature or existence of things. There is still a third
view which declares that some, if not all, logically necessary pro-
positions are about the world. This is the theory that some 4
priori truc propositions make factual claims about things without
being inductive generalizations. The special class of logically
necessary propositions which, supposedly, describe reality are
called by Kant ‘synthetic a priori’. The propositions to which
‘logically necessary” applies, fall, on this theory, into either of two
mutually exclusive classes, either into the class of analytic propo-
sitions, the denials of which are formal contradictions or formal
inconsistencies, or into the class of propositions the denials of
which are logical impossibilities but not formal inconsistencies.
Propositions of the first class merely make explicit what we already
know about things in knowing that their subject terms or ante-
cedents denote the things. In this respect, propositions of the
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sccond class are ditferent: 1 knowing that such propositions are
truc, our knowledye is extended bevond what we know about
things in knowing that the subject terms of the propositions de-
note them. The predicate or consequent of a synthetic a priori pro-
position is not included in the conjunction of properties making
up the subject or antecedent. Hence, it is like the synthetic, em-
pirical proposition that, e.g., all gases heat when compressed, and
unlike the analvtic proposition that, e.g., all squares have fogr
sides. But it is unlike an empirical proposition and like an analytic
onc in the respect that its predicate is connected by logical neces-
sity toits subject 1 it has ‘inward necessity’. Synthetic a priori pro-
positions add to our knowledge of things and are, therefore,
descriptions which can be known to be true descriptions without re-
course to a scrics of observations. They inform us of logically
nccessary attributes of phenomena, attributes which cannot even
in conception be remared from what they characterize. Hence, un-
like empirical gencralizations, the denials of which could be true,
no scries of observations could establish a synthetic @ priori pro-
position, since no conceivable observation could show it to be
falsc. Fxperience is necessary to make us awarce of a synthetic a
priori proposition, but experience cannot cstablish its truth.

As is well known, there is a division of opinion over whether
any proposition can be both synthetic and a priori. Some Pl?ilo-
sophers maintain that the class of logically necessary propositions
coincides precisely with the class of analytic propositions and that
cvery proposition belongs to cither of two mutually exclusive
classcs, cither to the class of cmpirical propositions, which are all
synthetic, or to the class of a priori propositions, which are all
analytic. Furthermore, even amongst those philosophers who
accept Kant’s distinction there is no agreement over whether any
given proposition is really synthetic a priori or mercly analytic.
Kant laid down a number of criteria for distinguishing between
propositions of the two sorts, but philosophers have quarrelled
endlessly over whether the examples he himself used to illustrate
his distinction satisfy his criteria, and also over whether his criteria
arc consistent. Fortunately, for the limited purpose of this study
it 1S not neccesssary to enter into the usual debates centring on
Kant’s theory. As it turns out, only a single feature which syn-
thetic a priori propositions have in common with analytic propo-
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sitions will concern us; and this is a feature in respect of which
both differ from empirical propositions. It alone needs to be
examined in order to test whether any a priori propositions can be
descriptive of the world.

Kant made clear what this feature is. He stated quite unambigu-
ously that all @ priori true propositions, whether analytic or not,
‘bear the character of inward necessity’, and no philosopher who
accepts the usual distinction between a priori and empirical pro-
positions would contest this. No a priori true statement is open to
theoretical falsification. In this respect @ priori true statements are
all alike and they are also alike in respect of the way they differ
from true empirical statements, which arc open to theoretical
falsification. The truth-value of an empirical statement is con-
tingent and that of an a priori statement is not.

The interesting empirical propositions to consider in connexion
with the question as to whether it is possible for a proposition to
be both logically necessary and also descriptive of reality, or as to
whether any proposition can give us ‘theoretical a priori know-
ledge of objects’, are those asserting physical necessities, e.g., the
propositions that iron mus# melt at the temperature of 1,535° C,,
and that bodies in friction must generate heat. Such propositions
inform us of the rremovable properties of things, which properties,
although they can be thought away, are nevertheless such that we
can with complete confidence expect them to repeat in things
under similar conditions. They describe necessities in the world.
To many philosophcrs, at least some a priori true propositions
likewise seem to describe necessary aspects of reality, inflexibilities
in nature. Thus, Bertrand Russell has written:-—

When Swift invites us to consider the race of Struldbugs who
never die, we are able to acquiesce in our imagination. But a
world where two plus two make five seems quite on a different
level. We feel that such a world, if there were one, would up-
set the whole fabric of our knowledge and would reduce us to
utter doubt.!?

And also:—

We do not know who will be the inhabitants of London a
hundred years hence; but we know that any two of them and

1The Problems of Philosophy, pp. 122-3.
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any other twe of them will make four of them, This apparent
Power of being able to anticipate facts about things of which

we have no cxperience is certainly surprising .t

{ 'nquc-stiunnbly, the unbreakable necessities with which nature
presents us i) many pcople with surprisce and awe. And unques-
tionably it would shake them profoundly and reduce them to
‘utter doubt’) if levers stopped behaving in the expected ways, if
1ce heated water, if bodics in friction cooled rather than heated,
and iron melted at a temperature which softened butter just
cnough for spreading on bread. And Russell apparently has the
idea that two, plus two make four also describes a surprising neces-
sity in the world, a nccessity which enables us “to anticipate facts
about things’. [His words give rise to the picture of pcople Imagin-
g a world in which two plus two make five and not acquiescing
to it, finding such a world cren more disconcerting than onc in which
levers, mctals, pgascs, and astronomical bodies bc.havcc.i in queer,
uncxpected ways. The language he uses makes it quite evident
that he supposcs that to asscrt that two pcoplc. plus two more
people make four people is to make a fact.ual claim about things,
It is casy to sce that philosophers who think that at.lcast some ¢
priori truths are about physical phcqomcna arc very hl'icly to have
the notion that they arc about physical necessities which are more
nccessary and unbreakable than the common run of physical
ncceessitices, that they are the most necessary of themall.

I’hilosophcrs will, undoubtedly, disagree over whether “Two
plus two make four’, ‘A physical thing must be in one place only
at any given time’, ‘Bluc is a colou{’, are synthetic a prior;
analytic. As jt turns out, however, it is not nccessary to come to
a decision about them, since we shall be concernc.d only with the

priori true propositions all hav.c in common, the
, of not being open to thcoretlca.l falslﬁcation. I
shall, therefore, treat them as if they are SY“tth‘C a priori. The
important thing to show is that no proposition can be both logi.
cally necessary and also about aspects of reality; and showing this
will be an Important step toward clearing up the problem abouyt
the nature of logical necessity.

One argument against the notion that a nccessary truth,

T'he Problen:s of Philosophy, p. 132.
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whether analytic or synthetic a priori, can be informative about the
nature or existence of anything is that, since its truth-value is
intrinsic to it, it cannot be conditioned by the existence or nature
of anything. No theoretical state of affairs could, if it existed,
make an a priori true proposition false or an a pricri false proposi-
tion true. The one is true unconditionally, regardless of what the
world happens to be like, and the other is false unconditionally,
regardless of what the world happens to be like. No matter how
different the universe may become, a necessarily true proposition
remains true. It therefore can say nothing about what the world
is like and can give us no sort of information about the existence
or non-cxistence of things nor about what their properties are.

