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A B S T R A C T

Philosophy has acquired a notoriety for the endless

disagreements it exhibits in regard to every problem it

deals with. This peculiarity of philosophy appears dis-

turbing to many philosophers, Morris Lazerowitz being

perhaps most mentionable among them. His metaphilosophy

is specifically designed at inst i tut ing a sophisticated

and highly stimulating theory to provide an explanation

of this disagreement via an investigation of the nature

of the utterances in which the philosophical theories

are embodied. What this theory stands for and what,

according to us , i t s merits and demerits are, are s ta-

ted in Chapter 5 and 6 respectively.

Lazerowitz's metaphilosophical theory is continuous

with Wittgenstein's views on the nature of philosophical

propositions and, in that sense, it may be said to have

derived i t s clue from the l a t t e r . Accordingly, in

Chapter 4 we have given an account of Wittgenstein's

views. It is a v i ta l part of the setting without re-

ference to which, the understanding of Lazerowitz's

metaphilosophy is bound to remain incomplete.



The other, equally v i ta l components of the setting,

are the three theories which respectively are that phi-

losophical propositions are empirical, that they are

a Priori and that they are nonsensical. Brief accounts

of these theories together with an account of how

Lazerowitz reacts to them are given in Chapter 1, 2 and

3 respectively.
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INTRODUCTION

The central aim of Morris Lazerowitz*s mataphilo-

sophical investigation is to arrive at an understand-

ing of the nature of philosophy. Why such an investi-

gation is necessary appears plainly in his treatment

of classical philosophical problems - problems which

occur in every field of philosophy and which have been

raised again and again in the course of a long history*

Traditionally, philosophers have conceived their work

as a search for truth, and their goal as knowledge of

reality as against mere appearance* Yet the body of

propositions which constitute philosophy presents us

with an enigma, it is unlike other disciplines in

that not a single one of its theses is non-controversial,

A philosopher advances his theory with the assured air

of asserting an Incontrovertible truth, yet every the-

ory is surrounded by disputation* Some philosophers

have been aware of this situation, and openly deplored

it. For example* Kant* He wrotei

There is no single book to which you

can point as you do to Euclid* and

says This is metaphysics/ here you

may find the noblest objects of this

science* ••• proved from principles of
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p u r e r eason* * • i n a l l ages one me ta -
physics has contradicted another*
either in i t s assertions or their
proofs* and thus has i tself destroy-
ed i t s own claim to lasting assent*2

Descartes made a similar observations

I shall not say anything about phi-
losophy* but that it has been cul t i -
vated for many centuries by the best
minds that have ever lived* and that
nevertheless no single thing is to be
found in it which is not subject to
dispute* and in consequence which is
not dubious.••

and more recently G.B, Moore* writes t

Philosophy is a terrible subjecti
the longer X go on with it* the
more difficult i t is to say any-
thing at a l l about it which is
both true and worth saying* You
can never feel that you've f in i -
shed with any philosophical ques-
tion whateveri got it finally
right* so that you can pass on to
something else***

Justification for these complaints is found on €&*rf
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sida* For example* note the continuing disagreement

about the existence of abstract entities* which goes

back to Plato* Again consider the uncertainty about

the validity of Descartes9 "cogito*• Does it beg the

question? - Does Descartes put into his premise what

he claims to deduce from it in the conclusion? To

take still another example, consider the dispute

about causation* Kant says "every event has a cause"

is an â  priori truth, A.J* Ayer raises the question

whether an event must have a cause and maintains that

it need not.

Disputation is rife not only among classical

philosophers but among present day philosophers as

well. And there is hardly a problem among contem-

poraries but has its source in antiquity* This would

suggest that something in the nature of philosophical

position and the arguments for it is not understood.

The existence of interminable debate is the most com-

pelling reason for Lazerowitzas kind of investigation.

The extensive treatment in his writings on logi-

cally necessary* as contrasted with contingent or (em-

pirical) propositions is an indication of the import-

ance to be attached to a study of their features* The
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central question of Lazerowitz, 'How is a philosophical

proposition to be understood?1 has been answered in the

history of philosophy in diverse ways - some philosophers

appear to claim that their views are £ priori« while yet

other philosophers take them to be empirical generalisa-

tions* Thus the preliminary task in the attempt to un-

derstand their nature is to achieve clarity on the na-

ture of â  priori and empirical propositions* Once we

are clear on their features we shall be in a position

to determine whether philosophical theories have such

features*



CHAPTER 1

PHILOSOPHICAL PROPOSITIONS! ARE THEY EMPIRICAL ?

This chapter will aim at outlining the philosophi-

cal setting of Morris Lazerowitzvs metaphllosophy*

Philosophers from the beginning have held different

views on the nature of philosophical propositions* These

propositions appear to be £ priori in nature« and at the

same time they present the appearance of being empirical
0

generalisations with a high degree of probability* It

will be useful to examine these two diverse accounts of

their nature, as it will enable us to find the causes

for the upsurge of Interest in the metaphllosophical

question posed by Morris Lazerowitzi What is the nature

of a philosophical statement - whether it occurs in me-

taphysics, epistemology# ethics or aesthetics?

In light of the fact that philosophical statements

are expressed in an idiom which makes them appear to be

empirical9 while also appearing to be necessary (since

no fact is used either to support or refute them)* let

us examine first of all whether a necessary proposition

can at the same time assert a fact about things* It

is requisite to set out clearly at least some essential

features of necessary propositions before proceeding

to treat this question*
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A l o g i c a l l y n e c e s s a r y p r o p o s i t i o n , one which has

i t s truth-value by inner necessity (Kantts phrase) is

such that i t s actual truth-value is i t s only theoreti-

cally possible truth-value. The negation of such a

proposition results in a proposition which is logically

impossible* when people talk about the nature of nece-

ssary propositions# there is a tendency to say that these

propositions describe necessary features of the world*

I Intend to maintain the view that necessary propositions

are not about things# or about the world*

Let us consider zeno's claim that motion does not

exist9 which is supported by a non-empirical demonstra-

tion i a moving body must go half of a distance before

it can traverse the whole distance, and the same for

each half of half the distance ad lnfinltum hence,

since i t i s impossible to complete traversing an in-

finite number of distances* however small they become,

motion is impossible. Now, what is interesting is that

the disputes over such claims as "motion is impossible1

are not empirically resolvable, that i s , by observation

or experimentation* If i t were, then Diogenes0 stand-

ing up and walking across the lecture hall , as report-

edly occurred, would have refuted zeno's claim* But
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Zeno was aware of the appearance of motion presented

by Diogenes s he saw what the audience say* That motion

appears to take p lace does not show that i t r e a l l y

takes p l a c e , zeno's argument remained untouched/ no

flaw in i t was shown, and what is equal ly important*

nothing would be accepted as re fut ing the t h e s i s that

motion is iipossible-neither flying birds nor gallop*

ing horses* This is an important feature of any nece-

ssary proposition, that no fact will upset i t . That

is* i t s truth-value remains truth, no matter how much

the world changes or even though the world goes out of

existence* To quote C*I* Lewis* "That only can be

S. Priogi which i s true no matter what**

Further* i t can be seen that an a_ priori claim

cannot have non-a priori consequences* that is* it

cannot by implication be about the world* To hold that

it can* e*g*, that motion is impossible implies that

motion in fact does not occur* This I shall maintain*

involves us in a contradiction* To show this* consi-

der the following argument*

Suppose* as G*H* vonjtfright (by implication) held*
2

that %* $„ £ implies j> is true as a matter of fact*

t̂ A P_ implies p is false as a matter of fact*
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If 2. i s true (or false) as a matter of fact* then

it is in principle possible for p_ to have the opposite

truth-value to the one it possesses} i f jg is true,

this fact does not eliminate the possibility of i t s

being false; and if £ is false this fact does not e l i -

minate the possibility of i t being true* Now if c/>$</>j>

implies that jc> is true, then it implies that £ could

be false* i»e##o)<>u>£ implies $i/>|> and ^^w£ also implies

to ĉo £. The absurd consequence is* |> is necessarily

true* and at the same time* possibly false*

Since philosophical views appear to many philoso-

phers to be a priori, the nature of a_ priori proposi-

tion needs a thorough investigations Three main ques-
4

tions arise*

1. Can an â  priori proposition entail an

empirical proposition? That is* can a

proposition which has only one possible

truth-value entail a proposition which

has two possible truth-values?

2* Can an «* priori proposition be entailed by*

or be dedudble from*an empirical proposi-

tion ? That is*can a proposition which has
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two possible truth-values entail a pro-

position which has only one possible

truth-value?

3. Can a proposition which has only one

theoretically possible truth-value pre-

sent a claim about things?

On question 1# I have already argued against the

special cases to^tn£ —^ £• Hume made the general claim

that nothing contingent can follow from what is neces-

sary. The following brief argument supports Hume's

point*

Since Hume*s claim i s of great importance to philosophy#

Suppose £ ->SL* where </>$ </> £ and

£—^2. 1* replaceable byi u> $ i^

since the impossibility of the con-

junction cannot be due to £# which

is necessary, it must be due to in £

i«e»« in £i is impossible or ^> (̂̂ >£)

That ls# £ is necessary• There will

be no circumstance under which £ could

be false» which contradicts the assum-

ption that w^ f
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an additional argument by Morris Lazerowitz, may be

usefult

Given j>-4 g> «*^t

may be replaced byi

(JP • 3 v °°P ' W 5 v w 2
since co$</>j> the last two dis-

juncts are eliminated, and

a> remains, from which

follows*

Lot us examine question 2, Can an â  priori propo-

sition be deduced from an empirical proposition? In

order for a proposition £ to imply another proposition

£ (such that 2. * 8 Reducible from £> there must be an

inconsistency between p and co £ (where the inconsis-

tency Is not merely repeated in w^), If the antece-

dent is empirical, the only Inconsistency that will

occur will l ie In the negated consequent* Then the

claimed implication between a contingent proposition

and an £ priori proposition will fa l l to meet the con-

dition that there be an Inconsistency between £ and

the negated consequent*

To illustrate, take Lewis• claim that a tautology

is implied by every propositiont <£<(£vu>£)#
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The inconsistency here does not lie between the antece-

dent and the negated consequent, but lies in the negated

consequent itself, viz*, in ( j v w £> which is self-

inconsistent. Again* there is a useful point to discuss

in connection with the cosmological argument* The

latter seems to violate the principle that an £ priori

truth cannot have non-j* priori consequences*

To give a corrected version of the Cosmological

arguments Every contingent thing must have a cause;

if this cause is itself contingent, it must have a

cause. Now there cannot be a consummated infinity

of causes going back in time* This implies there must

be a first cause, which is not Itself contingent, i*e*«

is a being which necessarily exists* The propositions

that contingent thing exist, will have to be contin*

gent, such that it could in principle be false* Now

to say a contingent thing is brought into existence

implies that it is caused by the first cause, which

itself has necessary existence* The proposition

that a first cause necessarily exists will be «t

priori and simply restated in propositional terms

a clalu apparently made about the relationship bet-

ween a necessary existent thing to contingently ex-

isting thing*
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As to question 3, whether a proposition having

only one theoretically possible truth-value can make

a claim about things, consider the notion Kant brought

to philosophy s the notion of a synthetic ja priori pro-

position* Kant regarded synthetic a_ priori proposi-

tions as a very Important class of £ priori proposi-

tions. Their distinguishing feature is that their

predicates are neither identical with nor conjunctive

part of their subject terms* Unlike analytical pro-

positions, their negations are not self-contradictory,

although they have in common with analytic propositions

the feature that no other truth-value than the one i t

possesses is possible fot i t . Kant held that these

synthetic £ priori propositions are about things*

?or since the predicate of a synthetic £ priori pro-

position is not wholly contained in its subject, it

gives new information about what is referred to by

its subject term* To take an illustration from

Kant, "Every occurrence has a cause" was held to be

synthetic £ priori* To quotet

Let us take the proposition, 'Every-
thing which happens has i t s cause**
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In the concept of "something which

happens0 I do indeed think an exis-

tence which is preceded by a time,

etc** and from this concept analy-

tic judgements may be obtained* But

the concept of a 9cause9 lies enti-

rely outside the other concept* and

signifies something different from

'that which happens'* and is not

therefore in anyway contained

in this latter representation*••

the concept of 'cause'* though not

contained in it (the concept of

something which happens)* yet be-

longs* to it*..(the principle that

everything that happens has a cause)

is completely £ priori and on the

basis of mere concepts*

Let us examine the proposition considered in this

quotations 'All occurrences have causes'* If the claim

that all occurrences have causes is logically necessary

then it has only one theoretically possible truth-value*

and this implies that no conceivable change in the world

could change the truth-value of the claim* If the pro-

position is not determined by what the world is like*

It can tell us nothing about the relationship between

occurrences and causes* For the proposition "All occu-

rrences must have causes' would reduce to a tautology*
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This we can see from the followingt

All occurrences must have causes

means

All occurrences are caused occurrences

(by logical necessity)•

If this were the case "caused" would not have a use

to distinguish between occurrences* "Caused occurrences'

would then shrink into "occurrences"! the denotation of

"causal occurrences" would necessarily coincide with

"occurrences"* Thus the word "caused" becomes descri-

ptive!/ functlonless* As a result* we have

'All occurrences are occurrences9*

which is a empty tautology* As a further example* con-

aider Berkeley's statement*

•Everything i s a perceived thing'*

or

It is inconceivable or logically impos-

sible* for there to be an unpercelved

thing*

Therefore* 'unpercelved thing* has no descriptive fun-

ction* Just as "round square" does not aerv to describe
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a figure* According to Wittgenstein, if one of a pair

of antithetical terms is stripped of its use in the lan-

guage* the other also loses its use* When a philoso-

pher says 'sense—experience is vague9 or*everything

is in flux9*

we are using the words 9flux9 and

•vagueness1 wrongly in a typically

metaphysical way, namely* without

an antithesis* whereas in their

correct and everyday use* vague-

ness is opposed to clearness*

flux to stability* Inaccuracy to

accuracy* and problem to solution*

Just as "every occurrence is a caused occurrence19* re-

duces to "Every occurrence is an occurrence11* so

9everything is perceived thing9 conveys no more infor-

mation than 9everything is a thing9* The word 'per-

ceived9 loses its function since Berkeley9s claim

implies that its antithesis* "unperceived" has no

correct use*

The proposition* Everything Is a thing obviously

gives no Information about things* It says nothing

about what a thing is like* not even whether it ex*

lsts* In this respect it is like the truth-table
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tautology M £ v " £*• Of the special case of |> vv>£#

namely* "It Is raining or not raining" Wittgenstein

commented in the Tractates that it gives no information
7

about the weather* It id "unconditionally true". # "a

tautology" he said "has no truth-conditions"* It should

be noted that Wittgenstein was of two minds on this

point* The truth-table he constructed for pvy>p«

suggests that £ V w p has truth-conditions listed on

the left in the table, and that each of these nakes

i t true. But i t is clear that "it i s either raining

or not raining" is true no natter what the state of

the weather is#no matter which truth-condition obtains*

What happens in the world i i not a condition for i t s

being true* This, then* is ray answer to the question

whether logically necessary propositions are about

things9 ox events* or states of affairs*

It has been claimed, however, that they oust be

about something. Conventionalists have held that neces-

sary propositions are "really vexbal"# they sxe about

the actual use of terminology* As A*J* Ayer put i t .
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"they call attention to the implications of a certain

g

linguistic usage"* The source of £ priori necessity is

said to be language* This position needs careful exa-

mination*

What conventionalists have seen is an important

similarity between sentences expressing necessary pro-

positions and sentences about the use of words* whether

this similarity supports the conventionalist position

that a necessary proposition is verbal must now be ex«»

a mined. Consider the sentence (a) "a cat is an animal",

which in English expresses the necessary proposition
Q

(b) that a cat is an animal/ The fact that (a) does

express this necessary proposition is an empirical fact

about English usage* That it does so is equivalent to

the following (empirical) fact; that "animal" in point

of usage applies to everything "cat" applies to* (Note

that the latter fact is not about cats* but about the

words "cat" and "animal") we can then writes

A cat is an animal expresses a neces-

sary proposition*=The sentence* •ani-

mal* applies to whatever •cat0 applies

to'expresses a fact about usage*

But this does not allow us to write
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A cat is an animal is a necessary

proposition*=The word •animal*

applies to everything "cat" app-

lies to»

The fact that a proposition is necessary is not

to be equated with any verbal fact, since a proposition

about the actual use of terminology could be false.

