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INTRODUCTION

his is the final volume of a four-volume history of Western philosophy

from its beginnings to its most recent past. The first volume, published
in 2004, told the story of ancient philosophy, and the second volume,
published in 2005, covered medieval philosophy from the time of
St Augustine to the Renaissance. The third volume, The Rise of Modern
Philosophy, treated of the major philosophers of the sixteenth, seventeenth,
and eighteenth centuries, ending with the death of Hegel early in the
nineteenth. This present volume continues the narrative up to the final
years of the twentieth century.

There are two different kinds of reason for reading a history of philoso-
phy. Some readers do so because they are seeking help and illumination
from older thinkers on topics of current philosophical interest. Others are
more interested in the people and societies of the distant or recent past, and
wish to learn about their intellectual climate. I have structured this and
previous volumes in a way that will meet the needs of both classes of
reader. The book begins with three summary chapters, each of which
follows a chronological sequence; it then contains nine chapters, each of
which deals with a particular area of philosophy, from logic to natural
theology. Those whose primary interest is historical may focus on the
chronological surveys, referring if they wish to the thematic sections for
amplification. Those whose primary interest is philosophical will concen-
trate rather on the later chapters, referring back to the chronological
chapters to place particular issues in context.

Certain themes have occupied chapters in each of the four volumes of
this series: epistemology, metaphysics, philosophy of mind, ethics, and
philosophy of religion. Other topics have varied in importance over the
centuries, and the pattern of thematic chapters has varied accordingly. The
first two volumes began the thematic section with a chapter on logic and
language, but there was no such chapter in volume III because logic went
into hibernation at the Renaissance. In the period covered by the present
volume formal logic and the philosophy of language occupied such a
central position that each topic deserves a chapter to itself. In the earlier
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volumes, there was a chapter devoted to physics, considered as a branch of
what used to be called ‘natural philosophy’; however, since Newton physics
has been a fully mature science independent of philosophical underpinning,
and so there is no chapter on physics in the present volume. Volume III was
the first to contain a chapter on political philosophy, since before the time
of More and Machiavelli the political institutions of Europe were too
different from those under which we live for the insights of political
philosophers to be relevant to current discussions. This volume is the first
and only one to contain a chapter on aesthetics: this involves a slight
overlap with the previous volume, since it was in the eighteenth century
that the subject began to emerge as a separate discipline.

The introductory chapters in this volume, unlike those in previous ones,
do not follow a single chronological sequence. The first chapter indeed
does trace a single line from Bentham to Nietzsche, but because of the
chasm that separated English-speaking philosophy from Continental
philosophy in the twentieth century the narrative diverges in the second
and third chapter. The second chapter begins with Peirce, the doyen of
American philosophers, and with Frege, who is commonly regarded as the
founder of the analytic tradition in philosophy. The third chapter treats of
a series of influential Continental thinkers, commencing with a man who
would have hated to be regarded as philosopher, Sigmund Freud.

I have not found it easy to decide where and how to end my history.
Many of those who have philosophized in the second half of the twentieth
century are people I have known personally, and several of them have been
close colleagues and friends. This makes it difficult to make an objective
judgement on their importance in comparison with the thinkers who have
occupied the earlier volumes and the earlier pages of this one. No doubt
my choice of who should be included and who should be omitted will
seem arbitrary to others no less qualified than myself to make a judgement.

In 1998 T published A Brief History of Western Philosophy. I decided at that time
not to include in the book any person still living. That, conveniently,
meant that I could finish the story with Wittgenstein, whom I considered,
and consider, to be the most significant philosopher of the twentieth
century. But since 1998, sadly, a number of philosophers have died
whom anyone would expect to find a place in a history of modern
philosophy—Quine, for instance, Anscombe, Davidson, Strawson, Rawls,
and others. So I had to choose another way of drawing a terminus ante quem. As

Xiv
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I approached my seventy-fifth birthday the thought occurred to me of
excluding all writers who were younger than myself. But this appeared a
rather egocentric cut-off point. So finally I opted for a thirty-year rule, and
have excluded works written after 1975.

I must ask the reader to bear in mind that this is the final volume of
a history of philosophy that began with Thales. It is accordingly structured
in rather a different way from a self-standing history of contemporary
philosophy. I have, for instance, said nothing about twentieth-century neo-
scholastics or neo-Kantians, and have said very little about several gener-
ations of neo-Hegelians. To leave these out of a book devoted to the
philosophy of the last two centuries would be to leave a significant gap
in the history. But the importance of these schools was to remind the
modern era of the importance of the great thinkers of the past. A history
that has already devoted many pages to Aquinas, Kant, and Hegel does not
need to repeat such reminders.

As in writing previous volumes, I have had in mind an audience at the
level of second- or third-year undergraduate study. Since many under-
graduates interested in the history of philosophy are not themselves
philosophy students, I have tried not to assume any familiarity with
philosophical techniques or terminology. Similarly, I have not included
in the Bibliography works in languages other than English, except for the
original texts of writers in other languages. Since many people read
philosophy not for curricular purposes, but for their own enlightenment
and entertainment, I have tried to avoid jargon and to place no difficulties
in the way of the reader other than those presented by the subject matter
itself. But, however hard one tries, it is impossible to make the reading of
philosophy an undemanding task. As has often been said, philosophy has
no shallow end.

I am indebted to Peter Momtchiloff and his colleagues at Oxford
University Press, and to two anonymous readers for the Press who removed
many blemishes from the book. I am also particularly grateful to Patricia
Williams and Dagfinn Follesdal for assisting me in the treatment of
twentieth-century Continental philosophers.

XV
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Bentham to Nietzsche

Bentham’s Utilitarianism

ritain escaped the violent constitutional upheavals that affected most
Bof Europe during the last years of the eighteenth, and the early years of
the nineteenth, century. But in 1789, the year of the French Revolution, a
book was published in England that was to have a revolutionary effect on
moral and political thinking long after the death of Napoleon. This was
Jeremy Bentham’s An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation, which
became the founding charter of the school of thought known as utilitar-
ianism.

Bentham was born in 1748, the son of a prosperous London attorney. A
tiny, bookish, and precocious child, he was sent to Westminster School at the
age of 7 and graduated from The Queen’s College, Oxford, at the age of 15.
He was destined for a legal career, and was called to the Bar when 21, but he
found contemporary legal practice distasteful. He had already been repelled
by current legal theory when, at Oxford, he had listened to the lectures of
the famous jurist William Blackstone. The English legal system, he believed,
was cumbrous, artificial, and incoherent: it should be reconstructed from the
ground up in the light of sound principles of jurisprudence.

The fundamental such principle, on his own account, he owed to
Hume. When he read the Treatise of Human Nature, he tells us, scales fell
from his eyes and he came to believe that utility was the test and measure
of all virtue and the sole origin of justice. On the basis of an essay by the
dissenting chemist Joseph Priestley, Bentham interpreted the principle of
utility as meaning that the happiness of the majority of the citizens was the

criterion by which the affairs of a state should be judged. More generally,
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the real standard of morality and the true goal of legislation was the
greatest happiness of the greatest number.

During the 1770s Bentham worked on a critique of Blackstone’s Com-
mentaries on the Laws of England. A portion of this was published in 1776 as A
Fragment on Government, which contained an attack on the notion of a social
contract. At the same time he wrote a dissertation on punishment,
drawing on the ideas of the Italian penologist Cesare Beccaria (1738-94).
An analysis of the purposes and limits of punishment, along with the
exposition of the principle of utility, formed the substance of the Introduction
to the Principles of Morals and Legislation, which was completed in 1780, nine years
before its eventual publication.

The Fragment on Government was the first public statement by Bentham of
the principle that it is the greatest happiness of the greatest number that is
the measure of right and wrong’. The book was published anonymously,
but it had some influential readers, including the Earl of Shelburne, a
leading Whig who was later briefly Prime Minister. When Shelburne
discovered that Bentham was author of the work, he took him under his
patronage, and introduced him to political circles in England and France.
Most significant among Bentham’s new English friends was Caroline Fox, a
niece of Charles James Fox, to whom, after a long but spasmodic courtship,
he made an unsuccessful proposal of marriage in 1805. Most important of
the French acquaintances was Etienne Dumont, tutor to Shelburne’s son,
who was later to publish a number of his works in translation. For a time
Bentham’s reputation was greater in France than in Britain.

Bentham spent the years 1785-7 abroad, travelling across Europe and
staying with his brother Samuel, who was managing estates of Prince
Potemkin at Krichev in White Russia. While there he conceived the idea
of a novel kind of prison, the Panopticon, a circular building with a central
observation point from which the jailer could keep a permanent eye on the
inmates. He returned from Russia full of enthusiasm for prison reform,
and tried to persuade both the British and French governments to erect a
model prison. William Pitt’s government passed an Act of Parliament
authorizing the scheme, but it was defeated by ducal landowners who
did not want a prison near their estates, and by the personal intervention
(so Bentham liked to believe) of King George Ill. The French National
Assembly did not take up his offer to supervise the establishment of a
Panopticon, but did confer on him an honorary citizenship of the Republic.
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Bentham’s plan for a perfect prison, the Panopticon.
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Bentham’s interest in legal theory and practice extended far beyond its
original focus on criminal law. Exasperated by the confused state of civil
law he wrote a long treatise Of Laws in General, which, like so many of his
works, remained unpublished until long after his death. Reflecting on the
Poor Laws he proposed that a network of Panopticons should be set up to
serve as workhouses for the ‘burdensome poor’, managed by a national
joint stock company, which would take a dividend once the inmates’
labour had provided for their sustenance. No Panopticon, whether penal
or commercial, was ever constructed. In 1813, however, Parliament voted
Bentham the giant sum of £23,000 in compensation for his work on the
scheme.

In 1808 Bentham became friends with a Scottish philosopher, James Mill,
who was just starting to write a monumental History of India. Mill had a
remarkable two-year-old son, John Stuart, and Bentham assisted in that
prodigy’s education. Partly because of Mill’s influence Bentham, who had
been working for some years on the rationale of evidence in the courts,
now began to focus on political and constitutional reform rather than on
criticisms of legal procedure and practice. He wrote a Catechism of Parliamen-
tary Reform, which was completed in 1809, though it was not published until
1817, when it was followed up, a year or two later, with the draft of a radical
reform bill. He spent years on the drafting of a constitutional code, which
was unfinished when he died. By the end of his life, he had become
convinced that the existing British constitution was a screen hiding a
conspiracy of the rich against the poor. He therefore advocated the
abolition of the monarchy and the House of Lords, the introduction of
annual parliaments elected by universal suffrage, and the disestablishment
of the Church of England.

Bentham’s constitutional and liberal proposals extended well beyond
the affairs of Britain. In 1811 he proposed to James Madison that he should
draw up a constitutional code for the United States. He was active on the
London Greek Committee, which sponsored the expedition on which Lord
Byron met his death at Missolonghi in 1823. For a time he had hopes that
his constitutional code would be implemented in Latin America by Simén
Bolivar, the President of Colombia.

The group of ‘philosophical radicals’ who accepted the ideals of Ben-
tham in 1823 founded the Westminster Review in order to promote utilitarian
causes. They were enthusiasts for educational reform. Bentham devised
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a curriculum for secondary education which emphasized science and
technology rather than Greek and Latin. He and his colleagues were active
in the establishment of University College London, which opened its doors
in 1828. This was the first university-level institution in Britain to admit
students without religious tests. There, in accordance with his will, Ben-
tham’s remains were placed after his death in 1832, and there, clothed and
topped with a wax head, they survive to this day—his ‘auto-icon’ as he
termed it. A more appropriate memorial to his endeavours was the Great
Reform Bill, widely extending the parliamentary franchise, which passed
into law a few weeks before he died.

Among those who knew him well, even his greatest admirers agreed
that he was a very one-sided person, powerful in intellect but deficient in
feeling. John Stuart Mill described him as precise and coherent in thought,
but lacking in sympathy for the most natural and strongest feelings of
human beings. Karl Marx said that he took the English shopkeeper as the
paradigm of a human being. ‘In no time and in no country’, Marx said, ‘has
homespun commonplace ever strutted about in so self-satisfied a way’
(C 488). Bentham’s knowledge of human nature was indeed very limited.
‘It is wholly empirical,” Mill said, ‘and the empiricism of one who has had
little experience.” He never, in Mill’s view, reached maturity. ‘He was a boy
to the last’ (U 78).

The Development of]ohn Stuart Mill

Mill himself was never allowed to be a boy. He did not go to school or
mingle with other children, but was educated at home by his demanding
father. He began to learn Greek at the age of three and by the age of twelve
had read much of Plato in the original. At that age he began studying logic
from the text of Aristotle, while helping to proofread his father’s History of
India. In the following year he was taken through a course in political
economy. He was never allowed a holiday ‘lest the habit of work should be
broken, and a taste for idleness acquired’. But when he was fourteen he
spent a year in France at the house of Bentham’s brother Samuel, which
gave him an opportunity to attend science lectures at Montpellier. Apart
from that, he had no university education, but by the age of sixteen he was
already far more well-read than most Masters of Arts.
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What Mill, looking back, most valued in his extraordinary education was
the degree to which his father left him to think for himself. ‘Anything which
could be found out by thinking I never was told, until I had exhausted my
efforts to find it out for myself” (A 20). He reckoned that he started adult life
with an advantage of a quarter of a century over his contemporaries who
had been to public school and university. But his education turned him, in
his own words, into ‘a mere reasoning machine’. After several years spent
campaigning for liberal causes alongside colleagues on the Westminster Review,
while holding a day job as a clerk with the East India Company, Mill suffered
a mental breakdown and fell victim to a deep depression in which even the
most effective work for reform seemed quite pointless.

He was rescued from his crisis, on his own account, by the reading of
Wordsworth in the autumn of 1828. The poems made him aware not only
of natural beauty, but of aspects of human life that had found no place in

Bentham’s system.

They seemed to be the very culture of the feelings, which I was in quest of. In
them I seemed to draw from a source of inward joy, of sympathetic and imagina-
tive pleasure, which could be shared in by all human beings; which had no
connexion with struggle or imperfection, but would be made richer by every
improvement in the physical or social condition of mankind. From them I seemed
to learn what would be the perennial sources of happiness, when all the greater
evils of life shall have been removed. And I felt myself at once better and happier as
I came under their influence. (A 89)

After his crisis and recovery, Mill did not cease to venerate Bentham and to
regard his work as having superseded that of all previous moralists; but he
became convinced that his system needed modification and supplementa-
tion in both its personal and its social aspects.

On the personal side, Mill’s thought developed under the influence of
English poets, of whom Coleridge soon overtook Wordsworth as the
dominant presence in his mind. In mature life he was willing to pair
Coleridge and Bentham as ‘the two great seminal minds of England in
their age’. On the social side, the new influences on Mill were French in
origin—the nascent socialism of the Comte de Saint-Simon (1760—1825)
and the embryonic positivism of Auguste Comte (1798—1857).

While the British utilitarians had been content to take private owner-

ship and hereditary property as something given and indefeasible, the
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Saint-Simonians argued that the capital and labour of a society should be
managed as a whole for the general good of the community, with each of
the citizens being obliged to contribute according to their ability, and
entitled to be rewarded in proportion to their contribution. Mill was
unconvinced by the socialist programme, but it made him aware of the
need of a justification for the institutions of private property and the free
market. He admired the Saint-Simonians’ idealism, and was inspired by a
number of their principles—in particular their insistence on the perfect
equality of men and women.

Comte had begun his philosophical career as a Saint-Simonian, but went
on to develop a system of his own to which he gave the name of ‘positive
philosophy’. The feature of this system that made a lasting impression on
Mill was the theory that human knowledge and human societies passed
through three historical stages: theological, metaphysical, and positive.
These stages were, in the Saint-Simonian term, ‘organic’, or self-contained.
In the first stage, societies gave supernatural explanations of phenomena
and endeavoured to bring about effects in the world by magical or religious
practices. This phase, according to Comte, lasted through the feudal
system up to the Reformation. In the metaphysical phase, phenomena
were explained by essences and forces, which turned out to be no less
occult than the supernatural factors held to operate in the theological
stage. It was the French Revolution that had brought this stage to conclu-
sion, and the world was now about to enter upon the positive, or truly
scientific, stage of science and society.

What Mill took from Comte and the Saint-Simonians was the idea of
Progress. Between each organic period and the next there was, so Mill
understood, a critical and disruptive period, and he believed that he was
living in such a period. He now began to look forward

to a future which shall unite the best qualities of the critical with the best qualities
of the organic periods; unchecked liberty of thought, unbounded freedom of
individual action in all modes not hurtful to others; but also, convictions as to
what is right and wrong, useful and pernicious, deeply engraven on the feelings by
early education and general unanimity of sentiment. (A 100)

Once that state was achieved, further progress would be unnecessary: moral
convictions would be so firmly grounded in reason and necessity that they
would not, like all past and present creeds, need to be periodically thrown off.
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Though a prolific journalist from an early age, Mill did not publish any
books until his late thirties. But his first published book, in 1843, was a work
of substance which achieved immediate and lasting fame. This was A System
of Logic in six books, on which he had been working for several years, and
which went through eight editions in his lifetime.

The book covers a wide variety of topics, unified by Mill’s desire to
present a nineteenth-century update of the British empiricist tradition. He
presented a secular version of Berkeley’s theological phenomenalism:
matter is no more than a permanent possibility of sensation, and the
external world is ‘the world of possible sensations succeeding one another
according to laws’. He agreed with Hume that we have no conception of
mind itself, as distinguished from its conscious manifestations in ourselves,
and he regarded it as a particularly difficult problem for a philosopher to
establish the existence of minds other than his own. But unlike previous
empiricists, Mill had a serious interest in formal logic and the methodology
of the sciences.

The System of Logic begins with an analysis of language, and an account of
different types of name (including proper names, pronouns, descriptions,
general terms, and abstract expressions). All names, according to Mill,
denote things: proper names denote the things they are names of, and
general terms denote the things they are true of. But besides denotation,
there is connotation: that is to say, a word like ‘man’ will denote Socrates
(among others) but will also connote attributes such as rationality and
animality.

Mill gave a detailed theory of inferences, which he divided into real and
verbal. Syllogistic inference is verbal rather than real, because a syllogism
gives us no new knowledge. Real inference is not deductive, but inductive,
as when we reason ‘Peter is mortal, James is mortal, John is mortal,
therefore all men are mortal’. Such induction does not, as some logicians
had thought, lead us from particular cases to a general law. The general
laws are merely formulae for making inferences from known particulars to
unknown particulars. Mill sets out five rules, or canons, of experiment to
guide inductive scientific research. The use of such canons, Mill maintains,

enables empirical inquiry to proceed without any appeal to a priori truths.’

" Mill's logic is discussed in detail in Ch. 4.
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The System of Logic ranges far beyond the discussion of language and
inference. Its sixth book, for instance, is entitled ‘On the Logic of the Moral
Sciences’. The principal such sciences are psychology, sociology, and what
Mill called ‘ethology’, or the study of the formation of character. Social
science includes the science of politics and the study of economics; but
Mill’s fullest treatment of these topics appeared in a different book, Principles
of Political Economy of 1848.

In presenting his modernized empiricism Mill took one unprecedented,
and important, step. The truths of mathematics have always presented a
difficulty for thoroughgoing empiricists, since they seem to be among the
most certain objects of our knowledge, and yet they seem to precede rather
than result from experience. Mill maintained that arithmetic and geo-
metry, no less than physics, consist of empirical hypotheses—hypotheses
that have been very handsomely confirmed in experience, but hypotheses
that are none the less corrigible in the light of later experience.

This thesis—implausible as it has appeared to most subsequent
philosophers—was essential to Mill’s overriding aim in A System of Logic,
which was to refute a notion that he regarded as ‘the great intellectual
support of false doctrines and bad institutions’, namely the notion that truths
external to the mind may be known by intuition independent of experience.
Mill indeed saw this issue as the most important in all philosophy. ‘The
difference between these two schools of philosophy, that of Intuition, and
that of Experience and Association, is not a mere matter of abstract specula-
tion; it is full of practical consequences, and lies at the foundation of all the
greatest differences of practical opinion in an age of progress’ (A 162).

The most aggressive campaign waged by Mill in this intellectual battle
was carried out in one of his last works, An Examination of Sir William Hamilton’s
Philosophy (1865). Sir William Hamilton was a Scottish philosopher and
reformer who was Professor of Logic and Metaphysics in Edinburgh from
1838 to 1856. In his lectures he attempted to present a new and improved
version of the common-sense philosophy of Reid, just as Mill had tried to
bring out a new and improved version of the empiricism of Hume. Mill saw
in these lectures, when they were published, an ideal target at which to fire
his explosive criticisms of all forms of intuitionism.

Mill’s Examination achieved more fame than the text it was examining;
but nowadays it too is not often studied. The works of Mill that have
retained a large readership were, on his own account, not entirely his own
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work. In 1851 he married Harriet, the widow of a London merchant, John
Taylor, a bluestocking with whom he had enjoyed an intimate but chaste

friendship for some twenty years. The marriage lasted only seven years
before Harriet died at Avignon. According to Mill she should be counted as
co-author of his pamphlets On Liberty (published in 1859) and The Subjection of
Women (written in 1861 and published in 1869).

\

Harriet Taylor, inspirer, collaborator, and eventually wife of J.S. Mill

10
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On Liberty seeks to draw limits to government interference with indivi-
dual freedom. Its key principle is set out thus:

The sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually or collectively, in
interfering with the liberty of action of any of their number, is self-protection. The
only purposes for which power can be rightfully exercised over any member of
a civilised community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. His own good,
either physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant.

Over himself, Mill says, over his own body and mind, the individual is
sovereign. The essay applies this principle in various areas, most conspicu-
ously in support of freedom of opinion and freedom of expression.

The publication of The Subjection of Women was the culmination of a long
campaign by Mill to secure female rights and improve women’s lot. When
James Mill, in his Essay on Government, had affirmed that women did not need
a vote, because their interests coincided with that of their menfolk, young
John Stuart, supported by Bentham, had dissented. In his Thoughts on
Parliamentary Reform of 1859 he proposed that every educated householder,
male or female, should be entitled to vote ‘for why should the vote-
collector make a distinction where the tax-gatherer makes none? (CW
xix. 328). In 1866 he presented a petition for female suffrage, and during the
debates on the Second Reform Bill proposed an amendment—which
attracted seventy-three votes—to strike out the words that restricted the
franchise to males. But The Subjection of Women addressed issues much wider
than that of the suffrage, and attacked the whole institution of marriage as
interpreted by Victorian law and morality. So structured, he maintained,
wedlock was simply a form of domestic servitude.

From 1865 to 1868 Mill was Member of Parliament for Westminster. In
addition to feminist issues, he interested himself in Irish affairs and in
electoral reform. He was critical of the British government’s policy of
coercion in Ireland, and published a pamphlet advocating a radical reform
of the landholding system. He advocated proportional representation in
parliamentary elections, as a safeguard against the exercise of tyranny by a
majority against a minority. His thoughts on such matters had appeared in
print in 1861 in Considerations on Representative Government.

During the last years of his life Mill dwelt at Avignon with his stepdaughter
Helen Taylor. He died there in 1873 and was buried beside his wife. His
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Autobiography and Three Essays on Religion were published posthumously by his
stepdaughter.

Though Mill’s liberalism never ceased to have admirers, his reputation as
a systematic philosopher faded rapidly after his death. His logical work was
looked on with disfavour by the founders of modern symbolic logic. His
empiricism was swamped by the wave of idealism that engulfed Britain in
the last decades of the nineteenth century. It was only when empiricism
returned to favour in the 1930s that his writings began once more to be
widely read. But the utilitarian tradition was kept alive without interrup-
tion by Henry Sidgwick (1838-1900), who published his principal work,
Methods of Ethics, in the year after Mill’s death.

Sidgwick was a Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, who in 1869 resigned
his fellowship on conscientious grounds. He became Professor of Philosophy
in the university in 1883. He was at first an uncritical admirer of Mill and
welcomed his system as giving him relief from the arbitrary moral rules of
his upbringing. But he came to hold that there was an inconsistency between
two great principles of Mill’s system: psychological hedonism (everyone
seeks their own happiness) and ethical hedonism (everyone should seek
the general happiness). One of the main tasks he set himselfin Methods of Ethics
was to resolve this problem, which he called ‘the dualism of practical reason’.

In the course of his thinking Sidgwick abandoned the principle of
psychological hedonism and replaced it with an ethical principle of rational
egoism, that each person has an obligation to seek his own good. This
principle, he believed, was intuitively obvious. Ethical hedonism, too, he
decided, could only be based on fundamental moral intuitions. Thus, his
system combined utilitarianism with intuitionism, which he regarded as
the common-sense approach to morality. However, the typical intuitions
of common sense were, he believed, too narrow and specific; the ones that
were the foundation of utilitarian morality were more abstract. One such
was that future good is as important as present good, and another is that
from the point of view of the universe any single person’s good is of no
more importance than any other person’s.

The remaining difficulty is to reconcile the intuitions of utilitarianism
with those of rational egoism. Sidgwick came to the conclusion that no
complete solution of the conflict between my happiness and the general
happiness was possible on the basis of mundane experience (ME, p. xix). For
most people, he accepted, the connection between the individual’s interest
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and his duty is made through belief in God and personal immortality. As
he himself was unwilling to invoke God in this context, he concluded sadly
that ‘the prolonged effort of the human intellect to frame a perfect ideal of
rational conduct is seen to have been foredoomed to inevitable failure’
(ME, end). He consoled himself by secking, through the work of the
Society for Psychical Research, founded in 1882, empirical evidence for

the survival of the individual after death.

Schopenhauer’s Philosophy of the Will

In setting out his principle of utility, Bentham had contrasted it with the
principle of asceticism, which approves of actions in so far as they tend to
diminish happiness. Bentham’s target was Christian morality, but no
Christian ever held the principle of asceticism in all its fullness. Of all
philosophers the one who came closest to professing such a principle was
the atheist Arthur Schopenhauer, who was just one year old when
Bentham published his Introduction.

Schopenhauer was the son of a Danzig merchant, and was brought up
to follow a business career until his father’s death in 1803. He then resumed
a life of study, beginning in 1810 a course of philosophy at the University of
Gottingen, after a false start as a medical student. His favourite philo-
sophers were Plato and Kant, but he did not admire Kant’s disciple Fichte,
whose lectures he heard at Berlin in 1811. In particular he was disgusted
by Fichte’s nationalism, and rather than join the Prussian struggle against
Napoleon he withdrew to write a work On the Fourfold Root of the Principle
of Sufficient Reason, which he presented as a doctoral dissertation to the
University of Jena in 1813.

During the years 1814—18 he wrote his major work, The World as Will and
Idea. The work is divided into four books, the first and third devoted to the
world as Idea, and the second and fourth to the world as Will. By ‘idea’
(Vorstellung, sometimes translated ‘representation’) Schopenhauer does not
mean a concept, but a concrete experience—the kind of thing that Locke
and Berkeley called by the name ‘idea’. According to Schopenhauer, the
world exists only as idea, only in relation to consciousness: “The world is

my idea.’ For each of us our own body is the starting point of our
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perception of the world, and other objects are known through their effects
on each other.

Schopenhauer’s account of the world as idea is not very different from the
system of Kant. But the second book, in which the world is presented as will,
is highly original. Science, Schopenhauer says, explains the motion of bodies
in terms of laws such as inertia and gravitation. But science offers no
explanation of the inner nature of these forces. Indeed no such explanation
could ever be offered if a human being was no more than a knowing subject.
However, I am myself rooted in the world, and my body is not just one
object among others, but has an active power of which I am conscious. This,
and this alone, allows us to penetrate the nature of things. ‘The answer to
the riddle is given to the subject of knowledge, who appears as an individual,
and the answer is will. This and this alone gives him the key to his own
existence, reveals to him the significance, shows him the inner mechanism of
his being, of his action, of his movements’ (WWI 100). Each of us knows
himself both as an object and as a will, and this throws light on every
phenomenon in nature. The inner nature of all objects must be the same as
that which in ourselves we call will. But there are many different grades of
will, reaching down to gravitation and magnetism, and only the higher
grades are accompanied by knowledge and self-determination. Nonetheless,
the will is the real thing-in-itself for which Kant sought in vain.

Since he agrees that inanimate objects do not act on reasons or act for
motives, why does Schopenhauer call their natural tendencies ‘will’ rather
than ‘appetite’ like Aristotle, or ‘force’ like Newton? If we explain force in
terms of will, Schopenhauer replies, we explain the less known by the
better known. The only immediate knowledge we have of the world’s
inner nature is given us by our consciousness of our own will.

But what is the nature of will itself? All willing, Schopenhauer tells us,
arises from want, and so from deficiency, and therefore from suffering. If a
wish is granted, it is only succeeded by another; we always have many more
desires than we can satisfy. If our consciousness is filled by our will, we can
never have happiness or peace; our best hope is that pain and boredom will
alternate with each other.

In the third and fourth book of his masterpiece Schopenhauer offers two
different ways of liberation from the slavery to the will. The first way of
escape is through art, through the pure, disinterested contemplation of
beauty. The second way of escape is through renunciation. Only by renoun-
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cing the will to live can we be totally freed from the tyranny of the will. The
will to live is to be renounced not by suicide, but by asceticism. To make real
moral progress we must leave behind not just wickedness (delighting in the
suffering of others) and badness (using others as means to our ends) but also
mere justice (treating others on equal terms with ourselves) and even
goodness (willingness to sacrifice oneself for others). We must go beyond
virtue to asceticism. I must come to have such a horror of this miserable
world that I will no longer think it enough to love others as myself or to give
up my own pleasures when they stand in the way of others’ good. To reach
the ideal I must adopt chastity, poverty, and abstinence, and welcome death
when it comes as a deliverance from evil.

As models of self-abnegation, Schopenhauer held out Christian, Hindu,
and Buddhist saints. However, his case for asceticism did not rest on
any religious premisses, and he accepted that the life of most saints was
full of superstition. Religious beliefs, he thought, were mythical clothings
of truths unattainable by the uneducated. But his system was expressly
influenced by the Maya doctrine of Indian philosophy, the doctrine
that individual subjects and objects are all mere appearance, the veil of
Maya.

The World as Will and Idea had little immediate influence. In 1820 Schopen-
hauer went to Berlin, where the dominant philosopher in the university
was Hegel, for whom he had little respect, sneering at ‘the narcotic effect of
long-spun periods without a single idea in them’. He deliberately advertised
his lectures at the same time as Hegel’s, but he was unable to woo the
students away. The boycott of his lectures added fuel to his dislike of the
Hegelian system, which he regarded as mostly nonsense, or, as he put it,
‘atrocious and extremely wearisome humbug’ (WWT 26).

Schopenhauer did not win any public recognition of his genius until
1839, when he won a Norwegian prize for an essay On the Freedom of the Will.
This he published in 1841, along with another essay on the foundation of
ethics, under the title The Two Fundamental Problems of Ethics. In 1844 he
published an expanded edition of The World as Will and Idea and in 1851 a
collection of essays entitled Parerga and Paralipomena. These enabled a wide
public to appreciate the wit and clarity of his literary style, as well as to
savour, with pleasure or distaste, his irreverent and politically incorrect
opinions.
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The unsuccessful Continental revolutions of 1848 took place just after
Schopenhauer’s sixtieth birthday. In his sixties he became popular with
members of a generation that had become disillusioned with political
attempts to make the world a better place. He was courted by the German
academic establishment that he had flagellated in his writings. He was able
to enjoy the comforts of the world that he had denounced as a degrading
illusion. If people complained that his own life was very different from the
ascetic ideal that he proclaimed, he would reply, ‘it is a strange demand
upon a moralist that he should teach no other virtue than that which he
himself possesses’. He died in 1860.