This argument will be opposed with the contention that syn-
thetic a priori truths are about the world but describe its necessary,
essential features, features which erery theoretical universe must
have, as opposed to empirical generalizations which describe its
accidental features, features which some theoretical universes
lack. Thus, it will be maintained that the difference between the
two assertions, ‘Every buttercup is in one place only at any one
time’ and ‘Every buttercup is yellow’, is not that the first does not
describe a condition of buttercups while the second does, but that
the first informs us of a necessary, irremovable attribute of butter-
cups, and the second informs us of one of their accidental attri-
butes. The necessary proposition, thus, is descriptive without
being falsifiable by an imaginable reality, in contrast to the em-
pirical proposition which is descriptive but theoretically falsifi-
able.

How is this argument to be met? I think that there is only one
way of effectively meeting it, though this way of doing it seems to
lead to the false conventionalist position that necessary proposi-
tions are really verbal. However that may be, instead of trying to
get clear about the difference between empirical and logically
necessary propositions, let us consider the senfences for such propo-
sitions. Furthermore, before considering these sentences, let us
first examine equivalent sentences expressing logical impossi-
bilitics. More specifically, before considering such sentences as ‘A
thing must be in one place only at any one time’, “Two plus two
make four’, ‘A blue thing must have colour’, let us consider the
equivalent sentences ‘It is logically impossible for a thing to he
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i more than one place at a nme’, ‘It is logically impossible for

twao things and two more things to fail to make four things’, ‘Itis
logically impesible for a thing to be blue and not have colour’.
And ler us compare these with sentences which express proposi-
tions about phyvaical impossibilities, ¢z, ‘[t is impossible for solid
lead to floar on warer” and ‘It is impossible for objects to hein
friction and not generate heat

It 15 quite plamn that the sentence ‘It is impUSSihlL‘ for solid lead
to float on water” dewcribes a state of affairs, the oceurrence of
solid Tead floating on water, which it declares to be impossible.
Our undcerstanding the sentence implics that we know what it
would be like for ~olid Tead 1o Hoat on water; and this means that
Wwe can ('(}”(‘L’I‘\,'C Or ])i(‘[l”'(' ()llr'\(_'l\'CS (.'n(_‘()llnt(.'rin‘l: .ﬂn occurrence
which is described by the phrase ‘Solid lead is floating on water’.
Such an occurrence, i 1t took place, would make the proposition
cxpressed by the sentence false. Otherwise, if the phrase did not
deseribe a conceivable occurrence, which, if it happenced, would
falsify the proposition, the proposition would not be open to
theoretical falsification; and the sentence would not CxXpress an
empirical proposition. The sentence expresses an cmpi.ri'cal pro-
position because it tells us what would falsify the pr()p(?sm(m; and
it tells us what would falsify the proposition by describing a con-
cervable impossibility. .

The sentence ‘It is logically impossible for a material body to be
in two places at once’ is entirely different, however much it looks
like a scntence which cxXpresses a prop()sitioq ﬂ!)OUt a physical
impossibility. What may be called the descriptive part of the
sentence, in this case the phrase ‘a material b()(_l)i which js in
two places at once’, cannot describe a state of aftairs which the
sentence declares to be impossible; it cannot lm.vc a dcscriptivc
function in the sentence. For if, like the descriptive part of ‘It is
impossible for solid lead to float on water’, it functioned de-
scriptivcly in the sentence, it would denote a state of affajrs which
would constitute a theoretical refutation of a logically necessary
proposition, which is to say, it would describe what would make
a thcnrctically unfalsifiable proposition false. The phrase cannot
describe a conceivable impossibility without implying that the
sentence cxpresses an empirical proposition, not one which js 4
préiori. And it can only fail to describe a conceivable impossibility
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by failing to have descriptive sense, by lacking a descriptive use.

It won’t do to say that the descriptive part of a sentence which
expresses a logical impossibility does describe a state of affairs but
describes one which is inconceivable to us, a state of affairs which
we are unable to envisage, because of the way we are constrained
to think. To say that we are prevented by the structure of our
minds from being able to know what it would be like for there to
be a situation which was actually described by the words ‘is in
two diffcrent places at once’ or for there to be a situation which
was actually described by the words ‘is blue but has no colour’ is
to imply that a different type of mind could conceive what our
limitations prevent us from conceiving. But this implies that a
different type of mind would, in understanding the sentence ‘It is
logically impossible for a body to be in two different places at
once’, be conceiving a situation which would constitute a theoreti-
cal falsification of a logically necessary truth.

The descriptive part of a sentence which expresses a proposi-
tion of the form ‘It is logically impossible that . . .” does not de-
note an inflexibly impossible state of affairs which we can con-
ceive but to which we cannot ‘acquiesce in our imagination’. Nor
does it denote a state of affairs which is conceivable but which we
are prevented from conceiving by our mental limitations. It can
describe nothing which could, even theoretically, upset a logical
impossibility. But this is to say it describes nothing whatever.
The truth-value of the proposition expressed by the sentence is
made impregnable by a verbal fact, the fact, namely, that the de-
scriptive part of the sentence has no descriptive use. The sentence
‘It is logically impossible for a particle of matter to be in two
different places at the same time’ expresses an @ priori proposition
only because the sentence © ““A material particle is in two different
places at the same time” has no descriptive sense’ expresscs a true
verbal proposition. In knowing to be true what, e.g., is said by
‘It is impossible to boil water with ice’, we know a fact about
nature; in knowing to be true what is said by ‘It is logically im-
possible tor a particle of matter to be in several places at once’, we
know a fact about language.

This throws light on the nature of logical necessity. The sen-
tence ‘A thing must be in one place only at any one time’ has the
same meaning precisely as the sentence ‘It is impossible for a thing
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M y v - in
to be in more than one place at oned’. Hence what we kﬂo‘z )
nact-

understanding the first is the same as what we know in un@es
standing the sccond. And just as a fact about the way languag® 15
uscd protects against upsct the claim made by a sentence whos¢
descriptive part denotes a logical impossibility, so a fact about the
way language is used protects a logical necessity against thCOfC“C_al
falsification. The sentence ‘A thing (or the same thing) must be in
just one place at a time’ does not express a fact to the cffect that
things have an irrcmovable property; it docs not describe an
cssential feature of reality. What we learn when we are made t0
understand the sentence “The same thing must be in just 0n¢
place at onc time’ is that if a thing, ~, is in onc place and a th?ﬂg,
¥ 1s in another place, we do not say that x and y are the samic thing.
We learn a fact about linguistic usage, not an inflexible fact about
things.