This is to say it is empirical. Clearly, an empirical

proposition about words cannot be equated with an

a_ priori proposition which makes no mention of words.

Nevertheless, an £ priori statement in an oblique

way conveys information about the use of nomenclature

in the language* This is plain when one considers how

one would Justify the clal-n that a cat is an animal is

a necessary propositions one would noc turn to observa-

tion of cats but would cite the fact that the proposition

is "true b$'.definition* of the words occurring in its

expression* The proposition is not equivalent to any

statement about usage, but the only information it con*

veys is verbal.

In understanding a sentence which expresses an

£. Priori proposition, what we know, and all that we know.

is a fact about the use of terminology in the language,

although that fact is not expressed by the sentence*
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PHILOSOPHICAL PROPOSITIONS! ARE THEY A, PRIORI?

The term •metaphilosophy* was coined by Morris

Lazerowitz in 1940 to refer unambiguously to a special

kind of investigation which Wittgenstein in his Philoso-

phical Investiqations had described as one of the "heirs"

of philosophy. To put i t in his own words x

It is the investigation of the nature

of philosophy with the central aim of

arriving at a satisfactory explanation

of the absence of uncontested philoso-

phical claims and arguments.

At another place he sayss

*** (it) is the investigation of philoso-
phical utterances, with the special aim
of reaching a satisfactory understanding
of wĥ t in their nature permits the in-
tractable disagreements which invariably
attach to them.

Its intended use is not to refer to a philosophical

system or systems as "metaphysics" doest here one has

to understand that metaphilosophy should not be treated

as anocher branch of philosophy* It is about philosophy

— about the statements which comprise it* To anticipate

what will be discussed in detail, he characterizes a
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philosophical theory a s a

• •• gerrymandered (l*e*# re-edited)
piece of language9 which because it
i s presented in the ontological idiom,
is capable of creating the intellectual
illusion that a theory about things is
being stated and also of giving ex-
pression to a cluster of unconscious
ideas?

As this description suggests* the theories and argu-

ments in philosophy are mis-conceived* It is obvious

without elaboration of this bald account that the task

of roetaphilosophy is not to adjudicate between rival

views* Strangely enough* philosophers are not made

curious about the nature of their activity* nor are

they sufficiently disturbed to look into the baffling

permanence of their disagreements* This situation has

no parallel in mathematics or in natural sciences* The

fact that there are unresolved problems in these dis-

ciplines in no way presents anything comparable to the

disputes that everywhere pervade technical philosophy*

Once a dispute occurs in philosophy it remains in phi-

losophy* A further point of difference between phi-

losophy and other disciplines is that they have a body
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of established results which can be counted as finished

business* Philosophy has nothing comparable to show.

Philosophers may realise, at least dimly* that

understanding these disputes might require a reassess-

ment of the accepted ideas about the nature of their

work* The impression that is gaining strength i s that

philosophers have a skeleton in their closet which

they do not wish to be seen. Wittgenstein has expres-

sed the wish that philosophy should disappear and it

may well be that philosophers fear that philosophy will

evaporate if It is given sufficient scrutiny* Gilbert

Ryle seems to have sensed this when he coined the expres*

slon "meta-ovaporate"* As already mentioned in the pre-

ceding chapter, disputes in philosophy have existed for

an astonishingly long tiros, and the lrresolvabillty of

these disputes is something which demands,investigation*

A further thing, these disputes have the curious feature

of being carried on in the presence of all facts neces-

sary to resolve them, if they indeed are about the facts*

To illustrate* with regard to such elementary statements

as 2 + 2 » 4* and a cat is an animal* the truth-values

of which are not in dispute; rival views have clustered

around the question as to what they are about* Some
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philosophers have declared that the arithmetical propo-

sition is about the terms "2" and "4"/ others maintained

that it is about abstract entities denoted by these

terms, and still others stated that it is an inductive

generalisation based on examination of instances* In

the case of each theory* simple inspection of the pro-

position should yield the fact the philosophers seek,

- no further fact is required in order to settle the

disagreements* Disputes of this kind pervade philoso-

phy.

To turn to another surprising feature, philosophers

who have maintained a particular view have changed their

minds and adopted an opposing view* For example, Aris-

totle #s view that a universal cannot exist without its

particular, came to the fore again in our own ti-ne in

the work of Rudolf Carnap* For many years Carnap deni-

ed (cf* his Logical Syntax of Language) that there are

abstract entities denoted by general words* Later he

accepted the Aristotelian view* Bertrand Russell is

another example of a philosopher shifting from one view

to an opposing view* In his early days he held that he

was acquainted with abstract entities whenever he under*

stood a general word, and later he was reduced to the

tentative admission "I conclude ••• though with hesi-

tation* that there are universals*••" This kind of
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change of mind Is understandable in religion and poli-

tics, but not in a- reasoned discipline*

What explanation can be offered for such vacil-

lation? The answer must lie in a correct account of the

nature of a philosophical theory* Hence, the task ahead

is to determine# if we can, what feature or features the

tneory has* Our preceding chapter elaborates distinct-

ions between propositions which will serve as a starting

point for the characterization of philosophical theories,

(1) as being empirical (2) as being a, priori*

One theory which is represented as if it were em-

pirical, i.e., as making a claim to which observation

is relevant to determining its truth-value, is to be

found in Hume* He urges observation as a means of de-

ciding its truth or falsity* In his treatment of cau-

sation, he appears to have expected careful scrutiny

to show whether there be "a tie" between cause and

effect* To quote himt

What is the foundation of all our re-

asonings and conclusions concerning

(the) relation of (cause and effect)?

It may be replied in one word, expe-

rience*
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Commenting on Hume* Russellsayst

Hume's real argument is that,

while we sometimes perceive

relations of time and place#
we never perceive causal re—

relations, which must there-

fore if admitted, be Inferred

from relations that can be per-

ceived. The controversy is

thus reduced to one of empiri-

cal fact* Do wa or do we not

sometimes perceive a relation

which can be called causa1.

To take another example from Hume, his account of the

self seems to have rested on an empirical process of

introspection. He reported that the notion of self

as A • simple and continued spiritual substance* was

not to be found* When he supposed hinsolf to be

making an empirical examination of himself, he re-

ported i

But self or person is not any

one impression, but that to

which our several Impressions

and ideas are supposed to have

a reference* If any impres-

sion gives rise to the idea of*

self, that impression must con-

tinue invariably the same, thro1
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the whole course of our lives; since
self is supposed to exist after that
manner* But there is no impression
constant and invariable* Pain and
pleasure; grief and joy* passions
and sensations succeed each other,
and never all exist at the same
time* It cannot therefore, be
from any of these impressions or
from any other, that the idea of
self is derived; and consequently
there is no such idea # 9 # After
what manner, therefore, do they
belong to self; and how are they
connected with it? For my part*
when I enter most intimately in-

to what I call myself, I always
stumble on some particular per-
ception or other, of heat or
cold, light or shade, love or
hatred, pain or pleasure. I
never can catch myself at any*
time without a perception, and

7
never can observe' anything but
the perception*

It i s evident that Hume's procedure is permitted with

an empirical air* He seems to be observing introspec-

tive ly the contents of his experience in a search for

a continuous self* The conclusion he comes to is that

there la no 3uch entity* Now these described procedures
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look to be similar to those which the scientist en-

gages in* nevertheless* in science and in everyday

life, when we look for something we have an idea of

what it is that we are looking for# The astronomer

who discovered the planet Pluto, in a general way

knew that he was looking for prior to his discovery.

He was looking for the cmuse of the perturbations in

the orbit of Neptune* Any divergence of opinion about

the causes of the deviations in the expected orbit of

Neptune would have come to an end, as in fact it did*

In the case of Hume* the peculiar fact is that

his clain that there was no impression of causation
g

and hence no ldeay of i t . Implies that he could not

have known what i t was that he was looking for* His

philosophical observation would seem only to imitate

the genuine empirical searches in science and in or-

dinary life* A further point might be added* The

claim that there is no impression of causation im-

plies that the words "impression of causation** have

no use to describe anything wnatever, and that the

word "cause" has no correct use in the English lan-

guage* Zn general one cannot say what it is that

one does not have. Wittgenstein observed that you

cannot hang a thief who doesn't exist* to which we
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might add that you cannot think of the meaning of a

term which is meaningless,

Hume's attempt to discover causation, as well as

to find a self to which his impressions "have reference",

are entirely different from those in science* Hume is

unable to say what i t i s he is trying to discover since

he according to his own declaration has no idea of it*

He says.

Unluckily all these positive asser-
tions £by philosophers who clain
that "we are every moment intima-
tely conscious of what we call self"]],
are contrary to that very experience,
which is pleaded for them, nor have
we any idea, of self, after the man-
ner it is here explained*

He appears to t e l l us what it is that he can't find,

by Introspection or some other form of investigation,

and at the same time te l ls us that we cannot even in-

stitute a search*

Now if Hume's denial of the existence of a causal

"tie" or a continuous self were empirical, he and his

opponents cou3d in principle have settled their dispute*

They would have an idea of what terminating the dispute

36
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would seem to be like. The question i s , how is the

continuing* disputation to be explained? There seems

to be no escaping the conclusion that Hums'a inves-

tigation was not an empirical search regardless of

how it may appear*

Wittgenstein stated clearly* though without ela-

boration, that philosophical problems • • • are* of
12course* not empirical. His remark makes it natural

to suppose that he thought them to be â  priori * And

in lectures* 1934-5 he says* "philosophy is â  priori". 3

Having discussed at length in the preceding chapter

the nature of a, priori propositions* we are now in

a position to Investigate whether philosophical pro-

positions are a_ priori*

We take as an illustration an argument and a the-

s is which have a l l the earmarks of being ,a priorit

St. Ana elm1 a Ontological argument for the existence

of God* The Leibniz-cartesian form of it is as

followsi

God is the greatest or (as Descartes
says) the most perfect of beings* or
rather a being of supreme grandeur
and perfection* including a l l degrees
thereof* That i s the notion of God*
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See now how existence follows from
this notion* TO exist is something
more than not to exist, or rather
existence adds a degree to grandeur
and perfection, and as Descartes
states it* existence is Itself a
perfection, or rather this perfe-
ction which consists in existence,
is in this supreme all-great, al l-
perfect beingi for otherwise some
degree would be wanting to it con-
trary to this definition. Conse-

14quently this supreme being exists*

The Anselmic argument is intended to show that existence

is a necessary property of a perfect being* According

to philosophical theologians existence is a perfection

of a thing, such that to have it is to be more perfect

than to lack it* To say an absolutely perfect being

does not exist is to imply that a perfect being lacks

a possible perfection and is therefore less than per-

fect* That existence is classed with such properties

as all-powerful, is exhibited clearly in the following

version of the Anselmic proof* An absolutely per—

feet being than which a more perfect is inconceivable

is such that al l Its possible properties are actual

properties of it* Now such a being could exist* i.e*

could have the property of existing* It 's existence
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is not incompatible with any other of i t s properties*

Hence it exists*

Against this* Kant posed the objection that exis-

tence is not a characterizing property of a being. He

says:

By whatever and by however many pre-
dicates we may think a thing — even
if we completely determine it - we
do not make the least addition to
the thing when we further declare
that this thing i s . Otherwise, it
would not be exactly the same thing
that exists, but something more than
we had thought in the concept; and
we could not, therefore, say, that
the exact object of our concept
exis ts . 1 6

Hume maintains a similar view when he talks about the

existence of God. He says that the idea of existence

is nothing different from the idea of any object. To

quote hitii

Thus when we affirm, that God is ex-
istent, we simply form the Idea of
such a being, as he is represented
to usj nor i s the existence, which
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we attribute to him, conceived by a

particular idea, which we join to

the idea of his other qualities» and

can again separate and distinguish

from them. But I go farther, and

not content with asserting, that

the conception of the existence of

an/ object is no addition to the
17simple conception of it...

If the existence of God is deduced from the nature of

God, then God exists is an a priori proposition. But

if God exists were â  priori, then it would tell us

nothing about the existence of an/ thing or being. As

we saw in the preceding chapter, an â  priori proposi-

tion is not about things, and the only information it

provides, in an oblique way, is about the use of ter-

minology in the language. In the present case what

it conveys is information about the use of the word

"exist".

Counted as a predicate which characterizes the

nature of a thing, it is possible without loss of

literal sense to deny that a given thing has it.

Thus the term "octagonal"9 which has a character!-

zing use, is such that to den/ that a given thing

is octagonal has no unwelcome consequences.
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Similarly, if existence is a characterizing attribute,

then to deny that the thing in question exists should

likewise have no unacceptable consequences* The dif-

ference between the uses of "octagonal" and "exis-

tence" can be seen by comparing "This exists"* and

"This is octagonal". The denial of "This exists",

i.e., "This does not exist", makes no literal sense,

unlike the denial of "This is octagonal". To bring

out the point somewhat differently, consider the

statement "I have 13 pence in my hand, one of which

does not exist". This makes no literal sense, al-

though it should, if "exists" has a characterizing

use.

There are countless additional ways of bringing

out the difference we all sense between existence

and a descriptive property such as all-wise. Some of

these are enlightening. I cite two further considera-

tions that called my attention by Lazerowitz!

1. There exists an all-perfect being -

There exists an all-wise, a11-good,

all-powerful being. If existence

is listed among the perfections,

this equivalence becomest-
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There exists an all—perfect being •

There exists an all-wise, all-good,

all-powerful, existent being. Thus

one of the implications of There

exists an all-perfect being is

There exists an existent being*

And this tautology adds nothing

to the implication of There ex-

ists an all-perfect being,

2* Given that existence is a feature

of a perfect being, it becomes

absorbed in the subject term.

Thereupon the statement that

a perfect being exists involves

us in an infinite regress* For

attributing the property of ex-

istence to a thing yields a sta-

tement about i ts nature (about

what it i s , rather than that

it i s ) . Once absorbed into

the subject terra, the existence

of th^t subject has yet to be

demonstrated and if, again.
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existence becomes part of the

nature of the subject* then the

statement that the subject exists

requires a demonstration a_d inf 1-

nltunu

These various considerations all show that argu-

ments for, God's existence which involve taking exis-

tence to be a characterizing attribute# go against

the fact that to say something exists is to say

that it i s , not what i t is* This fact shows that

a perfect being exists is not an ^ priori proposition.