Ethics and Religion in Kierkegaard

While Schopenhauer, in Frankfurt, was expanding The World as Will and Idea,
a Danish philosopher in Copenhagen was bringing out a series of treatises
that presented a similar call to asceticism on a quite different metaphysical
basis. This was Seren Aabye Kierkegaard, born in 1813 into a tragic family.
His mother and five of his six siblings died before he reached adulthood,
and his father believed himself cursed for a blasphemy uttered long ago
while a shepherd boy. Sent to Copenhagen University in 1830 to study
theology, Kierkegaard acquired, like Schopenhauer, a familiarity with, and
a hatred for, the philosophy of Hegel. He disliked theology, but in 1838 he
underwent a religious conversion, accompanied by a mystical experience
‘of indescribable joy’. In 1840 he became engaged to Regine Olsen, but he
broke off the engagement a year later, deciding that his own and his
family’s history rendered him unsuitable for marriage. Henceforth he
saw himself as a man with a vocation as a philosopher.

In 1841, after completing a dissertation on Socratic irony, Kierkegaard
went to Berlin and attended the lectures of Schelling. His distaste for
German idealism increased; but unlike Schopenhauer, he thought that
its mistake was to undervalue the concrete individual. Like Schopenhauer,
though, he sketched out for his readers a spiritual career that ends with
renunciation. In his version, however, each upward phase in the career, far
from being a diminution of individuality, is a stage in the affirmation of

one’s own unique personality.
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Kierkegaard’s system was expounded, between 1843 and 1846, in a series
of works published under different pseudonyms. Either/Or, of 1843, presents
two different life-views, one aesthetic and one ethical. From a starting point
in which the individual is an unquestioning member of a crowd, the
aesthetic life is the first stage towards self-realization. The aesthetic person
pursues pleasure, but does so with taste and elegance. The essential feature
of his character is that he avoids taking on any commitment, whether
personal, social, or official, that would limit his options for seizing what-
ever is immediately attractive. As time goes on, such a person may realize
that his demand for instant freedom is actually a limitation on his powers.
If so, he moves on to the ethical stage, in which he takes his place within
social institutions and accepts the obligations that flow from them. But
however hard he tries to fulfil the moral law, he finds that his powers are
unequal to it. Before God he is always in the wrong.

Both aesthetic and ethical ways of life have to be transcended in an
ascent to the religious sphere. This message is conveyed in different ways in
further pseudonymous works: Fear and Trembling in 1843, The Concept of Anxiety
in 1844, and Stages on Life’s Way in 1845. The series reached its climax with the
publication of the lengthy Concluding Scientific Postscript in 1846, whose mess-
age is that faith is not the outcome of any objective reasoning as the
Hegelians had claimed.

The transition from the ethical to the religious sphere is vividly por-
trayed in Fear and Trembling, which takes as its text the biblical story of God’s
command to Abraham to kill his son Isaac in sacrifice. An ethical hero,
such as Socrates, lays down his life for the sake of a universal moral law; but
Abraham breaks a moral law in obedience to an individual command of
God. This is what Kierkegaard calls ‘the teleological suspension of the
ethical’—Abraham’s act transgresses the ethical order to pursue a higher
end (telos) outside it. But if an individual feels a call to violate the moral law,
no one can tell him whether this is a mere temptation or a genuine
command of God. He cannot even know or prove it to himself: he has
to make a decision in blind faith.

After a second mystical experience in 1848 Kierkegaard adopted a more
transparent method of writing, and published, under his own name, a
number of Christian discourses and works such as Purity of Heart is to Will One
Thing (1847) and Works of Love (1847). But he reverted to a pseudonym for
Sickness unto Death, which presents faith as being the only alternative to
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despair, and as the necessary condition for a full realization of one’s
authentic existence or selfhood.

Much of the latter part of Kierkegaard’s life was taken up in conflict with
the established Danish Church, which he regarded as Christian only in
name. He was highly critical of the Primate, Bishop J. P. Mynster, and after
his death in 1854 published a bitter attack on him. He founded and funded
an anticlerical broadsheet, The Moment, which ran for nine issues, after
which he collapsed in the street and died, after a few weeks’ illness, in
November 1855. Against his wishes, and against the protests of his nephew,
he was given a church funeral.

Dialectical Materialism

Schopenhauer and Kierkegaard both derived their philosophical impetus
from a reaction against the system of Hegel. But the most violent and most
influential rejection of Hegelianism was that of Karl Marx, who described
his own philosophical mission as ‘turning Hegel upside down’. The dia-
lectical idealism of Hegel was in his vision to be replaced by a dialectical
materialism.

Marx’s father was a liberal Jew who had turned Protestant shortly before
his son’s birth in 1816. The young Karl went to school in Trier and attended
Bonn University for one year, studying law and living riotously. He then
went to Berlin University for five years, where he sobered up, took to
writing poetry, and switched from law to philosophy. When Marx arrived
in Berlin, Hegel was already dead, but he studied Hegelian philosophy with
a left-wing group known as the Young Hegelians, which included Ludwig
Feuerbach and was led by Bruno Bauer. From Hegel and Bauer, Marx
learnt to view history as a dialectical process. Each stage of history was
determined by its predecessor according to fundamental logical or meta-
physical principles in a process that had a rigour similar to that of a
geometrical proof.

The Young Hegelians attached great importance to Hegel’s concept of
alienation, that is to say, the state in which people view as exterior to
themselves something that is truly an intrinsic element of their own being.
The form of alienation Hegel himself emphasized was that in which
individuals, all of whom were manifestations of a single Spirit, saw each
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A posthumous drawing
of Kierkegaard, by
Vilhelm Marstrand

other as hostile rivals rather than elements of an underlying unity. Bauer,
and still more Feuerbach, regarded religion as the supreme form of
alienation, in which humans, who were the highest form of beings,
projected their own life and consciousness into an unreal heaven. ‘Religion
is the separation of man from himself,’ Feuerbach wrote; ‘he sets God over
against himself as an opposed being’ (W vi. 41).
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For both Hegel and Feuerbach religion was a form of false consciousness.
For Hegel this was to be remedied by the translation of religious myths into
idealist metaphysics. For Feuerbach, however, Hegelianism was itself a form
of alienation. Religion should be eliminated, not translated, and replaced
by a naturalistic, and positive, understanding of the everyday life of human
beings in society. Marx agreed that religion was a form of false conscious-
ness, but he thought that both Hegel and Feuerbach had provided only
inadequate remedies for alienation. Hegel’s metaphysics represented man
as a mere spectator of a process that he should in fact control. Feuerbach,
on the other hand, had not realized that God was not the only alien
essence men worshipped. Much more important was money, which repre-
sented the alienation of men’s labour. In so far as private property was the
basis of the State, Marx wrote in a critique of Hegel’s political philosophy,
the State too was an alienation of man’s true nature. Alienation was not to
be removed by philosophical reflection: what was needed was nothing less
than social upheaval. “The philosophers have only interpreted the world in
various ways; the point is to change it’ (TF 11).

Having obtained a doctorate from Jena University for a thesis on
Democritus and Epicurus, in 1842 Marx broke with the Young Hegelians,
went to live in Cologne, and began a career as a political journalist. He
edited a radical newspaper, the Rheinische Zeitung. In 1843 he married a
woman he had known since childhood, Jenny von Westphalen, the daugh-
ter of a baron in the service of the Prussian government. Though irritable
and dictatorial, Marx—unusually among great philosophers—enjoyed,
until Jenny’s death in 1881, a happy married life. Shortly after the wedding,
the Rheinische Zeitung was closed down by the Prussian government, under
pressure from the Tsar of Russia.

The Marxes moved to Paris, where Karl found further work as a
journalist, read his way through the English classics of political economy,
and made a number of radical friends. The most important of these was
Friedrich Engels, who had just returned from working for his father’s
cotton-spinning business in Manchester, where he had written a study of
the English working classes. Marx and Engels, after a meeting at the Café de
Régence in Paris, began to work out together the theory of ‘communism’,
that is to say, the abolition of private property in favour of communal
ownership. The major work on which the two men collaborated was The
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German Ideology, which was completed in Brussels, whither Marx had migra-
ted after being expelled from Paris for subversive journalism.

In this book Marx and Engels presented the materialist conception
of history. Life determines consciousness, not consciousness life. The
basic reality of history is the process of economic production, and to
understand it one must understand the material conditions of this pro-
duction. The varying modes of production give rise to the formation of
social classes, to warfare between them, and eventually to the forms of
political life, law, and ethics. The hand-mill, for instance, gives you a
society presided over by a feudal lord, the steam mill produces a society
dominated by the industrial capitalist. A dialectical process is leading the
world through these various stages towards a proletarian revolution and
the arrival of communism.

The German Ideology was not published until long after Marx’s death, but its
ideas were summarized in The Poverty of Philosophy of 1847 (a response to a
work of P. J. Proudhon entitled The Philosophy of Poverty). A better-known
presentation of the materialist conception of history was The Communist
Manifesto, which Marx produced in February 1848 on the basis of drafts by
Engels. This was intended as an epitome of the principles and ideals of the
newly founded Communist League. The message of the Manifesto was
summed up thus by Engels in the foreword to one of its later editions:

The whole history of mankind (since the dissolution of primitive tribal society,
holding land in common ownership) has been a history of class struggles, contests
between exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed classes; the history of these
class struggles forms a series of evolutions in which, nowadays, a stage has been
reached where the exploited and oppressed class—the proletariat—cannot attain its
emancipation from the sway of the exploiting and ruling class—the bourgeoisie—
without at the same time, and once and for all, emancipating society at large from
all exploitation, oppression, class distinctions and class struggles. (CM 48)

The most famous sentences of the Manifesto were its last: ‘Let the ruling
classes tremble at a communistic revolution. The proletarians have nothing
to lose but their chains. They have a world to win. Working men of all
countries, unite!’

In the year in which the Manifesto was published there were armed
uprisings in many cities, notably Paris, Berlin, Milan, and Rome. Marx

and Engels briefly returned to Germany, urging the revolutionaries to set
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up a system of free state education, to nationalize transport and banking,
and to impose a progressive income tax. After the collapse of the revolu-
tion, Marx was twice tried in Cologne, once on a charge of insulting the
public prosecutor and once on a charge of incitement to revolt. He was
acquitted on both counts but was expelled from Prussian territories. He
returned briefly to Paris but was once more expelled from there. For the
rest of his life he lived in London, often in abject poverty, which caused
three of his six children to die of starvation.

In London, Marx worked tirelessly at developing the theory of dialectical
materialism, often spending ten hours a day researching in the library of
the British Museum. During the winter of 1857-8 he wrote a series of
notebooks in which he summed up his economic thought of the previous
decade: these were not made available to the world in general until 1953,
when they appeared under the German title Grundrisse. On these drafts he
based the Contribution to a Critique of Political Economy of 1859. The preface of that
work contains a succinct and authoritative statement of the materialist
theory of history.

Throughout his life Marx endeavoured to combine communist theory
with communist practice. In 1864 he helped to found the International
Working Men’s Association, better known as the First International. It held
six congresses in nine years, but it suffered from internal dissension, led by
the anarchist Mikhail Bakunin, and fell into external disrepute because of
its support for the savage and futile insurrection in Paris in 1870. It was
dissolved in 1876.

Marx’s writing career culminated in the massive Capital, which sought to
explain in detail how the course of history was dictated by the forces and
relations of production. The first volume of this was published in Hamburg
in 1867; the second and third volumes remained unpublished when Marx
died in 1883 and were posthumously published by Engels. Marx was buried
beside his wife in Highgate Cemetery.

The theme of Marx’s great work is that the capitalist system is in a state
of terminal crisis. Capitalism, of its very nature, involves the exploitation of
the working class. For the true value of any product depends upon the
amount of labour put into it. But the capitalist appropriates part of this
value, paying the labourer less than the product’s real worth. As technol-
ogy develops, and with it the labourer’s productivity, a greater and greater
proportion of the wealth generated by labour finds its way into the pockets
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of the capitalist.2 This exploitation is bound to reach a point at which the
proletariat finds it intolerable, and rises in revolt. The capitalist system will
be replaced by the dictatorship of the proletariat, which will abolish private
property and introduce a socialist state in which the means of production
are totally under central government control. But the socialist state, in its
turn, will wither away to be replaced by a communist society in which the
interests of the individual will coincide with those of the community.

Marx’s predictions of proletarian revolution followed by universal
socialism and communism have, mercifully, been falsified by the course
of history since his death. But whatever he may himself have thought, his
theories are essentially philosophical and political rather than scientific;
and judged from that standpoint they can claim both successes and
failures. Marx erred in claiming that events are determined totally by
economic factors. Even in countries that underwent socialist revolutions
of a Marxist type, the power wielded by individuals such as Lenin, Stalin,
and Mao gave the lie to the theory that only impersonal forces give history
its shape. But, on the other hand, no historian, not even a historian of
philosophy, would nowadays dare to deny the influence of economic
factors on politics and culture.

If we look back, a century and a half later, on the proposals of The
Communist Manifesto, we find a mixture of rash draconian measures enforce-
able only by tyranny (e.g. abolition of inheritance and compulsory
agricultural labour), institutions that advanced countries now take for
granted (progressive taxation and universal education), and experiments
that have been adopted with greater or less success in different times and
places (nationalization of railways and banks). Considered as a prophet,
Marx has been discredited; and so has his claim that ideology is merely the
smokescreen of the status quo. But the most convincing refutation
of the thesis that consciousness is impotent to determine life is provided
by Marx’s own philosophy. For the history of the world since his death has
been enormously influenced, for good or ill, by his own system of ideas,
considered not as a scientific theory, but as an inspiration to political
activism and a guideline for political regimes.

2 Marx’s theory of surplus value will be considered in detail in Ch. 11.
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Darwin and Natural Selection

Ten years before his death Marx sent a copy of the second edition of the
first volume of Capital to Charles Darwin, whose On the Origin of Species had
been published fourteen years earlier. He received a courteous acknow-
ledgement of this gift of ‘the great work’, but Darwin, like many another
reader, found it impossible to proceed beyond the volume’s early pages. In
giving Marx’s funeral oration Engels described the materialist conception of
history as a scientific breakthrough comparable with the discovery of
evolution by natural selection. This was an exaggeration, but Marx and
Darwin did turn out to be the two most influential thinkers of the
nineteenth century—and the two most heavily criticized, then and now.

Charles Darwin was born in Shrewsbury in 1809 and boarded at Shrews-
bury School from 1818 to 1825. He enrolled as a medical student at
Edinburgh in 1825 but did not complete his studies; instead he went to
Christ’s College in Cambridge and took a pass BA in 1831. The Professor
of Botany recommended him to Captain Fitzroy of HMS Beagle, who
appointed him ship’s naturalist. During a five-year cruise in the southern
hemisphere Darwin collected a mass of geological, botanical, zoological,
and anthropological material. Initially he was more interested in geology
than in zoology, and made discoveries about the nature of volcanic islands
and the formation of coral reefs. He published a popular account of his
maritime researches in 1839 in a volume best known as The Voyage of the
Beagle. In the same year he married Emma Wedgwood and was elected to
the Royal Society.

During the 1840s and 1850s, studying the flora and fauna of his estate in
Kent, he developed the theory of natural selection, producing in 1844 a
sketch of his ideas for private circulation. He had in mind to present the
theory in a vast volume, to be completed some time in the 1860s. However,
when another zoologist, Alfred Russell Wallace, had a similar theory of the
‘survival of the fittest’ presented to a learned society in 1858, Darwin
decided to establish the independence and priority of his own ideas, and
thus rushed into print an ‘abstract’ of his ideas, which was On the Origin of
Species. In 1860 at a meeting of the British Association for the Advancement
of Science, Thomas Henry Huxley successfully defended Darwinism in a
famous debate with Samuel Wilberforce, the Bishop of Oxford.
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In later years Darwin published a number of supplementary treatises
on fertilization and variations of structure and behaviour within and
across species. The best known of his later books was published in 1871,
The Descent of Man and Selection in Relation to Sex. In that book, besides deve-
loping the theory of sexual selection, which was an important supplement
to the theory of natural selection, he defended the thesis that human
beings shared a common ancestor with orang-utans, chimpanzees, and
gorillas. He died in 1882 and was buried in Westminster Abbey.

Darwin was not the first person to propose a theory of evolution. In
the ancient world, as Darwin himself acknowledged, the Sicilian philosopher
Empedocles had ‘shadowed forth the principle of natural selection’.” But
Empedocles had been savaged by Aristotle, who believed that species had
existed from eternity, and he was ignored by Christians, who believed that
animal species had been created by God for Adam in the Garden of Eden. The
great Swedish naturalist Linnaeus (1707-78), whose classification of plant and
animal species was to provide the platform on which Darwin’s theory was built,
believed that each species had been separately created and that the resem-
blances and differences between them revealed the design of the creator.

Linnaeus and other taxonomists had divided the plant and animal
kingdoms into genera and species, to which they gave Latin names. All
lions, for instance are members of the same species, felis leo. The lion species
is a member of the genus of cats ( felis), which includes other species such as
the tiger ( felis tigris) and the leopard ( felis pardus). Within a given species the
characteristics of individuals may vary widely, but the defining mark of a
species is that its members can breed with other members to produce
offspring of the same species. Unions between members of different species,
on the other hand, are commonly sterile.

Rather than appeal to the inscrutable purposes of a creator, a number of
naturalists had suggested that the resemblances between different species
within a genus might be explained by descent from a distant common ancestor.
This was proposed by Darwin’s grandfather Erasmus Darwin (1731-1802), and
also by the French zoologist ]. B. Lamarck, who in 1815 maintained that any
generation of a species might acquire a beneficial characteristic which it would
then pass on to its offspring. Giraftes, stretching to reach the topmost leaves,

would lengthen their necks and beget longer-necked offspring.

* See vol. I, p. 21.
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Darwin, by resurrecting the ancient idea of natural selection, was able to
put forward a quite different explanation of the resemblances and differ-
ences between species. The fundamental bases of his theory were three.
First, organisms vary greatly in the degree to which they are adapted to the
environment in which they live. Second, all species are capable of repro-
ducing at a rate that would increase their numbers from generation to
generation: even a single couple of slow-breeding elephants, after a period
of 500 years, could have 15 million descendants. Third, the reason that
species do not increase and multiply at this rate is that in each generation
only a few offspring survive to breed. All the members of each species have
to fight for existence, against the climate and against competing individuals
and competing species, to obtain food for themselves and to avoid becom-
ing food for others. It is this third factor that operates the selection that is
the mechanism of evolution.

Owing to this struggle for life, any variation, however slight, and from whatever
cause proceeding, if it be in any degree profitable to an individual of any species in
its infinitely complex relations to other organic beings and to external nature, will
tend to the preservation of that individual and will generally be inherited by its
oftspring. The offspring, also, will thus have a better chance of surviving, for, of
the many individuals of any species which are periodically born, but a small
number can survive. (0S 52)

Darwin distinguished three different kinds of selection. Artificial selection
had long been practised by human husbandmen who selected for breeding
the specimens, whether of potatoes or racehorses, that were best adapted to
their purposes. Natural selection, unlike artificial selection, was not pur-
posive. Advantageous variations were preserved and extended simply by
natural pressures on the survival and reproduction of the individuals of a
species. Within natural selection Darwin made a further distinction: bet-
ween natural selection in the narrow sense, which determined whether an
individual survived long enough to breed, and sexual selection, which
determined with whom such a surviving individual would mate. Unlike
Lamarck, Darwin did not believe that the variations in adaptation were
acquired by parents in their lifetime: the variations that they passed on
were ones they had themselves inherited. Though it was possible to
establish some laws of variability, the origin of a particular advantageous
variation could well be a matter of chance.
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Natural selection can easily be illustrated, and observed, in the case of
characteristics within a single species. Suppose that there is a population of
moths, some happening to be dark and others happening to be pale, who live
on birch trees and are preyed upon by birds. While the trees retain their
natural silver colour, the better-camouflaged pale moths will have a better
chance of survival, and will therefore come to form the greater part of the
population. If, however, the trees become blackened with soot, the odds of
survival will tilt in favour of the dark moths. As they survive in more than
average numbers, it will appear from the outside that the species is changing
its colour, from being characteristically pale to being characteristically dark.

Darwin believed that over a long period of time natural selection could go
further and create whole new species of plants and animals. This would,
indeed, be a process so slow as to be in the normal sense unobservable; but
recent discoveries in geology made plausible the idea that the earth had
existed for a sufficient length of time for species to come into and go out of
existence in this manner. Evolution could thus explain not only the like-
nesses and differences between existing species, but also the difference
between the species now extant and defunct species from earlier ages that
were being discovered in fossil form throughout the world. Even the most
complex organs and instincts, Darwin claimed, could be explained by the
accumulation of innumerable slight variations, each good for the individual.

To suppose that the eye, with all its inimitable contrivances for adjusting the focus
to different distances, for admitting different amounts of light, and for the
correction of spherical and chromatic aberration, could have been formed by
natural selection, seems, I freely confess, absurd in the highest possible degree. Yet
reason tells me, that if numerous gradations from a perfect and complex eye to one
very imperfect and simple, each grade being useful to its possessor, can be shown
to exist; if further, the eye does vary ever so slightly, and the variations be inherited,
which is certainly the case; and if any variation of modification in the organ be ever
useful to an animal under changing conditions of life, then the difficulty of
believing that a perfect and complex eye could be formed by natural selection,
though insuperable by our imagination, can hardly be considered real. (OS 152)

The case for Darwin’s theory was greatly strengthened after his death, first
when the laws of population genetics established by Gregor Mendel
became generally known, and then when the identification of DNA
enabled molecular geneticists to elucidate the mechanisms of heredity.
The story of Darwinism belongs to the history of science, not the history of
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philosophy; but no history of philosophy can omit to mention Darwin,
because of the implications of his biological work on philosophy of religion
and on general metaphysics.4

John Henry Newman

Though Darwin’s ideas met with opposition in some ecclesiastical circles,
they were accepted with equanimity by the greatest religious writer of
the Victorian age, John Henry Newman. Shortly after the appearance of On
the Origin of Species Newman observed that if one were to believe in the
separate creation of each species one would also have to believe in
the creation of fossil-bearing rocks. ‘“There is as much want of simplicity
in the creation of distinct species’, he wrote, ‘asin those of the creation of trees
in full growth or of rocks with fossils in them. I mean that it is as strange that
monkeys should be so like men, with no historical connexion between them,
as that there should be...no history or course of facts by which fossil
bones got into the rocks.” He was quite prepared ‘to go the whole hog with
Darwin’ and he took no part in any controversy between science and religion.
His claim to a place in the history of philosophy lies elsewhere.

Newman was born in London in 1801, and was an undergraduate at
Trinity College, Oxford, from 1817 to 1820, and a Fellow of Oriel between
1822 and 1845. In 1828 he became Vicar of St Mary’s, the university church,
and acquired a lasting fame as a preacher. After an evangelical upbringing
he became convinced, over the years, of the truth of the Catholic interpre-
tation of Christianity. He was one of the founders of the ‘Oxford Movement’,
which sought to have this interpretation accepted as authoritative within
the Church of England. In 1845, however, he converted to Roman Catholicism
and resigned his Oriel fellowship.

As a Roman Catholic priest he founded an oratory, or community of
parochial priests, in Birmingham, where he was based for most of the rest
of his life. In 1850 he was appointed the first Rector of a new Catholic
university in Dublin, a post which he held until 1858. The lectures and
addresses which he gave in that capacity became The Idea of a University,
which when published became a classic of the theory of education.

* These implications are discussed in Chs. 7 and 12.
* Quoted by David Brown, Newman: A Man for our Time (London: SPCK, 1990), 5.
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Newman wrote numerous theological works both before and after his
conversion, but his claim to be a great writer was established for the general
public by his Apologia pro Vita Sua, an autobiography written in response to
charges against his integrity brought by the novelist Charles Kingsley. In
addition to historical and devotional works he wrote one philosophical
classic, An Essay in Aid of a Grammar of Assent of 1870, which developed
epistemological ideas he had first presented in his University Sermons in
St Mary’s. Newman did not share the enthusiasm of Cardinal Manning,
head of the Catholic Church in England, for the Vatican Council’s defin-
ition of Papal Infallibility in 1870. Nonetheless, he was in 1879 made a
cardinal by Pope Leo XIII. He lived a retired life until his death in 1890.
One of his best-known works today is The Dream of Gerontius, a poetical drama
and meditation on death, which was set to music by Edward Elgar in 1900.

Newman’s interest in philosophy derived from his desire to prove to the
world that not just belief in God, but the acceptance of a specific religious
creed, was a completely rational activity. He faced squarely the question:
how can religious belief be justified, given that the evidence for its conclu-
sions seems inadequate for the total commitment of faith? He did not, like
Kierkegaard, demand the adoption of faith in the absence of reasons, a
blind leap over a precipice. He sought to show that adhesion to a creed was
itself reasonable, even if no proof could be offered of its articles. In the
course of dealing with this question in The Grammar of Assent, Newman had
much to say of general philosophical interest about the nature of belief, in
secular as well as religious contexts.

The general philosophical question posed by Newman is this: is it always
wrong to give assent to a proposition in the absence of adequate evidence
or argument? Locke had asserted that no proposition should be entertained
with greater assurance than justified by the proofs it was built on. In
response, Newman pointed to the fact that many of our most solid beliefs
go well beyond the flimsy evidence we could offer for them. We all believe
that Great Britain is an island; but how many of us have circumnavigated
it, or met people who have? If we refused ever to give assents going beyond
the force of evidence, the world could not go on, and science itself could
make no progress.

Religious belief, then, cannot be condemned as irrational simply on
account of being based on grounds that are no more than conjectural. In
fact, Newman maintained, strong evidence for the truth of the Christian
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religion is to be found in the history of Judaism. He agreed, however, that
this evidence carried weight only for those who were already prepared to
receive it, people who believed in the existence of God and the possibility of
revelation. If it is asked why one should believe in God in the first place,
Newman responds by appealing to the inward experience of divine power,
which is to be found in the voice of conscience.

Few who were not already believers have found convincing either
Newman’s argument from conscience or his appeal to the testimony of
history. But the general epistemological account within which he embeds
his apologetics has been admired by philosophers who were far from
sharing his religious faith. It is arguably the best treatment of the topics
of belief and certainty between Hume and \X/ittgenstein.6

Nietzsche

Just at the time when Newman was presenting his justification of the
rationality of religious belief, there was appointed to a professorship in
Basel a young man who was to make the twentieth century echo to his
proclamation of the death of God. Friedrich Nietzsche was born into a
devout Lutheran family in Saxony in 1844. He studied at the universities of
Bonn and Leipzig; his training was not in philosophy but in classical
philology, in which he displayed such facility that he became a full
professor at the age of twenty-four, before he had even completed his
doctorate. He taught at Basel from 1869 to 1879, with a brief interval of
service in the ambulance corps during the Franco-Prussian War of 1870.
Nietzsche was profoundly influenced by two events shortly before he
took up his chair. One was reading of Schopenhauer’s The World as Will and
Idea; the other was meeting Richard Wagner, whose Tristan und Isolde had
fascinated him since he had heard it at the age of sixteen. His first published
work, The Birth of Tragedy of 1872, showed the influence of both men. In it he
drew a contrast between two aspects of the Greek psyche: the wild
irrational passions personified in Dionysus, which found expression in
music and tragedy, and the disciplined and harmonious beauty represented
by Apollo, which found expression in epic and the plastic arts. The

® See Ch. 6 below.
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triumph of Greek culture was to achieve a synthesis between the two—a
synthesis that was disrupted by the rationalistic incursion of Socrates.
The decadence which then overtook Greece had infected contemporary
Germany, which could achieve salvation only through following the lead
of Wagner, to whom the book was dedicated.

Between 1873 and 1876 Nietzsche published four essays, Untimely Medita-
tions (or, in another English version, Songs out of Season). Two were negative,
one a criticism of David Strauss, author of a famous life of Jesus, the other
an attack on the pretensions of scientific history. Two were positive: one in
praise of Schopenhauer and the other in eulogy of Wagner. But by 1878
Nietzsche had broken with Wagner (he was disgusted with Parsifal) and had
lost his enthusiasm for Schopenhauer (whose pessimism he now found
stifling). In Human, All too Human, he showed himself uncharacteristically
sympathetic to utilitarian morality and for once appeared to value science
as superior to art. But his enduring underlying conviction that art was the
supreme task of life displayed itself in the form of the work, which is poetic
and aphoristic rather than argumentative or deductive.

In 1879, afflicted by psychosomatic illness, Nietzsche took early retire-
ment from his chair at Basel and brought his academic career to an end.
For the next ten years he dwelt in various places in Italy and Switzerland in
pursuit of better health, spending many a summer in Sils Maria in the
Engadine. He published a series of works in which he hoped to replace the
pessimism of Schopenhauer with an optimistic affirmation of life. In works
such as Daybreak in 1881 and The Gay Science (or Joyful Wisdom) in 1882 he
denounced, as elements hostile to life, Christian self-denial, altruistic
ethics, democratic politics, and scientific positivism. He saw it as his task
‘to erect a new image and idea of the free spirit’.

As a practical expression of the freedom of his spirit, Nietzsche in 1882
joined the German materialist Paul Rée and the Russian feminist Louise
von Salomé in a cohabiting ‘trinity’. This love triangle, however, did not
last long and from 1883 to 1885 Nietzsche devoted himself to the produc-
tion of his most famous work, the oracular Thus Spake Zarathustra. The
unhappy ending of his relationship with Lou may be part cause of the
book’s most famous aphorism, ‘You are going among women? Do not
forget the whip!” But the work contained three more important ideas that
were going to be of significance in the final period of Nietzsche’s life. One is
the idea that men as they now are will be superseded by a race of supermen:
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‘higher ones, stronger ones, more triumphant ones, merrier ones, built
squarely in body and soul’. The second is the idea of the transvaluation of
values: a complete overturning of traditional and especially Christian
moral priorities. The third is the idea of eternal recurrence: in infinite
time there are periodic cycles in which all that has ever happened happens
once again.

These ideas were given an exposition that was less prophetical and more
discursive in the philosophically most important of Nietzsche’s works,
Beyond Good and Evil of 1886 and The Genealogy of Morals in 1887. These texts
set out a contrast between an aristocratic master-morality which places a
high value on nobility, bravery, and truthfulness, and a slave-morality or
herd-morality which values submissive traits such as humility, sympathy,
and benevolence. Nietzsche saw these works as prolegomena to a system-
atic exposition of his philosophy, on which he worked energetically but
was never able to complete. Several versions extracted from his notes were
posthumously published, but only the first part of the work appeared in his
lifetime, under the title The Antichrist (published in 1895).