It is the same with the sentence ‘Blue is a colour’. The cqui\'a-
lent sentence, ‘A thing cannot be blue and lack colour’, does not
describe a situation which it rules out as impossible. The ‘cannot’
is logical and this mcans that ‘is blue and lacks colour” has no usc.
What we know in understanding the sentence ‘Bluc is a colour’ is
the samc thing. To bring out this point differently, consider how
a person learns that ‘Bluc is a colour’ says what is true. Does he
learn this ‘by an act of intuition or the perception of an aspect of
reality’ ? Suppose somecone were to say that blue is not a colour,
while admitting that yellow, green, red, etc., are colours. Blue, we
can imagine him maintaining, rcally belongs to a special category
of its own, because blue things, and only they, give him a unique
feeling. What could we do to show him that he is mistaken ? We
obviously cannot convince him by holding up bluc things; for
he would only say that in addition to sccing blue, he doces not see
the further property colour. Showing him that a blue thing is also
coloured is not at all like showing him that in addition to being
yellow, gold is also malleable. Nor can we convince him that he
is mistaken by holding up blue things with red oncs, etc., and in
this way exhibiting the property they have in common, thus
showing him that bluc is a colour. For he maintains that blue does
not have the property colour in common with red, green, etc.
And we do not see more than he sees; we see cxactly the same. It
would be verbal whimsy to say, ‘Well, it’s your defective vision,
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a peculiarity of your eves, which prevents you from seeing that
red and blue do have the property co/onr in common’. We can
convince him that blue is a colour only by getting him to accept
the Jinguistic fact that blue is called a colour. We get him to accept
a fact about verbal usage; we do not introduce him to a fact about
things. The sentence ‘Bluc is a colour’, or ‘A blue thing mxus# have
colour’, expresses a logically neccessary proposition because, and
only because, there is the verbal fact that the word ‘colour’ applies
to everything to which the word ‘blue’ applies and that ‘blue and
not coloured” has no application, actual or theoretical.

The realization that what we know in understanding a sentence
for a logically necessary proposition is a verbal fact and not a fact
about the world has led some philosophers to take the position
that a logically necessary proposition is verbal. Now, it won/d seem
that if what we know in understanding a sentence for a logical
necessity is a verbal fact and not a fact about things, then the pro-
position expressed by the sentence must be verbal. Thus, it has
been argued:—

When we say that analytic propositions are devoid of factual
content, and consequently that they say nothing, we are not
suggesting that they are senseless in the way that metaphysical
utterances are senscless. For although they give us no informa-
tion about any empirical situation, they do enlighten us .by
illustrating the way in which we use certain symbols. Thus if I
say, ‘Nothing can be coloured in different ways at the same
time with respect to the same part of itself’, T am not saying
anything about the properties of any actual thing; but Iam not
talking nonsense. I am expressing an analytic proposition which
records our determination to call a colour expanse which differs
in quality from a neighbouring colour expanse a different part
of a thing. In other words, I am simply calling attention to the
implications of a certain usage.!

This position implies that the sentence ‘Blue is a colour’ ex-
presses the verbal proposition to the effect that the word ‘colour’
applies to everything to which the word ‘blue’ applies, and, thus,
that the two sentences, ‘Blue is a colour’ and “The word “colour”
applies to whatever the word ““blue” applies to’, are translatable
intoeachother. Hence, the logically necessary propositionexpressed

1A, J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, p. 79
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by ‘Blue 1+ a colour’ 1o verbal, The varnious objections to this view
arc well bnown and hardls need detain us. An objection frequently
made 15 that the demial of the verbal proposition is not a logical
impossibility: it is notthe case that it is logically impossible for the
word ‘colour’ to il to apply to whatever the word ‘blue’ applies
to. A verbal proposition about usage is empirical. Usage could be
other than 1tas, Hence, it the logically necessary proposition were
verbal, it would be emprirical it would be logically necessary and
also open to theorerical falsimeation. For another thing, the sen-
tences, ‘Blue 15 a colour” and ""Colour” applies to whatever
“bluc’ applics to)’, are not translatable into cach other, In the first
sentence the words ‘blue’ and ‘colour” occur but are not men-
tioncd, whereas the second mentions them but does not use them.
The first is about the words, the second not. Thus, with regard to
someonce who declared, *Bleu est un couleur’, it would be true to
sav, ‘He smd thar blue is a colour” and false to say, ‘He said that
“colour” applies to whatever “bluce™ applies to’,

Taken as an explanation ot the nature of logically necessary
propositions, the theoryv that they are verbal is patently false.
Neverthelen, the conclusion we reached about sentences for 4
priori propositions, analvtic as well as syathetic, is not incorrect,
and it docs not entail the conventionalist position. It is natural to
think that if what we know in undersanding the sentence ‘Blye isa
colour’, or ‘A blue thing necessarily is coloured’, is a fact about
verbal usape, then the sentence expresses that fact. But this does
not follow, We have to distinguish between what we know in
understanding a sentence for an a priori proposition and what the
scntence ex presses, what 1t suys. ‘Blue is a colour’ does not express
the verbal fact that ‘colour’ applies to whatever ‘blue? i
although it is this fact that v[:cl: know in undcrstandinag f}?:ss;gi
tence. The proposition expressed by the sentence, what jt means,
is not the verbal fact, although it is the verbal fact that sghker the
Sentence express an @ priori proposition and justifies our saying
that blue is a colour. '

Consider the difference between the sentences ‘All flegs are
inscets’ and ‘All flcas jump’. To the first there corresponds the
verbal sentence ““Inscct’” applies to everything to which “fea”
applics’; and, similarly, to the second there corresponds the verbal
sentence ““‘Jumps’ applies to whatever “‘flea” applies to’, It is
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clear that in understanding the second verbal sentence and know-
ing that what it asserts is truc, we know not only the use of ‘flea’
and ‘jumps’, but also a fact about the behaviour of fleas, a fact
which observation alone can establish; for ‘is a flea but does not
jump’ describes the possible behaviour of a flea. Thus, under-
standing the sentence ‘All fleas jump’ does not entail our knowing
that what its verbal correlate asserts is true. And, of course, its
verbal correlate is not about usage; non-linguistic fact, not usage,
dictates the application of ‘jumps’ to whatever ‘flea’ applies to.
Understanding ‘All fleas are insects’ does, however, entail know-
ing that what its verbal correlate says is true. We should say that
a person did not know the meaning either of ‘flea’ or of ‘insect’ if
he said that a flea was not an insect, and we should correct him by
acquainting him with usage, by showing him that ‘insect’ and
‘flea’ are so used that the first applies to whatever the second
applies to and that ‘flea but not an insect’ has no descriptive sense,
1s not used to describe an object, real or fantastic. In other words,
understanding a sentence for an a priori proposition is equivalent
to knowing facts of usage; but the sentence does not express the
facts of usage. We might, if we stretch the word ‘content’, say
that the sentence ‘A flea is an insect’ has the same content as the
sentence ‘““Insect” applies to everything to which “flea” applies’,
but differs from the latter in the respect that it is in the ontologica/
idiom, i.e., in the idiom in which words are not mentioned. What
makes the non-verbal sentence ‘A flea is an insect’ express a logic-
ally necessary truth is the fact that the corresponding, verbal sen-
tence expresses a true proposition. The fact_t_hat A ﬂea i1s an
insect’ expresses 2 logically necessary proposm.on en,tmls and is
entailed by the fact that ‘As a matter of usage “.1r}sect > applies to
whatever “flea” applies to’ expresses a true empirical proposition.
The likencss as well as the difference between the two sentences
might perhaps be brought out by saying that they come to the same
thing but do no# say the same thing.