Existence is not part of God's nature*
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LOGICAL POSITIVISM t SCHLICK AMD AYER

From what we have already seen in the preceding

chapter, philosophical propositions are neither empi-

rical nor <* priori* If this is the case, then the

only remaining alternative would seem to be that they

are non-sensical9 The notion comes directly to us

from the logical positivlsts*

In the 19309a logical posltivists, amongst them,

Schlick, Carnap and other members of the so—called

Vienna circle enunciated the thesis that the meaning

of a statement is the method of its verification.

It "can be given only by giving the rules of its
2

verification in experience*" As a matter of fact,

the requirement of veriflablllty was first stated

by Wittgenstein according to Carnap. He says, in

"Testability and Meaning"!

••• among empiricists there seems

to be full agreement that at least

some more or less close relation

exists between the meaning of a

sentence and the way in which we

come to a verification or at least

a confirmation of it* The require-

ment of verification was first sta-

ted by Wittgenstein, and its mean*

ing and consequences were exhibit-

ted in the earlier publications of
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our Vienna circle*• •

Now this principle, which is known as the prin-

ciple of Verlfiabillty* functioned as a criterion of

literal meaningfulness* It was used to determine whe-

ther an utterance has literal sense or not* Schlick's

formulation is inadequate because it does not distin-

guish between kinds of verification* The modifying

phrase, "in sense experience", was eliminated by

achllck because "no other kind of verification has
A

been defined" » the implication being that there is

no other kind of verification. Now the suppression

of the phrase "in sense experience" as unnecessary

might be contested by a "scientifically minded angel",

which hypothesis, however inane, is theoretically;

possible* Schllck leaves himself open to the object-

ion that his verification criterion Is ^n empty tau-

tology* If verification in sense-experience is the

only theoretically possible kind of non-« priori veri-

fication, then the term "in sense-experience" has no

use to distinguish between kinds of non-* priori

verification* And the statement "all non-^ priori

verification is sense verification" turns into the

unlnformatlve tautology "all non-â  priori verifi-

cation is non—a priori verific a tlon*"
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A better known formulation of the criterion which

is A.J* Ayer's is not subject to this objection since

it includes a reference to sense-experience, i t is

as followst

. . . a sentence is factually signi-
ficant to any given person* if and
only if, he knows how to verify the
proposition which it purports to
express* that is# if he knows what
observations would lead him* under
certain conditions* to accept the
propositions as being true or re-
ject i t as being false.

In summary*

a simple way to formulate the prin-

ciple would be to say that a sen-

tence had literal meaning if and

only if the proposition it expres-

sed was either analytic or empiri-

cally verifiable*

The logical positivist* considered metaphysical

statements which refer to a supposed reality lying

beyond the bounds of sense—experience to be nonsen-

sical (neither a, priori nor verifiable in sense-

experience* therefore nonsensical).
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Though the criterion of literal meaningfulness, as

first stated by Wittgenstein,was used by posltlvlsts to

attempt to eliminate metaphysical statements from sensi-

ble discourse, Wittgenstein never clearly distinguished

between philosophical statements in general and the spe-

cial class of metaphysical statements* In the Tractatus

he saidt

most of the propositions and questions
to be found In philosophical works are

7
not false but non—senslcal.

In his liter writings he appears to use "metaphysics"

and "philosophy" interchangeably* If this identifica-

tion is correct, then the principle of veriflability

would eliminate not only metaphysical statements, but

all philosophical statements/ not only statements re*

ferring to what transcends sense-experience, but state-

ments which refer to everyday phenomena, e.g., 'Motion

is impossible*, *Ti^e is unreal', 'space cannot exist'*

and such like*

Before embarking on a discussion whether all phi-

losophical sentences are nonsensical, we should refor-

mulate the principle of veriflability so *s to avoid

inadequacies of Ayer's first formulation, viz., a
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sentence has literal meaning if and only if the

proposition it expresses *** This is open to the ob-

jection that if the sentence already expresses a

proposition it must have literal significances a pro-

position Jus the meaning of an indicative sentence* The

sentence thus cannot be cast out by the application of

this version of the veriflability criterion• we cannot

say that a sentence expressing a proposition is meaning-

less because it expresses an unverifiable proposition*

For, if it expresses an unverifiable proposition, i t

expresses a proposition and therefore ĥ s literal mean-

ing* The difficulty can be got round by a simple for-

mulation t A sentence has literal meaning if and only if

i t expresses a proposition verifiable in sense-experience*

But this reformulation does not escape the obvious

objection ttvit it is seemingly tailored with an eye to

what positivista wish to eliminate. By semantic fiat,

i . e . , arbitrarily, i t eliminates metaphysical utterances*

rfe might characterize it as a semantic petltlo nrincipi.

For the principle of veriflability was patently intended

to rule out metaphysics by its formulation* A metaphysi-

cian could defend himself by arguing against the criterion

in the following way, •non-a priori sentences which refer
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to a transcendental reality are those which are open

to super-sensible verification•" Thus Kant has said

in his Preface,

• • • when a l l progress in the field of
the supersensible has thus been denied
to speculative reason, it is s t i l l open
to us to enquire whether * • • data may
not be found sufficient to • • • enable us,
in accordance with the wish of metaphysics
• • • to pass beyond the limits of a l l possi-

Q

ble [sense] experience*

Agsin in the Phaedrus the platonic immortals come to

the outside of heaven* and the revolution

of the spheres carried them round* and

they behold the things beyond. But of

the heaven which is aoove the heavens*

what earthly poet did or ever will sing

worthily? It is such as Z will describe*

••• There abides the very being with

which the true knowledge is concerned/

the colourless, formless* intangible

essence* visible only to the mind* the

pilot of the soul* The divine intelli-

gence being nurtured upon mind and pure

knowledge* and the intelligence of every

soul which is capable of receiving food

proper to it* rejoices at beholding re—
allty* and once more gazing upon truth*

A

i s replenished and made glad.**
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"Reality" here is plainly supersensible.

An important defect of the verification criterion which

has not so far been noted is that it violates a principle

about the way in which antithetical terms are linked to

each other* Wittgenstein made use of this principle al-

though he did not explicitly formulate it* He did however,

in several instances* cite examples of i t s violation* He

writes t

**• in stating our puzzles about the general
vagueness of sense-experience, and about the
flu* of a l l phenomena* we are using the words
"flux" and "vagueness** wrongly* in a typical*
ly metaphysical way* namely, without an anti-
thesis; whereas in their correct and everyday
use vagueness is opposed to clearness* flux
to stability* inaccuracy to accuracy*••

This shows the way to a general formulation of the princi-

ple of antithetical termsi if one of a pair of antitheti-

cal terms is deprived of its function in the language* the

other* even though artificially retained in the language*

has no descriptive function.

The following are examples of violations of this

principle.

1* Hobbes' view that all desires are selfish* Here
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the term "selfish" would not have a use to distlnguslt

between desires* Therefore "selfish desire" would con-

tract into "desire"* 3y being deprived of its antithe-

s is , "unselfish"• the word "selfish" loses its function

to characterize desires* As a result, Hobbes9 view re-

duces to the contentless tautology, "All desires are

desires"*

2* Berkeley's view that "it is impossible for there

to be an unperceived thing*1* About the existence of

"sensible objects in themselves* or without the mind",

he says "to rue it is evident those words mark out either

a direct contradiction, or else nothing at all." They

no more describe a sensible object than the phrase "round

square" describes a geometrical figure* "Unperceived

thing" has no descriptive function in the language* But

by eliminating "unperceived" from use, "perceived"# even

though retained in the language, loses i ts ordinary use*

As in the example from Hobbes, depriving a term of its

antithesis reduces the view to a tautology* "everything

is a perceived thing" becomes "Everything is a thing*"

3* Mill's view thU al l propositions are empirical#

2+2-4, alike with all cows* are herbivorous* According

to Hill, the difference between them l ies merely in

their degree of certainty* 3ut again, if all propositions
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are empirical, then "empirical" does not serve to dis-

tinguish between propositions and loses Its use*

It may turn out, however surprising, that the veri-

flability criterion also violates the principle of an*

tlthetical terms* The criterion is formulated in such

a way to eliminate the theoretical possibility of veri-

fic a ti on in non-sensory experience (i.e*, experience

which transcends the bounds of sense)* This comes down

to saying that the phrase "domain beyond the bounds of

sense" has no use to refer to a domain* The term

"domain of sensible objects" therefore has no anti the*

sis and itself can have no actual use in the language*

The suppression of "domain of supersensible experience"

carries with i t the suppression of "verifiable in super-

sensible experience"* The antithesis of the latter,

"verifiable in senae-experimce", would remain in the

language only artificially where It delusively appears

to have i ts use* only by reinstating "verifiable in

super-sensibla experience" does the term "verifiable

in sense—experience" regain Its use* Wittgenstein

said "What we do is to bring words bade from their
12tsphyslcal to their everyday use." This Is the way

of restoring their lost function* Wittgenstein co

p?red the semantic separation of antithetical terms

52
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with removing the t i l ler from the rudder, thereby making

the rudder useless* If all 41terally significant non-

JL Priori statements are verifiable in sense-experience.

such that the phrase "verifiable in non-sensory experi-

ence" is ruled out from having a use, then "verifiable

in sense-experience would not distinguish between veri-

fiable propositions. The criterion then would say no-

thing more than "All verifiable propositions are veri-

fiable propositions"• We are perhaps Justifiea in think-

ing that the verification criterion has been semantically

tailored with an eye to what it eliminates. Violating

the principle of antithetical terms prevents it from

doing the task the positivist wishes to assign to it*

With this failure to eliminate from philosophy

what Hume characterised as i ts "most contentious" part,

we are left with the same disputes which have survived

unresolved for centuries. Ayer has taken the position

that these disputes are unwarranted. He writest

• • • the questions with which philosophy
is concerned are purely logical questionst
and although people do in fact dispute
about logical questions, such disputes
are always unwarranted. For they in-
volve either the denial of a proposition
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which is necessarily true, or the

assertion of a proposition which is

necessarily false* In all such cases*

there fore * we may be sure that one

party to the dispute has been guilty

of a miscalculation which a suffici-

ently close scrutiny of the reasoning

will enable us to detect. So that if

the dispute is not immediately resolved*

1£ is because the logical error of which

one party is guilty is too subtle to be

easily detected* and not because the

question at issue is irresoluble on

the available evidence*

Even if we allow that the verification principle

eliminates certain philosophical propositions* it falls

to explain the lntermlnabillty of debates that cluster

around every philosophical theory* E*g*# that motion

is impossible* The latter mikes a claim that is not eli-

minated by the verification criterion* Dispute about it

continues although it is practically as old as philosophy

itself* Therefore it would seem that the posltlvists

have added a dispute to the collection of philosophical

disputes - the dispute over the verification principle

itself*



CHAPTER 4

WITTGENSTEINi HIS VIEWS

Wittgenstein had deep insights into the subterranean

workings of philosophy which he did not elaborate* (He

was like the Delphic oracle "who neither utters nor con-

ceals his meaning but shows it by a sign" •) Philosophy

presented Itself in different ways to him, some of which

were inconsistent with each other. The inconsistencies

are of no great importance, however, since Wittgenstein

did not develop a system/ unlike F.H. Bradley, he did not

attempt to set out a metaphysical system in which the

inconsistencies would be bound to reappear* (Crucial to

Bradley*s system was the claim that time is unreal, "a

contradictory appearance" • It should have prevented )ils

remarking thatt "I will* in the next chapter, reinforce

and repeat this conclusion.••" ) Wittgenstein's early

views on the nature of philosophy appear also to be in-

consistent with the remarks he mokes in his later works

such as the Blue Book and the Philosophical Investigations.

But all embody perceptions which make it useful to examine

separately each of his views as they are expressed in the

course of his philosophical odyssey*

TO begin with,his views in the Tractatus which as

we see, differ fro a each other and taken together are
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inc onsis tent t

(a) Most of the propositions and questions to be found

in philosophical works are not false but nonsensical. Con-

sequently* we cannot give any answer to question of this

kind* but can only establish that they are nonsensical* mm

And i t i s not surprising that the deepest problems are

in fact not problems at all* (T*4*003)

(b) Philosophy is not a body of doctrine but an activity*

A philosophical work consists essentially of elucidations*

Philosophy does not result in "philosophical propositions",

but rathar in clarification of propositions* (T.4112)

(c) The totality of true propositions i s the whole of

natural ;sclence (or the whole corpus of the natural sci-

ence*) (T*411)

Philosophy is not one of tne natural sciences* The word

'philosophy' roust mean something whose place is above

or below the natural sciences, not beside them* (T*4*lll)

(d) All philosophy i s a. critique of language"***(T4.0031)

These remarks may be sunned up in the following way

to bring out the inconsistencies between then*

(1)* Philosophical sentences are nonsensical*

(2)* There are no "philosophical propositions".
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(3)» Philosophical propositions are not truths.

(4)• Some philosophical propositions are true*

others false.

We shall comnent on these in turn.

View (1) is not surprising* for Wittgenstein was the

founder of post-Huroean positivism* As is well-known, pos-

i t lvlsts considered metaphysical utterances to be simply

nonsensical* devoid of literal significance* and there-

fore should be clearly regognlzed as such* we have

already given a critique of the principle of veriflability

as formulated by the positivists* but this should not pre-

vent us from recognizing their merit* In the Preface to

Logical Positivism Xed* by A*J* Ayer)* Ayer s&yss

• ••the originality of the logical positivist a
lay in their making the Impossibility of
metaphysics depend not upon the nature of
what could be known but upon the nature
of what could be said* Their charge
against the metaphysician was that he
breaks the rules which any utterance
must satisfy if i t i s to be literally
significant*

The Influence of positivism in turning attention of
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philosophers to language. Is to be found not only in

the Tractatus, but also in later work* Here we see

that Wittgenstein had not freed himself from the short-

comings of logical positivism* He says, "the results

of philosophy are the uncovering of one or another

piece of plain nonsense*••" and also, "my aim 1st

to teach you to pass from a piece of disguised non-

sense to something that i s patent nonsense*"

The remarks he makes in (b)« in p*rt to the

effect that the task of philosophy is elucidation,

lead to view (2) namely, that there are no philoso-

phical propositions* The history of philosophy pre-

sents the appearance of a parade of theories supported

or refuted by arguments* What Wittgenstein wants to

hold about this is indicated by the final clause, in

"Philosophy is not a body of doctrine, but an activity*1

The following sentence characterizes the activity* as

ha s^ea i t , namely, as elucidation or clarification*

what are taken to be "philosophical propositions" are

really pieces of analysis* This Wittgensteinian po-

sition will be more fully discussed later* The ques-

tion which forces Itself upon us here 1st how could

Wittgenstein take both positions (1) and (2) namely,

9philosophical propositions are nonsensical* and

•there are no philosophical propositions*?
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He makes another striking remark about philosophi-

cal propositions in (c) that the body of truth coincides

with the propositions of natural science. We see that

the view (3) that philosophical propositions are not

truths* follows from (c)*and (c) i s a glaring untruth/

for a non-scientific statement such <*s "I am reading"

would have to be counted as false* To elaborate for a

moments according to this thesis any non-scientific pro-

position would not only have to be false, but necessarily

false* For it could never under any circumstances* find

its way into the body of truths* (Nor i s this thesis a

scientific proposition*)

There is yet another view (4)* tnat some philoso-

phical propositions are true* others false* which is

clearly inconsistent with (1)* (2) and (3)* If a phi-

losophical proposition i s true or false* that means i t

has a truth-value. But if a sentence occurring in a

philosophical work is nonsensical, then it expresses

nothing and hence nothing that has a truth-value* St i l l

another important view to be found in the Tractatua 1st

My propositions serve as elucidations
in the following way/ anyone who un-
derstands them eventually recognises
them AS nonsensical* when he has used
theai — as steps to climb up beyond them*
(He must so to speak* throw away the
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ladder after he has climbed it**) He

must transcend these propositions*

and then he will see the world aright*

The paradoxical consequence of this claim* is conjun-

ction with (1)* is that nonsensical elucidations are a

means of seeing the world aright* How could philoso-

phical propositions* if the/ were nonsensical, be the

means to seeing the world aright? F*P* Ramsey* in com-

menting on Wittgenstein in his The Foundations of Math-

ematics* says i

the chief proposition of philosophy

is that philosophy is nonsense. And

we must then take seriously that it

is nonsense* and not pretend* as

Wittgenstein does* that it is impor-

tant nonsense*

In a way* it seems to us that Wittgenstein wanted to

retain views which are inconsistent with each other..