The year 1888 was one of feverish production. In addition to The
Antichrist Nietzsche published a ferocious attack on Wagner (The Case of
Wagner) and wrote The Twilight of the Idols (published in 1889). He also wrote a
semi-autobiographical work, Ecce Homo, in which can be detected signs of
the mental instability (probably of syphilitic origin) that led to him
being institutionalized in Jena in 1889. He ended his days insane, being
nursed first by his mother and later at Weimar by his sister Elizabeth, who
built up an archive of his papers. Nietzsche died in 1900; his sister took
control of his Nachlass and exercised a degree of protective control over its
publication.

During the twentieth century Nietzsche had a great influence in
continental Europe, especially upon Russian literature and German philo-
sophy. His opposition to submissive morality and to democratic socialism
made him popular among Nazis, who saw themselves as developing a race
of superior humans. Partly for this reason, he was long neglected by
English-speaking philosophers; but in the latter part of the century,
ethicists in the analytic tradition came to realize that his onslaught on

traditional morality needed to be answered rather than ignored.7

7 Nietzsche’s writings on morality are considered in detail in Ch. 9.
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Peirce to Strawson

C. §. Peirce and Pragmatism

he thinkers whom we have considered so far in these volumes have all
Tcome from Europe, North Africa, or the Middle East. The American
continent, nowadays home to many of the world’s most influential
philosophers, was almost barren of philosophy until the latter part of the
nineteenth century. In the eighteenth century acute contributions to
different areas of philosophy were made by the Calvinist theologian
Jonathan Edwards (1703-58) and the Enlightenment polymath Benjamin
Franklin (1706-90). Early in the nineteenth century the essayist Ralph
Waldo Emerson (1803-82) presented a form of idealism, called ‘transcen-
dentalism’, which was briefly fashionable in the United States. But it was
with the work of Charles Sanders Peirce (1839—1914) that American philo-
sophy really came of age.

Peirce was the son of a formidable professor of mathematics at Harvard,
and he took a summa cum laude degree in chemistry there in 1863. For thirty
years he served on the US coastal survey, and he also undertook research at
Harvard Observatory. The only book he published, Photometric Researches, was
a work of astronomy. Around 1872 he joined William James, Chauncey
Wright, Oliver Wendell Holmes, and others in a discussion group known as
the Metaphysical Club. He gave several lecture courses at Harvard on the
history and logic of science, and from 1879 until 1884 he was a lecturer on
logic at the new, research-oriented Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore.
But he was a difficult colleague, impatient of academic conventions, and his
marriage to Melusina Fay, a pioneering feminist, broke down in 1883.
He failed to obtain tenure, and he never again held an academic post or
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a full-time job. During the latter part of his life he lived in poverty in
Pennsylvania with his devoted second wife, Juliette.

Peirce was a highly original thinker. Like many another nineteenth-
century philosopher, he took as his starting point the philosophy of Kant,
whose Critique of Pure Reason he claimed to know almost by heart. But he
regarded Kant’s comprehension of formal logic as amateurish. When he set
himself to repair this deficiency he found it necessary to recast substantial
parts of the Kantian system, such as the theory of categories. Unusually
among his contemporaries, he knew and admired the writings of the
medieval scholastics, in particular the works of Duns Scotus. The feature
he most praised in scholastic philosophers (as in Gothic architects) was the
complete absence in their work of self-conceit. He himself had a high
opinion of his own merits, regarding Aristotle and Leibniz as his only peers
in logic. His work ranged widely, not only over logic in the narrow sense,
but also encompassing theory of language, epistemology, and philosophy
of mind. He was the originator of one of the most influential of American
schools of philosophy, namely pragmatism.

During his lifetime, Peirce’s philosophy was presented to the public only
in a series of journal articles. In 1868 he published in the Journal of Speculative
Philosophy two articles with the title ‘Questions Concerning Certain Faculties
Claimed for Man’: these set out an early version of his epistemology. The
results are mainly negative: we have no power of introspection, and we
have no power of thinking without signs. Above all we have no power of
intuition: every cognition is determined logically by some prior cognition.

More influential was a series of ‘illustrations of the logic of science’
which appeared in the Popular Science Monthly in 1877-8. In these he enun-
ciated his principle of fallibilism, that anything that claims to be human
knowledge may, in the end, turn out to be mistaken. This, he insisted, does
not mean that there is no such thing as objective truth. Absolute truth is
the goal of scientific inquiry, but the most we can achieve is ever-improving
approximations to it. One of the 1878 articles contains the first formulation
of what was later called ‘the principle of pragmatism’. This was to the effect
that in order to attain clearness in our thoughts of an object, we need only
consider what conceivable effects of a practical kind the object may involve
(EWP 300).

In 1884 Peirce edited a collection of Johns Hopkins Studies in Logic. He wrote
an essay on the logic of relations, and his system of quantificational logic
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was presented by one of his students. The system included a novel notation
for representing the syntax of relations: e.g. the compound sign ‘Lij’ could
represent that Isaac loves Jessica, and the sign ‘Gijk’ could represent that
Isaac gave Jessica to Kore. It also contained two signs for quantifiers, ‘2"
corresponding to ‘some’, and /I’ corresponding to ‘all’. The syntax of
Peirce’s ‘General Algebra of Logic’, as he called it, was equivalent to that of
the system of logic that Gottlob Frege, unknown to him, had developed in
Germany a few years previously.

In The Monist in 1891-2, ‘A Guess at the Riddle’, Peirce presented his
metaphysics and philosophy of mind against the background of an overall
evolutionary cosmology. The definitive statement of his pragmatism
(which he now preferred to call ‘pragmaticism’, since he wished to disown
some of the theses of his pragmatist disciples) was issued in a course of
lectures at Harvard in 1903 and a further series of papers in The Monist in 1905.

In the last years of his life Peirce worked hard to develop a general theory
of signs—a ‘semiotic’ as he called it—as a framework for the philosophy of
thought and language. Many of these ideas, which some regard as his most
important contribution to philosophy, were worked out between 1903 and
1912 in correspondence with an Englishwoman, Victoria Welby.

Peirce never completed the full synthesis of philosophy on which he
worked for many years, and at his death left a mass of unpublished drafts,
many of which were posthumously published once interest in his work
blossomed in the twentieth century. His influence on other philosophers
has not been in proportion to his genius. Peirce’s work in logic was never
presented in a fully rigorous form, and it was Frege who, through Russell,
gave to the world the logical system that the two of them had independ-
ently conceived. Peirce’s subtle version of pragmatism never seized the
imagination of the world in the same way as the more popular version of
his admirer William James. It is to the work of Frege and James, therefore,
that we now turn.

The Logicism of Frege

Gottlob Frege (1848—1925) was known to few people in his lifetime, but after
his death came to occupy a unique position in the history of philosophy.

He was the inventor of modern mathematical logic, and an outstanding
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philosopher of mathematics. He is revered by many as the founder of the
school of philosophy which has long been the dominant one in Anglo-
phone universities: analytic philosophy, which focuses its concern on the
analysis of meaning in language. It was his influence—mediated in Britain
by Bertrand Russell and on the European mainland by Edmund Husserl—
that gave philosophy the linguistic turn that characterized the twentieth
century.

Frege was born into a Lutheran family of schoolteachers who lived in
Wismar, on the Baltic coast of Germany. His father died when he was in his
teens, and he was supported through school and university by his mother,
now headmistress of the girls’ school that had been founded by her husband.
He entered Jena University in 1869, but after four semesters he moved to
Gottingen, where he took his Ph.D., with a geometrical dissertation, in 1873.
He returned to Jena as a privatdozent, or unsalaried lecturer, in 1874, and taught
there in the mathematics faculty for forty-four years, becoming a professor
in 1879. Apart from his intellectual activity his life was uneventful and
secluded. Few of his colleagues troubled to read his books and articles, and
for his most important work he had difficulty in finding a publisher.

Frege’s productive career began in 1879 with the publication of a pamphlet
entitled Begriffsschrift (*Concept Script’). The concept script that gave the book
its title was a new symbolism designed to bring out clearly logical relation-
ships that ordinary language obscures. Frege used it to develop a new system
that has a permanent place at the heart of modern logic: the propositional
calculus. This is the branch of logic that deals with those inferences that
depend on the force of negation, conjunction, disjunction, etc. when applied
to sentences as wholes. Its fundamental principle is to treat the truth-value
(i.e. the truth or falsehood as the case may be) of sentences containing
connectives such as ‘and’, ‘if’, and ‘or’ as being determined solely by the
truth-values of the component sentences linked by the connectives. Com-
posite sentences such as ‘Smow is white and grass is green’ are treated as
being, in the logicians’ technical term, truth-functions of their constituent
simple propositions such as ‘Snow is white’ and ‘Grass is green’.

Propositional logic had been studied in the ancient world by the Stoics
and in the Middle Ages by Ockham and others:' but it was Frege who
gave it its first systematic formulation. Begriffsschrift presents the propo-

' See vol. 1, p- 141; vol. II, pp. 148-50.
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sitional calculus in an axiomatic manner in which all the laws of
propositional logic are derived, by a specified method of inference, from a
number of primitive propositions. The actual symbolism that Frege
invented for this purpose is difficult to print, and has long been superseded
in the presentation of the calculus; but the operations that it expressed
continue to be fundamental in mathematical logic.

It was not, however, the propositional calculus, but the predicate
calculus, that was Frege’s greatest contribution to logic. This is the branch
of logic that deals with the internal structure of propositions rather than
with propositions considered as atomic units. Frege invented a novel
notation for quantification, that is to say, a method of symbolizing and
rigorously displaying those inferences that depend for their validity on
expressions such as ‘all’ or ‘some’, ‘no’ or ‘none’. With this notation he
presented a predicate calculus that greatly improved upon the Aristotelian
syllogistic that had hitherto been looked upon as the be-all and end-all of
logic. Frege’s calculus allowed formal logic, for the first time, to cope with
sentences containing multiple quantification, such as ‘Nobody knows
everything’ and ‘Every boy loves some gilrl’.2

Though Begriffsschrift is a classical text in the history of logic, Frege’s
purpose in writing it was concerned more with mathematics than with
logic. He wanted to put forward a formal system of arithmetic as well as a
formal system of logic, and most importantly, he wanted to show that the
two systems were intimately linked. All the truths of arithmetic, he
claimed, could be shown to follow from truths of logic without the need
of any extra support. How this thesis (which came to be known as
‘logicism’) was to be demonstrated was sketched in Begriffsschrift, and set
out more fully in two later works, Grundlagen der Arithmetik (‘Foundations of
Arithmetic’) of 1884 and Die Grundgesetze der Arithmetik (“The Fundamental
Laws of Arithmetic’) of 1893 and 1903.

The most important step in Frege’s logicist programme was to define
arithmetical notions, such as that of number, in terms of purely logical
notions, such as that of class. Frege achieves this by treating the cardinal
numbers as classes of equivalent classes, that is to say, of classes with the
same number of members. Thus the number two is the class of pairs, and
the number three the class of trios. Such a definition at first sight appears

2 See Ch. 4 below.
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circular, but in fact it is not since the notion of equivalence between classes
can be defined without making use of the notion of number. Two classes are
equivalent to each other if they can be mapped onto each other without
residue. Thus, to take an example of Frege’s, a waiter may know that there
are as many knives as there are plates on a table without knowing how
many of each there are. All he needs to do is to observe that there is a knife
to the right of every plate and a plate to the left of every knife.

Thus, we could define four as the class of all classes equivalent to the
class of gospel-makers. But such a definition would be useless for the
logicist’s purpose since the fact that there were four gospel-makers is no
part of logic. Frege has to find, for each number, not only a class of the
right size, but one whose size is guaranteed by logic. He does this by
beginning with zero as the first of the number series. This can be defined
in purely logical terms as the class of all classes equivalent to the class of
objects that are not identical with themselves: a class that obviously has no
members (‘the null class’). We can then go on to define the number one as
the class of all classes equivalent to the class whose only member is zero. In
order to pass from these definitions to definitions of the other natural
numbers Frege needs to define the notion of ‘succeeding’ in the sense in
which three succeeds two, and four succeeds three, in the number series.
He defines ‘n immediately succeeds m’ as ‘“There exists a concept F, and an
object falling under it x, such that the number of Fs is n and the number of
Fs not identical with x is m’. With the aid of this definition the other
numbers can be defined without using any notions other than logical
ones such as identity, class, and class-equivalence.

Begriffsschrift is a very austere and formal work. The Foundations of Arithmetic
sets out the logicist programme much more fully, but also much more
informally. Symbols appear rarely, and Frege takes great pains to relate his
work to that of other philosophers. According to Kant, our knowledge of
both arithmetic and geometry depended on intuition: in the Critique of Pure
Reason he had maintained that mathematical truths were synthetic a priori,
that is to say that while they were genuinely informative, they were known
in advance of all experience.3 John Stuart Mill, as we have seen, maintained
that mathematical propositions were empirical generalizations, widely

applicable and widely confirmed, but a posteriori nonetheless.
¥ See vol. III, p. 103.
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Frege agreed with Kant against Mill that mathematics was known
a priori, and like Kant he thought that geometry rested on intuition. But
his thesis that arithmetic was a branch of logic meant that it was not
synthetic, as Kant had claimed, but analytic. It was based, if Frege was right,
solely upon general laws that were operative in every sphere of knowledge
and needed no support from empirical facts. Arithmetic had no separate
subject matter of its own any more than logic had.

In the Foundations there are two theses that Frege regarded as important.
One is that each individual number is a self-subsistent object. The other is
that the content of a statement assigning a number is an assertion about
a concept. At first sight these propositions seem to conflict with each other;
but once we understand what Frege means by ‘concept’ and ‘object’ we see
that they do not.

In saying that a number is an object, Frege is not suggesting that it is
something tangible like a bush or a box. Rather, he is denying two things.
First, he is denying that a number is a property of anything: in three blind
mice, threeness is not a property of any mouse in the way that blindness is.
Second, he is denying that number is anything subjective, an image or idea
or any property of any mental item.

Concepts, for Frege, are mind-independent, and so there is no contra-
diction between the claim that numbers are objective and the claim that
number statements are statements about concepts. By this second claim,
Frege means that a statement such as ‘The earth has one moon’ assigns the
number one to the concept moon of the earth. Similarly, ‘Venus has no moons’
assigns the number zero to the concept moon of Venus. In this latter case, it is
quite clear that there does not exist any moon to have a number as its
property. But all statements of number are to be treated in the same way.

But if number statements of this kind are statements about concepts,
what kind of object is a number itself? Frege’s answer is that a number is
the extension of a concept. The number that belongs to the concept F, he
says, is the extension of the concept ‘like numbered to the concept F’. This
is tantamount to saying that it is the class of all classes that have the same
number of members as the class of Fs, as was explained above. So Frege’s
theory that numbers are objects depends on the possibility of taking classes
as objects.

In the years after the publication of Foundations, Frege published a number
of seminal papers on the philosophy of language. Three appeared in 1891-2:
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‘Function and Concept’, ‘Sense and Reference’, ‘Concept and Object’. Each
of these presented original philosophical ideas of great importance with
astonishing brevity and clarity. They were seen, no doubt, by Frege himself
as ancillary to his concerns with the nature of mathematics, but at the
present time they are regarded as founding classics of modern semantic
theory.4

Between 1884 and 1893 Frege worked on the treatise that should have been
the climax of his intellectual career, the Grundgesetze der Arithmetik, which was
to set out in a complete and formal manner the logicist construction of
arithmetic from logic. The task was to enunciate a set of axioms that would
be recognizably truths of logic, to propound a set of undoubtedly sound
rules of inference, and then from those axioms by those rules to derive, one
by one, the standard truths of arithmetic. The derivation was to occupy
three volumes, of which only two were completed, the first dealing with the
natural numbers, and the second with negative, fractional, irrational, and
complex numbers.

Frege’s ambitious project aborted before it was completed. Between the
publication of the first volume in 1893 and the second in 1903 Frege
received a letter from an English philosopher, Bertrand Russell, pointing
out that the fifth of the initial set of axioms rendered the whole system
inconsistent. This axiom stated, in effect, that if every Fis a G, and every G is
an F, then the class of Fs is identical with the class of Gs; and vice versa. It
was the axiom which, in Frege’s words, allowed the transition from a
concept to its extension, the transition from concepts to classes that was
essential if it was to be established that numbers were logical objects.

The problem, as Russell pointed out, was that the system, with this
axiom, permits without restriction the formation of classes of classes, and
classes of classes of classes, and so on. Classes must themselves be classifi-
able. Now can a class be a member of itself? Most classes are not (the class of
men is not a man) but some apparently are (e.g. the class of classes is surely
a class). It seems, therefore, that we have two kinds of classes: those that are
members of themselves and those that are not. But the formation of the
class of all classes that are not members of themselves leads to paradox: if it
is a member of itself, then it is not a member of itself, and if it is not a

4 Frege’s contribution to the philosophy of language is detailed in Ch. 5.
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member of itself, then it is a member of itself. A system that leads to such
a paradox cannot be logically sound.

The second volume of Grundgesetze was already in press when Russell’s
letter arrived. Utterly downcast, Frege described the paradox in an appen-
dix, and attempted to patch the system by weakening the guilty axiom. But
this revised system in its turn proved inconsistent. After retiring from Jena
in 1918 Frege seems to have given up his belief that arithmetic can be
derived from logic, and returned to the Kantian view that it is, like
geometry, synthetic a priori.

We now know that the logicist programme can never be carried out.
The path from the axioms of logic to the theorems of arithmetic is barred
at two points. First, as Russell showed, the naive set theory that was part of
Frege’s logical basis was inconsistent in itself. Second, the notion of ‘axioms
of arithmetic” was itself called in question when it was later shown (by the
Austrian mathematician Kurt Gédel in 1931) that it was impossible to give
arithmetic a complete and consistent axiomatization.

Nonetheless, Frege’s philosophical legacy was enormous. He often com-
pared the mathematician to a geographer who maps new continents. His
own career as a thinker resembled that of Christopher Columbus as an
explorer. Just as Columbus failed to find a passage to India but made Europe
acquainted with a whole new continent, so Frege failed to derive arithmetic
from logic, but made innovations in logic and advances in philosophy that
permanently changed the whole map of both subjects. Like Columbus,
Frege succumbed to discouragement and depression; he was never to know
that he was the founder of an influential philosophical movement. But he
did not give up all hope that his work had value: leaving his papers to his son
just before his death in 1925 he wrote, ‘Do not despise the pieces I have
written. Even if all is not gold, there is gold in them.’

Psychology and Pragmatism in William James

William James (1842—1910) was six years older than Frege, but he began his
philosophical career quite late in life. He was born in New York, the son
of a Swedenborgian theologian and the elder brother of the celebrated
novelist Henry James. He was educated partly in America and partly

in Europe, where he attended schools in France and Germany. For a while
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he hesitated between painting and medicine as a career, but in 1864 he
enrolled in the Harvard Medical School. After taking his degree he suffered
a period of ill health and depression, but after a recovery (which he
attributed to reading the works of the French philosopher Charles Renou-
vier) he was appointed to the Harvard faculty in 1873 as an instructor in
anatomy and physiology. His interests shifted towards empirical psych-
ology, and in 1876 he established the first psychological laboratory in
America. Among his pupils was the novelist Gertrude Stein. His two-
volume Principles of Psychology, of 1890, was a racy survey of the results of
the infant discipline. The task of psychology, as James saw it, was to link
conditions of the brain with the varying phenomena of the stream of
consciousness.

The book became a standard textbook, but by the time it was published
James had left psychology and become a professor of philosophy—a
subject that had fascinated him since his discussions with Peirce and others
in the Metaphysical Club of 1872. Like his father, James was deeply
concerned with religious issues, and was anxious to reconcile a scientific
world-view with a belief in God, freedom, and immortality. His profes-
sional career as a philosophical writer was inaugurated in 1897 with the
appearance of The Will to Believe, in which he discussed situations where we
have to decide on issues in the absence of compelling theoretical evidence.
In such cases, he argued, the duty to believe truth should be given equal
weight with the duty to avoid error. He soon built up an international
reputation, and in 19012 he gave the Gifford lectures in Edinburgh, which
were later published as Varieties of Religious Experience. In that work he set
himself to examine ‘the feelings, acts and experiences of individual men in
their solitude, so far as they apprehend themselves to stand in relation to
whatever they may consider the divine.” He subjected the phenomena of
mysticism and other forms of religious sentiment to empirical investigation
in the hope of establishing their authenticity and validity.

It was the publication of Pragmatism in 1907 that established James’s
position as the doyen of American philosophy. Both the title and the
main theme of the work were credited by James to Peirce, and in his
formulation of his pragmatic principle, his debt is obvious.

To attain perfect clearness in our thoughts of an object, we need only consider
what conceivable effects of a practical kind the object may involve—what sensations
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we are to expect from it, and what reactions we must prepare. Our conception of
these effects, whether immediate or remote, is then for us the whole of our
conception of the object, so far as that conception has positive significance at all. (P 47)

However, whereas Peirce’s pragmatism was a theory of meaning, James’s
was a a theory of truth, and whereas Peirce’s pragmatism was interpersonal
and objective, James’s was individualist and subjective. For this reason,
Peirce disowned James’s theory and renamed his own ‘pragmaticism’.

According to James’s pragmatism, an idea is true so long as to believe it is
profitable to our lives: “The true is the name of whatever proves itself to be
good in the way of belief” (P 42). He and his followers sometimes summed
this up in the slogan, ‘What is true is what works’. Critics objected that
belief in a falsehood might make people happier than belief in a truth,
which meant that truth could not be identified with long-term satisfac-
toriness. Both believers and unbelievers were shocked by James’s statement,
‘if the hypothesis of God works satisfactorily in the widest sense of the
word, it is true’ (P 143).

James insisted that his theory did not involve any denial of objective
reality. Reality and truth are different from each other. Things have reality;
it is ideas and beliefs that are true. ‘Realities are not true, they are; and beliefs
are true of them’ (T 196). It is not by discovering whether the consequences
of a belief are good that we learn whether it is true or not; but it is the
consequences that assign ‘the only intelligible practical meaning to that
difference in our beliefs which our habit of calling them true or false
comports’ (T 273).

It is often said that what makes a belief true is its correspondence with
reality. James is willing to accept this, but asks what in the concrete the
notion of correspondence amounts to. When we speak of an idea ‘pointing
to’ reality, or ‘fitting it’, or ‘corresponding’, or ‘agreeing’ with it, what we
are really talking about is the processes of validation or verification that
lead us from the idea to the reality. Such mediating events, James says, make
the idea true.

In a series of essays (collected in The Meaning of Truth, 1909) James
defended, qualified, and refined his pragmatism. But it remained unclear
whether in his system the actual existence of a reality is a necessary
condition of a belief in it being satisfactory (in which case he is commi-
tted to correspondence as an element of truth) or whether a belief in an
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object may be satisfactory without that object actually existing (in which
case he is open to the charge of preferring wishful thinking to genuine
inquiry).

In the same year as he published The Meaning of Truth James published
A Pluralistic Universe, in which he applied pragmatism in support of a
religious world-view. He spoke of our awareness of a ‘wider self from
which saving experiences flow in’ and of a ‘mother sea of consciousness’.
He believed, however, that the amount of suffering in the world prevents
us from believing in an infinite, absolute divinity: the superhuman con-
sciousness is limited either in power, or in knowledge, or in both. Even God
cannot determine or predict the future; whether the world will become
better or worse depends on the choices of human beings in cooperation
with him.

In his old age James, a genial and affable personality and a great
communicator, was revered by many inside and outside the United States.
Peirce, on the other hand, was isolated and destitute, and in 1907 was
discovered by one of James’s students nearly dead from starvation in a
Cambridge lodging house. James organized a fund which supplied Peirce’s
basic needs until his death from cancer in 1914. James himself died of heart
disease in 1910; on his deathbed in Cambridge he asked his brother Henry to
remain close for six weeks to receive any messages he could send to him
from beyond the grave. No messages are recorded.

James died before completing his metaphysical system, but his pragma-
tist programme was continued by others after his death. John Dewey
(1859-1952), in a long academic career at Ann Arbor, Chicago, and Colum-
bia in New York, applied it most particularly in the area of American
education, but he also wrote influential books on many social and political
topics. His constant aim was to explore how far methods of inquiry that
had been so successful in physical science and in technology could be
extended into other areas of human endeavour.

In England F. C. S. Schiller (1864—1937) developed a version of pragma-
tism that he called ‘humanism’. Schiller was a graduate of Balliol College,
Oxford, and taught for a while at Cornell University in upstate New York,
where he met James, before returning to a fellowship at Corpus Christi
College. He was a lonely figure at Oxford because in the last years of the
nineteenth century, philosophy departments in the major universities of
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the United Kingdom were dominated by a British version of Hegelian

idealism.

British Idealism and its Critics

After the death of John Stuart Mill a reaction had set in against the
tradition of British empiricism of which he had been such a distinguished
exponent. In 1874, a year after Mill’s death, a Balliol tutor, T. H. Green
(1836-82), brought out an edition of David Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature
with a substantial introduction subjecting the presuppositions of empiri-
cism to devastating criticism. In the same year there appeared the first of
a long series of English translations of the works of Hegel, which had first
been introduced to Oxford in the 1840s by Benjamin Jowett (1817-93), the
Master of Green’s college. Two years later F. H. Bradley of Merton
published Ethical Studies, a founding classic of British Hegelianism. In 1893
Bradley completed Appearance and Reality, the fullest and most magisterial
statement of British idealism. Shortly afterwards at Cambridge the
methods and some of the doctrines of Hegel’s Logic were expounded in a
series of treatises by the Trinity College philosopher J. M. E. McTaggart.

Green’s idealism, like James’s pragmatism, was partly motivated by
religious concerns. ‘There is one spiritual and self-conscious being of
which all that is real is the activity and expression,” he wrote in Prolegomena
to Ethics, published the year after his death in 1882; ‘we are all related to this
spiritual being, not merely as parts of the world which is its expression, but
as partakers in some inchoate measure of the self-consciousness through
which it at once constitutes itself and distinguishes itself from the world.’
This participation, he maintained, was the source of morality and religion.
Bradley and McTaggart, however, evacuated idealism of any remotely
Christian content, and the latter went so far as to deny that there was
any Absolute other than a community of finite selves.

It was common ground among the British idealists, however, that reality
was essentially spiritual in nature: they rejected the dualist idea that mind and
matter were two equal and independent realms of being. But Bradley’s
‘monism’ had another fundamental aspect: the claim that reality is to be

considered as a totality. Truth belongs not to individual, atomistic proposi-
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tions, but only to judgements about being as a whole. In Appearance and Reality
Bradley sought to show thatif we try to conceive the universe as a complex of
independent substances distinct from their relations to each other we fall into
contradiction. Every item in the universe is related—internally related, by its
very essence—to every other item. The objects of everyday experience, the
space and time that they inhabit, and indeed the very subject of experience,
the individual self—all these are mere appearances, helpful for practical
purposes, but quite misleading as to the true nature of reality.

The dominance ofidealism was decisively called into question at the turn of
the century by two young Cambridge philosophers, G. E. Moore (1873-1958)
and Bertrand Russell (1872—1970). Both were pupils of McTaggart and took
their first steps in philosophy as Hegelians. But Russell found Hegel himself
much lessimpressive than McTaggart, and was disgusted by his woolly attitude
to mathematics. Moore, in ‘The Nature of Judgement’ (1899), rejected the
fundamental thesis that reality is a creation of the mind, and replaced it with a
Platonic realism: concepts are objective, independent realities, and the world
consists of such concepts combined with each other into true propositions.
After this attack on metaphysical idealism, Moore four years later attacked
empiricist idealism. In “The Refutation of Idealism’ he rejected the claim that
esse is percipi; to exist is something quite different from being perceived, and the
objects of our knowledge are independent of our knowledge of them. More-
over, material objects are something we directly perceive.

Moore’s revolt against idealism had a great impact on Russell. It was an
immense excitement’, he later recalled, ‘after having supposed the sensible
world unreal, to be able to believe again that there really were such things
as tables and chairs’ (A 135). He received a great sense of liberation from the
thought that, pace Locke and his successors, grass really was green. Like
Moore, he combined his renunciation of idealism with the affirmation of a
Platonic faith in universals: every word, particular or general, stood for an
objective entity. In particular, in reaction against Bradley, he attached great
importance to the independent reality of relations. In a brilliant study of
the philosophy of Leibniz in 1899 he went so far as to maintain that the
elaborate and incredible structure of the metaphysics of monads arises
from the single error of thinking that all sentences must be of subject—
predicate form, instead of realizing that relational sentences are irreducible
to that pattern.
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Russell on Mathematics, Logic, and Language

Relations were a matter of particular interest to Russell at this time because
the focus of his thought was on the nature of mathematics, in which
relational statements such as ‘n is the successor of m’ play an important
role. Independently of Frege, and initially without any knowledge of his
work, Russell had undertaken a logicist project of deriving mathematics
from pure logic. His endeavour was indeed more ambitious than Frege’s
since he hoped to show that not just arithmetic, but geometry and analysis
also, were derived from general logical axioms. Between 1900 and 1903,
influenced in part by the Italian mathematician Giuseppe Peano, he
worked out his ideas for incorporation into a substantial volume, The
Principles of Mathematics. It was in the course of this work that he encountered
the paradox that bears his name, the paradox generated by the class of all
classes that are not members of themselves. As we have seen, he commu-
nicated this discovery to Frege, to whom he had been directed by Peano.
Russell introduced Frege’s work to an English readership in an appendix to
The Principles. In the light of the paradox, the two great logicists saw that
their project, if it was to succeed, would need considerable modification.

Russell’s attempt to avoid the paradox took the form of a Theory of
Types. According to this theory, it was wrong to treat classes as randomly
classifiable objects. Individuals and classes belonged to different logical
types, and what could be asserted of elements of one type could not be
significantly asserted of another. ‘The class of dogs is not a dog’ was not
true or false but meaningless. Similarly, what can significantly be said of
classes cannot be said of classes of classes, and so on through the hierarchy
of logical types. To avoid the paradox, we must observe the difference of
types between different levels of the hierarchy.

But now another difficulty arises. Recall that Frege had, in effect, defined
the number two as the class of all pairs, and defined all the natural
numbers in a similar manner. But a pair is just a two-membered class, so
the number two, on this account, is a class of classes. If we put limitations
on the formation of classes of classes, how can we define the series of
natural numbers? Russell retained the definition of zero as the class whose
only member is the null class, but he now treated the number one as the
class of all classes equivalent to the class whose members are (a) the

members of the null class, plus (b) any object not a member of that class.
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The number two was treated in turn as the class of classes equivalent to the
class whose members are (a) the members of the class used to define one,
plus (b) any object not a member of that defining class. In this way the
numbers can be defined one after the other, and each number is a class of
classes of individuals.

However, the natural number series can be continued thus ad infinitum
only if the number of objects in the universe is itself infinite. For if there are
only n individuals then there will be no classes with # + 1 members, and so
no cardinal number n + 1. Russell accepted this and therefore added to his
axioms an axiom of infinity, i.e. the hypothesis that the number of objects
in the universe is not finite. Whether or not this hypothesis is true, it is
surely not a truth of pure logic, and so the need to postulate it appears to
nullify the logicist project of deriving arithmetic from logic alone.