I.ct us now consider the four views about the nature of logicauy
necessary propositions: (1) that they are nothing more than in-
ductive generalizations with a high degree of p;obablht;_r, (2) that
they are necessary truths which might be established by inductive
procedures, (3) that some, if not all, of them are about reality, and
(4) that they are all verbal.
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It is natural for anyonc who rcjects these theories to think
them the mistaken results of incorrect analyses. They have about
them the /ook of explanatory theorics about the nature of a special
class of propositions. One thing, however, stands in the way of
our taking them for what they scem to be, mistaken explanations
of the nature of nccessary truths. If we reflect with sober detach-
ment on these views, we shall, T think, be struck by the un-
plausibility of supposing that pcople could have been taken in by
them and have held them. It is altogether unplausible to imagine
that an astute thinker like Mill, for example, had a queer intel-
lectual blind-spot which prevented his sceing how linguistically
absurd it is to say, ‘It is highly probable that two people plus two
more people always make four pecople’. But if, as it deserves, we
dismiss the idea that he failed to sce this absurd impropricty of
language, then in supposing that he did sce it, we are compelled
to think, not that hec embraced it, but that he did something elsc.
We have to think that he was not using ‘highly probable’ and
‘empirical generalization’ improperly, but that he was using them
in a changed way. And how he is using them is not hard to scec.

There is a formal similarity beiween sentences for logically
necessary propositions and sentences for cmpirical gencraliza-
tions, between, e.g., ‘All cats are animals’ and ‘All cats are
mousers’. They both are of the form ‘All - — — are . . ” Anda
philosopher who is impressed by this similarity and wishes to call
special attention to it will stretch the terms ‘highly probable’ and
‘empirical generalization’ to cover logically nccessary proposi-
tions. As applied to logically necessary propositions they have
what may be called an emp?y use, a use just to heighten a formal
similarity between sentences. In the sentence ‘It js highly probable
that all cats arec mousers’ the term ‘highly probable’ has its usual
meaning, while in the sentence ‘It is highly probable that all cats
are animals’ it has a strctched, empty use, the sole purposc of
which is to make a linguistic likeness more conspicuous.

The other three thcories can be explained in a similar way. A
philosopher who wishes to emphasize the fact that sentences for
a priori truths have their form in common with those for empirical
generalizations, but is equally impressed by the difference between a
priori truths and empirical generalizations, will stretch the term
‘empirical generalization’, or the phrase ‘generalization from
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observed instances’, to cover, in an empty way, logically neces-
sary propositions, without giving up the term ‘a priori’ or its
equivalents. He thus brings out more sharply than ordinary lan-
guage does a likeness between sentences without giving up
terminology which calls attention to the unlikeness between the
propositions they express. His view is not (as was argued earlier)
the self-contradictory one that logically necessary propositions
are also empirical, or that they might also be established by
generalization from observed instances, because he is doing some-
thing more with ‘empirical generalization’ and ‘generalization
from observed instances’ than using them in the ordinary way.
In addition to its ordinary use, the expression ‘generalization
from observed instances’ has been given a special task, and in its
special use it is not self-contradictory to say, ‘p is analytic and
might be established by generalization from observed instances’.
The Kantian theory is complicated by a number of factors, and
cannot be easily discussed. Here 1 shall limit myself to a brief
examination of one of its aspects and use examples which help
bring out only one point. According to one criterion for distin-
guishing between analytic and synthetic g priori propositions, the
proposition expressed by ‘Blue is a colour’ is synthetic a priori
because the meaning of ‘colour’ is not a conjunctive part of the
meaning of ‘blue’. That is to say, blue and not coloured is not a value
of a logically inconsistent function of the form F~f where fisa
conjunct in F; the concept colour is not ‘covertly contained’ in the
concept blue. The proposition stated by ‘A spinster is unmarried’,
however, is analytic, because the meaning of ‘unmarried’ is a con-
junctive part of the meaning of ‘spinster’: the connexion of the
predicate with the subject is through identity’. In respect of the
fact that the meaning of its predicate-term is not part of the mean-
ing of its subject-term, ‘Blue is a colour’ is like the sentence ‘A cat
is a mouser’; for the meaning of ‘mouser’ is also not part of the
meaning of ‘cat’. But it differs from ‘A cat is a mouser’ in that it
expresses a logically necessary proposition, in which respect is
like ‘A spinster is unmarried’. The term ‘synthetic a priori was in
part invented to mark these similarities and differences between
sentences. And holding that synthetic a priori propositions are
about ‘aspects of reality’, i.e., holding the apparently self-contra-
dictory view that some propositions are both logically necessary
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LOGICAIL NECESSITY

and unlike other sentences in the ontological idiom, e.g., ‘A cat
is a mouser’. If, now, we ask what such a non-verbal sentence as
‘A cat is an animal’ is abont, and what it says, we shall be tempted
to give different answers, depending on which features of the
sentence strike us as being important and which not. The sentence
1s not about cats nor yet about the use of the words ‘cat’ and
‘animal’, but ncither is it literally meaningless. The answer to the
question, “What is the sentence ““A cat is a mouser” about ?* is
that it is about cats; and the answer to the question, ‘Are the sen-
tences ‘A cat is an animal” and “A cat is 4 mouser” literally
meaningful 2’ is that they are. Those philosophers who are im-
pressed by the fact that the sentences are in the same idiom, which
is a point of linguistic likeness between them, will try to bring out
this likeness by holding the view that a sentence for a logically
necessary proposition is also about something. Grammatical in-
ventiveness shows them the way to the philosophical position
that it is about a supra-sensible object: ‘A cat is a mouser’ is about
cats and ‘A cat 1s an animal’ is about the universal cat, about supra-
sensible catness.) They invent a pseudo object for such a state-
ment to be about in order to enhance a similarity between classes of
sentences, at the cost of minimizing the utterly different sorts of
work the sentences do in the language.

Other philosophers, who are struck by the differences between
a priori scntences and both non-verbal and verbal empirical sen-
rences and wish to point up these differences, will maintain that
a priori sentences are about nothing, that they ‘say nothing’ and
are ‘without sense’.? These philosophers use the expression
‘without sense’ in the made-up sense of ‘says nothing’, where
‘says nothing’ means ‘is not about anything’. Their saying that a
tautology is without sense in their way of speaking comes to say-
ing that a tautology is not about anything. They invent this way
of speaking in order to stress a linguistic dissimilarity between
classes of sentences, between, for example, ‘A cat is 2 mouser’,
which is about cats, and ‘As a matter of usage “animal” applies to
whatever *‘cat” applies to’, which is about usage, and ‘A cat is an
animal’, which is about neither. What prevents ‘A cat is an animal’
from being about anything is the idiom in which it is formulated.