II

We now come to an important observation which

Wittgenstein held steadfastly from the Blue Book period

on through his later works* This i s that "philosophical

problems are of course not empirical # " His attack on

philosopher's treatment of their problems is unequivocal*

The following are examples of the recurrent theme that
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what philosophers advance as a theory does not concern

a matter of facts "Philosophic problems*, he said, "are

attacked as scientific problems are, and are treated

perfectly hopelessly, as If we had to find something

new. The problems do not appear to concern questions

about language but rather questions of facts of which we
g

do not yet know enough" • Also,"the essence of philoso—
g

phy is not to depend on experience" • "The characteris-

tic of a metaphysical question is that we express an

unclarity about the grammar of words in the form of a

scientific question." The first rule of procedure is

to "to destroy the outward similarity between a metaphy-

sical proposition and an exponential one."

Actually the view that philosophical propositions

are not empirical, is plainly incompatible with the

view (4), that some philosophical propositions are true*

others false, at we have seen in section (I). The point

Wittgenstein seems to be stressing is that, philosophers

have made pronouncements which give the appearance of

resulting from empirical procedure*, because they take

as a guide the methods of science* Ha himself sayst

philosophers constantly see the method

of science before their eyes, as* are
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irresistibly tempted to ask and ana—
wer questions in the way science does*
This tendency is the real source of
metaphysics, and leads the philoso-
phers into complete darkness"

Again, to be sore specific, he saysi "There is no com*
14

mon-sense answer to a philosophical problem*" This
comment was directed against Moore# who took certain

philosophical thesis, e«g*« "Tims is unreal"# as im-
15plying the falsity of factual, common-sense statements,

such as "I read my notes before going to the class*"

And Moore used an apparently empirical procedure to

prove, for instance, that two human hands exist* How?

3y holding up my two hands, and saying as I make a cer-

tain gesture with my right hand* "Hare is one hand"

and adding as Z make a gesture with the left "and here

i s another*• Moore's "proof of an external world"

appears to proceed in the same way the man in the

street would proceed in proving that he had coins in

his purset by exhibiting an object of the kind in ques*

tlon* Another example this time taken from classical

philosophy, will i l lustrate Wittgenstein** claina that

philosophical statements often pantomime statements

of fact* Heraclltus maintained that everything cons-

tantly flows or changes* that nothing remains the
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same* Here Heraclitus seems to make a false empirical

claim. To anticipate what we shall argue for later* his

words create an illusion that they express a theory

about things* We see Wittgenstein attacking those phi—

losophors who (he thinks) wrongly treat philosophical

questions like scientific ones and whose answers appear

to be supported by the use of empirical methods such as
17

observation, and experimentation* Besides this, a phi-

losophical proposition and an experiential proposition

are often expressed in the same words thus strengthening

the impression that philosophical propositions are em-

pirical. For example, the words "I alone exist" when

uttered by the lone survivor of a holocaust* and by a

solipslst* and the words "I can't know how he feels"

uttered by a sceptic and by a person who is baffled

by an enigmatic person*

ZZZ

prom Wittgenstein's emphatic denial that philoso-

phical statements are empirical* i t is natural to infer

that he takes the alternative position that philosophical

propositions are £ priori* Zn fact he sayss

• • • i t is the essence of philosophy
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not to depend on experience and this

is what is meant by saying that phi-
18losophy i s a priori*

Further,

every philosophical problem typically

contains one particular word or its
19

equivalent, the word "must* or "cannot"
and the "must" and "cannot* are the

20"must" and "cannot" of logic*

E*g*, the philosopher who says "there must be a mental

act when one understands a word". Indicates by the use

of "roust11 that he is cit ing an entailnient of the concept

understands. As has already been seen, an important

fact about a_ priori propositions Is that empirical

evidence cannot either refute them or support them*

Moreover, as we have seen in section X, the method of

concept analysis, which Wittgenstein c a l l s 'elucidations1

or 'clarif ications' , employed to obtain a necessary truth*

E*g*» the correct analysis of the concept brother yields

a necessary truth* Such a "logical clarification of

thoughts"21 i s unlike the chemical analysis of a piece

of matter, done in a laboratory* The work of tte chemist

might be called discovery-analysis, in which the notion

of a substance lacking the reported constituents i s
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non-contradictory. By contrast, concept analysis comes

down to anal/sis of the meaning of an expression* It

has been carried on in antiquity and continued into the

work of present day philosophers - from Pannenides

and zeno to Russell, Moore and more recent philosophers*

It will be useful to examine briefly some samples

of 'concept analysis1 as practiced throughout the history

of philosophy.

Leibniz seems to have had the idea that what might

be called decomposition analysis could show that appa-

rently extended objects consist of non-extended ultimate

constituents* He maintained that things are really a

collection of non-extended sentient entitles b/ perfor-

ming an analysis on the concept of matter or extended

body* Consider his argument for holding that the stru-

cture of matter is monadic*

Suppose that a bit of matter<occupies a space*

Space is divisible intd sub spaces* which are external

to each other* Consequently anything which occupies

space will consist of parts each of which occupies a com-

ponent space* CT^) There are three possibilities with

regard to the divisibil ity of a bit of matter ( cC ) *

(1) <& is extended and further divisible*

or (2) et is extended but not further divisible*
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or (3) oc is not extended.

( l ) snist be rejected on the grounds that we have

not reached an ult imate part of eC *

( 2 ) . This a l ternat ive a l so must be rejected because

it implies a contradictions the space <£ occupied w i l l

cons is t of individual sub-spaces* And th i s implies that

the part of matter occupying space w i l l cons i s t of parts

external to each other* each occupying a sub-space. Each

of these parts w i l l in turn have parts which occupy a

sub-apace, we thus arrive at the contradiction of the
22hypothesis that <£ is extended but not further d iv i s ib l e*

Leibniz meant by "not further d iv i s ib l e" , not in pr inciple

further divisible*

(3). Only the third alternative that does not

have extension, is acceptable to Leibniz if no extended

particle, however small, is to count as an ultimate

component of matter* From this i t follows that the u l t i -

mate atoms are immaterial, what F*H. Bradley would call

• "psychic center**

To make his discovery, it must be pointed out

that Leibniz never left the domain of concepts* Here

the concept, to be analysed was the concept of a
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material substance* The important thing to note is

that Leibniz9s "clarification" was more than just

clarification. It led to the discovery of the ul t i -

mate constituents of matter*

It was G*S* Moore who iar our time brought phi*

1 os op hers to focus on the technique of analysis*

Like the famous character in Moliere's drama who dis-

covered he was speaking prose, philosophers over the

centuries may not have been aware that the method

they employed in dealing with a problem was analysis*

Moore set the example and made explicit the proce-

dures by which philosophers should deal with a question*

He criticized philosophers for attempting to answer

questions* without first discovering precisely what

question i t i s which [they] desire to answer* Clari-

fication of the question means working out what i t

entails* Moore's example of concept analysis* a brother

is a male sibling* became the paradloa for the school

of analysts* The concept brother entails being male

and being • sibling. Its analysis does not include

properties which things answering to the concept may

have* such ^m loyalty* Subject and predicate are

connected by logical necessity* The denial of a
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correct analysis i s a logical Impossibility* "Although

in the course of the argument from Leibniz for the monadic

constitution of matter* Instances of concept analysis

occur, yet his conclusion might be described as a d i s -

covery # and the argument "discovery-analysis"* For

being material and not being constituted of spiritual

atoms is not a logical impossibility.

Wittgenstein's later work strongly supports the

view that concept analysis cannot yield what the analy*

t i c thinkers hoped for* 'Analysis* was no longer the

main philosophical method for him, though he admitted
24that di f f icult ies are sometimes removed by it*

IV

It seems that Wittgenstein's great concern in

both the early and later perloos has been the "master

problem", what are the nature, task and methods of

philosophy? How are i t s problems to be understood?

His examination of language was his means of under-

standing philosophy, therefore he says "philosophy

i s a 'critique of language'. As early as the Tra-

ctatus, he saysi

this book deals with the problems
of philosophy, and shows, I believe,
that the reason why these problems
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are posed Is that the logic of our

27
language Is misunderstood*

"Understanding the logic of our language"/ this Is a

phrase which we oust be clear about If we are to appre-

ciate the attention Wittgenstein gives* especially in

his post-Tractatus writing** to the contrast between

the use of language by a philosopher and by the man

in the street*

Sometimes what Wittgenstein says in a few sentences

refers to such diverse tasks that one is uncertain of

the direction his work came to take* For example* he

said in his Philosophical Investigationst

Philosophy (as he does it) may in no

way interfere with the actual use

of language/ it can in the end only

describe lt***Xt leaves everything

as it i s . 2 8

The first sentence makes the point which he elaborates

In another place* that the examination of actual usage

is not Intended to reform it* But that his work, "can

in the end only describe (actual usage)"? This latter

assertion cannot put forward a central aln+ for as he

himself points ouc« his task and that of a linguist

are utterly different* He saidi
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She important difference is in the
aims for which the study of grammar
are pursued by the linguist and the
philosopher* One obvious difference
i s that the linguist is concerned
with history, and with literary qua-
l i t i e s , neither of which is of con-
cern to us* Moreover we construct
languages of our own so as to solve
certain puzzles which the gramma*
rian is not Interested in, e .g. ,
puzzles arising from the expression,
"Time flows"• Our object is to get
rid of puzzles* The grammarian has
no interest in these, his ains and
the philosopher's are different*

It is when he says that philosophy as he does it

"leaves everything as it is" that we hive a hint at

the aim which governs so much of his later works "to

bring words back from their metaphysical to their

everyday usage0*

As we have B9ma already the conventionalist

equates a necessary proposition with a factual pro-

position about the use of words* That i s , a necessary

proposition is verbal - and not necessary!s likewise

Wittgenstein, in using the words "rule of grammar* to

characterize an j* priori proposition, implies that an
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— priori proposition Is verbal* This comes out clearly

In his assertion that "the statement that there must be

a cause [where the "must' Is a logical must J shows

that we have got a rule of language•" His own pecu-

liar use of the phrase "grammar of a statement" and

"grammar of a term" connects up with his characterizing

necessary propositions as grammatical, and also, more

generally, with his investigation of any expression

which figures in philosophical puzzles. For example,

one way of determining the "grammar of a statement" is

by ascertaining what type of verification in relevant to

it* He sayst

the differing grammars of *Z have
tooth ache* and 'He has tooth ache'
show up in the fact that the state*
meat* have different verifications
and also in the fact that i t i s
sensible to a*X# in the latter case,
•How do I know this?1 but not in
the former• *

As for "the grammar of term", i t i s clear that when he

urges us to examine the "graoraar of such words as 'God9,

'soul4, 'mind*, 'concrete', 'abstract'" he is asking

us to investigate the use of these words with the a In

of circumventing a philosophic puzzle* He sayss
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wo might feel that a couplete logical
analysis would give the complete gram.
oar of a word* But tnere is no such

thing as a completed grammar* • • Logi-
cal analysis Is an antidote* Its

Importance is to stop the muddle some-
one makes on reflecting on words.

Wittgenstein as we see here. Is using the word "grammar"

In an unusual way. This causes considerable mystifica-

tion, which is removed in part by replacing "rule of

grammar" by "rule of usage"* This in no way modifies

his conventionalism* He allows that "we shall have to

justify calling our comments on such a sentence [as

'time flows0 grammar*"3 This ha leaves undone. He

contents himself with pointing out the

difference in the sjjma for which the -

study of grammar are pursued by the

linguist and the philosopher**• More-

over* we construct languages of our
38own so as to solve certain puzzles

which the grammarian is not interes-
ted in*** w* have indicated a way of
explaining the word*** v« hive left
the realm of what is generally cal-
led grammar* Our object is to get
rid of certain puzzles* The gra»-
marian has no interest in these/ his

39
aims and philosopher's are different*

72
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Wittgenstein's explanation of the difference between

his and the grammarian's use of the word "grammar"

does not Justify his use of It rather than some

other word* He admits that hs Is using It In an

uncustomary way, but continues to use It*

Wittgenstein's conventionalism carries over to

philosophical statements since these are presented

as though they are necessary truths* Accordingly,

Wittgenstein charges philosophers who advance parado-

xical "theories" as making mistakes about usage* His

own tag* Is cleart

Our investigation Is therefore a
grammatical one* Such an inves-
tigation sheds light on our pro-
blem by clearing misunderstandings
away. Misunderstandings concerning
the use of words« caused* among
other things« by certain analogies
between the form of expression in
different regions of language*4

" £rhe philosopher's]* questions he says, "refers to

wordsi so I have to talk about words"* The questions

arise because philosophers are caught in verbal tangles

or knots from which one can escape by the semantic the*

rapY of "bringing words back from their metaphysical
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to their everyday usage**2or as ha says In a different

place* •shew the fly the way out of the fly-bottle*"

The misunderstandings that he has in mind are of

two different kinds* One Is the mistake he thinks phi-

losophers make of supposing the import of their state*

ments as factual — factual In the way scientific state*

ments are factual. The other Is a factual mistake

about usage, a verbal mistake* At one period in Witt-

genstein's development* he appeared to think that phi*

losophlcal controversies could be settled by recourse

to usage, in other words, untying vert i l knots will

sett le a philosophical argument* "What we are destroy-

ing*, he said, "is nothing but houses of cards, and

we are clearing up the ground of language on which

they stand*" It is here that Wittgenstein draws our

attention to how words are actually used in the lang-

uage. He explains however, thati

we are Interested in language only
Insofar as i t gives us trouble* X
only describe the actual use of a
word i f this is necessary to remove
some trouble we want to get rid of.
sometimes Z describe i ts use if you
have forgotten it*

One thing which has to be noted is that Wittgenstein•»
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intent Ida was not to reform language, or in some way

change actual usage, as might appear to be the case.

He salds

This may make it look as if we saw

it as our task to reform language.