Russell’s later philosophy of mathematics was presented to the world in
two remarkable works. The first, more technical, presentation was written
in collaboration with his former tutor A. N. Whitehead and appeared in
three volumes between 1910 and 1913 under the title Principia Mathematica.
The second, more popular work, Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, was
written while he was serving a prison sentence for his activities as an anti-
war protester in 1917.

By this time, Russell had achieved distinction outside the philosophy of
mathematics in areas that were later to become major preoccupations of
British philosophers. His early work, along with that of Moore, is
often said to have inaugurated a new era in British philosophy, the era
of ‘analytic philosophy’. Even though the impetus to the analytic style of
thinking can be traced back, as Russell himself was happy to admit, to
the work of Frege, it was Moore who first gave currency, in the twentieth
century, to the term ‘analysis’ itself as the mark of a particular way of
philosophizing.

‘Analysis’ was, first and foremost, an anti-idealist slogan: instead of
accepting the necessity of understanding a whole before one could
understand its parts, Moore and Russell insisted that the right road to
understanding was to analyse wholes by taking them to pieces. But what
was it that was to be taken to pieces—things or signs? Initially, both Moore
and Russell saw themselves as analysing concepts, not language—concepts
that were objective realities independent of the mind. “Where the mind can
distinguish elements’, Russell wrote in 1903, ‘there must be different
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elements to distinguish’ (PM 466). Analysis would reveal the complexity of
concepts, and exhibit their constituent elements. These constituents might
be the subjects of further analysis, or they might be simple and unanalys-
able. In Principia Ethica (1903) Moore famously claimed that good was such a
simple, unanalysable property.

Russell, at the time of The Principles of Mathematics, believed that in order to
save the objectivity of concepts and judgements it was necessary to accept the
existence of propositions that subsisted independently of their expression in
sentences. Not only concepts, relations, and numbers had being, he believed,
but also chimeras and the Homeric gods. If they had no being, it would be
impossible to make propositions about them. ‘“Thus being is a general attri-
bute of everything, and to mention anything is to show that it is’ (PM 449).

It was Russell’s seminal paper of 1905, ‘On Denoting’, that gave analysis a
linguistic turn. In that paper he showed how to make sense of sentences
containing expressions like ‘the round square’ and ‘the present King of
France’ without maintaining that these expressions denoted some entity,
however shadowy, in the world. The paper was for long regarded as a
paradigm of analysis; but of course it contains no analysis of round squares
or non-existent kings. Instead, it shows how to rewrite such sentences,
preserving their meaning, but removing the apparent attribution of being
to the non-existent. And Russell’s method is explicitly linguistic: it rests on
making a distinction between those symbols (such as proper names) that
denote something and the world, and other symbols which he called
‘incomplete symbols’, of which definite descriptions such as ‘the present
King of France’ are one instance. These symbols have no meaning on their
own—they do not denote anything—but the sentences in which they
occur do have a meaning, that is to say they express a proposition that is
either true or false.’

Logical analysis, then, as practised in ‘On Denoting’ is a technique of
substituting a logically clear form of words for another form of words
which is in some way misleading. But in Russell’s mind logical analysis was
not only a linguistic device for the classification of sentences. He came to
believe that once logic had been cast into a perspicuous form it would
reveal the structure of the world.

> Russell’s theory of definite descriptions is presented in detail in Ch. 5.
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Logic contains individual variables and propositional functions: corre-
sponding to this, Russell believed, the world contains particulars and univer-
sals. In logic complex propositions are built up as truth-functions of simple
propositions. Similarly, Russell came to believe, there were in the world
independent atomic facts corresponding to the simple propositions. Atomic
facts consisted either in the possession by a particular of a characteristic, or
else in a relation between two or more particulars. This theory of Russell’s
acquired the name ‘logical atomism’.

The development of the theory can be followed in the books that
Russell wrote in the years leading up to the First World War: The Problems
of Philosophy (1912), a lastingly popular introduction to the subject, and
the more professional Our Knowledge of the External World of 1914. The most
vivid presentation was in a series of lectures in London in 1918, ‘The
Philosophy of Logical Atomism’, published much later in Logic and
Knowledge (1956). Russell came to believe that every proposition that we
can understand must be composed wholly of items with which we
are acquainted. ‘Acquaintance’ was his word for immediate presentation:
we were acquainted, for instance, with our own sense-data, which were
his equivalents of Hume’s impressions or Descartes’s thoughts. But
direct acquaintance was also possible with the universals that lay behind
the predicates of a reformed logical language; so much of Russell’s
early Platonism remained. Acquaintance, however, was not possible with
objects distant in space and time: we could not be acquainted with
Queen Victoria or even with our own past sense-data. The things that
were not known by acquaintance were known by description; hence the
importance of the theory of descriptions in the development of logical
atomism.

Russell now applied the theory of descriptions not only to round
squares and fictional objects but to many things that common sense
would regard as perfectly real, such as Julius Caesar, tables, and cabbages.
These, he now maintained, were logical constructions out of sense-data. In
a sentence such as ‘Caesar crossed the Rubicon’, uttered in England now,
we have a proposition in which there are no individual constituents with
which we are acquainted. In order to explain how we can understand the
sentence, Russell analysed the names ‘Caesar’ and ‘Rubicon’ as definite
descriptions which, spelt out in full, would not include any terms referring
to the objects apparently named in the sentence.
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Ordinary proper names, therefore, were disguised descriptions. A fully
analysed sentence would contain only logically proper names (words
referring to particulars with which we are acquainted) and universal
terms (words indicating characters and relations). Russell’s account of
what counted as logically proper names varied from time to time. In the
most austere versions of the theory only pure demonstratives appeared to
count as names, so that an atomic proposition would be something like
‘(this) red’ or ‘(this) beside (that)’.

‘The Philosophy of Logical Atomism’ was far from being Russell’s last
word on philosophy. In 1921 he wrote The Analysis of Mind, which defended a
version of William James’s neutral monism, the theory that both mind and
matter consist of a neutral material which is, for all practical purposes,
nothing other than the data of internal and external senses. During the
1930s and 1940s Russell wrote many popular books on social and political
topics, and he became famous for the unorthodox nature of his moral ideas
and notorious for the breakdown of successive marriages. In 1940, having
been appointed to a short-term professorship at the City College of New
York, he was declared unfit to teach by the State Supreme Court. In 1945
he published a brilliantly written, if often inaccurate, History of Western
Philosophy, which led to his being awarded the Nobel Prize for literature.

Russell’s last philosophical book was Human Knowledge: Its Scope and Limits,
published in 1948, in which he attempted to provide an empiricist justifi-
cation of scientific method. To his disappointment, the book received little
attention. Indeed, though he became very widely known in later life,
especially after he inherited an earldom, as a campaigner on social and
political topics, particularly on the issue of nuclear disarmament, his
reputation among professional philosophers never recovered the level of
respect accorded to his works prior to 1920. Logical atomism itself, as he was
the first to admit, was in large part due to the ideas of one of his former
pupils, Ludwig Wittgenstein, to whose history we now turn.

Wittgenstein's Tractatus

Wittgenstein was born in Vienna in 1889 into an Austrian family of Jewish
descent. The family was large and wealthy, the father a prominent steel

millionaire who had nine children by his Catholic wife, and had all of them
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baptized as Catholics. The family was also highly artistic; Johannes Brahms
was a frequent guest, and Ludwig’s brother Paul was a concert pianist who
achieved international fame in spite of losing an arm in the 191418 war.
Ludwig was educated at home until he was fourteen, after which he
attended for three years the Realschule at Linz. Among his schoolboy
contemporaries was Adolf Hitler.

At school Wittgenstein, partly under the influence of Schopenhauer,
ceased to be a religious believer. He studied engineering in Berlin, and later
at the University of Manchester, where he designed a jet-reaction engine
for aircraft. He read Russell’s Principles of Mathematics and through it became
acquainted with the work of Frege, whom he visited at Jena in 1911. On
Frege’s advice he went to Cambridge, and spent five terms at Trinity
College, studying under Russell, who quickly recognized and generously
fostered his genius.

Wittgenstein left Cambridge in 1913 and went to live as a solitary in a hut
he had built himself in Norway. The notes and letters he wrote at this
period exhibit the germination of the view of philosophy he was to retain
throughout his life. Philosophy, he wrote, was not a deductive discipline; it
could not be placed on the same footing as the natural sciences. ‘Philo-
sophy gives no pictures of reality and can neither confirm nor confute
scientific investigations’ (NB 93).

When war broke out in 1914 Wittgenstein enlisted as a volunteer in the
Austrian artillery, and served with conspicuous courage on the eastern and
Italian fronts. He was captured by Italian soldiers in the southern Tyrol in
November 1918 and sent to a prison camp near Monte Cassino. During his
military service he had written philosophical thoughts into his diary, and
during his imprisonment he turned them into the only philosophical book
that he published in his lifetime, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. He sent this
book from the prison camp to Russell, with whom he was later able to
discuss it in Holland. It was published in German in 1921 and shortly
afterwards in England with an English translation by C. K. Ogden and an
introduction by Russell.

The Tractatus is short, beautiful, and cryptic. It consists of a series of
numbered paragraphs, often very brief. The first is “The world is all that is
the case’ and the last is “Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be
silent.” The key theme of the book is the picture theory of meaning.
Language, we are told, consists of propositions that picture the world.

55



PEIRCE TO STRAWSON

Propositions are the perceptible expressions of thoughts, and thoughts are
logical pictures of facts, and the world is the totality of facts.

An English sentence, such as ‘The London train leaves at 11.15 or ‘Blood
is thicker than water’, does not look like a picture. But Wittgenstein
believed that propositions and thoughts were pictures in a literal sense; if
they did not look like pictures, that was because language throws a heavy
disguise around thought. But even in ordinary language, he insisted, there
is a perceptibly pictorial element. Take the sentence ‘My fork is to the left
of my knife’. This says something quite different from another sentence
containing exactly the same words, namely ‘My knife is to the left of my
fork’. What makes the first sentence have the meaning it does is the fact
that within it the words ‘my fork’ occur to the left of the words ‘my knife’, as
they do not in the second sentence. So here a spatial relationship between
words pictures a spatial relationship between things (TLP 4.102).

Few cases are as simple as this. If the sentence were spoken instead of
written, it would be a temporal relation between sounds rather than a
spatial relationship on the page that would represent the relationship
between the items on the table. But this in turn is because the spoken
sequence and the spatial array have a certain abstract structure in com-
mon. According to the Tractatus any picture must have something in
common with what it depicts. This shared minimum Wittgenstein calls
its logical form. Most propositions, unlike the untypical example above, do
not have spatial form in common with the situation they depict; but any
proposition must have logical form in common with what it depicts.

To reveal the pictorial structure of thought behind the disguise of
ordinary language, Wittgenstein believed, we have to proceed by logical
analysis along the lines suggested by Russell. In this analysis, he main-
tained, we will in the end come to symbols that denote entirely non-
complex objects. A fully analysed proposition will consist of a combination
of atomic propositions, each of which will contain names of simple objects,
names related to each other in ways that will picture, truly or falsely, the
relations between the objects they represent. Such an analysis may be
beyond human powers, but the thought the proposition expresses already,
in the mind, has the complexity of the fully analysed proposition. We
express this thought in plain German or English by the unconscious
operation of extremely complicated rules. The connection between lan-
guage and the world is made by the correlation between the ultimate
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elements of these thoughts deep in the mind, and the atomic objects that
constitute the essence of the world. How these correlations are made we
are not told: it is a mysterious process which, it seems, each of us must
manage for himself, creating as it were a private language.

Having expounded the picture theory of the proposition and the world-
structure that goes with it, Wittgenstein shows how propositions of various
kinds are to be analysed into combinations of atomic pictures. Science
consists of propositions whose truth-value is determined by the truth-
values of the atomic propositions from which they are built up. Logic
consists of tautologies, that is to say, complex propositions that are true no
matter what the truth-value of their constituent propositions. Not all
propositions are capable of analysis into atomic propositions: there are
some that reveal themselves as pseudo-propositions. Among these are
propositions of ethics and theology. So too, it turns out, are the proposi-
tions of philosophy, including those of the Tractatus itself.

The Tractatus, like other metaphysical treatises, tries to describe the
logical form of the world; but this is something that cannot be done. A
picture must be independent of what it pictures; it must be capable of being
a false picture no less than a true one. But since any proposition must
contain the logical form of the world, it cannot picture it. What the
metaphysician attempts to say cannot be said, but only shown. The
paragraphs of the Tractatus are like a ladder that must be climbed and
then kicked away if we are to see the world aright. Philosophy is not a
theory, but an activity, the activity of clarifying non-philosophical proposi-
tions. Once clarified, the propositions will mirror the logical form of the
world and thus show what the philosopher wishes to, but cannot, say.

Neither science nor philosophy can show us the meaning of life. But this

does not mean that a problem is left unsolved.

Doubt can exist only where a question exists, a question only when an answer
exists, and an answer only where something can be said. We feel that even when all
possible scientific questions have been answered, the problems of life remain
completely untouched. Of course there are then no questions left, and this itself
is the answer. The solution of the problem of life is seen in the vanishing of this
problem. (TLP 6.5-6.521)

Even if one could believe in immortality, it would not confer meaning on
life; nothing is solved by surviving for ever. An eternal life would be as
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much a riddle as this one. ‘God does not reveal himself in the world,’
Wittgenstein wrote; ‘it is not how things are in the world that is mystical,
but that it exists’ (TLP 6.432, 6.44).

Philosophy can do very little for us. What it can do, however, had been
done once for all by the Tractatus—or so Wittgenstein believed. With perfect
consistency, having published the book he gave up philosophy and took up
a number of more humdrum jobs. On the death of Karl Wittgenstein in
1912 Ludwig like his siblings had inherited a large fortune, but on returning
from the war he renounced his share, and supported himself instead as a
gardener in a monastery or a schoolmaster in rural schools. In 1926 a
charge of sadistic punishment was brought against him on behalf of one of
his pupils, and though he was acquitted this brought his schoolteaching

career to an end.

Logical Positivism

Wittgenstein returned to Vienna, and had a hand in designing the archi-
tecture of a new house for his sister. He was introduced by her to Moritz
Schlick, since 1922 Professor of the Philosophy of Science at Vienna Uni-
versity, with whom he resumed his philosophical inquiries. The two met
on Monday evenings in 1927 and 1928, and were joined by others, including
Rudolf Carnap and Friedrich Waismann. In 1929 Wittgenstein went to
Cambridge to work on a philosophical manuscript (published posthu-
mously as Philosophische Bemerkungen). During his absence the discussion
group developed into a self-conscious philosophical movement and issued
a manifesto, the Wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung der Wiener Kreis, which launched a
campaign against metaphysics as an outdated system that must give way to
a scientific world-view.

The anti-metaphysical programme exploited some of the ideas of
Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, and proclaimed that necessary truths were necessary
only because they were tautologies. This enabled them to accept that
mathematical truths were necessary while denying that they told us
anything about the world. Knowledge about the world could be gained
only by experience, and propositions had meaning only if they could be
either verified or falsified by experience. The thesis that the meaning of a

proposition was its mode of its verification, the verification principle, was
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the great weapon in the attack on metaphysics. If two metaphysicians
disputed over the nature of the Absolute, or the purpose of the universe,
they could be silenced by the question, “What possible experience would
settle the issue between you?

Disputes quickly broke out about the status and formulation of the
verification principle. Was it itself a tautology? Was it verifiable by experience?
Neither answer seemed satisfactory. Moreover, general laws of science, no less
than metaphysical dogmas, seemed incapable of conclusive verification. Still,
they were capable of falsification, and that would be sufficient to give them
significance. Shall we then replace the verification principle with a falsification
principle? But if we do, it is hard to see how assertions of existence are
significant, since only an exhaustive tour of the universe could conclusively
falsify them. It seemed prudent to reformulate the criterion of significance in
a weaker form that laid down that a proposition was meaningful only if there
were some observations that would be relevant to its truth or falsity. Witt-
genstein gave only qualified assent to the verification principle, but at this
time he frequently defended its a priori analogue that the sense of a mathe-
matical proposition is the method of its proof.

The true task of philosophy, the positivists thought, wasnotso much to lay
down universal philosophical propositions as to clarify non-philosophical
statements, and in this they were at one with Wittgenstein. Their chosen
method of such clarification was to show how empirical statements were
built up truth-functionally from elementary, or ‘protocol’, statements
that were direct records of experience. The words occurring in protocol
statements derived their meaning from ostensive definition—that is to say,
from a gesture that would point to the feature of experience for which the
word stood.

This programme came up against a massive obstacle. The experiences
recorded by protocols appear to be private to each individual. If meaning
depends on verification, and each of us carries out verification by a process
to which no one else has access, how can anyone ever understand anyone
else’s meaning? Schlick tried to answer this by a distinction between form
and content. The content of my experience is what I enjoy or live through
when, for example, I see something red or see something green. This is
private and incommunicable. But the form, or structure, of experience
may be common to many. When I see a tree or a sunset I cannot know

whether other people have the same experiences—perhaps, when they
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look at a tree they see what I see when I'look at a sunset. But as long as we
all agree to call a tree green and a sunset red, we are able to communicate
with each other and construct the language of science.

Wittgenstein was dissatisfied with this solution, and strove to give an
account of meaning that would not present a threat of solipsism. He
distanced himself from the Vienna Circle and returned permanently to
Cambridge. Having submitted the Tractatus as a Ph.D. dissertation he became
a Fellow of Trinity College. The Circle continued its anti-metaphysical
programme, notably in a journal, Erkenntnis, edited by Schlick in conjunc-
tion with Hans Reichenbach of Berlin. Its ideas were given wide currency in
Britain by the publication in 1936 of A. ]. Ayer’s Language, Truth and Logic. Later
in the same year, however, Schlick was shot dead by a disgruntled student;
and by 1939 the Circle ceased to exist, with some of its most prominent
members forced into exile. The Circle’s most distinguished legacy to
posterity was its publication, in 1935, of The Logic of Scientific Discovery by
Karl Popper, who was never a fully paid-up member of the group.

Wittgenstein's Later Philosophy

In the 1930s Wittgenstein became the most influential teacher of philoso-
phy in Britain. During this period he turned epistemology and philosophy
of mind upside down. Previous philosophers, from Descartes to Schlick,
had striven to show how knowledge of the external public world—
whether scientific or commonsensical—could be built up from the ulti-
mate, immediate, private data of intuition or experience. Wittgenstein, in
these years, showed that private experience, far from being the bedrock on
which knowledge and belief is founded, was something that itself presup-
posed a shared public world. Even the words that we use to frame our most
secret and inward thoughts derive the only sense they have from their use
in our common external discourse. The problem of philosophy is not to
construct the public from the private, but to do justice to the private in the
context of the social.

After his return to philosophy Wittgenstein abandoned many of the
theses of the Tractatus. He ceased to believe in logical atoms, and ceased to
look for alogically articulate language cloaked in common speech. A defining

doctrine of logical atomism had been that every elementary proposition is
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A.J. Ayer, who popularised Logical Positivism in Britain in the 1930s

independent of every other elementary proposition. This was clearly not true
of the positivists’ protocol statements: the truth-value of ‘This is a red patch’
is not independent of the truth-value of ‘This is a blue patch’. Reflection on
this led Wittgenstein to question the distinction between elementary and
non-elementary propositions and to give up the idea that the ultimate
elements of language were names designating simple objects.

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein came to believe, he had grossly oversimplified
the relation between language and the world. The connection between
the two was to consist in two features only: the linking of names to
objects, and the match or mismatch of propositions to facts. This, he now
thought, was a great mistake. Words look like each other, in the same way as
a clutch looks very like a foot-brake; but words differ from each other in
function as much as the mechanisms operated by the two pedals. Wittgen-
stein now emphasized that language was interwoven with the world in
many different ways: and to refer to these tie-ups he coined the expression
‘language-game’.
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As examples of language-games Wittgenstein lists obeying and giving orders,
describing the appearance of objects, expressing sensations, giving meas-
urements, constructing an object from a description, reporting an event,
speculating about the future, making up stories, acting plays, guessing
riddles, telling jokes, asking, cursing, greeting, and praying. Each of these
language-games, and many others, need to be examined if we are to
understand language. We can say that the meaning of a word is its use in
a language-game—>but this is not a general theory of meaning, it is simply a
reminder that if we wish to give an account of the meaning of a word we
must look for the part it plays in our life. The use of the word ‘game’ is not
meant to suggest that language is something trivial; the word was chosen
because games exhibit the same kind of variety as linguistic activities do.
There is no common feature that marks all games as games, and likewise
there is no one feature that is essential to language—there are only family
likenesses between the countless language-games.

Wittgenstein never abandoned his early view that philosophy is an
activity, not a theory. Philosophy does not discover any new truths, and
philosophical problems are solved not by the acquisition of new informa-
tion, but by the rearrangement of what we already know. The function of
philosophy, Wittgenstein once said, is to untie the knots in our thinking.
This means that the philosopher’s movements will be complicated, but his
result will be as simple as a plain piece of string.

We need philosophy if we are to avoid being entrapped by our language.
Embodied in the surface grammar of our language there is a philosophy
that bewitches us, by disguising from us the variety of ways in which
language functions as a social, interpersonal activity. Philosophical misun-
derstanding will not harm us if we restrict ourselves to everyday tasks,
using words within the language-games that are their primitive homes. But
if we start upon abstract studies—of mathematics, say, or of psychology, or
of theology—then our thinking will be hampered and distorted unless we
can free ourselves of philosophical confusion. Intellectual inquiry will be
corrupted by mythical notions about the nature of numbers, or of the
mind, or of the soul.

Like the positivists, Wittgenstein was hostile to metaphysics. But he
attacked metaphysics not with a blunt instrument like the verification
principle, but by the careful drawing of distinctions that enable him
to disentangle the mixture of truism and nonsense within metaphysical
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proposition”, “name”—and try to grasp the essence of the thing, one
must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually used in this way in the
language which is its original home? What we do is to bring words back from
their metaphysical to their everyday use’ (PI1, 116).°

While teaching at Cambridge between the wars, Wittgenstein published
nothing. He wrote copiously, filling notebooks, drafting and redrafting
manuscripts, and circulating substantial handouts among his pupils, who
also took and preserved detailed notes of his lectures. But none of this
material was published until after his death. His ideas circulated, often in
garbled form, largely by word of mouth.

When Austria became part of Nazi Germany by the Anschluss of 1938,
Wittgenstein became a British citizen. During the war he worked as a
paramedic, and in 1947 he resigned his Cambridge chair, being succeeded
by his Finnish pupil Georg Henrik von Wright. He continued to write
philosophy and to communicate philosophical thoughts to close friends
and disciples. After a period of solitary life in Ireland, he stayed in the
houses of various friends in Oxford and Cambridge until his death in 1951

at the age of sixty-two.

Analytic Philosophy after Wittgenstein

In 1949 Gilbert Ryle, Professor of Metaphysics at Oxford, published a book
called The Concept of Mind. The ideas presented in that book bore a strong
resemblance to Wittgenstein’s. Ryle was strongly anti-Cartesian, and
indeed the first chapter of the book was entitled ‘Descartes’ Myth’. Ryle
emphasized a distinction between ‘knowing how’ and ‘knowing that’,
which may have owed something to Heidegger. His discussion of the
will and the emotions annihilated the notion of internal impressions
which many philosophers had inherited from the British empiricists. In a
chapter on ‘Dispositions and Occurrences’ he brought to the attention of
modern philosophers the importance of the Aristotelian distinctions be-
tween different forms of actuality and potentiality. His discussion of

sensation, imagination, and intellect leaned too heavily in the direction

0 Wittgenstein’s attitude to metaphysics is treated at length in Ch. 7.
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of behaviourism to win general acceptance. Nonetheless, the book
remained a classic of analytic philosophy of mind.

However, when Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations appeared posthu-
mously in 1953 it was possible to see ideas that Ryle had displayed vividly
but crudely now presented with far greater subtlety and profundity. It was,
and remains, a matter of controversy how far Ryle, in the development of
his ideas, had drawn on conversations with Wittgenstein and hearsay
accounts of his Cambridge lectures, and how far he had reached similar
conclusions by independent reflection.

Wittgenstein left the copyright of his literary remains to three of his
former pupils: Georg Henrik von Wright, Elizabeth Anscombe, and Rush
Rhees. The three philosophers corresponded to different facets of Wittgen-
stein’s own personality and work. Von Wright, who held Wittgenstein’s
Cambridge chair from 1948 to 1951 and then returned to a career in his
native Finland, resembled Wittgenstein the logician of the Tractatus; the
books that first made his reputation were on induction, probability,
and modal logic. Anscombe, an Oxford tutor who in her turn held the
Cambridge chair towards the end of the century, carried forward the work
of the later Wittgenstein on philosophy of mind, and with her book Intention
inaugurated extensive discussion of practical reasoning and the theory of
action. Of the three Rhees was the most sympathetic to the mystical and
fideistic side of Wittgenstein’s temperament, and inspired in Wales a
characteristic school of philosophy of religion.

During the later decades of the twentieth century the literary executors
presided over the publication of Wittgenstein’s extensive Nachlass. Many
volumes appeared, of which the most significant were Philosophical Grammar
(1974) and Philosophical Remarks (1975) from the pre-war manuscripts, and
Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics (1978), Remarks on the Philosophy of
Psychology (1980), plus On Certainty (1969) from later notebooks up until the
time of Wittgenstein’s death. The entire Nachlass was published by Oxford
University Press in 1998, in transcription and facsimile, in an electronic
form prepared by the University of Bergen.

After Wittgenstein’s death many people regarded W. V. O. Quine (1908—
2000) as the doyen of Anglophone philosophy. Having early established a
reputation as a formal logician, Quine spent time with the Vienna Circle,
and in Prague and Warsaw. After his return to the United States in 1936 he
joined the faculty at Harvard, where he remained for the rest of his
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professional life with the exception of years of war service in the navy. His
most important books were From a Logical Point of View (1953), which con-
tained two famous essays, ‘On What there Is’ and “Two Dogmas of Empiri-
cism’, and Word and Object (1960), which was a magisterial exposition of his
system, later supplemented by a number of less influential studies.

Quine’s aim in philosophy was to provide a framework for a naturalistic
explanation of the world in the terms of science and especially physical
science. He offered to do so by an analysis of language that is both
empiricist and behaviourist. All the theories by which we explain the
world (whether informal or scientific) are based on the input to our
sense-receptors. All the terms and sentences occurring in the theories
are to be defined in terms of the behaviour of the speakers and hearers
who use them. The basic form of the meaning of an utterance is stimulus
meaning: the class of all stimulations that would prompt a language-user
to assent to the utterance.

In spite of his pursuit of a radically empiricist programme, Quine made
his first major impact on philosophy with “Two Dogmas of Empiricism’
(written in 1951). He stated in the following terms the two targets of his
attack:

One is a belief in some fundamental cleavage between truths which are analytic, or
grounded in meanings independently of matters of fact, and truths which are
synthetic, or grounded in fact. The other dogma is reductionism: the belief that each
meaningful statement is equivalent to some logical construct upon terms which
refer to immediate experience. (FLPV 20)

Quine did not deny that there are logically true statements, statements that
remain true under any interpretation of their non-logical terms—e.g. ‘No
unmarried man is married’. But we cannot move from such a logically true
statement to the allegedly analytic statement ‘No bachelor is married’
because that depends on taking ‘unmarried man’ and ‘bachelor’ as
synonymous. But what is synonymy? Shall we say that two expressions
are synonymous if one can be substituted for the other in a sentence
without affecting its truth-value? But ‘creature with a heart’ and ‘creature
with a kidney’ are interchangeable in that manner, but no one supposes
that ‘All creatures who have hearts have kidneys’ is analytic. Nor can
we appeal to any notion of necessity in order to define analyticity; the

explanation must go the other way round.
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Shall we try, instead, to define what it is for a sentence to be synthetic,
saying for instance that a sentence is synthetic if and only if it can be
verified or falsified by experience? Quine argues that this move rests on a
false conception of verification: it is not single sentences, but whole
systems, that are verified or falsified. ‘Our statements about the external
world face the tribunal of sense experience not individually, but only as a
corporate body’ (FLPV 140).

The totality of our so-called knowledge or beliefs, from the most casual matters of
geography and history to the profoundest laws of atomic physics or even of pure
mathematics and logic, is a man-made fabric which impinges on experience only
at the edges. Or, to change the figure, total science is like a field of force whose
boundary conditions are experience. A conflict with experience at the periphery
occasions readjustments in the interior of the field. Truth values have to be
redistributed over some of our statements. Reevaluation of some statements
entails reevaluation of others, because of their logical interconnections—the
logical laws being in turn simply certain further statements of the system, certain
further elements in the field. (FLPV 140)

It follows from this that it is folly to single out a class of analytic
statements, which remain true whatever happens. Any statement can be
held true come what may, if we make drastic adjustments elsewhere in the
system. On the other hand no statement—not even a law of logic—is
totally immune to revision. Science as a whole does depend both on
language and on experience—but this duality cannot be traced in indivi-
dual sentences.

If no sense can be given to the notions of synonymy and analyticity,
then the whole notion of meaning is suspect, because there can be no
criteria of identity for meaning. Certainly, Quine insisted, there are no such
things as meanings that have to be interpreted by appeal to intentional
concepts such as belief or understanding. Meaning must be explained
purely in extensionalist terms, by mapping sensory stimuli on to verbal
behaviour. Quine imagines a field linguist endeavouring to translate from
a wholly alien language, using as his only data ‘the forces that he sees
impinging on the native’s surfaces and the observable behaviour, vocal and
otherwise, of the native’ (WO 28).

The upshot of Quine’s thought experiment is to identify three levels of
indeterminacy. First, there is indeterminacy of individual reference. The

linguist may observe that the natives use the sound ‘Gavagai’ only in the
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presence of rabbits. But—even assuming that this is an observation state-
ment—it may equally well refer to rabbit, rabbit stage, or rabbit part.
Second, there is indeterminacy at the level of the entire language: the data
may support equally well two different, incompatible translation manuals.
This indeterminacy is a particular example of a more general phenom-
enon, namely that theories, and not only theories of translation, are
underdetermined by sensory inputs. More than one total scientific system,
therefore, may be compatible with all the data ever available.

We must indeed give up the idea that there is any fixed furniture of the
world. What exists depends upon what theory we adopt. In his early essay
‘On What There Is’, Quine famously said, “To be is to be the value of a
bound variable.” When he said this he was following in the footsteps of
Frege and Russell, who insisted that in a scientific theory no names should
be allowed that lacked a definite reference. When all dubious names have
been eliminated with the aid of Russell’s theory of description we are left
with sentences of the form ‘There is an x such that xis. ..~ followed by a set
of predicates setting out the properties by which the putative individual is
to be identified. What exists, according to the theory, will be the entities
over which the quantifiers range. But because different theories may be
equally supported, so may different ontologies. What can be said to exist is
always relative to a theory.

Wittgenstein and Quine are often regarded, especially in continental
Europe, as the two leading exponents of analytical philosophy. In fact, their
philosophies are very different from each other.” In particular the two men
disagreed about the nature of philosophy. Because of his disbelief in the
analytic—synthetic distinction Quine saw no sharp boundary between
philosophy and empirical science. Wittgenstein, throughout his life, con-
tinued to believe what he wrote in the Tractatus (4.111), ‘Philosophy is not
one of the natural sciences. The word “philosophy” must mean something
which stands above or below, but not beside the natural sciences.” Scien-
tism, i.e. the attempt to see philosophy as a science, was his béte noire. In the
Blue Book he wrote, ‘Philosophers constantly see the methods of science
before their eyes, and are irresistibly tempted to answer questions in the

" The differences have been luminously detailed by P. M. S. Hacker, Wittgenstein's Place in
Twentieth Century Analytic Philosophy (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996), 183—227.
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way science does. This tendency is the real source of metaphysics, and leads
the philosopher into complete darkness’ (BB 18).