'For a discussion of the theory of universals see Chapter 111, “The Existence
of Universals’. .. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 4:461.
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Fro Divoaaeage bobrid -t ean the non-linguistic idiom, yet is such
Pl gy, nndderorandinge it what we know and all that we know is 8
faey b v acb o bt does not cxXpress. It differs from its [Jal'Cl'lt5
' othias g decrhe neither the world nor language. These points
SF iterence ome philosophers try to display more prominently
B entmpy 4 new wav of speaking about a priors sentences: by
"Vt thar they are without sense, although not denving that they
have hiteral cenee or are hterallv meaningful,

It cur concern as not the philosophical one of inventing new
Fave of opeaking which will minimize or heighten poiqts 0
Stadant and dissmularity between types of sentences but is the
bees “pectacular concern of trving to see how our language works,
then the cxplanation of the logical necessity of propositions is not
hard 1oy find. Philosophers commonly use the phrase ‘exprcsse.sil
PTOGPOAIion” teo, mean the same as ‘is an indicative sentence which
has literal meaning’, <o that to sav that ‘A cat is an animal’ or that
2 52 4 hae meaning is to say that it expresses a proposition:
What it is for a sentence to express a logically necessary proposi-
tion will now be clear: it will express a logically necessary propo-
sition af it converts (n0f translates) into a sentence which expresses 2
Truce proposition about usage. A1 logically necessary proposition f: the
meaning of a sentence S in the ontological idiom, nhere S converts into @
sertence abowut the wse o of excpressions. . )

To come back now to the conventionalist position, if a philo-
sopher is sufficiently impressed by the fact of convertibility be-
tween sentences for necessary truths and their verbal corrclatt?s
and thinks their difference of idiom trivial, he will wish to mini-
mize the difference of idiom between them and bring out 35
sharply as possible the fact of their convertibility, which is a point
of likeness between them. And he realizes his wish in one of the
standard philosophical ways. He adds a usc to the word ‘verba.l’,
gives it an extra, non-ordinary job. He applies the word to logic-
ally necessary truths just to mark more conspicuously the lin-
guistic fact that sentences for necessary propositions and theif
verbal correlates are convertible, that, e.g., in understanding ‘A
cat is an animal’ we know that ‘As a matter of usage, “animal”
applies to whatever “cat” applies to’ says what is true, and con-
versely. Used to do its new work, it is not self-contradictory to

say, ‘l.ogically necessary propositions are really verbal’,
276



INDEX

Academic alteration of language, 16,
66, 69, 104, 107, 140, 174, 220, 224

Ambrose, Alice, 10§n., 127n., 242n.

Analysis, 30, 243, 256, 272

Anaxagoras, 179

Appearance and reality, 34, soff.,
169-70, 199-230

A priori, see Necessary propositions

Aristotle, 71, 144

Ausubel, Nathan, 74n.

Ayer, A. J., 83, 98~9, 107n., 1084,
1170, 118, 131, 147n.

Basic propositions, their verifica-
tion, 124-5, 130, 132, 134f.

Bell, E. T., 238n.

Berkeley, George, 66, 81, 99, 103

Birth, idea of, 72f.

Bradley, F. H., off,, 11n., 12, 38,
144n., 199n., 206n., 219n., 221n,,
228-9n,, 253n.

Braithwaite, R. B., 122f.

Broad, C. D., 4, 37, 48n., 65, 9on., 93

Burnet, John, 182n.

Burtt, E. A, 1070,

Caldwell, Barbara; 231n.
Carroll, Lewis, 68, 190-1
Champollion, Jean-Frangois, 218
Change, philosophy of, 31, 63, 77,
167-8
unconscious meanings of, 71, 77-9
Chaplin, Charlie, 75
Common properties, 91f.

Common sensc

beliefs of, 1

philosophical defence of, 2ff.

philosophical views opposed to,
1f., 28

Convertibility, 274, 276

Corrigibility, 127, 128
Cunningham, G. Watts, 145n.

Davis, Herbert, 106n.

Death, idea of, 72ff.

Descartes, René, 24, 1063

Descriptive partof asentence, z14-15,
266-8

Ding-an-sich, 69

Diodorus, 166

Diogenes, 10, 80, 81,87-8, 99

Empirical propositions, of,, 12, 40,
203, 213
basic and non-basic, 130f,
as hypothescs, 109, 122, 126, 132
134 ’
Ewing, A. C., 233-4, 248n,, 249

Farrington, Benjamin, 206n,

Fenichel, Otto, 69, 71, 73n.

Frederick the Great, 79

Freud, Sigmund, 68, 72, 73, 44 75
76, 139, 148, 226 :

Gibson, James, 158n.
Gorgias, 182

277



INDEX

Hallucination, 128

Hardy, G. 1., 133

Heraclitus, 65, 71, 77, 78, 79, 167 8

Hertz, Heinrich, 238

Hidden sharpness in the meanings ot
expressions, 6s

Hume, David,

2¢G 3. S LSO S,
23()
Idiom,
ontological, 66, 79, 131, 176, 271,
274-5, 276
verbal, 197, 259, 274
Hlusion,
semantic, 78, 106, 108, 140, 155,

1$7. 161,176, 192, 225-6, 230
source in the unconscious, 78, 134y,
161, 227, 230, 2§2-3
Tmpaossibility,

logical, 13, 33, 45- 6. 138, 167,

2009,
211 195, 268 6
physical 13,49 6,138, 167,211 15,
2606

Irremovable properties, 202-3, 205,
268

James, William, 25

Jones, Ernest, g2n.

Joseph, 1. W. B
93N, 235-6

o 1STNL, 159N,

Kant, Immanuel, 261, 262, 263, 273
Knowledge, direct, 124, 1240, 125

Langford, (.. 11, 233 4, 236, 237
and Lewis, C. 1., 235n., 247n.

Lazerowitz, Morris, 117n.

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm, 1

Lennes, N J, 243n.

Lewis, C. 1., 92, 101n., 235-6, 248,
259, 201
and l.angford, (.. 1., 233n.

Literal significance, criteria of, 5o -1,
108-9

Locke, fohn, 24, 72 3. 92, o4, 96,
ISG. 152, 1$8, 161

241N,
AMalcolm, Norman, 10410, I‘SZ- 1446_9
Mancuvre with languagec, 83‘1 ,
A Taggart, J. AMceT. E., 1480
NMceaning, 39, 2112-4. 24(7
VMeta-hypothests, 57, 105,
Metaphysics, 23th. . . g
compared with science, 23, 37, 8L,
166-7, 200, 25§

2206

140, 148, 192 3.
Mill, James, 81
Aill, John Staart, 254,
272 .
\Mirage, 34 5, 203 4 223 |
v\::i:c, (’}f 1., 2ff., 30 4. +4T: 81,901,
156, 186, 232, 239, 240, 241, 243,
254, 250
Motion,
and the appearanc
169

259, 260, 261,

¢ ot motion, 43.

the existence ot, 37 -8
paradoxes of, 163 -8R0
Neccessary, Or d /;riori, pPropostrons,
12-15% -4off., G1 -2, 213 220, 254'-7(‘
as both analytic and inductive,
259-01, 27273 .
conventionalist pOSlt;U“ on,
2 )]
i1, 247, 269-71, 27 )
and factual information, Jot., 2353,
251, 205 o
as i;duc(ivc gcncmhz:nmns, 257~
61,272
Kant's position 0on, .261 -8, 273
and verbal information, 14, 21,102,
109, 110, 167, 170, 210, 267-7
Negative terms, 181-98
and judging, 194 -8
and negative facts, 193-8
‘nathing’, 181-93
Now, the, 20- 2, 1644,