Such a reform for particular prac-

tical purposes, an improvement in

our terminology designed to pre-

vent misunderstandings in practice,

is perfectly possible. But these

are not the cases we have to do with.

The cases we have to do with are those resulting from

verbal tangles*

Two examples to which Wittgenstein gave a great

deal of attention were (1) the problem of universals

and (2) the problem of our knowledge of other minds*

(1) The Platonic doctrine of universals* that the mean*

ings of general words are abstract objects* This doc*

trine contrasts the objects grasped by the mind in

understanding general words with the changing and pas-

sing phenomena perceived by our senses* In addition

to such things as taoles, and white sheets of paper,

it is held that there are the utterly different ob-

jects, tableneas and whiteness* To quote Russelli
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If we believe that there is such a
universal as [whiteness], we shall
say that things are white because
they have the quality of whiteness
* . * Zf we wish to avoid the univer-
sals whiteness and triangularity*
we shall chose some particular
patch of white or some particular
triangle* and say that anything
i s white or a triangle if i t has
the right sort of resemblance to
our chosen particular* But then,
the resemblance required will have
to be a universal, since there
are many white things* the resem-
blance must hold between many pairs
of particular white things; and
this is the characteristic of a
universal,

Russell* at one time maintained that not only are

there universals but also that we have acquaintance with

them* He says t

In addition to our acquaintance with
particular existing things* we also

tvwe acquaintance with what we call
universals* that is to a&Yi general

ideas* such aa whiteness* diversity*
brotherhood and so on.

The idea that the meanings of general words are common
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properties is one which seems to account for the dif-

ference between e.g.# •John* and •nani« In the case

of proper names, knowing the bearer of the name does

not enable us to go on to further applications* The

word applies to one object* whereas knowing a general

term enables one to go on to new applications* Rus-

sell states clearly the Platonic view as followst

Let us consider, say* such a notion
as justice* If we ask ourselves what
justice is# i t is natural to proceed
by considering this, that aid the
other just act* with a view to dis-
covering what they hive in common*
They roust all* in some sense* par*
take of A co ran on nature* which will
be found in whatever is just and in
nothing else. This common nature*
in virtus of which they are al l
just* will be Justice itself* the
pure essence the admixture of which
with facts of ordinary l i f e produces
the multiplicity of just acts* Simi-
larly with any other word which nay
be applicable to caramon facts* such
as •whiteness* for example. The
word will be applicable to a number
of particular things because they
al l participate in a comnon nature
or essence*49
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It i s at this point that Wittgenstein uses his the-

rapy in dealing at length with what he considers to be

the puzzlement of the philosophers* He says*

• •• you think of the meaning as a
thing of the same kind as the word*
though also different from the word*
Here the word, there the meaning.

One important source of puzzlement i s our feeling that

we ought to be able to point to something that is the

meaning of a word* He remarks i

The questions* "whafc is length?"*
"what is meaning?11* "What is the
number one?" etc** produce in us a
mental cramp* we feel that we can't
point to anything in reply to them
and yet ought to point to something*

(we are up against one of the great
sources of philosophical bewilder-
ments a substantive nukes* us look
for a thing that corresponds to It)*

Perhaps the most fallent feature of the Platonic

position about the meaning of a general word is ttot

the word applies to particular things In virtue of

their possessing a property in cosnon* In Plato's

behalf i t can be argued that the existence of simi-

lar things implies the existence of a point of simi-

larity, a common property*
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It can also be argued th^t the poss ible existence

of dinosaurs implies the actual existence of the prop-

erty of being a dinosaur* Further, when we say 4 is

an even number, th i s implies that there is an even

number and th i s in turn implies that there i s * num-

b e r — a number being an abstract ent i ty referred to

by a numeral, where each numeral names one and only

one object* Since a numeral does not name concrete,

particular e n t i t i e s , it must name something abstract*

To continue with reasons which a Platonlst phi-

losopher might give for the view that in addition to

words and their denotations, i . e . their concrete app-

l i cat ions to things, there are e n t i t i e s of a different

kind, md these e x i s t whether or not they are given

namess by an apprehending mind* Consider the fac t

that a mil l ion years ago it was true to say that no

language ex i s t s* This obviously Implies that a mil-

l ion years ago there was a proposition not expressed

in words* A s lml l r argument shows us that the mean-

ing of abstract words exists Independently of the words

that stand for them, s ince i t makes perfectly good

sense to say that a mil l ion years ago there were white

ivory tufts* and hence that whiteness existed prior to

being ^lven a name* This Is offered as proof that
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Platonic Universals exist unnamed, since a non-verbal

proposition consists of Platonic entitles*

Another argument In support of the view chat Uni-

versals can exist unnamed Is the following! At any

given tine there Is a finite number of symbols (num-

erals) but an Infinite number of numbers* So the

numbers outstrip the numerals* This Is to say they

exist unnamed* Euclid's proof that there Is an Infi-

nity of prlrnes proves that there Is an Infinity of

numbers that hive no names*

As Is well known, there are philosophers who

deny both the existence of unnamed universals and the

existence of any abstract entitles In addition to ge-

neral names* Wittgenstein In Philosophical Investiga-

tions* seems to argue that It Is false that general

words stmd for a cannon property possessed by the In-

dividuals to which the word applies* He states that

one has only to examine these Individuals to see that

there Is oftec nothing which they al l hive In common?

In other words they do not share In a common essence*

He makes the point In the following wayi

Consider for example the proceedings
that we call "gaaea*. Z a*an board-
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games* card-games, ball-games*
Olywpic—games* and so on. what
Is common to them all? - Don*t
sayi "There mast be something
common* or they would not be
called • games •• - but look and
see whether there is anything
common to a l l . - For if you
look at them you wil l not see
something that is common to a l l ,
but similarities* relationships*
and a whole series of them at
that , 5 3

Locke also seems to be attacking the Platonic

claim (Republic X* Sec*596) that "wherever a number

of individuals have a common name* we may assume them

also to h*ve a corresponding idea or form** Alice

Ambrose* in her essay s ic et Won, has raised the ques-

tion whether Witt enstain was "holding the Piitonic theory

to be false" or that he was holding that the Platonlst's

words do not exprmaa anything either true or false*

That we sometimes cal l general words "general names"

i s a way of mlnlAlzln? the difference between general

words and proper naaes* There are analogies without

doubt* but there are dissimilarities* or disanalogies*

as well* To reaark on one difference* in connection

with a proper name it Is correct usage to say "Here the
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name, there the object named." But with a general name

this i s not possible* Not only naming the meaning of a

general word through Platonic spectacles as being abs-

tract entit les, there i s no way of pointing to an en-

tity which would permit us to say "Here the word, there

the meaning". As Wittgenstein clearly remarks

• . •we are more inclined to say
that these things looking diffe-
rent are really the same than to
say that these tnings though look-
ing the same are really different.

A case in point is the two phrases* "understanding words"

and "imagining something". These look alike and if we

compare them with "writing words" and "lifting something",

we should say that both denote mental states. But if we

are asked to describe the mental s t i te accompanying grasp-

ing the meaning of a word, we often can cite nothing which

would be called "mental", rhls shows according to Wittgen-

stein, that the presence of a mental process is not a neces«

sary condition of understanding words* l . e . # i s not p*rt

of the definition of "understanding"* and thus i s not a

criterion for the application of that word. By contrast,

a condition for understanding a word which suggests no

idea of an accompanying mental process is being *ble to
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use the word* And this Is very different from the cons-

clous process of l3»aglnlng something.

The question 'what Is the meaning of a word?1 has

prompted very different answers• Platonlsts asserted

that In addition to the things general words apply to,

there are abstract entitles named by them, and that

there are their meanings* J«S« Mill distinguished bet-

ween the connotation of a word and Its denotation. Its

connotation Is Its meaning; Its denotation Is the thing

to which It applies* Parenthetically, It should be poin-

ted out that nominalists deny that anything more than

words and their application exists There are no abstract

entitles which are connotations of words* So to speak*

they use Occam's razor, the maxim that entitles should

not be multiplied unnecessarily. In this case to elimi-

nate abstract entitles*

Wittgenstein suggests putting a question which will

shed light on "What Is the meaning of a word?", namely

"What Is an explanation of the meaning of a V9rd?" what-

ever the explanation explains will be the meaning*

Asking this question "will cure you of the temptation to

look about you far some object which you might cal l

"the meaning"* For what the explanation does Is to give
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the use of. the word* And the noun phrase "use of a

word"* unlike the phrase "meaning of a word", does not

tempt one to expect an 03tensive definition of i t* He

gives as a general directive, "Dont ask for the meaning

of a word/ asl for i t s use"* One might cal l this dire-

ctive "avoidance therapy" - avoidance of the trap which

Platonists fal l into because of "prejudices in favour

of a certain form of expression". Noun and noun phr*8990

ualike "perhaps" and "not"* appear to have sl-nllar roles

in language, namely* to refer* "The number 2", for exam-

ple, is taken by Platonists to refer to an ideal object*

This claim* Wittgenstein sayst

»•• is evidently supposed to assert
something about the meaning* and so
about the use* of [*2"]. And i t
means* of course* that this use i s
in a certain respect similar to that
of a sign that has an object* and
that i t doss not stand for any object*

we turn now to another problem with which Wittgen-

stein concerned himself* This problem is posed tit the

sceptic's claim (2) that we can have no knowledge of

other minds* About this clala Wittgenstein la the Blue

B̂ ok remarks* "There is a temptation for me to say that
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only my own experience is reals 'I know that I. see, hear,

feel pains, etc. , but not that anyone else does. I can't
59know this* because I am I, and they are they." As F. H.

Bradley put i t . "since a l l ray faculties are totally con-

fined to my garden, I cannot t e l l if the roses next door

are in flower." Alice Ambrose on behalf of the sceptic

arguess

I can never know that you mean by
"pain" what I mean by i t . When
you say you are in pain I can only
infer from your behaviour that you
attach the same meaning to your
words as I do. To know what I
mean I would need to enter into
your mind and experience your . . .
[seeing of the color data and
your] feeling of p£in« This X
could do only by being you.. . If
I were identical with you, there
would be no ms to wonder about
your thoughts. Two sainds cannot
be one and s t i l l be two.61

Again, to quote waiter T. Staces

I cannot experience anything ex*
cept my own experience. I can
see ay red* but I can never see
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yours • I can fee l my emotion, but not
yours* Even if your anger infects me,
so that I feel it in sympathy with you,
i t is yet, in so far as I feel i t , my

62anger, not yours• "

The above quoted arguments lead to a consequence

which ends in solipsism. That i s , the scepticvs clal-n

that "I can't really know what is going on in another's

mind" or "I cannot know whether he is in paid1* leads

finally to the claim that "only my pain is real".

This can be easi ly seen from the following argu-

ment. "I can't really know that another has pairf" im-

plies the impossibility of believing that another per*

son has a pain. "Believing that another person has

a pain" implies the theoretical possibi l i ty of knowing

i t . If there is no theoretical possibi l i ty of knowing

i t , then there is no theoretical possibi l i ty of believ-

ing i t . " Wittgenstein might put it in th's ways "we

do not know what - t is l ike to be absolutely certain

that someone else is in pain" implies "we have no ldetj

of what it would be like to believe that someone else

i s in pain." And this in turn implies that we have

only idea of our own sensations* (present, past or

future) but we are limited to the knowledge of our own
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pain, and the sane applies to other people's thoughts*

And this Implies that we have no Idea of what It would

be like for there to be another person. So "I alone

am real" is what might be called a, priori solipsism*

Not only can I not have your pain, I don't have any

idea of someone else's pain and hence I don't have

any idea of there being anyone else, I can't look in

someone's garden because of a physical wall, but here

I can't look into someone else's mind because of a

logical wall.

Wĥ t Wittgenstein wants to point out is that a

philosopher imagines himself to be expressing matter

of fact, that is* to be stating what really is the

case. He seems to himself and otter philosophers to

be stating the actual Units of our knowledge. His

mistake l ies in the construction he places on whit he

is doing, not in his undertaking of the actual use of

terminology* He i s mistaken about what h* doas with

conventions of usage* 3ut the "theory" he presents has

the appearance of stating a matter of fact at the same

tlms. And this is an important feature in the develop-

ment of Wittgenstein's views oa the nature of philoso-

pher* a statements* He holds that these statements are
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not the result of a sals take about ordinary usage. In-

stead, they conceal his dissatisfaction with i t . Para-

l l e l cont-neats apply to the sol lpslst 's contention that

only his own experience i s real. He sayst

The man who says "only my pain is real",
doesn't mean to say that he has found
out by the coraraoo criteria - t h e cri-
teria, i . e . , which give our words their
common meaning — that the others who
said they had pains were cheating. But
what he rebels against is the use of
thia expression in connection with these
criteria. That i s , he objects to uslrg
this word in the particular way in which
it is commonly used. On the other hand,
he is not aware that he is objecting to
a convention. He a^mm a way of dividing

the country different from the one used
on the ordinary map. He feels tempted,
say, to use the nsoe "Devonshire" not
for the county with i t s conventional
ooundarv, but for a region differently
bounded. He could express this by
saylngi "Isn't i t absurd to aafoe this
a county, to draw the boundaries here?"
But what he says 1st *The real Devon-
shire is this** we could answen "rfhat
you want is only a new notation, and by
a new notation no facts of geography are
changed". It i s true, however, that we
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may be Irresistibly attracted or repel*
led by a notation* (we easily forget
how much a notation* a fora of expres-
sion may mean to us* and that changing
i t isn't always as easy as i t often i s
in mathematics or in the sciences* A
change of clothes or of names may mean
very l i t t l e and i t may mean a great
deal.)6 3