In the United States, however, the scientism introduced by Quine had
come to stay. One of its most eloquent exponents was Quine’s Harvard
pupil Donald Davidson (1917-2003), who taught at many universities in the
United States, ending, for the last twenty-two years of his life, at Berkeley.
Davidson’s chosen method of publication was the short paper, but many of
his essays have been collected into volumes, notably Essays on Actions and
Events (1980) and Inquiries into Truth and Interpretation (1984). In the philosophy of
mind and action, Davidson’s scientism took the form of a denial that there
was a divide between philosophy and psychology; in the philosophy of
language it took the form of an empirical and extensional theory of
meaning.

Davidson’s 1967 paper ‘Truth and Meaning’ begins as follows:

It is conceded by most philosophers of language, and recently by some linguists,
that a satisfactory theory of meaning must give an account of how the meanings
of sentences depend upon the meanings of words. Unless such an account could
be supplied for a particular language, it is argued, there would be no explaining the
fact that, on mastering a finite vocabulary, and a finitely stated set of rules, we are
prepared to produce and to understand any of a potential infinitude of sentences.
(ITI 17)

Davidson’s theory of meaning is built upon a theory of truth. A truth-
theory for a language L sets out the truth-conditions for all the sentences
of L. This is to be done, not by the impossible method of listing every
sentence, but by showing how the component parts of sentences contri-
bute to the truth-conditions of sentences in which they occur. Such
a theory will contain a finite list of terms and a finite set of syntactical
rules but it will entail as derived theses the potentially infinite set of
truth-sentences of the form: *“S” is true in L if and only if p’.

Like Quine, Davidson illustrates his theory by considering a case in
which we encounter a community with a totally alien language. In order
to interpret it, we have to build up a truth-theory for their language by
seeing what sentences they assent to in what circumstances; but we avoid
the threat of indeterminacy and scepticism by assuming that the natives
have true and reasonable beliefs and draw conclusions and make decisions
in a rational way. This is ‘the principle of charity’.
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The actual behaviour of people is determined by their reasons, that is to
say their desires and beliefs, which Davidson construes as mental events.
The relation between these mental events and the actions they ‘rationalize’
is a causal one: to say that an action is intentional is precisely to say it was
caused by the appropriate beliefs and wants. But for Davidson the causation
is oblique: we cannot form psychological laws connecting agents’ beliefs
and desires with the acts they cause. Instead, Davidson argues, every
individual mental event is also an individual physical event, and this
event is related by physical laws to the individual physical events that are
identical with the actions. No psychophysiological laws can be stated,
however, relating physiological events of certain kinds with psychological
events of certain kinds.

Davidson’s position is materialist, in that there are never any events that
are not physical events. But he endeavours to take the sting out of this
materialism by insisting on what he calls ‘the anomalousness of the
mental’. Any mental event is identical with a physical event, but different
descriptions apply to the event qua mental and qua physical. As a mental
event it is subject not to causal laws but to interpretation, because its
identity as a mental event depends upon its position in a network of other
mental events. As a mental event, but not as a physical event, it is subject to
normative evaluation as rational or irrational. This makes the exact nature
of mental—physical causation, as Davidson admits, deeply mysterious.

In England philosophers continued to believe that there was a gulf, and
not just a fuzzy border, between science and philosophy. They main-
tained, like Ryle and Wittgenstein, that the goal of philosophy was not
information but understanding. Peter Strawson (1919-2006) with his tutor
Paul Grice, in a paper entitled ‘In Defence of a Dogma’, rebutted Quine’s
attack on the analytic—synthetic distinction. In his own philosophizing,
Strawson was anything but dogmatic. At a time when Oxford philosophy
was overconfident of its own value, and unwilling to learn from philo-
sophers distant in space and time, Strawson reminded his colleagues of
the value of other styles of philosophy by writing about, and to some
extent modelling his work on, Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. At a time when
‘metaphysics” was regarded by many as a dirty word, Strawson gave the
subtitle ‘An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysics’ to his most important work,
Individuals (1959).
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Descriptive metaphysics aims to describe the actual structure of our
thought about the world, with no pretension to improve that structure
(such pretension is the mark of revisionary metaphysics). In Individuals
Strawson sought to draw out the fundamental conditions for a language
in which it is possible to refer to objects and reidentify them, and to make
predications about them. He saw his task as one of conceptual analysis, but
one of a wide and general scope. ‘The structure the metaphysician seeks’,
Strawson wrote, ‘does not readily display itself on the surface of language,
but lies submerged’ (I 10).

Strawson sought to establish that in our conceptual scheme material
bodies and persons occupy a special position: particulars of these two kinds
are the basic particulars. The two speech acts of referring and describing,
corresponding to the subject—predicate structure of language, are only
possible if we can identify and reidentify material objects, and this requires
a unified spatio-temporal framework. (In a world of pure sounds, in which
there is only pitch and temporal sequence, reidentification is hard to come
by.) A structure of objects located in space and time and possessing
properties is prior to, and presupposed by, any language that might simply
record the distribution of features in various locations.

Persons, no less than material bodies, are for Strawson a fundamental
logical category. A person must not be conceived in the terms of Cartesian
dualism. If minds are Cartesian egos to which only private experiences can
be ascribed, then the problem of how one ascribes states of consciousness to
others becomes insoluble. ‘It is a necessary condition of one’s ascribing
states of consciousness, experiences, to oneself, in the way that one does,
that one should also ascribe them, or be prepared to ascribe them, to others
who are not oneself” (I 99). One can ascribe such states to others only if
one can identify other objects of experience. And one cannot identify others
if one can identify them only as subjects of experience, possessors of states
of consciousness. Hence, what is primitive is the concept not of a mind, but
of a person:

What I mean by the concept of a person is the concept of a type of entity such that
both predicates ascribing states of consciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal
characteristics, a physical situation etc., are equally applicable to a single individual
of that single type...The concept of a person is logically prior to that of an
individual consciousness. The concept of a person is not to be analysed as that of
an animated body or of an embodied anima. (I 102-3)
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Nonetheless, Strawson believed, it was not impossible to conceive of one’s
own individual survival after bodily death. Such survival, however, would
be the survival of an individual that was strictly solitary, unable to com-
municate with others, and unable to bring about effects in the world. In
proportion as memories fade and impotence palls, the survivor’s concept of
himself as an individual becomes attenuated. ‘At the limit of attenuation
there is, from the point of view of his survival as an individual, no difference between
the continuance of experience and its cessation. Disembodied survival, on
such terms as these, may well seem unattractive. No doubt it is for this
reason that the orthodox have wisely insisted on the resurrection of the
body’ (I 116).

Strawson’s own death, early in 2006, marked the end of an era in English

philosophy.
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Freud to Derrida

n the nineteenth century there was a constant interchange of
I philosophical ideas between the countries of continental Europe
and the English-speaking world. Kant and Hegel were massively influen-
tial in British universities, while the tradition of British empiricism was found
attractive by many radical thinkers on the Continent. The career of William
James illustrates the cosmopolitan nature of the philosophy of the time.
Converted to philosophy by the reading of a French philosopher, he studied
in Germany and lectured frequently in Britain, while based in the United
States. Again, the young Bertrand Russell was not at all an insular
philosopher: while working out his philosophy of mathematics he was in
regular correspondence with the German Frege and the Italian Peano.

By the middle of the twentieth century all this had changed. Continental
and Anglophone philosophers went their separate ways, hardly speaking the
same language as each other. In Britain and America the analytic tradition in
philosophy, which Russell had helped to found, had come to be dominant in
academic circles, and had almost driven out alternative styles of philosophiz-
ing. In continental Europe existentialism was the fashionable school, led in
France by Jean-Paul Sartre and in Germany by Martin Heidegger. Well-meaning
attempts to bring together proponents of the different styles of philosophizing
met with only limited success in the second half of the century.

Freud and Psychoanalysis

The Continental thinker who had the greatest influence on Anglo-
American philosophical thought throughout the twentieth century was
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A gathering of Anglophone and Continental philosophers, presided over by Gilbert
Ryle, in Christ Church Oxford c. 1970.

not a philosopher at all, but a man who regarded himself as a scientist, and
indeed as the inventor of a new science: Sigmund Freud. Very few philo-
sophers described themselves as Freudians, but all who were engaged in
teaching philosophy of mind, ethics, or philosophy of religion were forced
to take account of Freud’s novel and exciting proposals in these areas.

Freud was born in Moravia in 1856 into an Austrian family of non-
observant Jews. In 1860 the family moved to Vienna, and Freud trained as a
doctor in the university there, joining the staft of the General Hospital in
1882, where he specialized initially in brain anatomy. He also collaborated
with the neurologist Joseph Breuer, treating hysterical patients under
hypnosis. Three years later he moved to Paris to study under the neurolo-
gist Jean-Martin Charcot, and soon after his return, in 1886, went into
private medical practice. In the same year he married Martha Bernays, by
whom he had six children, three girls and three boys.

In 1895, in conjunction with Breuer, Freud published a work on hysteria
which presented an original analysis of mental illness. Gradually he ceased
to use hypnosis as a method of treatment and replaced it with a novel form
of therapy which he called psychoanalysis, consisting, as he put it himself,
in nothing more than an exchange of words between patient and doctor.
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The premiss underlying the new method was that the hysterical symp-
toms were the result of memories of a psychological trauma which had
been repressed by the patient, but which could be recovered by means of a
process of free association. The patient, lying on a couch, was encouraged to
talk about whatever came to mind. Freud became convinced, as a result
of many such sessions, that the relevant psychological traumas dated back to
infancy and had a sexual content. His theories of infantile sexuality led to a
breach with Breuer.

In isolation from medical colleagues, Freud continued in practice in
Vienna. In 1900 he published the most important of his works, The
Interpretation of Dreams, in which he argued that dreams no less than neurotic
symptoms were a coded expression of repressed sexual desires. The theory
here presented, he maintained, was applicable to normal as well as neurotic
persons, and he followed it up a year later with a study entitled The
Psychopathology of Everyday Life. These were the first of a series of highly
readable books constantly modifying and refining his psychoanalytic the-
ories. In 1902 Freud was appointed to an extraordinary chair of neuropath-
ology at Vienna University, and he began to acquire pupils and colleagues.
Prominent among these were Alfred Adler and Carl Jung, both of whom
eventually broke with him and founded their own schools.

In 1923 Freud published The Ego and the Id, in which he presented a new
and elaborate anatomy of the unconscious mind. Never deterred by
controversy, he presented a deflationary account of the origin of religion
in The Future of an Illusion (1927). He was himself an atheist, but this did not
prevent him from identifying with Jewish culture or from suffering the
assaults of anti-Semitism. Psychoanalysis was banned by the Nazis and
when Austria was annexed by Germany in 1938 he was forced to migrate
to England. He was given a warm welcome in London, where his works had
been translated and published by members of the Bloomsbury group.
Having suffered for sixteen years from cancer of the jaw, Freud died on
23 September 1939 of a lethal injection of morphine administered by his
physician at his own request. His psychoanalytic work was continued by his
youngest daughter, Anna.

In a set of introductory lectures delivered between 1915 and 1917 Freud
summed up psychoanalytic theory in two fundamental theses. The first is
that the greater part of our mental life, whether of feeling, thought, or
volition, is unconscious. The second is that sexual impulses, broadly
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defined, are supremely important not only as potential causes of mental
illness but also as the motor of artistic and cultural creation. If the sexual
element in the work of art and culture remains to a great extent uncon-
scious, this is because socialization demands the sacrifice of basic instincts.
Such instincts become sublimated, that is to say diverted from their
original goals and channelled towards socially acceptable activities. But
sublimation is an unstable state, and untamed and unsatisfied instincts may
take their revenge through mental illness and disorder.

The existence of the unconscious, Freud believed, is manifested in three
different ways: through everyday trivial mistakes, through reports of
dreams, and through the symptoms of neurosis. Dreams and neurotic
symptoms, it is true, do not on their face, or as interpreted by the unaided
patient, reveal the beliefs, desires, and sentiments of which the unconscious
is deemed by Freud to consist. But the exercise of free association in
analysis, he believed, as interpreted by the analyst, reveals the underlying
pattern of the unconscious mind.

It is sexual development that is the key to this pattern. Infantile
sexuality, Freud explained, begins with an oral stage, in which pleasure is
focused on the mouth. This is followed by an anal stage, between the ages
of one and three, and a ‘phallic’ stage, in which the child focuses on its own
penis or clitoris. At that time, Freud maintained, a boy is sexually attracted
to his mother, and resents his father’s possession of her. But his hostility to
his father leads him to fear that his father will retaliate by castrating him.
So the boy abandons his sexual designs on his mother, and gradually
identifies with his father. This is the Oedipus complex, a crucial stage in
the emotional development of every boy. Neurotic characters are people
who have become fixated at an early stage of their development. The
recovery of Oedipal wishes, and the history of their repression, was an
important part of every analysis. Freud was in no doubt that mutatis mutandis
there was a feminine equivalent of the Oedipus complex, but it was never
fully worked out in a convincing manner.

Towards the end of his life, Freud replaced the earlier dichotomy of
conscious and unconscious with a threefold scheme of the mind. ‘The
mental apparatus’, he wrote in The Ego and the Id, ‘is composed of an id which
is the repository of the instinctual impulses, of an ego which is the most
superficial portion of the id and one which has been modified by the
influence of the external world, and of a superego which develops out of
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the id, dominates the ego, and represents the inhibitions of instinct that are
characteristic of man’ (SE xx. 260).

The whole endeavour of the ego, Freud says, is to effect a reconciliation
between the parts of the soul. So long as the ego is in harmony with the id
and the superego, all will be well. But in the absence of such harmony
mental disorders will develop. Conflicts between the ego and the id lead to
neuroses; conflicts between the id and the superego lead to melancholia
and depression. When the ego comes into conflict with the external world,
psychoses develop.

Freud would not thank us for including him in a history of philosophy,
since he regarded himself as a scientist, dedicated to discovering the rigid
determinisms that underlie human illusions of freedom. In fact, most of his
detailed theories, when they have been made precise enough to admit of
experimental testing, have been shown to lack foundation. Medical pro-
fessionals disagree how far psychoanalytic techniques are effective forms of
therapy, and if they are, whence they derive their efficacy. When they do
achieve success it appears to be not by uncovering deterministic mechan-
isms, but by expanding the self-awareness and freedom of choice of the
individual. But despite all the theoretical criticisms that can be made of his
work, Freud has had an enormous influence on society—in relation to
sexual mores, to our understanding of mental illness, to our appreciation
of art and literature, and on interpersonal relationships of many kinds.

Freud was not the first thinker to assign to the sexual impulse a place of
fundamental significance in the human psyche. He had been preceded by
many generations of theologians who regarded our actual human condi-
tion as having been shaped by a sin of Adam which was sexual in origin,
transmission, and effect. If nineteenth-century prudery strove to conceal
the ubiquity of sex, the veil was always easy to tear away. Freud loved to
quote a dictum of Schopenhauer that it was the joke of life that sex, man’s
chief concern, should be pursued in secret. Sex was, Schopenhauer said, the
true hereditary lord of the world, treating with scorn all preparations made
to bind it.

Freud’s contemporaries were shocked by his emphasis on infantile
sexuality. But Victorian sentimentality about children was an attitude of
recent origin. It was not shared, for instance, by Augustine, who wrote in
his Confessions: “What is innocent is not the infant’s mind, but the feebleness
of his limbs. I have myself watched and studied a jealous baby. He could not
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yet speak, and pale with jealousy and bitterness, glared at his brother
sharing his mother’s milk. Who is unaware of this fact of experience?
The sexual permissiveness of many modern societies is due not only to the
availability of contraceptives but to a whole climate of thought which
Freud did much to create. It is not that he recommended sexual licence in
his published writings, but that he gave currency to an influential meta-
phor: the vision of sexual desire as a psychic fluid that must find an outlet
through one channel or another. In the light of that metaphor, sexual
abstinence appears as a dangerous damming-up of forces that will eventu-
ally break through any restraining barriers with a disastrous effect on
mental health.

The very concept of mental health, as developed in modern times, may
be said to date from the time when Freud, Breuer, and Charcot began to
treat hysterical patients as genuine invalids instead of malingerers. This, it is
often said, was more of a moral decision than a medical discovery, but most
people nowadays would regard it as the right moral decision. It can be
claimed that Freud redrew the boundaries between morals and medicine.
Forms of behaviour that previous to his time would have been regarded as
transgressions worthy of punishment have now long been seen, in the
courthouse no less than in the consulting room, as maladies fit for therapy.
The difficulty in making a hard and fast distinction between clinical
judgement and moral evaluation is strikingly illustrated by changing
attitudes to homosexual behaviour. This, having been long regarded as
heinously criminal, was for nearly a century regarded as symptomatic of a
psychopathological disorder, and is now regarded by many as the key
element of a rationally chosen alternative lifestyle.

Freud’s influence on art and literature has been great, in spite of his
unflattering view of artistic creation as closely similar to neurosis. Novelists
make use of associative techniques similar to those of the analyst’s couch,
and critics delight to interpret works of literature in Oedipal terms.
Historians enjoy writing psychobiography, analysing the actions of mature
public figures on the basis of real or imagined episodes in their childhood.
Painters and sculptors have taken Freudian symbols out of a dream world
and given them concrete form.

All of us, in fact, directly or indirectly, have imbibed a great deal of
psychoanalytic theory. In discussion of our relationships with our family
and friends we talk unself-consciously of repression and sublimation, and
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we describe characters as anal or narcissistic. People who have never read a
word of Freud can happily identify their own and others’ Freudian slips. No
philosopher since Aristotle has made a greater contribution to the everyday
vocabulary of psychology and morality.

It is hard to fault the judgement of W. H. Auden, who mourned Freud’s

death in twenty-eight intricate quatrains:

If often he was wrong, and, at times, absurd,
to us he is no more a person
now but a whole climate of opinion.

Husserl’s Phenomenology

The life of Edmund Husserl resembles, at crucial points, that of Sigmund
Freud. Husserl was three years younger than Freud. Like him he was born
into a Jewish family in Moravia, and attended lectures in Vienna. Both men
devoted the greater part of their lives to a personal project that was
intended to be the first really scientific study of the human mind. At the
end of their lives both men fell foul of Nazi anti-Semitism, with Freud
driven out of Austria to die in exile, and Husserl’s books burnt by German
troops marching into Prague in 1939.

Husserl’s professional life, however, was quite different from Freud’s. His
initial studies were in mathematics and astronomy, not in medicine. He
went on to pursue an orthodox academic career in philosophy, holding
posts in a succession of university departments. Though his doctorate was
from Vienna, he went on for his habilitation degree to Halle, and the chairs
to which he was later called were in German and not Austrian universities.

Husser!’s interest in philosophy was first awakened by the lectures of
Franz Brentano in Vienna between 1884 and 1886. Brentano (1838-1917)
was an ex-priest, an erudite scholar who had sought to relate Aristotelian
philosophy of mind to contemporary experimental inquiry in a book
Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint (1874), which was to prove widely
influential. The data of consciousness, the book explained, come in two
kinds: physical and mental phenomena. Physical phenomena are such
things as colours and smells; mental phenomena, such as thoughts, are
characterized by having a content, or immanent object. This feature, for
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which Brentano reintroduced the scholastic term ‘intentionality’, was the
key to the understanding of mental acts and life.

While influenced by Brentano’s approach to psychology, Husserl con-
tinued initially to focus his attention on mathematics. His habilitation thesis
at Halle was on the concept of number, and his first book, published in 1891,
was the Philosophy of Arithmetic. This sought to explain our numerical concepts
by identifying the mental acts that were their psychological origin. Our
concept of plurality, for instance, was alleged to derive from a process of
‘collective combination’ that grouped items into aggregates. Because of his
desire to find a basis for mathematics in empirical psychology, Husserl was
forced into some unattractive conclusions. He denied, for instance, that zero
and one were numbers, and he had to make a sharp distinction between the
arithmetic of small numbers and the arithmetic of large numbers. With our
mind’s eye we can see only tiny groups, so only a small part of arithmetic can
rest on an intuitive basis; once we deal with larger numbers, we move away
from intuition into a merely symbolic realm.

Reviewers of Husserl’s book, notably Frege, complained that it contained
a confusion between imagination and thought. The mental events that
were the subject matter of psychology, being private to the individual,
could not be the foundation of a public science such as arithmetic. That
must rest on thoughts that were the common property of the race. Husserl
yielded to the criticism and abandoned his early psychologism. In his Logical
Investigations of 1900—1 he argued that logic cannot be derived from psych-
ology, and that any attempt to do so must involve a vicious circle since it
will have to appeal to logic in the course of its deduction. Henceforth, like
Frege, he maintained a sharp distinction between logic and psychology. But
while Frege, followed by the analytic tradition, focused philosophy on the
logical side of the divide, Husserl, followed by the Continental tradition,
saw the psychological side as philosophy’s rightful home. At this period,
however, Frege and Husser]l were at one in basing philosophy—whether
logical or psychological—on an explicit Platonic realism.

The overall situation at the beginning of the twentieth century has been
vividly, if not quite impartially, described by Gilbert Ryle:

Husserl at the turn of the century was under many of the same intellectual
pressures as were Meinong, Frege, Bradley, Peirce, G. E. Moore and Bertrand
Russell. All alike were in revolt against the idea-psychology of Hume and Mill;

79



FREUD TO DERRIDA

all alike demanded the emancipation of logic from psychology; all alike found in
the notion of meaning their escape-route from subjectivist theories of thinking;
nearly all of them championed a Platonic theory of meanings, i.e. of concepts and
propositions; all alike demarcated philosophy from natural science by allocating
factual enquiries to the natural sciences and conceptual enquiries to philosophy;
nearly all of them talked as if these conceptual enquiries of philosophy terminated
in some super-inspections of some super—objects, as if conceptual enquiries were,
after all, super-observational enquiries; all of them, however, in the actual practice
of their conceptual enquiries necessarily diverged from the super-observations
that their Platonising epistemology required. Husserl talked of intuiting essences
somewhat as Moore talked of inspecting concepts, and as Russell talked of
acquaintanceship with universals, but of course it was by their intellectual wrest-
lings, not by any intellectual intuitings, that they tackled their actual conceptual
difficulties. (CP i. 180)

Ryle does well to emphasize the common starting point of the analytic and
Continental traditions; but in the case of Husserl, the intellectual wrest-
lings were, in fact, more complicated than this brisk passage suggests.

Husserl took over from Brentano the notion of intentionality, that is to
say, the idea that what is characteristic of mental, as opposed to physical,
phenomena is that they are directed to objects. I think of Troy, perhaps, or
I worry about my investments—intentionality is the feature indicated in
the little words ‘of” and ‘about’. What is the relation between what is going
on in my mind and a long defunct city or stock markets across the world?
Husserl, and many after him, spent years wondering about the answer to
that question.I

Two things are essential to a thought: that it should have a content and
that it should have a possessor. Suppose that I think of a dragon. Two
things make this the thought it is: first, that it is the thought of a dragon
and not of an eagle or a horse; second, that it is my thought and not your
thought or Napoleon’s thought. Husserl would mark these features by
saying that it was an act of mine with a particular matter (its intentional
object). Other people, too, may think of dragons; in that case, for Husserl,
we have several individual acts belonging to the same species. The concept

! Intentionality is nothing to do with ‘intention’ in the modern sense. Brentano took the
word from medieval contexts, in which it was derived from the verb ‘intendere’, meaning to
pull a bowstring in the course of aiming at a target. An intentional object is, as it were, the target
of a thought.
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dragon, in fact, is nothing other than the species to which all such acts
belong.

Concepts are thus, in the Logical Investigations, defined on the basis of
psychological items. How, then, is logic related to concepts thus under-
stood? In the same way, Husserl now believed, as the theorems of geometry
are related to empirical three-dimensional bodies. Thus he was able to
disown his earlier psychologism, and make a clear distinction between
psychology and logic. He now proceeded to go further, and draw a line
between psychology and epistemology. He did so by a reinvention of
psychology as a new discipline of ‘phenomenology’.

Phenomenology was developed during the first decade of the twentieth
century. In 1900 Husserl was appointed to an associate professorship at the
University of Gottingen. There he had as a colleague the renowned
mathematician David Hilbert, but his most enthusiastic collaborators in
his new venture were a group of philosophers at Munich, who coined the
phrase ‘phenomenological movement’. By 1913 the movement was self-
confident enough to publish a yearbook for phenomenological research. In
the first issue of this appeared a book-length text of Husserl’s, which was
planned as the first volume of a work to be entitled Ideas Pertaining to a Pure
Phenomenology.

The aim of phenomenology was the study of the immediate data of
consciousness, without reference to anything that consciousness might tell
us, or purport to tell us, about the extra-mental world. When I think of a
phoenix, the intentionality of my thought is exactly the same whether or
not there are any phoenixes in reality. Already, in 1901, Husserl had
written, ‘It makes no essential difference to an object presented and
given to consciousness whether it exists, or is fictitious, or is perhaps
completely absurd. I think of Jupiter as I think of Bismarck, of the tower
of Babel as I think of Cologne Cathedral, of a regular thousand-sided
polygon as of a regular thousand-faced solid’” (LI ii. 99). So too, Husserl
believed, when I see a table. The intentionality of my experience is just the
same whether there is a real table there or if I am hallucinating. The
phenomenologist should make a close study of the psychological phenom-
ena, and place in brackets the world of extra-mental objects. His attitude to
the existence of that world should be one of suspense of judgement, for
which Husserl used the Greek word epoche. This was called ‘the phenom-
enological reduction’. It was, as it were, philosophy drawing in its horns.
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Phenomenology is not the same as phenomenalism. A phenomenalist
believes that nothing exists except phenomena, and that statements about
such things as material objects have to be translated into statements about
appearances. Berkeley and Mill held versions of phenomenalism.2 Husserl,
on the other hand, did not assert in Ideas that there are no realities other
than phenomena; he deliberately left open the possibility that there is a
world of non-phenomenal objects. Only, such objects are no concern, or at
least no initial concern, of the philosopher.

The reason for this is that, according to Husserl, we have infallible
immediate knowledge of the objects of our own consciousness while we
have only inferential and conjectural information about the external
world. Husserl made a distinction between immanent perception, which
was self-evident, and transcendent perception, which was fallible. Imma-
nent perception is my immediate acquaintance with my own current
mental acts and states. Transcendent perception is my perception of my
own past acts and states, of physical things and events, and of the contents
of other people’s minds.

Immanent perception provides the subject matter of phenomenology.
Immanent perception is more fundamental than transcendent perception
not only because immanent perception is self-evident while transcendent
perception is fallible, but because the inferences and conjectures that
constitute transcendent perception are based, and have to be based, on
the deliverances of immanent perception. Only consciousness has ‘absolute
being’; all other forms of being depend upon consciousness for their
existence (Ideas, i. 49). Thus phenomenology is the most basic of all
disciplines, because the items that are its subject matter provide the data
for all other branches of philosophy and science.

Husserl projected Ideas as a three-volume work, but the last two volumes
were published only after his death. In 1916 he moved to Freiburg and
remained as a professor in the university there until he retired in 1928,
having rejected in 1923 a call to the University of Berlin. At Freiburg his
lectures attracted a wide international audience, and he had among his
pupils some who were to become highly influential philosophers, such as
Martin Heidegger and Edith Stein. In those years he developed in several

% See vol. II, p- 203, and p. 8 above.
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directions the system presented in Ideas I. One the one hand he extended
the phenomenological method in order to undercut some assumptions
that Descartes had left unquestioned, so that his epoche became more radical
than Cartesian doubt. On the other hand, he endeavoured to combine his
methodological solipsism with a solution to the problem of intersubject-
ivity that would establish the existence of other minds. His final position
was a transcendental idealism which he maintained was the inseparable
conclusion of phenomenology (CM 42). Some of the results of his later
reflections were published in two works that appeared in the year after his
retirement: Cartesian Meditations and Formal and Transcendental Logic.

The Existentialism of Heidegger

Two years earlier one of Husserl’s pupils had published a book that was to
have a much greater impact on philosophy than either of these. The Sein
und Zeit of Martin Heidegger (1889—1976) claimed that phenomenology, up
to this point, had been too half-hearted. It purported to examine the data
of consciousness, but it employed notions like ‘subject’, ‘object’, ‘act’, and
‘content’ which were not items that it had discovered in consciousness, but
items inherited from earlier philosophy. Most importantly, Husser]l had
accepted the framework of Descartes in which there were the two correla-
tive realms of consciousness and reality. Only one of these, consciousness,
was the subject matter Husserl had adopted for phenomenology. But the
first task of phenomenology, Heidegger maintained, was to study the
concept of Being (Sein) which was prior to the cleavage between conscious-
ness and reality. The experience that leads us to contrast these two as polar
opposites is the primary phenomenon to be examined.

We must therefore go back behind Descartes in order to get clear about
the nature of philosophy, and take as our starting point not consciousness
but Being. But it will not suffice, Heidegger warns us, simply to return to
the categories of Plato and Aristotle, which already have an element of
artificial sophistication. The Presocratics provide the best examples for a
thoroughgoing phenomenalist to imitate, because they pre-date the for-
mation of a professional philosophical vocabulary with all the presupposi-

tions such a vocabulary entails. Heidegger would set himself the task of
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Martin Heidegger,
doyen of continental
existentialism

inventing a pristine vocabulary that would enable us, as it were, to
philosophize in the nude.

The most important of Heidegger’s coinages is Dasein. Dasein is the kind of
being that is capable of asking philosophical questions, and as Heidegger
expounds Dasein it sounds initially suspiciously like the Cartesian ego. But
whereas Descartes’s ego was essentially a thinking thing, a res cogitans,
thinking is only one, and not the most fundamental, of the ways in
which Dasein has its being. The primitive element of Dasein is ‘being-in-the
world’, and thinking is only one way of engaging with the world: acting
upon it and reacting to it are at least as important elements. Dasein is prior
to the distinction between thinking and willing or theory and practice.
Dasein is caring about (besorgen). Dasein is not a res cogitans, but a res curans: not a
thinking thing, but a caring thing. Only if I have some care about, or
interest in, the world will I go on to ask questions about it and give answers
to those questions in the form of knowledge-claims.
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Concepts and judgements can be thought of as instruments for coping
with the world. But there are more primitive such instruments, things that
are tools in a literal sense. A carpenter relates to the world by using a
hammer. He does not need to be thinking about the hammer to be using it
well; consciousness of the hammer may indeed get in the way of the
concentration on his project that is his true engagement with reality.
Entities that we cope with in this transparent mode are called by Heidegger
‘ready-to-hand’. The distinction between what is and what is not ready-to-
hand underlies our construction of the spatiality of the world.