110

Obstacle, logical, 1278, 154, 1067,
196-7, 248

Omnipotence of thought, 68,227-8
Ordinary language,

as determined by

theory, 148

substratum

278



INDEX

as improper or unintelligible, 438

philosophical attacks on, 16, 77,
174-5

philosophical defence of, 16, 22

as sourcc of substratum theory,
147, 149, 15§

as source of Zeno paradoxces, 16

Over-determination, 72, 227-8

Paradox,
the Achilles and the tortoise, 163,
176f.
corollary of Moore’s, 232, 23941
the dichotomy, 163, 176f.
the flying arrow, 163, 1644
views of its naturc, 105, 175
Moore’s, 3-4
the stadium, 163, 176
Parmecnides, 61, 65, 73, 76, 77, 164,
206
Paul, G. A., 121
Permanence, philosophy of, soff.
Philosophical disagreements, 39, 257
and alterations of language, 63-4,

220

and appeal to argument, 19, 44,
186

and appeal to matter of fact, 36,
149, 240

and appeal to usage, 47-9, 63
irresolvability of, 24f., 26, 39, 52,
56-7, 83, 102, 107, 219, 231
positivistic hypothesis about, 51,
107
Philosophical proofs, 20-1, 30, 47,
64-5, 132, 150, 151, 154, 1060, 164~
6, 173f., 233, 2501
Philosophical theories,
as about verbal usage, 26, 44-9,
183,
as a priori, 26, 30, 36-44, 154, 167f.,
206f.
compared with dreams, 26, 14—
5o, 156, 227
as disguised revisions of language,
§7-67, 1015, 131, 140, 142, 146,

149, 156-7, 159-61, 168-9, 175,
178-9, 192, 197, 222-7, 243-4,
246-53, 272-6.
as empirical, 26, 29-36, 99, 148,
151-3, 166, 201-2, 226
as having no refutations, 6, 11, 18,
33,64
as having no truth-values, 2§
as literally meaningless, 26, 49-57,
83, 111-12
as neither a priori nor empirical,
18, 102, 109, 111, 170-T, 204—18
asthree-layer structures, 67-79, 230
as two-layer structutes, 66
as verbal recommendations, 19f,,
101-4
Plato, §2, 80-1, 84, 91, 109, 191, 228
Point, geometrical, 177
Positivism, logical, 50, 163
on metaphysical theories, 26, 49-
57, 112
on substratum, 147
and suprasensible verification, 56
on unijversals, 83, 107, 111
and verification in sense-cxperi-
ence, see Verifiability, principle
of
Probability, in relation to certainty,
138

Reality-testing, 72, 227

Refutation of philosophical theories
which go against common sense
3,10, 12, 14, 30-1, 334, p s

Repression, 72

Russell, Bertrand, 37, 38, 54, 81, g,
84, 806, 88, 89, 91, 94, 99, 100, roz’
1450., 1460., 1470, 158, 165, 178:
179, 180, 1931, 194n,, 196n., 245~
6, 248n., 263, 264

Schlick, Moritz, 237, 247
Schopenhauer, Arthur, 175
Secondary elaboration, 77
Self-contradictory appearance,

4 ,
169, 209, 221-3 3

279



Scif-contradictory cxpressions,

INDEX

231
53
as deseriptive, 251

as having inconccivable meanings,

235f.

as having intelligible meanings,

233f.
as literally meaningless, 233f.

Scrices,

finite, 178§,

intinite, 177f.

limit of, and sum of, 178 -8¢
partial, 178f.

Socrates, 75

sSorley, W. R., 73n.

Spinoza, Benedict, 45, 46
Stevenson, C, .., 143n.

Stour, G. I, 98, 107, 156n., 233n.,

248n.

Substratum, 28, 144-62

unknowability of, ree
ability of things

Syntactical use of terms, as opposed
to semantic use, 158-9, 161, 173,

175, 179-80, 191, 223

Synthetic a priori propositions, 261~

8,273-4
and analytic propositions,
264, 273

262

Tautologics, 55, 109, 112, 275
Taylor, AL E., 145n., 148n.

‘I'ennyson, Alfred, 69n.
‘I'erms functioning as alternatives,

6s, 133, 137-8, 2589

Thing,

and its appecarances, 144

and its attributes, 145

as a bundle of qualities, 145-6,
161-2

Unknow-

as subject of change, 144
Time, 11n., 20f.

instant of, see the Noz
Translation ‘into the concrete’, 10
‘I'raumatic experience, 72f.

1 nconscious, the, 69f.
U nconscious fears, 69f.
Uinconscious wishes, 67, 139, 174,
227-8, 229, 252
Universals, 28, 39,49, 52,80-105,107,
111
as common properties, 91-7
as meanings of general words,
84fT.
as particulars, 98f., 107
and the question of ‘local scpars-
tion’, 98, 102-3
Unknowability of things, 145-0, 156,
160
Usc of a word, and meaning, 86, 89~
9o, 238-9, 255, 257

Verifiability,
principle of, 5o, 53,117, 118
as a pelitio principsi, §5-6
vacuous application of, 117-18
strong and weak, 117-43

Woeicrstrass, Karl W. T., 180

Whitcley, C. W., 235, 251

Williams, Donald C., 233, 234°%
236, 243, 249

Wisdom, John, 67n., 102, 103, 104
142n., 148, 2410., 245n,

Wisdom, J. O., 67n.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 68, 1280,
275n.

Zceno, the Eleatic, 10, 16, 364, x(:;ﬁ'

280



N

S XA A N AN AR AR LR AR AR LS LURLRLY,

The

International Library

OF

PSYCHOLOGY, PHILOSOPHY
AND SCIENTIFIC METHOD

Edited by

C. K. OGDEN, M.A.
Late Fellow of Magdalene College, Cambridge

The International Library, of which over one hundred and fifty
volumes have been published, is both in quality and quantity a unique
achievement in this department of publishing. Its purpose is to give
cxpression, in 3 convenient form, to the remarkable developmeats
which bave recently occurred in Psychology and its allied sciences.
The older philosophers were preoccupied by metaphysical interests
which for the most part have ceased to attract the younger investi-
gators, and their forbidding terminology too often acted as a
deterrent for the gencral reader. The attempt to deal in clear
language with current tendencies whether in England and America
or on the Continent has met with a very encouraging reception, and
not only bave accepted authorities been invited to explain the newer
theories, but it has been found possible to include 2 number of
original contributions of high merit.

Published by
ROUTLEDGE & KEGAN PAUL LTD

BROADWAY HOUSE: 68.74 CARTER LANE, LONDON, E.C4.

1964

O/ e O W O O e O O O W

XX

;
:
!
é
;

>

%
)
:
:
s



INTERNATIONAL LIBRARY OF PSYCHOLOGY,
PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENTIFIC METHOD

All prices are net

A. PSYCHOLOGY

GENERAL AND DESCRIPTIVE

The Mind and its Place in Nature. By C. D. Broad. £2 I5s.
Thought and the Brain. By Henri Piéron. Trans. by C. K. Ogden. £l-
The Nature of Laughter. By J. C. Gregory. 18s.

The Gestalt Theory and the Problem of Configuration, By Brun0
Petermann. Jllustrated. £1 3s,

Principles of Gestalt Psychology. By K. Koffka. £3.
Analysis of Perception. By J. R. Smythies. £] Is.

The Psychology of Character: with a Survey of Personality ip Gcnﬂﬂ"
By A. A. Roback. Revised Edition. £2 10s.