The above remarks Indicate an emerging view about

a philosopher (sollpsist/sceptic) who says, »I cannot

knaw whether he has pain9 or 'only my pain i s real*#

He is objecting to the conventional use of *his a pain*,

Not only this* he is (1) not aware that he is objecting

to a convention* (2) The notation he wishes is one

which stresses * difference more strongly* maXes i t

more obvious* than ordinary language does* or one which

in a particular case uses more closely similar forms of

expression than our ordinary language* (3) But this

does not have as a consequence* a reform of ordinary

usage* (4) The consequences are wholly "academic"* The

phrase •knows that another has pain" is deleted only in

pretence as part of a language game* without expecta-

tion of any practical result*



CHAPTER 5

MORRIS LAZEROWITZ! OH THE NATURE OP
PHILOSOPHICAL THECRIES

This chapter will attempt to present Morris Lazero-

witz fs views on the nature of philosophy*

The previous chapter showed clearly Wittgensteinvs

great penetration into the hidden workings of philosophy*

The following section will aim at highlighting the simi-

larities and dissimilarities in Wittgenstein's and Morris

Lazerowitz's positions*

It is to be noted that from the beginning of our

exposition there has had one aim, viz** to bring out

Lazerowitz*s main thesis regarding the explanation of

the mystifying irresolvabllity of philosophical disagre-

ements* This explanation has some of i t s roots in Witt-

genstein's remark that "philosophical propositions are

of course not empirical*1* Here we have a metaphlloso—

phlcal claim about the nature of philosophical utterances*

Our understanding of the endless disagreements in philoso-

phy i s improved once we take note of the difference bet-

ween a scientific and a philosophical statement* A sci-

entific disagreement in principle comas to an end when

al l the facts necessary for i ts resolution are arrived at*

whereas a philosophical dispute continues to exist in the

presence of al l facts necessary to settle the question*

z
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were the philosophical disputes empirical, l*e** about

the facts of the case*

In addition, Wittgenstein held the m eta philosophical

view that they are not about facts even though they are

£ priori* His point* that £ priori propositions are not

about the world, has been already discussed and an attem-

pt made to support it* Nevertheless* i t might be useful

to connect this thesis with the claim that the statement

"Every occurrence has a cause" is a synthetic but logical-

ly necessary clal*n, which gives information about the

structure of the world* Kant disagreed with Leibniz

over whetner an analytic proposition, the predicate term

of which is a conjunctive component of the subject term*

could yield information about things* According to Kant*

the predicate of such an analytic proposition as* "Every

effect has a c«utt" adds nothing to the subject* This

proposition which is equivalent to "Every cms ed event

has a cause", i s of the forms a., b is £* Kant's reason

is that the predicate of this statement B*f* nothing nev

about the subject in which i t is already contained* By

contrast* a synthetic proposition the predicate of which

says something new about the subject term* does so even

when the connection between tte subject and the predicate

tent is logically necessary* Kant maintained that the



92

MORRIS LAZEROWITZ* ON THE NATURE OF
PHIIOSOPHICAX* THEORIES

statement "fivery occurrence has a cause" is logically

necessary# but conveys Information about the world be-

cause i t is a synthetic a_ priori proposition* A former

criticism of the statement that a proposition can be

both necessary and about things remains goods this i s

that a proposition, the truth-value of which is not

determined by what the world is like gives no informa-

tion about what ifc is like. This holds not only against

the idea that analytic propositions yield information

about thing* (as Leibniz held) but also agiinat the Kan-

tian claim. What Drevents a statement from being about

things is thit i t is logically necessary*

Recently the philosophical clal-n has been made that

there can be a proposition thit i s both £ priori true and

also contingent* This is reminiscent of the von Wright9*

view that v»4">p —^ p* The same criticism applies to the

contingent a, priori as to the synthetic a. priori t being

contingent* i t s actual truth-value is not i ts only the*

oretically possible truth-value, while being a_ priori,

its possible truth-value coincides with its actual truth*

value*

On this point* Wittgenstein and Lazerowitz are in

agreeoeat that a philosophical proposition is not empi-

rical and also is not about things* The difference
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between the two philosophers l ies In the fact that Witt-

genstein never offered any explanation of the irresolva-

billty of philosophical disputes, nor did he sees to be

concerned about it*

To see what Wittgenstein was Interested in. It Is

important to notice his two main almst (1) To determine

the nature of philosophical statements* (This as we

know i s a metaphllosophlcal investigation). (2) To

find the sources of philosophical puzzlement* As regards

(1), we see that this became the central a In of Lazero-

witz. The second aim of Wittgenstein sheds light on the

nature of the "theories" which traditional philosophers

advanced. According to him, these "theories" which do

not arise because the/ rest on matters of fact about

which we do not know enough* 'nllke scientific problems,

philosophical problems are not solved by the discovery of

new facts. It only compounds the problem to treat it as

if i t is a scientific problem* A l i t t l e reflection should

make philosophers aware that In philosophy, "experiments

are not made* because they would be utterly useless."

If experl-aeatatloa was useful, philosophy* the oldest

of the intellectual disciplines, would have laboratories

by now* Nevertheless, It mist not be forgotten that some

philosophers continue to hold, as did W*V* Quine* that
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philosophy " • • • i s continuous with science* It is a wing

of science*••" Wittgenstein*3 aim of seeking the sources

of the puzzlement leads hi-n to say that the problems

•appear • • • to concern questions of fact of which we do

yet not know enough." And also, "philosophers constantly

see the method of science before their eyes and are irres-

istibly tempted to ask and answer questions in the way

science does. This tendency is the real source of raeta-

ph/sics and leads the philosopher into complete darkness*"

By implication what Witt ens tain declares i s that

philosophical statements are not empirical, and not about

things* Further, one of his st ted ai is of investigating

the nature and source of philosophical theories is to

make the theories disappear. For he saysi

. . . the clarity that we are aiming at is
Indeed complete clarity* But this simply
means that the philosophical problems
should completely disappear* The real
discovery is the one th*t makes me capa-
ble of stopping doing philosophy when
I want to. - The one that gives philoso-
phy peace# so that i t i s no longer ton*

anted by questions which bring Itself in
question*

Here the difference; between Wittgenstein and Lazerowitz
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has to be noted* Lazerowitz as intention would be to

understand what makes i t possible for a philosophical

problem to disappear* Wittgenstein's main intention i s

to say th3t philosophers are misled by language into put-

ting forward what looks like a scientific position* Some—

tines Wittgenstein talks as though language misleads the

philosopher into false positions* and sometimes that i t

misleads a philosopher into supposing that he is advancing

a truth-valued claim* i . e . , a statement that is either true

or false. To be misled into supposing that a form of words

expresses a theory is the kind of clalu made over and over

again by philosophers who atteopt to refute an opponent's

view* To charge a philosopher with not expressing a theory

at all is a much more radical attack* Both accounts of

how philosophers are misled find illustration in Wittgen-

stein's writings* But Lazerowitz, who holds that philoso-

phical claimshave no truth-value cannot be said to picture

philosophers as being misled into a false view*

Here it is interesting to note that both philosoph-

ers attach importance to investigating the language phil-

osophers use* though their goals are different* ror

Lazerowitz we can say thlss to understand a philosophical

problea is to understand what Is in the nature of the

problem that sake* i t possible to disappear* what is the
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semantic magic which could bring this about? No philoso-

pher can te l l what i t would be like for a philosophical

dispute to be permanently resolved, since the enigma of

the continuance of a philosophical dispute i s that it

goes on in the presence of a l l facts necessary to resolve

i t .if i t i s about the facts of the case. Both Wittgenstein

and Lazerowitz devote themselves to questions about the

nature of philosophical propositions which scarecely are

to be found among philosophers* classical or contemporary*

Wittgenstein was aware of this and even raised the question

as to wh/ what he does should be called "philosophy". He

The us« of expression* constructed on
analogical patterns mtrnmamm analogies
between cases often far apart •••[•how-
ing this] may be extremely useful* Zt
is* in most cases [ho ware r*] impossible
to a how an exact point where an analogy
begins to mislead u* • • • lt$ e#g.# we
call our investigatlona "phllosoph/"
this title* on the one hind* seems app~
ropriate* on the other hind it certainly
h ŝ misled people*

Wittgenstein remark a that "one sUght say that the subject

we are dealing with i s one of the heirs of the subject that

used to be called 'philosophy*•" For convenience Lazerowitz:

says i
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has given the name "metaphllosophy" to this "heir" of phi-

losophy* It should be pointed out, however* that only

part of what Wittgenstein does can be classified as an

"heir"* What Wittgenstein and Lazerowlt2 have In common

Is their attention to language* Wittgenstein in order to

make a philosophical "theory" disappear* Lazerowitz to

explain the continuing debate over their assumed truth

or falsity*

ZZ

Let us consider the raetaphilosophlcal thesis common

to Wittgenstein and Lazerowitzi

1, Philosophical propositions are not empirical* we

have already discussed this metaphllosophlcal view in the

preceding section* and with i t the claim that philosophi-

cal propositions have no factual content* we h ve seen

chat some philosophers hold that philosophical proposi-

tions could have factual content in virtue of being syn-

thetic 2. priori. This is the second metaphllosophical

view which needs to be considered*

2* Philosophical propositions an « priori* wittgens~

teln asserted that "it Is the essence of philosophy not

to depend on experience and this is what i s meant by
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saying that philosophy is a, priori"? The "cannot* and

"mist" occurring in philosophical statements is* he says,

the "cannot" and "must" of logic. Here Lazerowitz dis-

agrees, and gives as a reason for holding that a philoso-

phical proposition is not as Wittgenstein claiaed - a

priorli he denies that the "cannot" and "must" of phi-

losophical statement i s the logical "cannot* and "oust"*

even though these statements purport to be a_ priori,

A point of special Interest here is that Wittgens-

tein's metaphllosophlcal view that philosophical statements

are a priori rests on a philosophical view about all neces-

sary propositionst namely* conventionalism* necessary pro-

positions are verbal. John wisdom has said that necessary

statements are "purely verbal", that, "they are purely

about the use of the expressions they connect*" The con-

ventionalist view is that if philosophical statements are

*. priori, i t follov/s that they are verbal. Lazerowitz

and Wittgenstein differ on this point* If philosophical

statements are £ priorim Lazerowitz*• fundamental question

would not be answered* For presumably a claim about the

application of words a* dictated in the language would be

fairly readily tested* A consequence of this philosophi-

cal view would be that philosophers aaka mistakes* when

they put forward a philosophical proposition* To see why



9 9

THS KETAPHXLOSOPHY OF MORRIS LAZEROWITZ

Lazerowitz does not adopt this position, we shall consi-

der briefly his account of logical necessity.

ZIZ

According to Lazerowitz* if the conventionalist

takes necessary proposition to be verbal, he is committed

to the consequence that there are no necessary proposi-
12

tions» The implication of conventionalism is that neces-

sary propositions are empirical since it equates a neces-

sary proposition with an empirical proposition about the

use of words in a language* This means that "necessary1*

would not have any use in the language to characterize

propositions* This in turn would make "empirical propo-

sitions" lose its function of distinguishing amom pro-

positions. So "all propositions are empirical" will con-

tract into the empty tautology th*t all propositions are

propositions* That i s , •empirical" would be absorbed

into the word "proposition"* so that "empirical proposi-

tion" would aeaa the saae a« "proposition"*

The difference between Lazerowitz and Wittgenstein

becoats clear frost examination of the following those

sentences!

(a) "A rhinoceros Is an animal"*
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(b) "The word •anlajal* correctly applies to whatever

the word * Rhinoceros* correctly applies to".

(c) **A rhinoceros is a comical beast"•

we shall see how these differ from each other by asking in

each case what it is about* (C) is obviously about what

the subject-term refers to (a kind of creature) • (b) *s

subject-term clearly refers to a word. As for (a) we

are presented with a problem* If it is about the use of

the word* i t would be open to the objection already made

against conventionalisat a necessary proposition is not

necessary* Wittgenstein's conventionalism would require

hia to say that (a) is replaceable by (b) - that (a) and

(b) are translatable into each other*

As for sentence (a), i f i ts subject-term refers to

n̂ animal the implication is "essentlallsm", according,

to which some properties *re essential to its subject*

without which it could not exist* ^m against so called

accidental properties* without which i t could exist . Zt

is to be noticed that an accidental property la not* in

the ordinary way of speaking* accidental (happening by

chance)* To »ay that being an animal la en essential

property of a rhinoceros i s a mystifying way of stating

the entailment clalas being a rhinoceros entails being
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an anj-nal, The essentialist philosopher refonmlates the

entailment clala as a claim about the scanner in which a

thing possesses a certain attribute*

On Wittgenstein9s account of necessary propositions

as "rules of grasraar" an entallosnt statement is about the

linguistic connection between the application of expressions

in the language* To this account the former objections re—

main* i . e , , objections against conventionalism. It would

seem that the only conclusion regarding the questions ^as

what (a) is about* is that i t is not about anything, inas-

much as it is not about either things or words. However*

it is not, as it would perhaps be natural to infer* with*

out sense*

The question we now face 1st "What is sentence (a)

about?" can properly be asked* The analogies between mmrx—

tences (a)# (b) and (c) easily lead one to suppose that

the same question can be asked about each* 3ut the con*

elusion that (s) la not about anything and t the same

t l m i s not nonsensical* suggests th t "What i s (a) about?"

is not like "rfhat i s (b) about?" and "<that is (c) about?"*

both of w ic^ h ve str ightforward non-philosophical ans-

wers* Philosophers h ve foun it natural, regarding (a)»

to use the s se interrogative fora of speech used regarding



102

MORRIS LAZEROWITZ! C# THE NATURE OF
PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIES

(b) and (c)* and to answer with a controversial philoso-

phical "theory"* Conventionalists argue that It Is about

words, Platonlsts that i t is about abstract entitles*

Here we have a good Illustration of how a philosophical

theory can arise through what Wittgenstein described as

an obsession with language, here with the phrase "is

about"*

what is needed here is an account of the nature of

necessary propositions which does not cocnit one to a

philosophical view* This is what Lazerowitz atteopts to

do* He will not expect an answer to "What is the sen-

tence (a) about?"• However, he will try to elucidate

the mture of an £ priori proposition by showing its

connection with words used in i ts expression* It is

natural to say. as did C*I* Lewis* that a necessary pro*

position is "true by definition", l*e»* by definition

of the words occurring in the sentence expressing it*

Thit i s , i t i s natural to Justify a claia that a pro-

position 2, * • necessary* not by turning to things* but

by turning to language* The proposition* « cat is an

animal, is true in virtue of tne conventional use of

the words "cat* and "anl-»al"« How i s Lazerowitz to

give an account of nsceaslty without being caught in

the tolls of conventionalism? In an eirly account
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Lazerowitz said "what it Is for a sentence to express

a logically necessary proposition will now be clears It

will express a logically necessary proposition If i t

converts (not translates) into a sentence which expres-

ses a true proposition about usage* A logically neces-

sary proposition i s the meaning of a seatenca J> in the

ontological idiom* where S, converts into a sentence

about the use of expressions** What Lazerowitz maans

by "convert" is unexplained* Apparently he uses i t as

synonymous with "translate" - which brings him back to

t ie conventionalist view* with a l l i ts shortcomings*

Lazerowitz was aware of this* Zn his boox« The LannMaqe

of Philosophy» he gives an account of necessary propo-

sitions, which avoids conventionalism* This means not

equating the necessary propositions with a proposition

about the use of words* To cite an extended quote from

Lazerowitz should be useful hem

The idea that an indie tive sentence
might have a literal meaning but
nevertheless* have no subject matter*
and make no statement about anything*
apparently produces discomfort in the
minds of philosophers* Like an oyster
which tries to remove an irritant by
manufacturing a pearl* a philosopher
tries to make up for wSat language
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denies hia by manuf actur Ing a subject
of discourse for It* The result is a
thicket of theories* Philosophers of
the £ priori rid themselves of a lin-
guistic discomfort tut In doing so pro-
duce a typical philosophical symptom*
an Irreducible number of views. Anyone
who prefers fact to semantically indu-
ced fantasy will experience l i t t l e
trouble reconciling himself to the
Idea that a sentence whose meaning
Is an £ priori proposition has no
subject about which i t makes a state—
ment* He will have l i t t l e tro\fc>le
seeing that* although I t says nothing
about words. In knowing what It says
we know only facts of usage* This
fact about sentences for «, priori
propositions i s , perhaps• shown
most simply and clearly by writing
out the following equivalences i

(1) the fact that the . entanc* 9 l t
Is impossible to grow a tulip
which is not a flower9 mxp*—~
se* an a, priori proposition

is equivalent to

the fact that the sentanc*
""grows a tulip which Is °°*
a flower- Is a phras* ti*»t has
no descriptive function* expresses
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a true verbal proposition•