Heidegger emphasizes the temporal nature of Dasein: we should think of
it not as a substance but as the unfolding of a life. Our life is not a self-
contained, self-developing entity: from the outset we find ourselves
thrown into a physical, cultural, and historical context. This ‘thrownness’
(geworfenheit) is called by Heidegger the ‘facticity’ of Dasein. Nor is my life
exhausted by what [ am now and have hitherto been: I can be what I have
not yet been, and my potentialities are as essential to my being as my
achievements are. Indeed, according to Heidegger, in defining what I am
the future has priority over the past and the present. Dasein, says Heidegger,
is ‘an ability to be’ and what I am aiming at in my life determines the
significance of my present situation and capacities. But whatever my
achievements and potentialities are, they all terminate in death—but
though death terminates them, it does not complete them. Any view of my
life as a whole must take account of the difference between what I will be
and what I might have been: hence comes guilt and anxiety.

If Heidegger is right, there is something absurd in the attempts of
philosophers, from Descartes to Russell, to prove the existence of an
external world. We are not observers trying, through the medium of
experience, to gain knowledge of a reality from which we are detached.
From the outset we are ourselves elements of the world, ‘always already
being-in-the-world’. We are beings among other beings, acting upon and
reacting to them. And our actions and reactions need not at all be guided
by consciousness. It is, in fact, only when our spontaneous actions misfire
in some way that we become conscious of what we are doing. This is when
the ‘ready-to-hand’ becomes ‘unready-to-hand’.

The activity of Dasein, for Heidegger, has three fundamental aspects.
First, there is what he calls ‘attunement’: the situations into which we are
thrown manifest themselves as attractive, or alarming, or boring, and so
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on, and we respond to them with moods of various kinds. Second, Dasein is
discursive: that is to say, it operates within a world of discourses, among
entities that are articulated and interpreted for us by the language and
culture that we share with others. Third, Dasein is ‘understanding’ in a
special sense—that is to say, its activities are directed (not necessarily
consciously) towards some goal, some ‘for-the-sake-of’ which will make
sense of a whole life within its cultural context. These three aspects of
Dasein correspond to the past, present, and future of time: the time that
gives Sein und Zeit the second part of its title.

Though Dasein operates within a biological, social, and cultural context,
there is no such thing as a human nature that gives rise to the activities of
the human individual. The essence of Dasein, says Heidegger, is its existence.
In saying this, he became the father of ‘existentialism’, the school of
philosophy that emphasizes that individuals are not mere members of a
species and are not determined by universal laws. What I essentially am
is what I freely take myself to be. The ungroundedness of such a choice is
alarming, and I may well take refuge in unthinking conformity. But that is
an inauthentic decision, a betrayal of my Dasein. To be authentic I must
make my own life in full awareness that there is no ground, either in
human nature or in divine command, for the choices I make, and that no
choice is going to bring any transcendent meaningfulness to my life.

Being and Time is a difficult book to read, and any interpreter who wishes
to make its ideas seem readily intelligible has to write in a style very
different from Heidegger’s own. It is a matter of dispute whether Heideg-
ger’s idiosyncratic vocabulary and convoluted syntax were essential to his
project or were an unnecessary piece of self-indulgence. But there is no
doubt that his work was not just original but important. One of Heideg-
ger’s most pungent opponents, Gilbert Ryle, admitted at the end of a
critical review of the book that he had nothing but admiration for his
‘phenomenological analysis of the root workings of the human soul’.

As a work of phenomenology, Sein und Zeit enjoyed a greater éclat than
any of the works of phenomenology’s founder, Husserl. The relationship
between the disciple and his master had an unhappy ending. In 1929
Heidegger succeeded Husserl as Professor of Philosophy at Freiburg and
in 1933 he became Rector of the university. In a notorious inaugural
address in May of that year he welcomed Nazism as the vehicle through
which the German people would at last carry out its historic spiritual
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mission. One of his first acts as Rector was to exclude from the University
Library all Jewish faculty members, including Emeritus Professor Husserl,
who still had five years to live. After the war Heidegger had to do penance
for his support of Hitler and was himself prevented from teaching in the
university from 1945 to 1950. However, his thought remained influential up
to and beyond his death in 1976.

The Existentialism of Sartre

In contrast to the right-wing existentialism of Heidegger, in France Jean-
Paul Sartre, once briefly a student under him, developed a form of
existentialism that moved steadily towards the political left. Born in Paris
in 1903, Sartre studied at the Ecole Normale Supérieure from 1924 to 1928
and for some years supported himself by teaching philosophy in high
schools. It was, however, in Berlin and Freiburg from 1933 to 1935 that
he began to develop his own philosophy, which found its first expression in
two philosophical monographs published in 1936, The Transcendence of the Ego
and Imagination: A Psychological Critique. These were followed by a novel,
Nausea, in 1938 and Sketch for a Theory of the Emotions in 1939.

Sartre’s pre-war essays are detailed studies in the philosophy of mind
in the phenomenological mould. Sartre, like Heidegger, complained that
Husserl had not taken the phenomenological reduction far enough. Hus-
serl had accepted the Cartesian ego, the thinking subject, as a datum of
consciousness, but in fact it is no such thing: when I am absorbed in what
I am seeing or hearing I have no thought of myself. It is only by reflection
that we make the self into an object, so if we are to be thorough
phenomenologists we must start from pre-reflexive consciousness. The
self, the thinking subject, lies outside consciousness and therefore belongs,
no less than other minds, to the transcendent world.

In Imagination Sartre attacks the notion, widespread among philosophers but
particularly explicit in Hume, that in imagination we are surveying the
contents of an interior mental world. It is a mistake, Sartre showed, to
think that perception and imagination both consisted in the mental presence
of pictures or simulacra, the only difference between them being that in
perception the images are more intense or vivid than they are in imagination.

In fact, Sartre maintained, imagining relates us to extra-mental objects, not to
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internal images. It does so no less than perception, but in a different mode.
This is most easily made out in the case where we imagine a real, but absent,
person; in the cases where what we imagine does not in fact exist, what we are
doing is creating an object in the world.

Emotions, too, according to Sartre, are misconceived if we think of them
as passive internal sensations. Emotion is a certain manner of apprehending
the world: to feel hatred towards someone, for instance, is to perceive him
as hateful. But obviously emotion is not an impartial, unbiased awareness
of our environment; on the contrary, Sartre goes so far as to describe it as
‘a magical transformation’ of the situations in which we find ourselves.
When we are depressed, for instance, we as it were cast a spell over the
world such as to make all efforts to cope with it appear pointless.

When war broke out in 1939 Sartre was conscripted, and in 1940 he fought
in the army until captured by the Germans. Released after the armistice, he
returned to Paris as a philosophy teacher, but also took part in the resistance
to Nazi occupation. In 1943 he published his magnum opus, Being and Nothingness.
While his pre-war essays had been Husserlian in inspiration, this work owes a
great debt to Heidegger, which is acknowledged by the form of its title. Parts
of Being and Nothingness are as difficult as anything in Sein und Zeit. But, as befits a
novelist and playwright, Sartre had a gift, which Heidegger lacked, for
illustrating philosophical points with detailed and convincing narratives.
After the war Sartre returned to present the main themes of his work in a
briefer and more popular manner in Existentialism and Humanism (1946).

Being (I'étre), for Sartre, is what precedes and underlies all the different
kinds and aspects of things that we encounter in consciousness. We sort
things into kinds and classes in accordance with our interests and as
instruments for our purposes. If we strip off all the distinctions that
consciousness has made, we are left with pure being, being in itself, 'en-soi.
This is opaque, massive, simple, and above all contingent. It is ‘without
reason, without cause, without necessity’ (BN 619). To say that it is without
cause is not to say that it is its own cause, causa suf; it is just simply there—
‘gratuitous’ Sartre calls it, and sometimes ‘de trop’.

The en-soi is one of the two key concepts of Being and Nothingness. The other
is le pour-soi, the for-itself, that is to say human consciousness. How is
this related to the nothingness of the title? Sartre’s answer is that man
is the being through whom nothingness comes into the world. Negation is
the element that makes the difference between le pour-soi and ['en-soi.
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Sartre is here expanding a theme of Heidegger’s. While English philo-
sophers took Heidegger’s dictum ‘nothing noths’ (Das Nichts nichtet) as the
quintessence of absurdity, Sartre accepts the objectification of nothing, and
attempts to give it an important signiﬁcance. When consciousness articu-
lates the world, it does so by means of negation. If | have a concept of red,
I divide the world into the red and the not-red. If I distinguish between
chairs and tables, then I must consider chairs as not-tables and tables as
not-chairs. If I want to make a distinction between consciousness and
being, I must say that consciousness is not-being: ‘the being by which
nothingness comes into the world must be its own nothingness’ (BN 23).

To the historian, it looks as if Sartre is reintroducing into philosophy a
conundrum devised by Parmenides and solved long ago by Plato.® A. J. Ayer,
in 1945, compared Sartre’s treatment of le néant with the response of the
King in Alice in Wonderland when Alice says that she sees nobody on the road:
‘l only wish I had such eyes...To be able to see Nobody! And at that
distance too!” Fortunately, Being and Nothingness, despite its title, contains
much that is of importance quite independently of Sartre’s account of
‘nihilification’. The most interesting idea is again taken from Heidegger.
Whereas for most objects essence precedes existence, ‘there is at least one
being whose existence comes before his essence, a being which exists before
it can be defined by any conception of it. That being is man’ (EH 66).
Human freedom precedes the essence of man and makes it possible.
Whereas an oak tree has to follow a particular life pattern because that is
the kind of thing it is, human beings do not belong to a kind in this way: it
is for each person to decide what kind of thing to be. Human freedom
creates a fissure in the world of objects.

The life of a human individual, according to Sartre, is not determined in
advance, neither by a creator, nor by necessitating causes, nor by absolute
moral laws. The one necessity I cannot escape is the necessity to choose.
Human freedom is absolute but it is also alarming, and we try to hide it from
ourselves, and adopt some predetermined role offered by morality, society,
or religion. But our efforts at concealment are bound to fail, and we end up
double-minded, tacitly aware of our freedom while striving to reduce

ourselves to mere objects. This is the condition that Sartre calls ‘bad faith’.

* See vol. I, pp- 200 and 214.
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The alternative attitude is to accept and affirm one’s freedom and accept
the responsibility for one’s own acts and life, unsustained by any pre-
existing moral order and unconstrained by any contingent circumstances.
To be sure, there will be physical limits to my possible actions, but by the
adjustment of my own desires and projects it is I who confer significance
on the situation in which I find myself. I must make a total choice of
myself. T emerge alone and in dread in the face of the unique and first
project which constitutes my being: all the barriers, all the railings,
collapse, annihilated by the consciousness of my liberty; I have not, nor
can I have, recourse to any value against the fact that it is I who maintain
values in being’ (EH 66).

In the years after the war Sartre, with Simone de Beauvoir, became the
centre of the cultural and intellectual life of the left bank of Paris. He
founded and edited an avant-garde monthly, Les Temps Modernes, and wrote a
number of successful novels and plays, of which perhaps the best known
was Huis clos (‘In Camera’), which contains the often-quoted line ‘Hell is
other people’. In Being and Nothingness, in addition to the en-soi and the pour-sor,
Sartre had introduced the notion of being-for-others. This is essentially the
way in which I am presented to others and observed by them, becoming
nothing more than an object for them, the object perhaps of their envy or
contempt. The original meaning of being-for-others, he had written, is
conflict. In his later work Sartre developed this theme and gave it greater
importance.

On social and political views he took up positions close to those of the
Communist Party, though Marxist determinism was not easy to reconcile
with the absolute libertarianism that was the keynote of existentialism. In
an effort to resolve this tension he wrote a Critique of Dialectical Reason in 1960.
In 1964 he declined the Nobel Prize for literature and in 1968 he supported
the student rebellions that threatened the de Gaulle government. He died
in 1980.

Jacques Derrida

For a brief period in the 1960s it looked as if there might be a rapproche-
ment between Continental and Anglophone philosophy. In 1962 a thirty-
two-year-old philosopher, of Algerian Jewish parentage, called Jacques

90



FREUD TO DERRIDA

Derrida published a doctoral thesis on Husserl and geometry. In the same
year there was posthumously published a set of lectures by the Oxford
philosopher J. L. Austin (1911-60), entitled How to Do Things with Words, which
contained a theory of the different kinds of speech acts. In 1967 Derrida
published three highly original works (Writing and Diﬁerence, Speech and
Phenomena, and Of Grammatology) which bore clear marks of Austin’s influence.

The two philosophers, however, treated the same topic in very different
ways. Austin started, as early as 1946, from a distinction between two kinds of
speech, constative and performative. A constative sentence is used to state
how things are as a matter of fact: ‘It is raining’, ‘The train is approaching’.
Performative utterances, however, were not statements that could be
judged and found true or false by comparison with the facts; they were
speech acts that changed things rather than reported on them. Examples are
‘I name this ship the Queen Elizabetl’, ‘I promise to meet you at ten o’clock’,
‘I bequeath my watch to my brother’.

Austin went on to classify many different kinds of performative utter-
ances, such as bets, appointments, vetoes, apologies, and curses, and to
identify concealed performative elements in apparently straightforward
statements. In its developed stage his theory made room, in speech acts,
for three elements: the locutionary, the illocutionary, and the perlocu-
tionary force. Suppose someone says to me ‘Shoot her!” The locutionary act
is defined by specifying the sense of ‘shoot’ and the reference of ‘her’. The
illocutionary act is one of ordering, or urging, etc. The perlocutionary act
(which takes place only if the illocutionary act achieves its goal) would be
described by, for example, ‘He made me shoot her’.

Austin introduced many new technical terms to bring out distinctions
between different kinds of speech acts and elements within them. Each
term, as introduced, is defined in lucid terms and is illuminated by
examples. The overall effect is to bring clarity, at a microscopic level,
into a vast and important field of the philosophy of language.

Derrida’s method is quite different. He, too, introduces technical terms
in great profusion: for instance, ‘gram’, ‘reserve’, ‘incision’, ‘trace’, ‘spacing’,
‘blank’, ‘supplement’, ‘pharmakon’, and many others. But he is much less
willing to offer definitions of them, and often seems to reject the very
request for a definition as somehow improper. The relevance of his illus-
trative examples is rarely clear, so that even banal features of language take
on an air of mystery.
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In treating of speech acts, Austin was not particularly interested in the
distinction between what is spoken (as in an oral promise) and what is
written (as in a will); the philosophical points he makes apply in general to
both kinds of language use. Derrida, on the other hand, attached great
important to the distinction, attacking what he calls ‘phonocentrism’, the
alleged overemphasis in Western civilization on the spoken word. Given
the emphasis placed by both law and business on getting things in writing,
and the enormous efforts modern societies have put into making their
citizens literate, Derrida’s charge of phonocentrism has to be based on a
number of eccentric texts starting with an ironic passage in Plato’s Phaedrus.

Among performative speech acts promising is a paradigm case that
interested both Austin and Derrida. Austin listed, in an instructive way,
the different kinds of infelicity that may affect a promise, from insincerity
to incapacity. Derrida was principally impressed by the fact that one may
die before fulfilling a promise, a circumstance which he expresses by saying
that every performative is haunted by death. But, pace Derrida, since we are
all, always, mortal, the possibility of death tells us nothing about performa-
tives in particular. Cycling to work, no less than making a promise, is
something that may be interrupted by death. Of course, in a promise death
may actually be mentioned, as when bride and groom vow fidelity ‘till
death do us part’. But in that case, a promise is not in fact broken, or left
unfulfilled, when one of the spouses dies.

Derrida’s hostility to phonocentrism was part of an attack on what he
called ‘the metaphysics of presence’, the notion that the basis of claims to
meaning and truth is something intimate given in consciousness. The
prime target of his attack was Husserl, but the empiricist notion of sense-
data lies open to similar criticism. Speech was given primacy over writing in
Western tradition, he claims, because speech is closer than writing to the
thinking that is idealized as the ultimate, transcendental object of signifi-
cation. Derrida ‘deconstructs’ the opposition between speech and writing
and gives the privileged position to the written text, the one furthest from
the control of its author, the one most capable of diverse and superseding
interpretations. Some have seen Derrida’s attack on the metaphysics of
presence as an enterprise, in a very different key, parallel to Wittgenstein’s
demolition of the notion of a private language.

Derrida in his early works showed evidence of great philosophical
acumen; but after 1967 his thinking and writing moved further and further
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away from that of Austin and Wittgenstein. As his career developed, his
style of operation moved far away not only from current analytic philoso-
phy, but from philosophy as understood by the great philosophers from
Aristotle to Husserl. It has always been seen as a task of philosophers to
draw distinctions between concepts that may be confused with each other,
and if necessary to invent or adapt terms to mark these distinctions.
Derrida, by contrast, introduced new terms whose effect was to confuse
ideas that are perfectly distinct.

Consider the notion of ‘deferrence’ (différance), in which Derrida took
great pride.4 Deferrence is supposed to combine the notions of deferring
(putting off ) and difference (being distinct). ‘Deferrence’, he tells us, ‘is to
be conceived prior to the separation between deferring as delay and
differing as the actual work of difference’ (SP 88). It is not clear how
these two contrasting notions can be combined in this way, and the
explications and paraphrases offered by Derrida are not altogether helpful:

Deferrence is what makes the movement of signification possible only if each so-
called present element, each element appearing on the scene of presence, is related
to something other than itself, thereby keeping within itself the mark of a past
element, and already letting itself be vitiated by the mark of its relation to a future
element, this trace being related no less to what is called the future than to what is
called the past, and constituting what is called the present by means of this very
relation to what it is not, to what it absolutely is not: that is, not even to a past or a
future as a modified present. (Diff. 13)

One can see what he means. If I say to the breakfast waiter ‘bacon and eggs’,
the meaning of what I say depends on the fact that at the moment when
I utter the word ‘and’ the word ‘bacon’ is in the past, but remains related to
it; moreover the ‘and’ is also related to the word ‘eggs’ that has not yet been
uttered, but is about to be related to it. Very true. And if that is what
deferrence means, then what Derrida says of it is perfectly correct: ‘it is not
the name of an object, not the name of some “being” that could be present.
And for that reason it is not a concept either.” But that cannot be all
‘deferrence’ means, because we know that some of Derrida’s readers have

* The word ‘différance’ is often translated by ‘differance’, but my translation corresponds
more exactly to the construction of the French word. I must, however, ask the reader to
pronounce it exactly like ‘difference’, out of deference to Derrida, who attached importance to
the equivalent French words sounding alike.
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taken it to be a name of God—though Derrida reassures us that it ‘blocks
every relationship to theology’ (P 40). The various paraphrases we find of
‘deferrence’ in his texts are perhaps themselves an instance of deferrence:
IOUs that are quite distinct from a definition and which put off to an
indefinite future an actual conferment of sense.

Derrida devised a method of dealing with authors, a technique that can
be nicknamed the nosegay method. To assemble a nosegay, one collects a
number of texts that contain the same word (or often just the same
phoneme). One then snips them out of context and date, discards utterer
or voice, and modifies the natural sense by italicization, omission, or
truncation. One gathers them together and presents them as a nosegay
with some striking or provocative thesis tied around it. The nosegay
technique became popular in some departments of literature, since it
demands considerably less effort than more traditional methods of literary
criticism.

The later Derrida maintains the reader’s attention by the deft deploy-
ment of rhetoric. A particularly successful device might be named ‘the
irrefutable paradox’. One of the most often quoted lines in Grammatology—
underlined by the author himself—is “There is nothing outside the text.’
An arresting, even shocking, remark! Surely the Black Death and the
Holocaust were not textual events in the way that a new edition of
Johnson'’s Lives of the Poets is a textual event. But later Derrida kindly explains
that by text he does not mean a corpus of writing, but something that
overruns the limits of the world, of the real, of history.5 Well, if what we are
being told is simply that there is nothing outside the universe, it would be
rash to contradict. And an injunction to try to see things in context is
surely sound advice.

Like the skilful rhetorician that he is, Derrida keeps his readers awake by
bringing in sex and death. We have already met death haunting the
performatives; we meet sex in equally irrelevant places. Talking to oneself,
we are told, stands in the same relation to talking aloud as masturbation
stands to copulation. No doubt it does. A no less apt comparison would
have been with solitaire vs. whist; but that would not have tickled the

reader in quite the same way. Again, at the end of the book of Revelation,

> ‘Living On’, in Harold Bloomfield (ed.), Deconstruction and Criticism (New York: Seabury Press,
1979).
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he had achieved
iconic status in many
circles

we read: ‘And the Spirit and the bride say Come! And let him that heareth
say Come!’ (22: 17). Derrida has written at length on this text, making great
play with the double entendre that attaches, in French as in English, to the
word ‘come’. If one were churlish enough to point out that the Greek
word translated ‘come’ cannot possibly have the sense of ‘achieve orgasm’,
one would no doubt be told that one had missed the whole thrust of the
exercise.

It may appear unseemly to criticize Derrida in the manner just illustrated.
The reason for doing so is that such a parody of fair comment is precisely the
method he adopted in his own later work: his philosophical weapons are the
pun, the bawdy, the sneer, and the snigger. Normally, the historian tries to
identify some of the major doctrines of a philosopher, present them as
clearly as he can, and then perhaps add a word of evaluation. In the later
Derrida there are no doctrines to present. It is not just that an unsympa-

thetic reader may fail to identify or understand them; Derrida himself rejects
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the idea that his work can be encapsulated in theses. Indeed, sometimes he
even disclaims the ambition to be a philosopher.

Is it not unfair, then, to include Derrida, whether for blame or praise, in a
history such as this? I think not. Whatever he himself may say, he has been
taken by many people to be a serious philosopher, and he should be
evaluated as such. But it is unsurprising that his fame has been less in
philosophy departments than in departments of literature, whose members

have had less practice in discerning genuine from counterfeit philosophy.
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Logic

Mill’s Empiricist Logic

ohn Stuart Mill’s System of Logic falls into two principal parts. The first two

books present a system of formal logic; the remainder of the work deals
with the methodology of the natural and social sciences. He begins the first
part with an analysis of language, and in particular with a theory of
naming.

Mill was the first British empiricist to take formal logic seriously,
and from the start he is anxious to dissociate himself from the nominalism
that had been associated with empiricism since the time of Hobbes. By
‘nominalism’ he means the two-name theory of the proposition: the
theory that a proposition is true if and only if subject and predicate
are names of the same thing. The Hobbesian account, Mill says, fits only
those propositions where both predicate and subject are proper names,
such as ‘Tully is Cicero’. But it is a sadly inadequate theory of any other
propositions.

Mill uses the word ‘name’ very broadly. Not only proper names like
‘Socrates’ and pronouns like ‘this’, but also definite descriptions like ‘the
king who succeeded William the Conqueror’, count as names for him. So
too do general terms like ‘man’ and ‘wise’, and abstract nouns like ‘wisdom’.
All names, whether particular or general, whether abstract or concrete,
denote things; proper names denote the things they name and general
terms denote the things they are true of: thus not only ‘Socrates’ but also
‘man’ and ‘wise’ denote Socrates. General terms, in addition to having a
denotation in this way, also have a connotation: there are items they con-

note as well as items they denote. What they connote are the attributes they
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signify, that is to say, what would be specified in a dictionary definition of
them. In logic, connotation is prior to denotation: ‘when mankind fixed the
word wise they were not thinking of Socrates’ (5L 1.2.5.2).

Since ‘mame’ covers such a multitude of terms, Mill can accept the
nominalist view that every proposition is a conjunction of names. But this
does not commit him to the Hobbesian view since, unlike Hobbes, he can
appeal to connotation in setting out the truth-conditions of propositions.
A sentence joining two connotative terms, such as ‘all men are mortal’,
tells us that certain attributes (those, say, of animality and rationality) are
always accompanied by the attribute of mortality.

In his second book, Mill discusses inference, of which he distinguished
two kinds, real and verbal. Verbal inference brings us no new knowledge
about the world; knowledge of the language alone is sufficient to enable us
to derive the conclusion from the premiss. As an example of a verbal
inference, Mill gives the inference from ‘No great general is a rash man’ to
‘No rash man is a great general’: both premiss and conclusion, he tells us,
say the same thing. There is real inference when we infer to a truth, in the
conclusion, which is not contained in the premisses.

Mill found it very difficult to explain how new truths could be discov-
ered by general reasoning. He accepted that all reasoning was syllogistic,
and he claimed that in every syllogism the conclusion is actually contained
and implied in the premisses. Take the argument from the premisses ‘All
men are mortal, and Socrates is a man’ to the conclusion ‘Socrates is
mortal’. If this syllogism is to be deductively valid, then surely the prop-
osition ‘Socrates is mortal’ must be presupposed in the more general
assumption ‘All men are mortal’. On the other hand if we substitute for
‘Socrates’ the name of someone not yet dead (Mill’s example was ‘the Duke
of Wellington”) then the conclusion does give us new information, but it is
not justified by the evidence summarized in the first premiss. Hence the
syllogism is not a genuine inference:

All inference is from particulars to particulars. General propositions are merely
registers of such inferences already made, and short formulae for making more.
The major premise of a syllogism, consequently, is a formula of this description;
and the conclusion is not an inference drawn from the formula, but an inference
drawn according to the formula; the real logical antecedent or premise being the
particular facts from which the general proposition was collected by induction.
(SL 3.3.4)
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‘Induction” was a name that had long been given by logicians to the
process of deriving a general truth from particular instances. But there is
more than one kind of induction. Suppose I state Peter is a Jew, James is
a Jew, John is a Jew...’ and then go on to enumerate all the Apostles.
I may go on to conclude ‘All the Apostles are Jews’, but if I do so, Mill
says, I am not really moving from particular to general: the conclusion is
merely an abridged notation for the particular facts enunciated in the
premiss. Matters are very different when we make a generalization on the
basis only of an incomplete survey of the items to which it applies—as
when we conclude from previous human deaths that all humans of all
times will die.

Mill’s criticism of deductive argument involves a confusion between
logic and epistemology. An inference may be, as he says, deductively valid
without being informative: validity is a necessary but not a sufficient
condition for an argument to produce true information. But syllogism is
not the only form of inference, and there are many valid non-syllogistic
arguments (e.g. arguments of the form ‘A =B, ‘B =C, therefore
‘A = C’) which are quite capable of conveying information. Even in the
case of syllogism, it is possible to give an account that makes it a real
inference if we interpret ‘All men are mortal’ not as saying that ‘mortal’ is
a name of every member of the class of men but—in accordance with
Mill’s own account of naming—as saying that there is a connection
between the attributes connoted by ‘man’ and by ‘mortal’.

Mill would no doubt respond by asking how we could ever know such a
connection, if not by induction; and the most interesting part of his Logic is
his attempt to set out the rules of inductive discovery. He set out five rules,
or canons, of experimental inquiry to guide researchers in the inductive
discovery of causes and effects. We may consider as illustrations the first
two of these canons.

The first is called the method of agreement. It states that if a pheno-
menon F appears in the conjunction of the circumstances A, B, and C, and
also in the conjunction of the circumstances C, D, and E, then we are to
conclude that C, the only common feature, is causally related to F.

The second, the method of disagreement, states that if F occurs in the
presence of A, B, and C, but not in the presence of A, B and D, then we are
to conclude that C, the only feature differentiating the two cases, is
causally related to F.
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Mill maintains that we are always, though not necessarily consciously,
applying his canons in daily life and in the courts of law. Thus, to illustrate
the second canon he says, “When a man is shot through the heart, it is by
this method we know that it was the gunshot which killed him: for he was
in the fullness of life immediately before, all circumstances being the same,
except the wound.’

Mill’s methods of agreement and disagreement are a sophistication of
Bacon’s tables of presence and absence.' Like Bacon’s, Mill’s methods seem
to assume the constancy of general laws. Mill says explicitly, “The propos-
ition that the course of Nature is uniform, is the fundamental principle, or
general axiom, of Induction.” But where does this general axiom come
from? As a thoroughgoing empiricist, Mill treats it as being itself a gener-
alization from experience: it would be rash, he says, to assume that the law
of causation applied on distant stars. But if this very general principle is the
basis of induction, it is difficult to see how it can itself be established by
induction. But then Mill was prepared to affirm that not only the funda-
mental laws of physics, but those of arithmetic and logic, including the
very principle of non-contradiction itself, were nothing more than very

X . . . 2
well-confirmed generalizations from experience.

Frege’s Refoundation of Logic

On these matters Frege occupied the opposite pole from Mill. While for
Mill propositions of every kind were known a posteriori, for Frege arith-
metic no less than logic was not only a priori but also analytic. In order to
establish this, Frege had to investigate and systematize logic to a degree that
neither Mill nor any of his predecessors had achieved. He organized logic in
a wholly new way, and became in effect the second founder of the
discipline first established by Aristotle.

One way to define logic is to say that it is the discipline that sorts out
good inferences from bad. In the centuries preceding Frege the most
important part of logic had been the study of the validity and invalidity
of a particular form of inference, namely the syllogism. Elaborate rules had
been drawn up to distinguish between valid inferences such as

' See vol. III, p- 31. 2 See Ch. 6 below.
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All Germans are Europeans.
Some Germans are blonde.
Therefore, Some Europeans are blonde.

and invalid inferences such as

All cows are mammals.
Some mammals are quadrupeds.

Therefore, All cows are quadrupeds.

Though both these inferences have true conclusions, only the first is valid,
that is to say, only the first is an inference of a form that will never lead
from true premisses to a false conclusion.

Syllogistic, in fact, covers only a small proportion of the forms of valid
reasoning. In Anthony Trollope’s The Prime Minister the Duchess of Omnium
is anxious to place a favourite of hers as Member of Parliament for
the borough of Silverbridge, which has traditionally been in the gift of the
Dukes of Omnium. He tells us that she ‘had a little syllogism in her head as
to the Duke ruling the borough, the Duke’s wife ruling the Duke, and
therefore the Duke’s wife ruling the borough’. The Duchess’s reasoning is
perfectly valid, but it is not a syllogism, and cannot be formulated as one.
This is because her reasoning depends on the fact that ‘rules’ is a transitive
relation (if A rules B and B rules C, then A does indeed rule C), while
syllogistic is a system designed to deal only with subject—predicate
sentences, and not rich enough to cope with relational statements.

A further weakness of syllogistic was that it could not cope with
inferences in which words like ‘all’ or ‘some’ occurred not in the subject
place but somewhere in the grammatical predicate. The rules would not
determine the validity of inferences that contained premisses such as ‘All
politicians tell some lies’ or ‘Nobody can speak every language’ in cases
where the inference turned on the word ‘some’ in the first sentence or the
word ‘every’ in the second.

Frege devised a system to overcome these difficulties, which he
expounded first in his Begriffsschrift. The first step was to replace the gram-
matical notions of subject and predicate with new logical notions, which Frege
called ‘argument’ and ‘function’. In the sentence ‘Wellington defeated
Napoleon’ grammarians would say (or used to say) that “Wellington’ was
the subject and ‘defeated Napoleon’ the predicate. Frege’s introduction of
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Trollope’s Lady Glencora Palliser ruled not just one but two Dukes of Omnium. Here,
in Millais’ illustration to Phineas Finn, she establishes her dominion over the elder Duke
by presenting him with a grandson.
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the notions of argument and function offers a more flexible method of analysing
the sentence.