ANALYSIS

The Practice and Theory of Individual Psychology. By A
£1 10s. lfred Adler

Psychological Types. By C. G. Jung. Translated with F
H. Godwin Baynes. £2 5s. Oreword by

Character and the Unconscious: a Critical Exposition of the p
of Freud and Jung. By J. H. van der Hoop. £1. sychology

2



LANGUAGE AND SYMBOLISM

The Symbolic Process, and Its Integration in Children. By J. F.
Markey. 14s.

The Meaning of Meaning: a Study of the Influence of Language upon
Thought and of the Science of Symbolism. By C. K. Ogden and
I. A. Richards. £I 12s.

Principles of Literary Criticism. By I. A. Richards. £1 Ss.
The Spirit of Language in Civilization. By K. Vossler. £1.

CHILD PSYCHOLOGY, EDUCATION, ETC.

The Growth of the Mind: an Introduction to Child Psychology. By
K. Koffka. Translated by R. M. Ogden. £2.

The Language and Thought of the Child. By Jean Piaget. Preface by
E. Claparéde. Third Edition (revised and enlarged). £1 5s.

Moral Judgment of the Child. By Jean Piaget. £1 1Ss.

The Child’s Conception of the World. By Jean Piaget. £1 15s.
The Child’s Conception of Number. By Jean Piaget. £1 5s,
Judgment and Reasoning in the Child. By Jean Piaget. £1 Ss,
The Origin of Intelligence in the Child. By Jean Piaget. £1 15s,
The Child’s Conception of Space. By Jean Piaget. £2 2s,

The Child’s Conception of Geometry. By Jean Piaget, Birbel Inhelder
and Alina Szeminska. £2 5s,

The Mental Development of the Child. By Karl Biihler. 155,
The Psychology of Intelligence. By Jean Piaget. 18s.

The Psychology of Children’s Drawings: From the First Stroke to the
Coloured Drawing. By Helga Eng. Second Edition. £1 S,

THE STUDY OF COMMUNITIES

The Mentality of Apes, with an Appendix on the Psychology of Chim.
panzees. By W. Koehler. With 9 plates and 19 figures, £] 55

Crime and Custom in Savage Society. By B. Malinowski. With six
plates. 18s.

Sex and Repression in Savage Society. By B. Malinowski. £1 15,
3



B. PHILOSOPHY

Philosophical Studies. By G. E. Moore. £1 10s.

The Philosophy of “ As If”: a System of the Theoretical, Practical,
and Religious Fictions of Mankind. By H. Vaihinger. Translated

by C. K. Ogden. £1 10s.
Five Types of Ethical Theory. By C. D. Broad. £1 10s.

Speculations: Essays on Humanism and the Philosophy of Art. By
T. E. Hulme. Edited by Herbert Read. With a frontispiece and
Foreword by Jacob Epstein. £1 1s.

The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Physical Science, with special
reference to Man’s Relation to Nature. By E. A. Burtt. £1 8s.

Bentham’s Theory of Fictions. Edited with an Introduction and
Notes by C. K. Ogden. £1 10s.

Ideology and Utopia: an Introduction to the Sociology of Knowledge:
By Karl Mannheim. £1 8s.

The Philosophy of Peirce. Selected Writi =di ustus
Biichler. £1 15s. ritings.  Edited by J

Ethics and the History of Philosophy: D
Broad. £1 5s. phy: Selected Essays. By C

Sense-Perception and Matter : A Critical Analysis of C. D. Broad’s
Theory of Perception. By Martin E, Lean.y‘ £15s.

The Structure of Metaphysics. By Morris Lazerowitz. £1 10s.

Methods and Criteria of Reasoning. An inqui into th f
. ¢ structure O
controversy. By Rupert Crawshay-Williams.  £1 125,

Reasons and Faiths. By Ninian Smart, £] s

LOGIC

Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. By L. Witteenstei
) . . . . G text.
with an English Translation en regard, agnd arllnlntr(i;g]ci?oncby
Bertrand Russell, F.R.S. £1 1s.

The Foundations of Mathematics, and . .
Ramsey. £1 3s. other Logical Essays. By F.P

The Nature of Mathematics: a Critjcg| Survey. By Max Black. £1 4s.
Logical Syntax of Language. By Rudolf Carnap. £2.
4



Bertrand Russell’s Construction of the External World. By Charles A.
Fritz, Junr. £I 3s.

Logical Studies. By G. H. von Wright. £] 8s.

C. SCIENTIFIC METHOD

Scientific Thought: a.Philosophical Analysis of some of its Funda-
mental Concepts in the light of Recent Physical Developments.
By C. D. Broad. £2.

The Limits of Science: Outline of Logic and of the Methodology of

the FExact Sciences. By Leon Chwistek. Introduction and
Appendix by H. C. Brodie. £1 12s.

HISTORY, ETC.

An Historical Introduction to Modern Psychology. By Gardner
Murphy. With a Supplement by H. Kluver. £2.

The History of Materialism and Criticism of its Present Importance.
By F. A. Lange. Introduction by Bertrand Russell. £3 10s.

Outlines of the History of Greek Philosophy. By E. Zeller. £1 8s.
Plato’s Theory of Art. By R. C. Lodge. £1 Ss.
The Philosophy of Plato. By R. C. Lodge. £1 12s.

Plato’s Phgedo. A translation with an Introduction, Notes and
Appendices, by R. S. Bluck. £] s.

Plato’s Theory of Knowledge. The Theaetetus and the Sophist of Plato.

Translated, with a Running Commentary, by F. M. Cornford.
£1 8s.

Plato’s Cosmology: The Timaeus of Plato. Translated, with a Running
Commentary, by F. M. Cornford. £1 15s.

Plato and Parmenides. Parmenides’ ** Way of Truth ** and Plato’s
* Parmenides *’. Translated with an Introduction and Running
Commentary, by F. M. Cornford. £1 4s.

Aristotle’s Theory of Contrariety. By John P. Anton. £1 5s.
5



. uT O
A LIST OF BOOKS PUBLISHED IN THE LIBRARY BUT AT PRESENT o

Analysis of Matter. By B. Russell.

Art of Interrogation. By E. R. Hamilton.

Biological Memory. By Eugenio Rignano.

Biological Principles. By J. H. Woodger.

Chance Love and Logic. By C. S. Peircc.

Charles Peirce’s Empiricism. By Justus Bichler.

Child’s Conception of Physical Causality. By Jcan Piaget.
Child’s Discovery of Death. By Sylvia Anthony.

Colour Blindness. By Mary Collins.

Colour and Colour Theories. By Christine Ladd-Franklin.
Communication. By K. Britton.

Comparative Philosophy. By P. Masson-Oursel.

Concentric Method. By M. Laignel-Lavastine.

Conditions of Knowing. By Angus Sinclair.

Conflict and Dream. By W. H. R. Rivers.

Conscious Orientation. By J. H. Van der Hoop.
Constitution-Types in Delinquency. By W. A. Willemse.
Contributions to Analytical Psychology. By C. G. Jung.
Creative Imagination. By June E. Downey.

Crime, Law and Social Science. By J. Michael and M. J. Adler.
Development of the Sexual Impulses. By R. E. Money Kyrle.
Dialectic. By M. J. Adler.

Doctrine of Signatures. By Scott Buchanan.

Dynamics of Education. By Hilda Taba.