(2) the fact that the sentence 'A

-tulip is a flower' expresses a

logically necessary proposition

is equivalent to

the fact that the sentence "flower"

applies by reason of usage in

the language to whatever "tulip"

applies to 'expresses a true

verbal proposition*

To hold that (1) and (2) are equivalent

is not to imply that the proposition

expressed by 'The phrase* "grows a tulip

which is not a flower" his no use' is

the same as the preposition expressed

by 'It is impossible to grow a tulip

which is not a flower** Neither is it

to imply that the proposition expressed

by 'Usage dictates the application of

the term "flower* to whatever "tulip"

applies to* is the saae a» the propo-

sition expressed by 'A tulip is neces-

sarlly a flower% or by 'Being a tulip

entails being a flower** The fact about

usage expressed by the first sentence of

each of the two p-airs of sentences is

what we know in understanding the second

sentences# and we know nothing 1A addition

to these facts in knowing the propositions



106

MORRIS LAZEROWITZ! OH THE NATURE GF
PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIES

expressed by the second sentences*
The facts which we know axe never-

tft*loss not the subject-matter of the
sentences and cannot be Identified
with the propositions they express*
Mathematics, which may be truly des-
cribed as the systematic science of
the a, priori* has been a source of
wonder and mystification to many
people* O*H« Hardy represented the
mathematician as gazing into an in*
trieate system of objects less
gross than those encountered in
sense-experience* and recording
what he sees. The rlew we have
arrived at here about the nature
of the 2L priori de-Platonlzes ant he-
matics, without reinstating Hllbert's
form of conventionalism. To mike an
observation on p*rt of what a an the-
optician's work consists in. It is
the explication of rules of usage
presented in a form of speech in

which no terns are mentioned, l*e«#
18in the ontological Idioau

It is to be noted fro* *hl« excerpt that at no

pi ce i s an equivalence between a necessary proposition

and a proposition about words asserted* It thus d^es

not advance or support a conventionalist view, neither



107

THE MSTAPHILOSOPHT OF MORRIS LAZEROWITZ

does it suggest a Platonist view* what then is the con-

ventionalist doing when he maintains his view in the face

of facts to which* attention has been explicitly directed

by Norman Malcolm and others? According to Lazerowitz he

is manufacturing a subject of discourse for necessary

propositionst they are about words* A game is being

played* to use Wittgenstein9s words* with the term "ver-

bal11 * "A necessary proposition is verbal" stretches the

word "verbal1* to cover what is indirectly and obliquely
19

referred to by an a priori sentence* The sentence "A

rhinoceros is an animal" makes no mention of words* yet

what we know in knowing that i t expresses a necessary

proposition is a fact of usage* The conventionalist

who supposes himself to be announcing a theory about the

nature of necessity* i s stressing this similarity bet-

ween £ prlor^ sentences and sentences about word us ge«

These are alike in respect of the information they con-

vey* the one explldtly* the other obliquely* Wittgenst-

ein notes chat our language sometimes stresses a dif-

ference* or a similarity* and sometimes hushes i t up*

A notation can stress or i t can minimize*

According to Lazerowitz, 'necessary propositions

are verbal"* while purporting to announce a feature of

2. priori propositions* i s in fact introducing a stretched
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use of the word "verbal"* If the conventionalist was

making a mistake about the nature of â  priori proposi-

tions , the mistaken clalu that the word •verbal" applies

to them, then he can be disabused of his error. There-

upon debate over his clalu would cooe to an end, through

citing such simple facts as that "verbal" applies only

when the use of words is mentioned, Lazerowitz maln-

tains that, in general, a philosopher who advances a

"theory" is not making a mistake. Instead he is in-

troducing a re-edited piece of terminology* He does

this in a form of speech in which words are not men-

tioned i . e . , - in the ontological idiom* This explains

why "a debate • • • c n go on# without prospect of future

resolution"* It is because no fact is in question*

When Berkeley said that chairs and tables are mind-

dependent* he was using his argument tnat variability

in our perceptions implies the subjectivity of their

object co extend the use of "mini dependent"* Of course

3*rkelay* like other philosophers* does not present

his view a« either implying anything about the actual

use of terminology or as suggesting a refoca of termi-

nology* Philosophy would lose i t s appeal if to use

home's expressions, it were taken "to turn upon words"*

Rival philosophers suppose themselves to be disputing
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over nonverbal facts. This brings us to our exposition

of Lazerowitz9s accoxsit of philosophical theories*

IV

What follows in this section would be *n exposition

of Morris Lazerowitz*s metaphllosophlcal view on the na.

tuna of philosophy. Keeping in mind that no explanation

on the nature of philosophy will be satisfactory unless

i t is also an explanation of the continuing Irrescfrablllty

of philosophical disputes, we proceed to examine his ex*

position of a philosophical theory*

According to him, a philosophical theory any be

viewed as a structure consisting of three related inter*

acting parts, one of which is visible and the other two

hidden from our awareness• This distinction between the

three layers connects up with one of Freud's topographi-

cal maps of the structure of the mind* The ooe which is

relevant to the purpose at hand describes the mind AM

consisting of three coaponcats, the conscious, the pre-

consclous,. and lastly, the unconscious, which i s the

repository of repressed idea.,.

To quote Lazerowitzi

Z propose to illustrate the hypothesis
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that a philosophical view is »
three—layer structure composed
of the i l lusion of science (the

. i l lusion that a factual claim
about the existence or nature of
phenomenon i s being made)* an un-
conscious group of ideas* and an
altered piece of language which
creates the f irs t and gives ex*

22presslon to the second*••

The i l lusion is created by the fora of speech in

which language is used to describe things* Xt i s the

form of speech in which the scientist and the mathema-

tician present their findings* Parenthetically* this

may be one of the reasons which led Quine to say philo-

sophy i s continuous with science* Lazerowitzfs view

is that this is an illusion* In his opinion* Wittgen-

stein i s correct* when he said that the philosophy "of

a given subject i s an idleness in the subject** The

philosopher* according to nisi*

• ** uses language to bring about
simultaneously a double dramatic
effect« the convincing semblance
of deep science and the expression
of a cluster of inner fantasies* *

One thing that creates the semblance of science i s* as
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Wittgenstein pointed out, the fact that often the words

of the metaphysician "can also be used to state a fact

of experience.• Philosophical theories are frequently

paradoxical, apparently flouting both commonsense and

science, but their similarity at least in appearance*

to scientific clalrt is undeniable. One has merely to

turn one*s attention to any branch of philosophy to

find illustration of claims which have the appeiranee

of being advanced and supported as though they were st-

atements about the nature and existence of things* It

is worthwhile reminding ourselves of this feature of

philosophical theories by citing 3 few examples* The

following is an example from the Blue Book*

• •• We have been told by popular

scientists that the floor on which

we stand is not solid, as it appears

to common B9na%§ am it has been dis-

covered that the wood consists of

particles filling space so thinly

that it can almost be called empty*

This is liable to perplex us* for

in a way of course we know that the

floor Is solid* or th t, if It lsn9t

solid* this may be dxw to the wood

being rotten but not to its being

composed of electrons* To say* on

this 1 tter ground* that the floor
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Is not solid Is to misuse language*
For even If the particles were as
big as grains of sand* and as close
together as they are In a sandheap#

the floor would not be solid If It
were composed of them in the sense
In which a sand heap is composed of
grains* Our perplexity was based
on a misunderstanding/ the picture
of the thinly fi l led space had
been wrongly applied. For this
picture of the structure of matter
was meant to explain the very phe-
nomenon of solidity*

Wittgenstein somewhere characterizes a philosopher

as making the mistake of substituting the explanation of

a phenomena for the phenomena. In the above quotation he

clal-ns the mistake rests on a misuse of language* Las*

erowltz would not say that philosophers make mistakes*

According to him, language has been re-edited so es to

delete the word *solld# but doing this in a way that

creates the impression that a disconcerting fact about

things is being announced* In the present example*

this i s done by exorcising one of * pair of antitheti-

cal terms* not mistakenly* but for the effect i t pro-

duces* The tera "solid* i s deprived of Its application
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to states of things* But since the word "solid" Is

retained, even though artificially, the fact that the

terra "solid" no longer has application tends to be hid-

den from our awareness* The gain froa bringing bade an

exorcised word Into usage Is that Its antithetical par-

tner regains Its usage* However* something Is lost In

the processt a philosophical theoryl Bringing terms back
27

"from their metaphysical to their everyday use" reins-

tates the actual use of the artif icial ly retained word

but does this at a cost. The philosophical problem Is

made to disappear* It will be recalled that one of Wit-

tgenstein's basic al «* was to make "philosophical pro—
28blems completely disappear*•

To turn now to a further example of a philosophi-

cal theoxy which creates the Illusion of conveying a

fact about the world* As In the preceding example, the

illusion Is generated by a hidden re-edlting of termino-

logy* formulated in the fact stating form of speech*

This Is the nature of zeno's clal-a that space does not

exist* His argument was that the existence of space

Involved the existence of ao infinite number of space*,

which he declared to be Impossible*29 Since Georg Cantor,

however* the Idea of the completed or extended Infinite

113
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cannot be rejected in this easy way* For Zeno'a thesis,

Lazerowitz has given the following additional arguments

If space exists, i t exists as a whole
and every space Bust be a part of the
whole of space. Let Ŝ  * the whole of
space* Then there must be a space,
£' which contains i t , as every space
is enclosed in a greater space* Bat
jS'-S will Itself be a space, which
cannot be part of the whole of space,
and thus contradicts the hypothesis
that every space must be p*rt of the
whole of space*

without going into the matter, the idea of space

underlying this argument is that i t is a cosmic container,

as C*D« Broad puts i t , a box without sides* Behind this

idea is a re-edited piece of language, the point of which

can be brought out quickly by noting thit * box i s ton**

thing from which one can exit, whereas there i s no exit

from space* To put i t In Wittgenstein9s way, "space" la

a subs tan cive for which we tend to IDOX for a correspond-

ing substance* Parenthetically, to say that time 1* a

river, i s to do a similar thing, viz*, to treat "time* es

name denoting a fluid substance* la cert sin respects the

use of the word "space" resembles the use of the word

"box"* In order to heighten the similarity, the phllosophii
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re—edits the word "space" Into the name of a container*

Just as the imagery brought out hy the words "time Is a

cosmic river" Is that of something which flows so the

Imagery generated by the word "space" Is that of a vast

container.

Consider now another example of a philosophical

theory which appears to make a factual claim* This Is

H.A. Prlchard's view that I t Is impossible to perceive

things* He sayst

No one doubts that in certain cases
we have or are under an Illusion
[of seeing a body] and al l I have
been doing is to contend th*t all
so-called seeing Involves an i l lu -
sion Just as much as that so-called
seeing which everyone a&alts to
Involve an illusion*

Prlchard i s saying that there i s no intrinsic difference

between cases of what is ordinarily called seeing a body*

and cases where we are under the illusion of seeing a

body* Given that there is no ifference between the

two* if one is not a case of seeing a body, neither is

the other*

According to Herman Halcolsu
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When Prichard#s view Is drawn out In the
only direction i t can go* i t turns out
to be the clalsi that it l i aa a priori
truth that we cannot see bodies • He
Is holding that the very notion of see-
ing a body Is absurd.3*

Prichard does not say what it wai Id be like to see a thing,

as against seeing an appearance of a thing. He therefore

rules himself out from being able to distinguish between

them by any means whatever* His theory provides no test

for determining whether we are seeing a thing or not. In

doing this* he severs the connection between what appears

to be a claim about the inaccessibility of things and tests

for determining whether and whit they are* As George Paul

has pointed out* in the ordinary course of things we know

how to test for the difference between a fruit in a basket

and a wax imitation*

It becomes clear th t Prichird's view does not make

an empirical claim about the inaccessibility of things to

perception* He apparently imagines himself to be asking an

empirical clal** and does not realise that his claim* if

£ priori* cannot be about things* Pric hard's view see as

to be a dressed up version of Locke's substratum theory*

that a thing can present appearances bat cannot Itself be
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one amongst then* Substratua Is something that is beyond

the bounds of sense, so that not evea God can perceive

what intrinsically Is not open to perception*

As is known, Locke hell that a thing consists of a

substratum in which experlenceable attributes Inhere

and Prichard appears to adopt a variation of this philo-

sophical view* A thing presents appearances to our sen*

ses but the thing Itself is never presented to the senses,

the idea presumably being that if the thing were presented

to the sense i t would be one of i t s appearances/ and a

thing is more than just an appearance. To suppose that

it is one of the appearances i t presents* is to imply

that i t is not a thing; i t is no more than an appearance*

If one refuses to accept the BerKeleylan idea that a thing

is a system of nind^dependent ideas, then the notion of

something distinct from the ideas would Itself not be sub*

ject to perception* Wh*t Prichard has done is to heighten

a distinction between a subject and the experlenceable

predicates (or appearances) of a thing* He does this by

a semantic manoeuvre in which "is perceived" no ldnger

applies to "subject" of appearances* It applies only to

the appearances*
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explanation of why controversies between philosophers of

opposing views axe Interminable* Like aesthetic disputes

they can go on endlessly without resolution. The disputes*

according to him are conducted in the presence of a l l facts

necessary to resolve them, because these 'opposing views*

are expressions of semantic preferences* l*e«* preferences

of one terminology over another* And to argue for the

preference is not to argue for or against the truth of a

statement* As Hums says ' t is not solely in poetry and

music* we must follow our taste and sentlnent* but like*

wise in philosophy*'

Secondly* his met"*-theory explains why there is no

common-sense answer to a philosophical questions because

the problem does not concern a fact of the world* It is

neither an empirical problem about what the tacts ire*

nor a problem about "the essential features" of things

(therefore not thm problem of finding an a. priori

truth about things)* Nor will a coma on-sense answer

show that a philosopher has otade the mist*** of mis-

using the language* Lazerowitz'* view i s that such a

•mistake* would eventually be rectified and the problem

would be settled* But this i s not the case* as the dis-

putes remain unresolved indefinitely*
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It will be useful here to look at various attempts

to give a com-non sense answer to a philosophical question

Sa mi el Johnson's veil known atteapt to refute Berkeley's

view that physical objects are sets of ideas cooes to

mind* Johnson's kicking a stone is not a refutation of

the theory since Berkeley claims not to have denied the

existence of stones and the like* His theory concerns

their nature# not their existence* He says that he

calls "real things" simply "those ideas iimprinted on the

Senses by the Author of nature"* He grants chat

• •• i t sounds very harsh to say that
we eat and drink Ideas, and are clo-
thed with ideas • • • the word Idea
not being used in cocrnon discourse
to signify the several combinations
of sensible qualities which are cal-
led things? • • • I u not for dispu-
ting about the propriety* but the
truth of the expression* If there-
fore you agree wittr me that we eat
and drink and are clad with the
im&edlate objects of sense* which
cannot exist unpercelved or with-
out the mind* X snail readily grant
i t is more proper or conformable to
custom that they should b« called
things0 rather than ideas*39
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These words show that Berkeley Is almost ayare that his

"view" is a revision of accepted terminology* He is not

using the term "idea" mistakenly* Instead he is stretch*

ing the term so as to apply to atones* chairs* tables and

the like.