This is how it works. Suppose that we take our sentence “Wellington
defeated Napoleon’ and put into it, in place of the name ‘Napoleon’, the
name ‘Nelson’. Clearly this alters the content of the sentence, and indeed it
turns it from a true sentence into a false sentence. We can think of the
sentence as in this way consisting of a constant component, ‘Wellington
defeated ...’, and a replaceable element, ‘Napoleon’. Frege calls the first,
fixed component a function, and the second component the argument of
the function. The sentence ‘Wellington defeated Napoleon’ is, as Frege
would put it, the value of the function ‘Wellington defeated ...’ for the
argument ‘Napoleon’ and the sentence ‘Wellington defeated Nelson’ is the
value of the same function for the argument ‘Nelson’.

We could also analyse the sentence in a different way. “Wellington
defeated Napoleon’ is also the value of the function ... defeated Napoleon’
for the argument ‘Wellington’. We can go further, and say that the
sentence is the value of the function ... defeated ...’ for the arguments
‘Wellington” and ‘Napoleon’ (taken in that order). In Frege’s terminology,
‘Wellington defeated ...’ and ‘... defeated Napoleon’ are functions of a
single argument; ‘... defeated ...’ is a function of two arguments.3

It will be seen that in comparison with the subject—predicate distinction
the function—argument dichotomy provides a much more flexible method
of bringing out logically relevant similarities between sentences. Subject—
predicate analysis is sufficient to mark the similarity between ‘Caesar
conquered Gaul’ and ‘Caesar defeated Pompey’, but it is blind to the
similarity between ‘Caesar conquered Gaul’ and ‘Pompey avoided Gaul’.
This becomes a matter of logical importance when we deal with sentences
such as those occurring in syllogisms that contain not proper names like
‘Caesar’ and ‘Gaul’, but quantified expressions such as ‘all Romans’ or
‘some province’.

Having introduced these notions of function and argument, Frege’s next
step is to introduce a new notation to express the kind of generality expressed

by a word like ‘all’ no matter where it occurs in a sentence. If ‘Socrates is

* As I have explained them above, following Begriffsschrift, functions and arguments and their
values are all bits of language: names and sentences, with or without gaps. In his later writings
Frege applied the notions more often not to linguistic items, but to the items that language is
used to express and talk about. I will discuss this in the chapter on metaphysics (Ch. 7).
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mortal’ is a true sentence, we can say that the function ‘.. .is mortal’ holds
true for the argument ‘Socrates’. To express generality we need a symbol to
indicate that a certain function holds true no matter what its argument is.
Adapting the notation that Frege introduced, logicians write

(x)(x is mortal)

to signify that no matter what name is attached as an argument to the
function ‘.. .is mortal’, the function holds true. The notation can be read
as ‘For all x, x is mortal’ and it is equivalent to the statement that
everything whatever is mortal.

This notation for generality can be applied in all the different ways in
which sentences can be analysed into function and argument. Thus
‘(x)(God is greater than x)’ is equivalent to ‘God is greater than everything’.
It can be combined with a sign for negation (‘~’) to produce notations
equivalent to sentences containing ‘no’ and ‘none’. Thus ‘(x)~ (x is
immortal)’ = ‘For all x, it is not the case that x is immortal’ = ‘Nothing
is immortal’. To render a sentence containing expressions like ‘some’ Frege
exploited the equivalence, long accepted by logicians, between (for
example) ‘Some Romans were cowards’ and ‘Not all Romans were not
cowards’. Thus ‘Some things are mortal’ = ‘It is not the case that nothing
is mortal’ = ‘~(x) ~(x is mortal)’. For convenience his followers used, for
‘some’, a sign ‘(Ex)" as equivalent to ‘~(x)~’. Frege’s notation, and its
abbreviation, can be used to make statements about the existence of things
of different kinds. ‘(Ex)(x is a horse)’, for instance, is tantamount to ‘“There
are horses’ (provided, as Frege notes, that this sentence is understood as
covering also the case where there is only one horse).

Frege believed that objects of all kinds were nameable—numbers, for
instance, were named by numerals—and the argument places in his logical
notation can be filled with the name of anything whatever. Consequently
‘(x)(x is mortal)’ means not just that everyone is mortal, but that every-
thing whatever is mortal. So understood, it is a false proposition, because,
for instance, the number ten is not mortal.

It is rare, in fact, for us to want to make statements of such unrestricted
generality. It is much more common for us to want to say that everything
of a certain kind has a certain property, or that everything that has a certain
given property also has a certain other property. ‘All men are mortal’ or
‘What goes up must come down’ are examples of typical universal
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sentences of ordinary language. In order to express such sentences in
Frege’s system one must graft his predicate calculus (the theory of quan-
tifiers such as ‘some’ and ‘all’) on to a propositional calculus (the theory of
connectives between sentences, such as ‘if’ and ‘and’).

In Frege’s system of propositional logic the most important element
is a sign for conditionality, roughly corresponding to ‘if’ in ordinary
language. The Stoic logician Philo, in ancient times, had defined ‘If p
then ¢’ by saying that it was a proposition that was false in the case in
which p was true and g false, and true in the three other possible cases.?
Frege defined his sign for conditionality (which we may render *—”) in a
similar manner. He warned that it did not altogether correspond to
if...then’ in ordinary language. If we take ‘p — ¢’ as equivalent to ‘If p
then ¢ then propositions such as ‘If the sun is shining, 3 X 7 = 21" and ‘If
perpetual motion is possible, then pigs can fly’ turn out true—simply
because the consequent of the first proposition is true, and the antecedent
of the second proposition is false. ‘If’ behaves differently in ordinary
language; the use of it that is closest to ‘—’ is in sentences such as ‘If
those curtains match that sofa, then I'm a Dutchman’. Frege’s sign can be
looked on as a stripped-down version of the word ‘if’, designed to capture
just that aspect of its meaning that is necessary for the formulation of
rigorous proofs containing it.

In Frege’s terminology, *...— ...  is a function that takes sentences as
its arguments: its values, too, are sentences. Whether the sentences that are
its values (sentences of the form ‘p — ¢’) are true or false will depend only
on whether the sentences that are its arguments (‘p* and ‘¢’) are true or
false. We may call functions of this kind ‘truth-functions’. The conditional
is not the only truth-function in Frege’s system. So too is negation,
represented by the sign ‘~’, since a negated sentence is true just in case
the sentence negated is false, and vice versa.

With the aid of these two symbols Frege built up a complete system of
propositional logic, deriving all the truths of that logic from a limited set of
primitive truths or axioms, such as ‘(¢ — p) — (~p — ~yq)’ and
‘~~p — p’. Connectives other than ‘if’, such as ‘and’ and ‘or’, are defined
in terms of conditionality and negation. Thus, ‘~q — p’ rules out the case

in which p is false and ~yq is true: it means that p and g are not both false,
* See vol. I, p. 138.
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and therefore is equivalent to ‘p or ¢’ (in modern symbols, p V ¢’). ‘p and ¢’
(‘p & ¢), on the other hand, is rendered by Frege as ‘~ (g — ~p)’. As Frege
realized, a different system would be possible in which conjunction was
primitive, and conditionality was defined in terms of conjunction and
negation. But in logic, he maintained, deduction is more important than
conjunction, and that is why ‘if’ and not ‘and’ is taken as primitive.

Earlier logicians had drawn up a number of rules of inference, rules for
passing from one proposition to another. One of the best known was called
modus ponens: ‘From “p” and “If p then ¢” infer “¢”’. In his system Frege
claims to prove all the laws of logic using this as a single rule of inference.
The other rules are either axioms of his system or theorems proved from
them. Thus the rule traditionally called contraposition, which allows the
inference from

I John is snoring, John is asleep
to
If John is not asleep, John is not snoring,

is justified by the first of the axioms quoted above.

When we put together Frege’s propositional calculus and his predicate
calculus we can symbolize the universal sentences of ordinary language,
making use of both the sign of generality and the sign of conditionality.
The expression

(x)(Fx — Gx)
can be read
For all x, if Fx then Gx,

which means that whatever x may be, if ‘Fx’ is true then ‘Gx’ is true.

If we substitute ‘is a man’ for ‘F’ and ‘is mortal’ for ‘G’ then we obtain
‘For all x, if x is a man, x is mortal’, which is what Frege offers as the
translation of ‘All men are mortal’. The contradictory of this, ‘Some men
are not mortal’, comes out as ‘~(x)(x is a man — x is mortal)’ and its
contrary, ‘No man is mortal’, comes out as ‘(x)(x is a man —~ x is
mortal)’. By the use of these translations, Frege is able to prove as part of
his system theorems corresponding to the entire corpus of Aristotelian
syllogistic.
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Frege’s logical calculus is not just more systematic than Aristotle’s; it is
also more comprehensive. His symbolism is able, for instance, to mark the
difference between

Every boy loves some girl = (x)(x is a boy — Ey(y is a girl & x loves y))

and the apparently similar (but much less plausible) passive version of the

sentence

Some girl is loved by every boy = (Ey(y is a girl & (x)(x is a boy — «x
loves y)).

Aristotelian logicians in earlier ages had sought in vain to find a simple and
conspicuous way of bringing out such differences of meaning in ambiguous
sentences of ordinary language. A final subtlety of Frege’s system must be
mentioned. The sentence ‘Socrates is mortal’, as we have seen, can be
analysed as having ‘Socrates’ for argument, and ‘.. .is mortal” as function.
But the function ‘...is mortal’ can itself be regarded as an argument of a
different function, a function operating at a higher level. This is what
happens when we complete the function ‘...is mortal’ not with a deter-
minate argument, but with a quantifier, as in ‘(x)(x is mortal)’. The
quantifier ‘(x)(x...)’ can then be regarded as a second-level function of
the first-level function ‘...is mortal’. The initial function, Frege always
emphasizes, is incomplete; but it may be completed in two ways, either by
having an argument inserted in its argument place, or by itself becoming
the argument of a second-level function. This is what happens when the
ellipsis in ‘.. .is mortal’ is filled with a quantifier such as ‘Everything’.

Induction and Abduction in Peirce

A number of Frege’s innovations in logic occurred, quite independently, to
C. S. Peirce; but Peirce was never able to incorporate his results into a
rigorous system, much less to publish them in a definitive form. Peirce’s
importance in the history of logic derives rather from his investigations
into the structure of scientific inquiry. Deductive logic assists us in
organizing our knowledge; but the kind of reasoning that extends our
knowledge (‘ampliative inference’ as Peirce calls it) is of three kinds:

induction, hypothesis, and analogy. All of these inferences, Peirce claimed,
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Modern symbolic logic no longer uses the actual symbol system of its founder Frege,
which was difficult to print. The illustration shows the pattern, in his notation, for
deriving results such as “If this ostrich is a bird and cannot fly, it follows that some
birds cannot fly”.

depend essentially on sampling. Any account, therefore, of non-deductive
inference must be related to the mathematical theory of probability
(EWP177).

Scientists frame hypotheses, make predictions on the bases of these
hypotheses, and then make observations with a view to confirming or
refuting their hypotheses. These three stages of inquiry are called by
Peirce abduction, deduction, and induction. In the abductive phase the
inquirer selects a theory for consideration. In the deductive phase
he formulates a method to test it. In the inductive phase he evaluates
the results of the test.

How does a scientist decide which hypotheses are worth inductive testing? Indef-
initely many different theories might explain the phenomena he wishes to
investigate. If he is not to waste his time, his energy, and his research funding,
the scientist needs some guidance about which theories to explore. This guidance
is given by the rules of the logic of abduction. The theory must, if true, be
genuinely explanatory; it must be empirically testable; it should be simple and
natural and cohere with existing knowledge, though not necessarily with our
subjective opinions about antecedent likelihood. (P 7.220-1)

Rules of abduction, however, do not by themselves explain the success of
scientists in their choice of hypotheses. We have to believe that in their
investigation of nature they are assisted by nature herself.

Science presupposes that we have a capacity for ‘guessing’ right. We shall do better
to abandon the whole attempt to learn the truth...unless we can trust to the
human mind’s having such a power of guessing right that before very many
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hypotheses shall have been tried, intelligent guessing may be expected to lead us to
the one which will support all tests. (P 6.530)

This trust has to be presupposed at the outset, even though it may rest on
no evidence. But in fact the history of science shows such trust to be well
founded: ‘it has seldom been necessary to try more than two or three
hypotheses made by clear genius before the right one was found’ (P 7.220)

Once the theory has been chosen, abduction is succeeded by deduction.
Consequences are derived from the hypothesis, experimental predictions
that is, which will come out true if the hypothesis is correct. In deduction,
Peirce maintained, the mind is under the dominion of habit: a general idea
will suggest a particular case. It is by verifying or falsifying the predictions of
the particular instantiations that the scientist will confirm, or as the case
may be refute, the hypothesis under test.

It is induction that is the all-important element in the testing, and
induction is essentially a matter of sampling.

Suppose a ship arrives in Liverpool laden with wheat in bulk. Suppose that by some
machinery the whole cargo be stirred up with great thoroughness. Suppose that
twenty-seven thimblefuls be taken equally from the forward, midships, and aft
parts, from the starboard, center and larboard parts, and from the top, half depth
and lower parts of her hold, and that these being mixed and the grains counted,
four-fifths of the latter are found to be of quality A. Then we infer, experientially
and provisionally, that approximately four fifths of all the grain in the cargo is of
the same quality. (EWP 177)

By saying that we draw the inference provisionally, Peirce means that if our
experience be indefinitely extended, and every correction that presents itself
be duly applied, then our approximation will become indefinitely close in
the long run. Inference of this kind, Peirce claims, rests on no postulation of
matter of fact, but only on the mathematics of probability.

Induction thus described is quantitative induction: an inference from
the proportion of a sample to the proportion of a population. But there is
another kind of induction that is important not only in science but in
everyday life. That is qualitative induction, when we infer from one or
more observed qualities of an individual to other, unobserved qualities. To
illustrate this Peirce introduces us to the concept of the mugwump.

A mugwump, he tells us, has certain characteristics:
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He has a high self-respect and places great value upon social distinction. He laments
the great part that rowdyism and unrefined good-fellowship play in the dealings
of American politicians with their constituency. ... He holds that monetary consid-
erations should usually be the decisive ones in questions of public policy. He respects
the principle of individualism and of laissez-faire as the greatest agency of civilisation.
These views, among others, I know to be the obtrusive marks of a ‘mugwump’. Now,
suppose I casually meet a man in a railway train and falling into conversation find
that he holds opinions of this sort;  am naturally led to suppose that he is ‘mugwump’.
That is hypothetic inference. That is to say, a number of readily verifiable a marks of a
mugwump being selected, I find this man has these, and infer that he has all the other
characters that go to make a thinker of that stripe. (EWP 210)

This homespun example illustrates the three stages of scientific inquiry
as described by Peirce. My fellow passenger deplores the plebeian vulgarity
of his congressman. I frame the hypothesis that he is a mugwump.
I conclude that he is likely to oppose government regulation of business.
I ask him his opinion on a recent measure in restraint of trade, and my
hypothesis is confirmed by his vehement denunciation. It remains, how-
ever, no more than probable, in spite of further conversation, for the train

journey is, mercifully, only finitely long.

The Saga of Principia Mathematica

Peirce’s logical investigations left little mark on the development of logic in
the early twentieth century. It was rather the work of Frege that was
carried forward, in particular by the work of Russell and Whitehead, his
successors in the quest for the logicist grail. The three volumes of Principia
Mathematica contain a systematization of logic that soon became much
better known than that presented in Frege’s own works.

One reason for the greater popularity of Principia is that it replaces Frege’s
ingenious but cumbersome symbolism with a much more convenient
notation, which Russell and Whitehead took over from its inventor, the
Italian mathematician Giuseppe Peano. Whereas Frege’s system was two-
dimensional, and called for complicated typesetting, the Peano system is
linear, and calls only for a few special signs in addition to letters of the
alphabet. Thus the tilde sign ‘~’ was used for negation, the sign ‘V’ for
disjunction, and the horseshoe sign ‘D’ for the truth-functional ‘if’. These
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signs for logical connectives are still in common use, though we use in this
text instead of the horseshoe the sign ‘—’, which is nowadays preferred.
For conjunction Russell and Whitehead used a simple point, as in ‘p.q’;
nowadays the ampersand, as in ‘p & ¢’, is commonly used instead. Russell
and Whitehead expressed universal quantification thus: ‘(x)F(x)’; and exist-
ential quantification thus: ‘(Ex)F(x)’. These symbols, too, are now in
common use; the ‘E’ in existential quantification is sometimes printed in
reverse.

The system of Principia is, like Frege’s, an axiomatic system in which
logical truths are derived by rule from a handful of axioms. The initial set
of axioms, however, differs from Frege’s set, and whereas Frege had taken
‘if” and ‘not’ as primitive connectives from which the others could be
defined, Russell and Whitehead took ‘or’ and ‘not’ (which they called
‘logical constants’) as basic. In fact many other sets of axioms are possible,
with different primitive constants, and they were studied by logicians in the
next decades.

But it soon came to be realized that axiomatic systems were not the only
way, or even necessarily the best way, to give logic a rigorous form. This was
shown by Wittgenstein, who invented a formal device which, like many of
those of Frege, passed into the logic textbooks, namely the truth-table.

It is possible to define the propositional connectives by setting out in a
table the truth-conditions of propositions containing them. Thus the table

p 9 pr&yg
T T T
F T F
T F F
F F F

represents that ‘p & ¢’ is true in the case in which p’ and ‘¢’ are both true,
and false in the three other possible cases, namely (a) when ‘p’ is false and ‘¢’
is true, (b) when p’ is true and ‘¢’ is false, (¢) when p’ and ‘¢’ are both false.
The truth-value of p & ¢, as the table brings out, is determined by the
truth-values of the component propositions p’ and ‘q’; the compound
proposition, we may say, is a truth-function of its constituents, and the possible
combinations of the truth-values of the constituents set out the truth-
conditions for the compound proposition.
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Similar tables can be set out for the other logical constants, such as ‘or’
and ‘if’. ‘If p then ¢ is written as p — ¢’ and is interpreted as a truth-
functional condition that is true in all cases except where p’ is true and ‘¢’
is false. The simplest truth-table is the one for ‘not”:

p ~r
T F
F T

This shows that a proposition is true when its negation is false, and vice
versa.

Propositions of great length and complexity may be built up by repeated
use of the logical constants, but however complex they are their truth-value
can always be determined from the truth-values of the simple propositions
that make them up (Wittgenstein, TLP 5.31). Consider the following
proposition:

If p and ¢, then not-p and g.
This is a truth-function of p’ and ‘¢’ as shown in the following table:
p&yq —  ~p&y
TTT F FTFT
FFET T TFTT

TFF T FTFF
FFF T TFFF

- = T~
™4 4 s

This table is constructed in the following manner. First the columns under
each occurrence of the single propositional variables are filled in by copying
out the values given in the two left-hand columns, which represent a
conventional arrangement to ensure that all possible combinations of truth--
values are covered (TLP 4.31). Then in the fourth column from the right the
truth-value of ‘not-p’ is filled in under the ‘~’ sign by reversing the truth-
value of ‘p’. Then the columns under the ‘&s’ are filled in by deriving the
truth-value of the conjunct propositions via the table given earlier. Finally
the ‘—’ column is computed, the truth-values being derived from the truth-
functional definition of ‘if. .. then’. This column shows the value of the whole
complex formula for every possible combination of truth-values of its constitu-
ents. It turns out to be false if ‘p & ¢’ is true, and to be true in all other cases.
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When we construct truth-tables for complex propositions in this man-
ner, we sometimes find that they take the same truth-value for every
possible truth-value of the elementary propositions. Thus, the proposition
‘p or not p’ is true whether ‘p’ is true or false, as we see thus:

p p V-~
T TTFT
F FTTF

On the other hand, the proposition ‘p and not-p’ is false whatever ‘p’ may be:

p p&~p
T TFFT
F FFETF

A proposition that is true for all truth-possibilities of its elementary proposi-
tions is called a tautology; a proposition that is false for all truth-possibilities is
called a contradiction (TLP 4.46). The tautology set out above corresponds to the
law of excluded middle. The tautology that is the negation of the contradic-
tion set out above corresponds to the law of non-contradiction. These two
laws were two of the three traditional laws of thought.

In this way the study of tautologies links with old-fashioned logics, but it
also marks an advance on Frege’s handling of propositional logic. It can be
shown that all formulae that are tautologous by Wittgenstein’s test are
either axioms or theorems of Frege’s system, and conversely that anything
that can be proved from Frege’s axioms will be a tautology. The truth-table
method and the axiomatic system thus turn out to be two devices for
handling the same material, namely the logical truisms of the propos-
itional calculus. But the truth-table method has several advantages over
the axiomatic method.

First, it represents all logical truths as on a level with each other,
whereas Frege’s system and the system of Principia privilege an arbitrarily
chosen set of them as axioms. Second, there is no need to appeal to any
self-evidence in logic: the truth-table method is entirely mechanical, in the
sense that it can be carried out by a machine. Finally, given a formula of the
propositional calculus we can always settle, by the use of a truth-table,
whether or not it is a tautology. An axiomatic system offers nothing
comparable. To be sure, if we discover a proof we know the formula is a
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theorem; but if we fail to discover a proof this may exhibit nothing more
than the limits of our own ingenuity. If we are asked ‘Is p a tautology or
not?’, Wittgenstein’s method gives us a foolproof method of answering the
question not only with a ‘yes’ but with a ‘no’. The axiomatic method does
not offer a similar decision procedure (to use the term that became standard
among logicians).

The classical propositional calculus, as formulated in different ways by
Frege, Russell, and Wittgenstein, was criticized by a school of logicians,
founded by L. E. J. Brouwer, who deplored the use in mathematics of the
principle of excluded middle. These logicians, called ‘intuitionists’, con-
ceived mathematics as a construction of the human mind, and therefore
they assigned truth only to such mathematical propositions as were
capable of demonstration. On this basis it would be wrong to affirm
‘p* without independent proof, simply because one had refuted ‘not-p’.
Intuitionists devised systems of logic that lacked not only ‘p V~p’ but
other familiar theorems such as ‘~~p — p’.

Logicians in the 1920s and 1930s showed that there were many different
ways in which the propositional and predicate calculus could be forma-
lized. Besides axiomatic systems containing one or other set of axioms plus
a number of rules of inference, one could have a system with no rules but
an infinite set of axioms, or a system with no axioms and a limited number
of rules. A system of the latter kind was devised by Georg Gentzen in 1934:
it consisted of seven rules for the introduction of the logical constants and
quantifiers, and eight rules for their elimination. Formal logic, if presented
in this manner, resembles non-formal arguments in everyday life more
closely than any axiomatic system does. Systems of this kind, accordingly,
were called systems of ‘natural deduction’. They were appropriate not only
for classical but also for intuitionist logic.

Besides devising a variety of methods of systematizing logic, logicians
interested themselves in establishing second-order truths about the properties
of various systems. One property that it is desirable, indeed essential, for a
system of logic to possess is the property of consistency. Given a set of axioms
and rules, for instance, we need to show that from those axioms, by those
rules, it will never be possible to derive two propositions that contradict each
other. Another property, which is desirable but not essential, is that of
independence: we wish to show that no axiom of the system is derivable by
the rules from the remaining axioms of the system. The logician Paul Bernays

114



LOGIC

in 1926 showed that the propositional system of Principia Mathematica was
consistent, and that four of its axioms were independent of each other, but
the fifth was deducible as a thesis from the remaining four.

The method of proving consistency and independence depends upon
treating the axioms and theorems of a deductive system simply as abstract
formulae, and treating the rules of the system simply as mechanical
procedures for obtaining one formula from another. The properties of
the system are then explored by offering a set of objects as a model, or
interpretation, of the abstract calculus. The elements of the system are
mapped on to the objects and their relations in such a way as to satisfy, or
bring out true, the formulae of the system. A formula P will entail a
formula Q if and only if all interpretations that satisty P also satisfy Q. This
model-theoretic approach to logic gradually assumed an importance equal
to that of the earlier approach that had focused on the notion of proof.

A third property of deductive systems that was explored by logicians in
the inter-war years was that of completeness. An axiomatic presentation of
the propositional calculus is complete if and only if every truth-table tautology
is provable within the system. Hilbert and Ackermann in 1928 offered a proof
that the propositional calculus of Principia Mathematica was in this sense complete.
Indeed, it was complete also in the stronger sense that if we add any non-
tautologous formula as an axiom, we reach a contradiction. In 1930 Kurt Godel
proved that first-order predicate calculus, the logic of quantification, was
complete in the weaker, but not the stronger, sense.

The question now arose: was arithmetic, like general logic, a complete
system? Frege, Russell, and Whitehead had hoped that they had established
that arithmetic was a branch of logic. Russell wrote, ‘If there are still those
who do not admit the identity of logic and mathematics, we may challenge
them to indicate at what point, in the successive definitions and deductions
of Principia Mathematica, they consider that logic ends and mathematics
begins’ (IMP 194-5). If arithmetic was a branch of logic, and if logic was
complete, then arithmetic should be a complete system too.

Godel, in an epoch-making paper of 1931, showed that it was not, and
could not be turned into one. By an ingenious device he constructed a
formula within the system of Principia that can be shown to be true and yet
is not provable within the system: a formula that in effect says of itself that it is
unprovable. He did this by showing how to turn formulae of the logical
system into statements of arithmetic by associating the signs of Principia with
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natural numbers, in such a way that every relationship between two formulae
of the logical system corresponds to a relation between the numbers thus
associated. In particular, if a set of formulae A, B, Cis a proof of a formula D,
then there will be a specific numerical relationship between the Godel
numbers of the four formulae. He then went on to construct a formula
that could only have a proof in the system if the relevant Gddel numbers
violated the laws of arithmetic. The formula must therefore be unprovable;
yet Godel could show, from outside the system, that it was a true formula. We
might think to remedy this problem by adding the unprovable formula as an
axiom to the system; but this will enable another, different, unprovable
formula to be constructed, and so on ad infinitum. We have to conclude
that arithmetic is incomplete and incompletable.

Even if a system is complete, it does not follow that there will always be a
way of deciding whether or not a particular formula is valid. Production of
a proof will of course prove that it is; but failure to produce a proof does
not prove that it is invalid. For propositional calculus, there is such a
decision procedure: the truth-table method will show whether something
is or is not a tautology. Arithmetic, being incompletable, a fortiori is
undecidable. But between propositional logic and arithmetic, what of
first-order predicate logic, which G&del had shown to be complete: is
there a decision procedure there? The painstaking work of logicians
showed that parts of the system were decidable, but that there can be no
decision procedure for the entire calculus, nor can we give a satisfactory
rubric to determine which parts are decidable and which are not.

Modern Modal Logic

Meanwhile, other logicians were studying a branch of logic that had been
neglected since the Middle Ages, modal logic. Modal logic is the logic of the
notions of necessity and possibility. Its study in modern times dates from the
work of C. I. Lewis in 1918, who approached it via the theory of implication.
What is it for a proposition p to imply a proposition ¢t Russell and Whitehead
treated their horseshoe sign (the truth-functional ‘if ) as a sign of implication,
on the grounds that ‘If p and p — ¢ then ¢’ was a valid inference. But they
realized that it was an odd form of implication—it entails, for instance, that
any false proposition implies every proposition—and so they gave it the name
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of ‘material implication’. Lewis insisted that the only genuine implication was
strict implication: p implies q only if it is impossible that p should be true and ¢
false. ‘p strictly implies ¢, he maintained, was equivalent to ‘q follows logically
from p’. He drew up axiomatic systems in which the sign for material
implication was replaced by a new sign to represent strict implication, and
these systems were the first formal systems of modal logic. Strict implication
struck many critics as being hardly less paradoxical than material implication,
since an impossible proposition strictly implies every proposition, so that ‘If
cats are dogs then pigs can fly’ comes out true.

Lewis’s modal researches, however, were interesting in their own right.
He offered five different axiom systems, which he numbered S1 to S5, and
showed that each of the axiom sets was consistent and independent. They
vary in strength. S1, for instance, does not allow a proof of ‘If p&gq is
possible, then p is possible and g is possible’ (which seems very plausible),
while S5 contains ‘If p is possible, then p is necessarily possible’ (which seems
rather dubious). In some ways the most interesting system is S4, which
Godel showed was equivalent to the logic of Principia Mathematica with the
following additional axioms (reading ‘if’ as material, not strict, implica-
tion):

(1) If necessarily p, then p.
(2) If necessarily p, then (if necessarily [if p then ¢| then necessarily ¢).
(3) If necessarily p, then necessarily necessarily p.

He added also a rule, that if ‘p’ was any thesis of the system, we can add also
‘necessarily p’. The system exploits the interdefinability of necessity (which
he represented by the symbol (1) and possibility (represented by &). As was
well known in antiquity and the Middle Ages, ‘necessarily’ can be defined
as ‘not possibly not’ and ‘possibly’ as ‘not necessarily not’.

There are many statements that can be formulated within modal logic
about whose truth-value there is no consensus among logicians. The most
contentious ones are those in which modal operators are iterated. The
system that Godel axiomatized, S4, contains as derivable theses the two

following formulae:

If possibly possibly p, then possibly p

If necessarily p, then necessarily necessarily p

It does not, however, contain these two:
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If possibly p, then necessarily possibly p
If possibly necessarily p, then necessarily p

which are provable in S5 and are characteristic features of that system. The
relative merits of S4 and S5 as systems of modal logic remain a matter of
debate today, and not only among logicians. Some philosophers of religion,
for instance, have argued that if it is possible that a necessary being (i.e.
God) exists, then a necessary being does exist. This involves a tacit appeal to
the second of the S5 theses listed above.

There are a number of parallels between modal operators and the
quantifiers of predicate logic. The interdefinability of ‘necessary’ and ‘pos-
sible’ parallels the interdefinability of ‘all’ and ‘some’. Just as ‘For all x, Fx’
entails ‘Fa’, so ‘Necessarily p’ entails ‘p’, and just as ‘Fa’ entails ‘For some x,
Fx’, so ‘p’ entails ‘possibly p’. There are laws of distribution in modal logic
that are the analogues of those in quantification theory: thus it is necessary
that p and ¢ if and only if it is both necessary that p and necessary that g, and
it is possible that p or qif and only if it is either possible that p or it is possible
that . Because of this, if we introduce quantification into modal logic, and
use modal operators and quantifiers together, we have a system that
resembles double quantification.

In quantified modal logic it is important to mark the order in which the
operators and quantifiers are placed. It is easily seen that ‘For all x, x is
possibly F’ is not the same as ‘It is possible that for all x, x is F’: in a fair
lottery, everyone has a chance of being the winner, but there is no chance
that everyone is the winner. Likewise we must distinguish between “There
is something that necessarily @s’ and ‘Necessarily, there is something that
@5’ It is true that of necessity there is someone than whom no one is more
obese. However, that person is not necessarily so obese: it is perfectly
possible for him to slim and cease to be a champion fatty. Sentences in
which the modal operator precedes the quantifier (as in the second of each
of the two pairs above) were called in the Middle Ages modals de dicto, and
sentences in which the quantifier comes earlier (as in the first of each of the
two pairs above) were called modals de re. These terms have been revived by
modern modal logicians to make very similar distinctions.