Dynamic Social Research. By J. T. Hader and E. C. Lindeman.

Education Psychology. By C. Fox.

Effects of Music. By M. Schoen.

Eidetic Imagery. By E. R. Jaensch.

Emotion and Insanity. By S. Thalbitzer.

Emotions of Normal People. By W. M. Marston.

Ethical Relativity. By E. Westermarck.

Examination of Logical Positivism. By Julius Weinberg.
Foundations of Geometry. By Jean Nicod.

Growth of Reason. By F. Lorimer.

6

p PRINT



History of Chinese Political Thought. By Liang Chi-Chao.
How Animals Find their Way About. By E. Rabaud.
Human Speech. By Sir Richard Paget.

Individual and the Community. By Wen Kwei Liao.
Infant Speech. By M. M. Lewis.

Integrative Psychology. By W. M. Marston er al.
Invention and the Unconscious. By J. M. Montmasson.
Law and the Social Sciences. By H. Cairns.

Laws of Feeling. By F. Paulhan.

Measurement of Emotion. By W. Whately Smith.
Medicine, Magic and Religion. By W. H. Rivers.
Mencius on the Mind. By I. A. Richards.

Mind and its Body. By Charles Fox.

Misuse of Mind. By K. Stephen.

Nature of Intelligence. By L. L. Thurstone.

Nature of Learning. By G. Humphrey.

Nature of Life. By E. Rignano.

Neural Basis of Thought. By G. G. Campion and Sir G. E. Smith.
Ncurotic Personality. By R. G. Gordon.

Philosophy of Music. By W. Pole.

Philosophy of the Unconscious. By E. von Hartmann.
Physique and Character. By E. Kretschmer.
Personality. By R. B. Gordon.

Plato’s Theory of Education. By R. C. Lodge.
Plato’s Theory of Ethics. By R. C. Lodge.

Pleasure and Instinct. By A. H. B. Allen.

Political Pluralism. By Kung Chuan Hsiao.

Possibity. By Scott Buchanan.

Primitive Mind and Modern Civilization. By C. R. Aldrich.
Principles of Experimental Psychology. By H. Pieron.
Problems of Personality. Edited by A. A. Roback.
Problems in Psychopathology. By T. W. Mitchell.
Psyche. By E. Rohde.

Psychology and Ethnology. By W. H. R, Rivers.
Psychology and Politics. By W. H. R. Rivers.
Psychology of Animals. By F. Alverdes.

Psychology of Emotion. By J. T. MacCurdy.
Psychology of Intelligence and Will. By H. G. Wyatt.

7



Psychology of Men of Genius. By E. Kretschmer.

Psychology of a Musical Prodigy. By G. Revesz.

Psychology of Philosophers. By Alexander Herzbers.
Psychology of Reasoning. By E. Rignano.

Psychology of Religious Mysticism. By J. H. Lcuba.
Psychology of Time. By Mary Sturt. d
Religion, Philosophy and Psychical Research. By C. D. Broa®:
Religious Conversion. By Sante de Sanctis.

Sciences of Man in the Making. By E. A. Kirkpatrick.
Scientific Method. By A. D. Ritchie.

Social Basis of Consciousness. By T. Burrow.

Social Insects By W. M. Wheeler.

Social Life in the Animal World. By F. Alverdes.

Social Life of Monkeys and Apes. By S. Zuckerman.

Speech Disorders. By S. M. Stinchfield.

. P. Sargant
Statistical Method in Economics and Political Science. By
Florence.

Technique of Controversy. By B. B. Bogoslovsky.
Telepathy and Clairvoyance. By R. Tischner.

Theoretical Biology. By J. von Vexkuell.
Theory of Legislation. By Jeremy Bentham.
Trauma of Birth. By O. Rank.

Treatise on Induction and Probability. By G. H. von Wright.
What is Value? By Everett M. Hall.

764. PRINTEI' AY HEADLEY BROTHERS LTD 70Q KINGSWAY LONDON WC2 AND ASHFORD KENT







COLibrary s shir

e




	2026_03_04_06_28_26_001
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_002
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_003
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_004
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_005
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_006
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_007
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_008
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_009
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_010
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_011
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_012
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_013
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_014
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_015
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_016
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_017
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_018
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_019
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_020
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_021
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_022
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_023
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_024
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_025
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_026
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_027
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_028
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_029
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_030
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_031
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_032
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_033
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_034
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_035
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_036
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_037
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_038
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_039
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_040
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_041
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_042
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_043
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_046
	2026_03_04_06_28_26_047
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_001
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_002
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_003
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_004
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_005
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_006
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_009
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_010
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_011
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_012
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_013
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_014
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_015
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_016
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_017
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_018
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_019
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_020
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_021
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_022
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_023
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_024
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_025
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_026
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_027
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_028
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_029
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_030
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_031
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_032
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_033
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_034
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_035
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_036
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_037
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_038
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_039
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_040
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_041
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_042
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_043
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_044
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_045
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_046
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_047
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_048
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_049
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_050
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_051
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_052
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_053
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_054
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_055
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_056
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_057
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_058
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_059
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_060
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_061
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_062
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_063
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_064
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_065
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_066
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_067
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_068
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_069
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_070
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_071
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_072
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_073
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_074
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_075
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_076
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_077
	2026_03_04_06_28_27_078
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_001
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_002
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_003
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_004
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_005
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_006
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_007
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_008
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_009
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_010
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_011
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_012
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_013
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_014
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_015
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_016
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_017
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_018
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_019
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_020
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_021
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_022
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_023
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_024
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_025
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_026
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_027
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_028
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_029
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_030
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_031
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_032
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_033
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_034
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_035
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_036
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_037
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_038
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_039
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_040
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_041
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_042
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_043
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_044
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_045
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_046
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_047
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_048
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_049
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_050
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_051
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_052
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_053
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_054
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_055
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_056
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_057
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_058
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_059
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_060
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_061
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_062
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_063
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_064
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_065
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_066
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_067
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_068
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_069
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_070
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_071
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_072
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_073
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_074
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_075
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_076
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_077
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_078
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_079
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_080
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_081
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_082
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_083
	2026_03_04_06_28_28_084
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_001
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_002
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_003
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_004
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_005
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_006
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_007
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_008
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_009
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_010
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_011
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_012
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_013
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_014
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_015
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_016
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_017
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_018
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_019
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_020
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_021
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_022
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_023
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_024
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_025
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_026
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_027
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_028
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_029
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_030
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_031
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_032
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_033
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_034
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_035
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_036
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_037
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_038
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_039
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_040
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_041
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_042
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_043
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_044
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_045
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_046
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_047
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_048
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_051
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_052
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_055
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_056
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_057
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_058
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_059
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_060
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_061
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_062
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_063
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_064
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_065
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_066
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_067
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_068
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_069
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_070
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_071
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_072
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_073
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_074
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_075
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_076
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_077
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_078
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_079
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_080
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_081
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_082
	2026_03_04_06_28_29_083
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_001
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_004
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_005
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_006
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_007
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_008
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_009
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_010
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_011
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_012
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_013
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_014
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_015
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_016
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_017
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_018
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_019
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_020
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_021
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_022
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_023
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_024
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_025
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_026
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_027
	2026_03_04_06_28_30_028