Despite the parallels between modal logic and quantification theory
there is also an important difference, once we introduce into the system

the notion of identity. In the technical term introduced by Quine, modal
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logics are referentially opaque, whereas quantificational contexts are not.
Referential opacity is defined as follows. Let E be a sentence of the form
A = B (where A and B are referring expressions). Then if P is a sentence
containing A, and Q is a sentence resembling P in all respects except that it
contains B where P contains A, then P is referentially opaque if P and E do
not together imply Q.

Modal contexts are easily seen to be opaque in this way. When Quine
wrote, the number of planets was nine, but whereas ‘Necessarily, 9 is
greater than 7’ is true, ‘Necessarily, the number of planets is greater than
7 is not. Because of this opacity some logicians, notably Quine, rejected
modal logic altogether. But the work of a number of logicians in the early
1960s—notably Follesdal, Kripke, and Hintikka—made modal logic
respectable.

The key idea of modern modal logic is to exploit the similarities between
quantification and modality by defining necessity as truth in all possible
worlds, and possibility as truth in some possible world. Plain truth is then
thought of as truth in the actual world, which is one among all possible
worlds. Talk of possible worlds need not involve any metaphysical impli-
cations: for the purposes of modal semantics any model with the appro-
priate formal structure will suffice.

To illustrate how the semantics is set out, consider a universe in which
there are just two objects, a and b, and three predicates, F, G, and H, and let
us suppose that there are three possible worlds in that universe of which

world 2 is the actual one, which we may call alpha.

World 1 Fa ~Ga ~Ha ~Fb Gb Hb
World 2 Fa ~Ga Ha ~Fb Gb ~Hb
World 3 Fa Ga ~Ha Fb Gb Hb

If necessity is truth in all possible worlds, we have in this universe
‘Necessarily Fa’ and ‘Necessarily Gb’. The thesis ‘If necessarily p, then p’ is
exemplified by the truth of Fa and Gb in alpha, the actual world. If
possibility is truth in some possible world we have, for example, ‘Possibly
Fb’ and ‘Possibly Ga’, even though ‘Fb’ and ‘Ga’ are false in alpha.

The iteration of modalities, which as we saw gave rise to problems, is
now explained in terms of a relationship to be defined between different
possible worlds. One possible world may or may not be accessible from

another. When we use a single operator, as in ‘possibly p’, we can be
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taken to be saying ‘In some world beta, accessible from alpha, p is the case’.
If we iterate, and say ‘possibly possibly p’, we mean ‘In some world gamma,
accessible from beta, which is accessible from alpha, p is the case’. It cannot
be taken for granted that every world accessible from beta is also accessible
from alpha: whether this is the case will depend on how the accessibility
relation is defined. This, in turn, will determine which system—which, for
instance, of Lewis’s S1-S5—is the appropriate one for our purposes.

If the notions that we wish to capture in our modal logic are those of
logical necessity and possibility, then every possible world will be accessible
from every other possible world, since logic is universal and transcendent. But
there are other forms of necessity and possibility. There is, for instance,
epistemic necessity and possibility, where ‘possibly p” means ‘For all I know
to the contrary, p’. Philosophers have also extended the notion of modality
into many different contexts, where there are pairs of operators that behave in
ways that resemble the paradigmatic modal operators. In the logic of time, for
instance, ‘always’ corresponds to ‘necessary’ and ‘sometimes’ to ‘possible’,
both pairs of operators being interdefinable with the aid of negation. In
deontic logic, the logic of obligation, ‘obligatory’ is the necessity operator,
and ‘permitted’ is the possibility operator. In these and other cases the
accessibility relationship will need careful definition: in a logic of tenses, for
instance, future worlds, but not past worlds, will be accessible from the actual
(i.e. the present) world.”

The problem of referential opacity arises in all these broadly modal
contexts. It can be dealt with by making a distinction between two different
kinds of reference. To be a genuine name, a term must be, in the
terminology of Kripke, a rigid designator: that is to say, it must have the
same reference in every possible world. There are other expressions whose
reference is determined by their sense (e.g. ‘the discoverer of oxygen’) and
therefore may change from one possible world to another. Once this
distinction has been made, it is easy to accept that a statement such as
‘9 = the number of the planets’ is not a genuine identity statement linking
two names. ‘9’ is indeed a rigid designator that keeps its reference across
possible worlds; but ‘the number of the planets’ is a description that in

different worlds may refer to different numbers.
> The logic of time and tense was first studied systematically by A. N. Prior in Time and Modality

(Oxtord: Oxford University Press, 1957) and deontic logic by G. H. von Wright in An Essay on
Deontic Logic (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1968).
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Language

n the course of the nineteenth century, philosophers turned their
Iattention ever more intensely on the topic of meaning. What do words
and sentences signify? How do they signify and do they all signify in the
same way? What is the relationship between meaning and truth? These
questions were now asked with an urgency that had not been felt since the
Middle Ages.'

Frege on Sense and Reference

A seminal work in the theory of meaning was Frege’s paper of 1892, ‘Sense
and Reference’. That paper starts from a question about statements of
identity. Is identity a relation? If it is a relation, is it a relation between signs
or between what signs stand for? It seems that it cannot be a relation
between objects that signs stand for, because if so, when ‘a = b’ is true then
‘a = @’ cannot differ from ‘@ = b’. On the other hand, it seems that it
cannot be a relationship between signs, because names are arbitrary, and if a
sentence of the form ‘a = b* expressed a relationship between symbols it
could not express any fact about the extra-linguistic world. Yet a sentence
such as ‘The morning star is identical with the evening star’ expresses not a
linguistic tautology, but an astronomical discovery.

Frege solved this problem by distinguishing between two different
kinds of signification. Where other philosophers talk of meaning, Frege

' For medieval theories of meaning, see vol. II, pp. 1301, 146-7.
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introduces a distinction between the reference of an expression (the object
to which it refers, as the planet Venus is the reference of ‘the morning
star’) and the sense of an expression (the particular mode in which a sign
presents what it designates). “The evening star’ differs in sense from ‘the
morning star’ even though it has been discovered that both expressions
refer to Venus. Frege says, in general, that an identity statement will be
true and informative if the sign of identity is flanked by two names with
the same reference but different senses. The word ‘name’ is, as the
example shows, used by Frege in a broad sense to include complex
designations of objects. He is prepared to call all such designations
‘proper names’ (CP 157-8).

Frege applies the distinction between sense and reference to sentences of
all kinds. In his account of meaning there are items at three levels: signs,
their senses, and their references. By using signs we express a sense and
denote a reference (CP 161). In a well-regulated language, Frege believed,
every sign would have a sense and only one sense. In natural languages
words like ‘bank’ and ‘port’ are ambiguous, and a name like ‘Aristotle’ can
be paraphrased in many different ways; we have to be content if the same
word has the same sense in the same context. On the other hand, there is
no requirement, even in an ideal language, that every sense should have
only one sign. The same sense may be expressed by different signs in
different languages or even in the same language. In a good translation,
the sense of the original text is preserved. What is lost in translation is what
Frege calls ‘the colour’ of the text. Colour is important for poetry but not
for logic; it is not objective in the way that sense is.

The sense of a word is what we grasp when we understand the word. It is
quite different from a mental image, even though, if a sign refers to a
tangible object, I may well have a mental image associated with it. Images
are subjective and vary from person to person; an image is my image or your
image. The sense of a sign, on the other hand, is something that is the
common property of all users of the language. It is because senses are
public in this way that thoughts can be passed on from one generation to
another.

For Frege, it is not only proper names—simple or complex—that have
senses and references. What of entire sentences, which express thoughts? Is
the thought, that is to say the content of the sentence, its sense or its
reference?
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Let us assume for the time being that the sentence has reference. If we now replace
one word of the sentence by another having the same reference, but a different
sense, this can have no bearing upon the reference of the sentence. Yet we can see
that in such a case the thought changes; since e.g. the thought in the sentence
‘The morning star is a body illuminated by the Sun’ differs from that in the
sentence ‘The evening star is a body illuminated by the Sun’. Anybody who did
not know that the evening star is the morning star might hold the one thought to
be true, the other false. The thought, accordingly, cannot be the reference of the
sentence, but must rather be considered as the sense. (CP 162)

If the thought expressed by a sentence is not its reference, does the
sentence have a reference at all? Frege agrees that there can be sentences
lacking reference: sentences occurring in works of fiction such as the
Odyssey. But the reason these sentences lack a reference is that they contain
names that lack a reference, such as ‘Odysseus’. Other sentences do have a
reference; and consideration of fictional sentences will enable us to deter-
mine just what that reference is.

We must expect that the reference of a sentence is determined by the
reference of the parts of a sentence. Let us inquire, therefore, what is
missing from a sentence if one of its parts lacks a reference. If a name lacks a
reference, that does not affect the thought, since that is determined only by
the sense of its constituent parts, not by their reference. It is only if we treat
the Odyssey as science rather than myth, if we want seriously to take the
sentences it contains as true or false, that we need to ascribe a reference to
‘Odysseus’. “Why do we want every proper name to have not only a sense,
but also a reference? Why is the thought not enough for us? Because, and to
the extent that, we are concerned with its truth-value’ (CP 163). We are,
Frege says, driven into accepting as the reference of a sentence its truth-
value, the True, or as the case may be, the False. Every seriously pro-
pounded indicative sentence is a name of one or other of these objects. All
true sentences have the same reference as each other, and so do all false
sentences.

The relation, then, between a sentence and its truth-value is the same as
that between a name and its reference. This is a surprising conclusion:
surely, to assert that pigs have wings is to do something quite different
from naming anything. Frege would agree; but that is because asserting a
sentence is something quite different from putting a sentence together out
of subject and predicate. ‘Subject and predicate (understood in the logical
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sense) are indeed elements of thought; they stand on the same level as
items for comprehension. By combining subject and predicate one reaches
only a thought, never passes from sense to reference, never from a thought
to its truth value’ (CP 164). Sentences can occur unasserted, perhaps as a
clause in a conditional, such as ‘If pigs have wings, then pigs can fly".
Though every serious sentence names a truth-value (in this case the False)
the mere use of a sentence does not commit the user to specifying its truth-
value. Only if we assert a sentence do we say that it is a name of the True.

Many philosophers since Frege have made use of his distinction between
sense and reference, and have accepted that there is an important differ-
ence between predication and assertion; but almost all have rejected the
notion that complete sentences have a reference of any kind. Indeed, in his
own later writings Frege himself seems to have given up the idea that there
were two grand objects, the True and the False; instead, he came to accept
that truth was not an object but a property, albeit one of an indefinable, sui
generis kind (CP 353).

Towards the end of his life Frege became more interested in aspects of
language that were not captured by his system of logic—the ‘colouring’ in
the expression of thoughts. Scientific language as it were presents thoughts
in black and white; but in humane disciplines sentences may clothe
thoughts in colourful garb, with expressions of feeling. We interject
words and phrases like ‘Alas!” or “Thank God!” and we use charged words
like ‘cur’ instead of plain words like ‘dog’. Such features of sentences are
not concerns of logic because they do not affect their truth-value. A
statement containing the word ‘cur’ in place of ‘dog’ does not become
false merely because the person uttering it does not feel the hostility that
the word expresses (PW 140).

In his paper ‘The Thought’ Frege considered the features of language
represented by the tenses of verbs, and by indexical expressions such as
‘today’, ‘here’, and ‘T If a sentence contains a present-tense verb, as in ‘It is
snowing’, then in order to grasp the thought expressed you need to know
when the sentence was uttered. Something similar happens with the use of
the first-person pronoun. I am hungry’ said by Peter expresses a different
thought than is expressed by ‘I am hungry’ said by Paul. One thought
may be true and the other false. So one and the same sentence may, in dift-
erent contexts, express a different thought. The opposite may also happen,
according to Frege. If on 9 December I say ‘It was snowing yesterday’
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A letter from Frege to Husserl, explaining his distinction between sense and reference.
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I express the same thought as if on § December I say ‘It is snowing today’. It
was left to logicians of a later generation to try to incorporate such
complications into formal systems.

The Pragmatists on Language and Truth

Charles Sanders Peirce, who had developed quantificational theory inde-
pendently of Frege, likewise expressed, in a different terminology, many of
Frege’s insights into philosophy of language. Both philosophers rejected
the traditional way of distinguishing between subject and predicate, and
analysed propositions into elements of two kinds, one a complete symbol
(the arguments in Frege’s Begriffsschrift) and the other an incomplete, or
unsaturated, symbol (the functions of Begriffsschrift). The proper names that
Frege called ‘arguments’ Peirce called ‘indices’, and Frege’s concept expres-
sions or functions were called by Peirce ‘icons’. For Peirce a particularly
important class of icons was expressions for relations. ‘In the statement of a
relationship,” he wrote, ‘the designations of the correlates ought to be
considered as so many logical subjects and the relative itself as the predi-
cate.” In his treatment of sentences concerning two-place relationships
such as John loves Mary’ Peirce differed little from Frege. However, he
extended the notion of relationship in two directions, by considering what
he called the ‘valency’ (i.e. the number of arguments) of different relations.
He was interested in particular in three-place relationships (such as John
gave Fido to Mary’); and in addition to ‘polyadic’ relationships with two or
more subjects, he introduced the term ‘monadic relationship’ for ordinary
one-place predicates such as ‘...is wise’. He was even willing to call a
complete proposition a ‘medadic relation’—that is, a relative proposition
with zero (in Greek meden) unsaturated places.

Peirce’s logic and theory of language was embedded in a general theory
of signs, which he called ‘semiotics’, and to which he attached great
importance. A sign stands for an object by being understood or interpreted
by an intelligent being; the interpretation is itself a further sign. Peirce calls
the external sign a ‘representamen’ and the sign as understood ‘the inter-
pretant’. The semiotic function of signs is a triadic relation between
representamen, object, and interpretant.
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Peirce classified signs into three classes. There are natural signs: clouds,
for instance, are a natural sign of rain, and stripped bark on a tree may
be a sign of the presence of deer. Next, there are iconic signs, which
signify by resembling their objects. Naturalistic paintings and sculptures
are the most obvious examples, but there are others such as maps.
Two features are essential to an iconic sign: (1) it should share with
its object some feature that each could have if the other did not exist;
(2) the method of interpreting this feature should be fixed by convention.
Finally, there are symbols, of which words are the most important
example, but which include such things as uniforms and traffic signals.
These, like iconic signs, are determined by convention, but unlike
iconic signs they do not operate by exploiting any resemblance to their
objects.

Since Peirce, theorists have divided semiotics into three disciplines:
syntactics, the study of grammar and whatever may underlie grammatical
structure; semantics, the study of the relationship between language and
reality; and pragmatics, the study of the social context and the purposes
and consequences of communication. Peirce’s own work operated at the
interface of all three disciplines; but in the work of his followers, despite
their school title of ‘pragmatists’, discussion focused upon two key con-
cepts of semantics, namely meaning and truth.

Peirce and James explained meaning in similar ways: in order to discover
what an utterance meant you had to explore what would be the practical
consequences of its being true, and if there was no difference between the
consequences of two different beliefs then they were in effect the same
belief. But James maintained that the truth of a belief, and not just its
meaning, depended on its consequences, or rather on the consequences of
believing it. If my believing that p is something that pays in the long run,
something whose overall consequence is profitable for my life, then p is
true for me. The pragmatist’s claim, he tells us, is this:

Truth, concretely considered, is an attribute of our beliefs, and these are attitudes
that follow satisfactions. The ideas around which the satisfactions cluster are
primarily only hypotheses that challenge or summon a belief to come and take
its stand upon them. The pragmatist’s idea of truth is just such a challenge.
He finds it ultra-satisfactory to accept it, and takes his own stand accordingly.
(T 199)
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Pragmatism, he claimed, was not at all inconsistent with realism. Truth
and reality are not the same as each other; truth is something known,
thought, or said about the reality. Indeed, the notion of a reality indepen-
dent of any believer, James said, was at the base of the pragmatist definition
of truth. Any statement, to be counted true, must agree with some such
reality.

Pragmatism defines ‘agreeing’ to mean certain ways of ‘working’, be they actual or
potential. Thus, for my statement ‘the desk exists’ to be true of a desk recognized
as real by you, it must be able to lead me to shake your desk, to explain myself by
words that suggest that desk to your mind, to make a drawing that is like the desk
you see, etc. Only in such ways as this is there sense in saying it agrees with that

reality, only thus does it gain for me the satisfaction of hearing you corroborate
me. (T 218)

Passages like this suggest that pragmatism adds to, rather than subtracts
from, the common-sense notion of truth. For ‘p’ to be true, it appears, not
only must it be the case that p, but it must actually have been verified, or at
least verifiable, that p is the case. To an objector who protested that when a
belief is true, its object does exist, James retorted, ‘it is bound to exist, on
sound pragmatic principles’. How is the world made different for me, he
asked, by my conceiving an opinion of mine as true? ‘First, an object must
be findable there (or sure signs of such an object must be found) which
shall agree with the opinion. Second, such an opinion must not be contra-
dicted by anything else I am aware of” (T 275).

But in spite of his bluff, sleeves-rolled-up, manner of speech, James was
rather a slippery writer, and it is quite difficult to pin him down on the
question whether a proposition can be true without any fact to correspond
to it. He tries to avoid the question by making the notion of truth a relative
one. In human life, he tells us, the word ‘truth’ can only be used ‘relatively
to some particular trower’. Critics objected that there were some truths
(say, about the pre-human past) that nobody would ever know; to which
James replied that these, though never actual objects of knowledge, were
always possible objects of knowledge, and in defining truth we should
surely give priority to the real over the merely virtual. But there is another,
more serious, objection to his claim that truth is relative to the truth-
claimer. Surely if I hold that pis true, and you hold that not-p is true, it is a
genuine question which of us is in the right.
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Russell’s Theory of Descriptions

One of James’s earliest and most trenchant critics was Bertrand Russell,
who attacked the pragmatist account of truth in an article of 1908 entitled
‘Transatlantic Truth’. “According to the pragmatists’, he wrote, ‘to say “it is
true that other people exist” means “it is useful to believe that other people
exist”. But if so, then these two phrases are merely different words for the
same proposition; therefore when I believe the one I believe the other’
(James, T 278). But, Russell claimed, one proposition could be true and the
other false; and in general it was often much easier in practice to find out
whether p was true than whether it was good to believe that p. ‘It is far
easier’, Russell wrote, ‘to settle the plain question of fact “Have popes
always been infallible?” than to settle the question whether the effects of
thinking them infallible are on the whole good’ (James, T 273).

In the years leading up to Principia Mathematica, however, Russell’s philo-
sophical interests were focused less on the nature of truth than on the
different kinds of meaning that words and phrases might have, and also the
possible ways in which they might turn out to lack meaning. When he
wrote The Principles of Mathematics he had a very simple view of meaning
which led to a very catholic view of being, reminiscent of Parmenides.’

Being is that which belongs to every conceivable term, to every possible object of
thought—in short to everything that can possibly occur in any proposition, true
or false, and to all such propositions themselves. ... ‘A is not’ must always be either
false or meaningless. For if A were nothing it could not be said not to be; ‘A is not’
implies that there is a term A whose being is denied, and hence that A is. Thus,
unless ‘A is not’ be an empty sound, it must be false—whatever A may be, it
certainly is. Numbers, the Homeric gods, relations, chimeras and four-dimensional
spaces all have being, for if they were not entities of a kind, we could make no
propositions about them. Thus being is a general attribute of everything, and to
mention anything is to show that it is. (PM 449)

It was not long before he began to believe that a system that made
distinctions between different ways in which signs might signify was
more credible than one in which the world contained a profusion of
different kinds of object all related to symbols by a single simple relation
of denotation. He soon, for instance, adopted Frege’s method of dealing

? See vol. I, pp. 200—4.
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with assertions and denials of existence. As he was to put it in Principia
Mathematica:

Suppose we say ‘The round square does not exist’. It seems plain that this is a true
proposition, yet we cannot regard it as denying the existence of a certain object
called ‘the round square’. For if there were such an object, it would exist: we
cannot first assume that there is a certain object, and then proceed to deny that
there is such an object. Whenever the grammatical subject of a proposition can be
supposed not to exist without rendering the proposition meaningless, it is plain
that the grammatical subject is not a proper name, i.e. not a name directly
representing some object. Thus in all such cases the proposition must be capable
of being so analysed that what was the grammatical subject shall have disappeared.
Thus when we say ‘The round square does not exist’ we may, as a first attempt at
such analysis, substitute ‘it is false that there is an object x which is both round and
square’. (PM, 2nd edn., 66)

Russell continued to believe that any genuine proper name must stand for
something, must ‘directly represent some object’. But he thought that not
all apparent names were genuine names. For instance, he thought that
Frege was wrong to treat ‘Aristotle’ and ‘the tutor of Alexander’ as being
the same kind of symbol, each a name with a sense and a reference. If
‘Aristotle’ was a genuine proper name, he maintained, it did not have a
sense, but had meaning solely by having a reference. On the other hand an
expression like ‘the tutor of Alexander’ was not a name at all, because
unlike a genuine name it had parts that were symbols in their own right.
Russell’s positive account of such expressions is called his theory of definite
descriptions; it was first put forward in his paper ‘On Denoting’ of 1905.
Consider the sentence ‘The author of Hamlet was a genius’. For this to be
true, it must be the case that one and only one individual wrote Hamlet
(otherwise no one has the right to be called ‘the author of Hamlet’). So
Russell proposed to analyse the sentence into three elements, thus:

For some x, (1) x wrote Hamlet
and (2) For all y, if y wrote Hamlet, y is identical with x
and (3) x was a genius.

The first element says that at least one individual wrote Hamlet, and the
second that at most one individual wrote Hamlet. Having thus established
that exactly one individual wrote Hamlet, the analysed sentence uses the

third element to go on to say that that unique individual was a genius.
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In the unanalysed sentence ‘the author of Hamlet' looks like a complex
name, and would have been treated as one in Frege’s system. As analysed by
Russell no such nominal expression appears, and instead we have a
combination of predicates and quantifiers. The analysis is meant to apply
not only when—as in this case—there actually is an object that answers to
the definite description, but also when the description is a vacuous one,
such as ‘the present King of France’. A sentence such as ‘The King of France
is bald’, when analysed along Russellian lines, turns out to be false.
Consider the following two sentences:

(1) The sovereign of the United Kingdom is male.
(2) The sovereign of the United States is male.

Neither of these sentences is true, but the reason differs in the two cases.
The first sentence is plain false, because though there is a sovereign of the
United Kingdom she is female; the second fails to be true because the
United States has no sovereign ruler. On Russell’s analysis this sentence is
not just untrue but positively false, and accordingly its negation, ‘It is not
the case that the sovereign of the United States is male’, is true. (On the
other hand ‘The sovereign of the United States is not male’ comes out, like
the second sentence above, positively false.)

What is the point of this complicated analysis? It is natural to think that
since there is no sovereign of the United States, sentence (2) is not so much
false as misleading; the question of its truth-value does not arise. This is no
doubt true of our use of such definite descriptions in ordinary language,
but Frege and Russell aimed to construct a language that would be a more
precise instrument than ordinary language for the purposes of logic and
mathematics. They both regarded it as essential that such a language
should contain only expressions with a definite sense, by which they
meant that all sentences containing the expressions should have a truth-
value. If we allow into our system sentences lacking a truth-value, then
inference and deduction become impossible.

Frege proposed to avoid truth-value gaps by various arbitrary stipula-
tions. Russell’s analysis, whereby ‘the sovereign of X’ is in no case a
referring expression at all, achieves the definiteness that he and Frege
both sought, and does so by far less artificial means. It is easy enough to
recognize that ‘the round square’ denotes nothing, because it is an
obviously self-contradictory expression. But prior to investigation it may
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not be at all so clear whether some complicated mathematical formula
contains a hidden contradiction. And if it does so, we shall not be able to
discover this by logical investigation (e.g. by deriving a reductio ad absurdum)
unless sentences containing it are assured of a truth-value.

The Picture Theory of the Proposition

In the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus Wittgenstein built upon Russell’s theory of
descriptions in order to analyse the descriptions of complex objects. ‘Every
statement about complexes’, he wrote, ‘can be resolved into a statement
about their constituents and into the propositions that describe the com-
plexes completely.” Consider the following sentence (not one of Wittgen-
stein’s own examples):

Austria-Hungary is allied to Russia.

That sentence was untrue when Wittgenstein wrote the Tractatus because
Austria-Hungary was at war with Russia. Itis not true now for a quite different
reason, because the political unit called ‘Austria-Hungary’ no longer exists. If
we follow the lead of Russell, we will say that in both cases the sentence is
meaningful but false. The two possibilities of falsehood are clearly parallel to
those for ‘The sovereign of X is male’. ‘Austria-Hungary’ can be looked on as a
definite description, roughly, ‘the union of Austria and Hungary’.

If we follow Wittgenstein and analyse the sentence on the lines of
Russell’s theory, we get:

For some x and some y, x = Austria
and y = Hungary
and x is united to y
and x is allied to Russia
and y is allied to Russia.

Or more simply we can say that ‘Austria-Hungary is allied to Russia’ means
‘Austria is allied to Russia and Hungary is allied to Russia, and Austria is
united to Hungary’. In the Tractatus Wittgenstein built a great deal of
metaphysics on the possibility of analysis of this kind. But in philosophy
of language, he wrote, ‘Russell’s merit is to have shown that the apparent
logical form of a proposition need not be its real form.’
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When he wrote the Tractatus Wittgenstein believed that language
disguised the structure of thought beyond recognition. It was the task of
philosophy to uncover, by analysis, the naked form of thought beneath the
drapery of ordinary language. Complex propositions were to be reduced to
elementary propositions, and elementary propositions would be revealed as
pictures of reality. Wittgenstein recorded in his diary on 29 September 1914
how the idea first dawned on him that propositions were essentially

pictorial in nature:

The general concept of the proposition carries with it a quite general concept of
the coordination of proposition and situation. The solution to all my questions
must be extremely simple. In a proposition a world is as it were put together
experimentally. (As when in the law-court in Paris a motor-car accident is
represented by means of dolls, etc.) This must yield the nature of truth straight
away. (NB 7)

The thesis that a proposition is a picture is not so implausible when we
realize that Wittgenstein counted as pictures not only paintings, drawings,
and photographs, and not only three-dimensional models, but also such
things as maps, musical scores, and gramophone records. His picture
theory is perhaps best regarded as a theory of representation in general.
In any representation there are two things to consider: (a) what it is a
representation of; (b) whether it represents it correctly or incorrectly. The
distinction between these two features of a representation, in the case of a
proposition, is the distinction between what the proposition means, and whether
what it means is true or false—the distinction between sense and truth-value.
If, in a law court, a toy lorry and a toy pram are to represent a collision
between a lorry and a pram, several things are necessary. First, the toy lorry
must go proxy for the real lorry, and the toy pram for the real pram: the
elements of the model must stand in for the elements of the situation to be
represented. This is called by Wittgenstein the pictorial relationship that
makes the picture a picture (TLP 2.1514). Second, the elements of the model
must be related to each other in a particular way. The positioning of the
toy lorry and the toy pram represents the spatial relationship at the time of
the accident, in a way in which it would not if the toys had simply been
stowed away together in a cupboard. This, for Wittgenstein, is the structure of
the picture (TLP 2.15). Every picture, then, consists of structure plus

pictorial relationship.
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The relationship between the toys in court is a fact, and this led
\X/ittgenstein to say that a picture, a proposition, is a fact and not a mere
collection of objects or names. It is a fact that could have been otherwise.
The possibility of structure—in the case of the toys in court, their three-
dimensionality—is called by Wittgenstein pictorial form. Pictorial form is
what pictures have in common with what they picture, the common
element that enables one to be a picture of the other at all. Thus, a picture
represents a possibility in the real world (TLP 2.161).

How does the picture connect with the reality it represents? This is done
by the choice of an object qua object with a certain pictorial form. If I select
a set of toys as three-dimensional proxies for three-dimensional objects, I at
the same time make their three-dimensional properties the pictorial form
of the picture. I make the connection with reality by making the correl-
ation between the elements of the picture and the elements of the situation
it is to represent. How do I make this correlation? When he wrote the
Tractatus Wittgenstein thought this was an empirical matter of no import-
ance to philosophy.

Pictures can be more or less abstract, more or less like what they picture:
their pictorial form can be more or less rich. The minimum that is
necessary if a picture is to be able to portray a situation is called by
Wittgenstein logical form (TLP 2.18). The elements of the picture must be
capable of combining with each other in a pattern corresponding to the
relationship of the elements of what is pictured. Thus, for instance, in a
musical score the ordering of the notes on the page from left to right
represents the ordering of the sounds in time. The spatial arrangements of
the notes is not part of the pictorial form, since the sounds are not in space;
but the ordering is common to both, and that is what is logical form.

Wittgenstein applied his general theory of representation to thoughts
and to propositions. A logical picture of a fact, he said, is a thought, and in
the proposition a thought is expressed in a manner perceptible to the
senses (TLP 3, 3.1). Though, in the Tractatus, thoughts are prior to proposi-
tions and give life to propositions, Wittgenstein has much less to tell us
about thoughts than about propositions, and in order to understand him it
is better to focus on propositions as pictures than on thoughts as pictures.
If we ask what are the elements of thoughts, for instance, we are given no
clear answer; but if we ask what are the elements of propositions an answer
immediately presents itself: names.
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Indeed the picture theory of the propositions grew out of Wittgenstein’s
reflections on the difference between propositions and names. For Frege
names and propositions alike had both sense and reference, the reference of
a proposition being a truth-value. But, as Wittgenstein came to see, there is an
important contrast between the relation between names and what they refer
to, on the one hand, and propositions and what they refer to, on the other.
To understand a proper name, like ‘Bismarck’, I must know to whom or
whatit refers; but I can understand a proposition without knowing whether it
is true or false. What we understand, when we understand a proposition, is
not its reference but its sense. A name can have only one relationship to
reality: it either names something or it is not a significant symbol at all. But a
proposition has a two-way relation: it does not cease to have a meaning when
it ceases to be true (TLP 3.144).

So, to understand a name is to grasp its reference; to understand a
proposition is to grasp its sense. There is a further difference between
names and propositions consequent on this first difference. The reference
of a name has to be explained to one; but to understand the sense of
a proposition no explanation is necessary. A proposition can communicate
a new sense with old words: we can understand a proposition that we
have never heard before and whose truth-value we do not know. It is this
fact to which Wittgenstein appeals when he asserts that a proposition is a
picture.

What Wittgenstein meant by calling a proposition a picture can be

summed up in nine theses:

(1) A proposition, unlike a name, is essentially composite. (TLP 4.032)

(2) The elements of a proposition are correlated by human decision
with elements of reality. (TLP 3.315)

(3) The combination of these elements into a proposition presents—
without further human intervention—a possible situation or state
of affairs. (TLP 4.026)

(4) A proposition stands in an essential relation to the possible situation
it represents: it shares its logical structure. (TLP 4.03)

(5) This relationship can only be shown, but not said, because logical
form can only be mirrored, not represented. (TLP 4.022)

(6) Every proposition is bipolar: it is either true or false. (TLP 3.144)
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(7) A proposition is true or false by agreeing or disagreeing with reality:
it is true if the possible situation it depicts obtains in fact, and false if
it does not. (TLP 4.023)

(8) A proposition must be independent of the actual situation, which, if
it obtains, makes it true; otherwise it could never be false. (TLP 3.13)

(9) No proposition is a priori true. (TLP 3.05)

In stating these theses I have not used the word ‘picture’, because 