In our own day perhaps the best example of an attempt

to give a com-non sensB answer to a hilosophlcal question

is the work of the common sense analyst* O*E* Moore* In

his Philosophical studies« and in his famous "Defence of

Common Sense"t Moore tried to answer Bradley9s claim that

tine is unreal and that the external world of physical

objects does not exist* By "translating into the concre-

te1* l««.i by drawing out i t s consequences* Moore tried to

refute Bradley•* claims* He saldi

**• if you try to translate the pro-
position [that time la unreal] into
the concrete* and to ask what it £3*
piles, there la# I think* very l i t *
t ie doubt aa to the sort of thing
i t Implies* ?ne moment you try to
do this* and think whit i t really
comes to, you at once begin think-
ing of a nuab«r of different klivia
of propositions* a l l of which plain-
ly must be untrue* If Tla* is unreal*
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If Time is unreal, then plainly
nothing ever happens before or
after anything else; nothing is
ever simultaneous with anything
else; it is never true that any-
thing is past; never true that
anything will happen in the fu-
ture; never true that anything
is happening now*

Moore then puts an argument in Bradley9s south by

which he supposed that Bradley night defend hlaself# end

charges him with committing a fallacy, which Moore ad*

mits may be thought "too gross for it to be possible

that Mr Bradley should have been guilty of i t ."

Lazerowitz maintains that Bradley did not commit

a fallacy in the course of supporting his view, or that

he is mistaken about usage• He agrees with Wittgenstein

who saids

A philosopher is not a man out of
his senses# a man who doesn't see
what everybody sees; nor on the
other hand is his disagreement
with comraon sense that of the
scient ist disagreeing with tlv*
coarse views of the man In tb%>
street* That i s* his disagreement
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Is not founded on a more subtle
knowledge of fact* We there-
fore have to look round for the
source of his puzzle sent* And
we find that there Is puzzlement
and mental discomfort • • • when a
notation dissatisfies • • • Thus
we sometimes wish for a notation
whifch stresses a difference more
strongly, makes it more obvious*
than ordinary language does* or
one which in a particular case
uses more closely similar forms
of expression than our ordinary

42
language*"

If «a philosophical view arises because of dissatis-

faction with language* and by use of the fact-st ting

idiom conceals the revision of language which would be

satisfactory* i t i s clear that citing facts accepted

by common sense will not impinge on the view* The facts

are Irrelevant! a nonverbal empirical fact can upset

only a nonverbal factual clala* not a terminological

claim* because a nonverbal fact does not* contain i t s

name as part of i t s nature*

The linguistic concoaltant of Bradley•* view th*t

tine is unreal i s that temporal words such as "p4st%

•present** "before" and "after* are by Implication
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self-contradictory* Bradley*s arguzaents are to the

effect that the concepts "tine"* "physical objects"* etc«

are se If •contradictory* If Bradley °s views are taken

to express â  priori claims* then (as has already been

shown) empirical facts will neither support nor go ag-

ainst the truth-value claimed for them* For JS priori

propositions are not about things* Nor will nonverbal

empirical fact upset or support a language innovation*

Lazerowitz has given an interpretation of Moore's

translations into the concrete* and of his other so-

called attempts to defend com-noo sense* say by citing

"•truisms" which imply the existence of a world of th-

ings. It therefore is something of • mystery that

Moore thought it necessary to "prove* the existence

of an external world* Moore certainly consider d hlix*

self to be showing Bradley*s views to be f*lge* By

citing such common place facts* as that he was born

at a certain time in the past* and that there i s a

human body which is his body* he expected to refute

Bradley9s claias to truth* Bradley mx^rmmmmm himself

in the ontological node of speech* He speaks of space*

time* material body being self-contradictory rather

than the terms "space"* "time"* and "physical objects"
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are se If-contradictory expressions* To say that space

is self ^-contradictory is a nonverbal way of saying that

the word "space" is a self-contradictory tera* Moore's

translations into the concrete taken at face—value are

Incapable of the work Moore intended for them* They do

not show that space-terminology is not self-contradictory#

since on Bradley** claim any "space" translation into the

concrete would itself be self-contradictory* How* now*

are we to understand Moore*s claims and his truisms and

his translations into the concrete? itiis no longer pre-

sents a difficulty* His truisms give expressions to the

wish to retain ordinary terminology, which has worked and

continues to do the work assigned to it* Moore has to

be understood as denying that space-terminology is self-

contradictory* and his denial i s to be Interpreted as

opposing the philosophical suppression of ordinary space

nomenclature *

To quote Lazerowitzt

A philosopher who holds a vlev like
•Tixe is unreal* and resists i ts
translation into 'There are no tem-
poral facts9 i s not falling to see
an obvious Implication* His resis-
ting the translation means that his
words do not have that translation*
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Wittgenstein said that philosopher* ere dissatisfied

with everyday language* and this may be the reason for

their re-editing language* This is not done for any

practical purposes - the philosopher is not * language)

And they do not hare that trans-
lation because ha has* In the
way usual in philosophy* changed
language* In the light of this
supposition* Moorefs translation*
which takes the philosopher's
words in their everyday sense is
to be construed* not as correcting
a mistaken idea about the use of
the word 'time9* but an counter-
ing an academic decision to cast
out •time1 with a vote foe the
status <Tus« This explanation of
what has happened must be conceded
to have the merit of making inte l l i -
gible to us a philosopher's being
able to remain obdurate when faced
with a translation into the concre-
te, and indeed i t explains how he
could even come to hold his view* *

"Thinking with the learned" comes no More than what

Wittgenstein cal ls a language game • m holiday use of

terminology*
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reformer* Despite his philosophizing, he continues to

"speak with the vulgar"• All this Is done in the spirit

of a semantic game* This is why a person who might ex-

press some scepticism, say about* Zeno's paradoxes against

motion can be made to join the philosopher and enter into

the game with him* When philosophical reasons are given*

the supporting arguments can be looker upon as part of

the game*

This brings us back to Lazerowitz** exposition of

the third layer of a philosophical theory* It is to

be noted here that the first two layers can stand alone

without bringing in the third layer* In Lazerowitz••

opinion i t is the contents of the third layer which

hold the philosopher in fascinated bondage to his sub*

ject* It might be called the nightmare part of the mind

which can be brought to consciousness only by * special

technique devised by Freud* According to rreud* there i s

a third component of the Bind the unconscious* which con-

sists of unacceptable ideas* kept onutr repression* Acc-

ording to his findings* these ideas occur in a highly

disguised form* as in dreams and in pathological states*

Wittgenstein observed that "our ordinary language holds

our mind rigid In one position** we aay pexalt ourselves
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the conjecture that quite unwittingly he was referring

to unconscious Ideas as the cause of our rigidity* Lax-

erowitz brings Into his account of the nature of philoso-

phy, vthe unconscious'* only to give what he calls the

complete picture of how a philosophical theory works.

He has been criticized for describing the philosopher

as "dreaming with words"* The reason for his choice of

language Is to highlight the Ideas that the philosopher9*

use of language gives hidden, dream~llke expression to

impermissible Ideas. The philosopher uses language

in such a way as to create a conscious Illusion - at

one level of the mind, he re-edits terminology at ano-

ther level of the mind* and he uses his re«edlted Ian*

guage to give hidden expression to ideas in ourselves

which we cannot consciously tolerate* we might say that

like Cedipus Rex, who blinded hi itself in pualshaeat for

unacceptable wishes, the philosopher blinds hlnself to

what he is doing In order to be able to give expression

to ideas chat are inadmissible*

To return for a mooeat to the vi*v of P&sacnldts

and Heraclitus. we can only guess at the unconscious

material with which they link up. The Paraoaldein view

that notion i s impossible, or that nothing cm nove#
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might, at the unconscious level, represent a death

withs the dead do not move! On the other hand* Hera*

clitus who maintains that everything flows, l*e*#

that nothing remains the same, may be understood to

be expressing at the unconscious level of his mind

the idea that everything is alive* Freud somewhere

identified motion and change with life* As is known

Leibniz in his Monadology* developed the view that

there is no such a thing as (dead) matter* Nothing

can die* as a monad is incapable of decomposition*
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made a stable part of philosophy by Plato and* ouch

r# by a number of modern philosophers# especially,

artes, Kant, Hume and others* However, thanks to

acutely self-conscious twentieth century philosophers*

,ow forms, as everybody knows, a large and significant

of philosophy*

Lazerowitz has no particular objection against

ying the word 'metaphilosophy* to describe this

ch of philosophical enquiry* But in his own actual

and philosophical practice, the word 'metaphllosophy'

mes a narrower sense* It is intended to designate

a limited field of philosophical investigation* In

The Language of Philosophy* he describes i t as a

field of

**• investigation of philosophical
utterances with the special aim of
reaching a satisfactory understanding
of what in their nature, permits the
intractable disagreements which in-
variably attach to them*

During discussions with me also, he maintains the

position when he says, "Metaphllosophy Is Just tm*

itigatlon of the philosophical problems with the a la

scribing what there is about them that mikes theat
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2

Thus metaphilosophy as defined by Lazerowitz may

well be said to be a characteristic part or variant of

the metaphilosophy in the wider sense; and Lazerowitz as

we have said, has no particular objection to this des-

cription of his own metaphilosophy, even thought he

prefers to confine the application of th^ name "metaphi-

losophy " to his restricted irea of enquiry*

We hive no serious objection to Lazerowitz*s cha-

racteristic use of the nime •metaphilosophy1• But we

sense one danger in i t . The enquiry instituted by

Lazerowitz and named 'metaphilosophy* i s designed to

explain one notorious and apparently disturbing pecul-

iarity of philosophical utterances* But philosophical

utterances may have more peculiarities which are equally

notorious and have an equal c lai to an explanation*

Cannot the body of sentences containing such explan tion<

one may ask, make a claim to the name •nvetaphlloaophy'?

will i c not amount to following a double standard to

aeny the name to it?

Anyway, the question arisest Is metaphilosophy la

general and, for that matter, Lazerowitz*s metaphiloso-

phy which is a characteristic variant of it* a part of
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philosophy?

we know of philosophers who are inclined to liken

philosophy too closely to science, and for that matter*

metaphilosophy to metascience. For such philosophers,

metaphilosophy will not normally count as a part of

philosophy at all, just as metascience does not count

as a part of science.

But the position which tends to go 90 far as to

expel metaphilosophy from the domain of philosophy, need

not, we think, be taken too seriously. Philosophy may

indeed resemble science, even very closely. Yet it

would seem to go too far to suppose that the same re-

semblance holds also between metascience ar* metaphilo-

sophy, and to argue, on thit fc^sis, ch t since netasci-

ence is not science, metaphilosoph/, likewise, is not

philosophy. For the relation that holds between neta-

phil^sophy and philosophy differs in certain fund men-

tal ways from that which hoi-is between metascience and

science. Metascience is not in actuality claimed to be

a science, and for chat, there is good reason. The rea-

son is primarily that metascientific problems, e.g.,

'what is science?1 'what is the method of science?* etc.

do not respond to the same method of approach as ques-

tions of science, e.g., *How does mercury react to heat?
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'What are the effects of carbon monoxide on the ftuman

organism?1, etc . Our ways of finding answers to the

latter are observation, experiment and the l ike , but

these do not apply to the former*

The picture, on the other hand, is totally diffe-

rent when we look at the relation that holds between

metaphilosophy and philosophy. Our methods of dealing

with problems is the same in both cases. Take for ex-

ample the philosophical questions* 'rfh t is the nature

of ultimate reality?', 'Do Universals exist?' and com-

pare them with the tietaphilosophical questions, e . g . ,

'What is philosophy?', '.;h^t is the methoa of philoso-

phy?' The way philosophers 4e^l with the 1 tter is not

different f10m the w y they de^l with the former, nd

philosophers re not aware of any lternitiv* w y which

might prove more suitable for metdphiloaophic *1 proble-ns

Interestingly however* one thing may b« noted t

this point. To his students, Lazerowitz is never known

to be one among those philosophers who are prone to

liken philosophy to science or even pi ice science and

philosophy in the sane category.

• • • philosophy is not a demonstrative
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science and • • • we cannot expect

from it what we expect from a
4

demonstrative science.

• • • the [philosophical] theories,

unlike those of the natural sc i -

ences and mathematics, are not

open to proof or disproof.

Also,

• • • a mooent's reflection will

tend to throw doubt on the com-

fortable idea th^t philosophy

is a kind of science.

Yet, at certiin places he sounds like someone subscribing

to the position that met^philosophy is not philosophy, at

le i s t not necessarily. v,e sayst

. . . It seetis plainly possible to

make statements about philosophy

(metaphilosophical statements)

which are not themselves pniloso-
g

phlcal statements.

3ut on what is this grounded? The only ground, as f^r «a

we can see, is obtained introspectively in -*un*ean style.

It i s , in Lazerowitz's own words,

• •• to spe^k for myself, I sometimes
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mention philosophical problems

without finding philosophical
9

thoughts accomp nying them*

An introspective or inductive ground has 3 chara-

cteristic weakness of its own, which we need not ela-

borate. No philosophical proposition, by its very

nature, is amenable to factual or inductive corobora-

tion. 3ut this is not our main oojection against Laz-

erowitz on this particular point. Wnat we would espe-

cially like to call attention to, is J feeling we î ve

thit Lazerowitz in an unguarded moment lost signt of

the distinction that exists between mentioning philoso-

ph/ and talking about philosoph/ (prouucing a metiphilo-

sophical statement). The farmer is no. a ohilosophical

activity. \nd no one perhaps will say that it i s . Jut#

talking about philosophy is Joing philosophy. It is pro-

ducing # fundament *lly# the ssne kin-* of sentences in which

ohilosophy consists. As a -natter of fact, this is one

recognised singularity which distlngruisnes ohilosophy

from other disciplines, in that when we tal* ^bout sci-

ence or art we do not necessarily produce science or art,

So we have good reason to look upon iietiphilos 3phy

as philosophy. 3\it the question arises: In vhat precise

way is it so? Is it a part of ohilosophy in the sense



137

THE METAPHILOSOPH* OF MORRIS LAZEROWITZ

in which such branches of philosophy as, metaphysics*

epistemology* ethics* etc* are? we seem to hive genuine

difficulties in thinking of metaphllosophy that way*

Metaphilosophy* even though a part of philosophy, can-

not be assigned the same kind of status or position as

metaphysics* epistemology* etc* On the other hsnd#

there is a significant difference between them* The

difference in fact goes so far as to m-ike them philo-

sophies of a different kind*

Let us illustrate this point*

No two things, say \ and R, can be assigned to the

same class* say, c# if their logical rel3tlons to c are

different* This follows from the fact that every two

members of a particular class stand in the same logical

relation to the class as a whole* (For otherwise* the

class-name could not have been applicable to both in
\10the same sense*;

Now* one could have indeed maintained that me-

taphilosophy is philosophy of a kind with metaphysics

or epistemology* if it were the case th^t the meta-

philosophical problems and the problems of metaphy-

sics* epistemology* etc** could be said to stand

in the same relation to the class of philosophical
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is not philosophy at a l l . Nor is it correct to think

that it is philosophy along with metaphysics# epistem-

ology* etc. But how, then, ra^y ve, place metaphlloso-

phy or Lazerowitzfs characteristic version of it In the

map of philosophy? The most appropriate way, according

to us, is to conceive i t , as a philosophical activity

of the second order, aa distinguished, from metaphysics,

epistemology, and the like, which may well be called phi-

losophical activity of the first order. Co in bein^

a kind of metaphilosophy, Lazerowitz*s raetaphilosophy

may be called a species of second order philosophy.

In introducing such notions as first order, second

order to characterise philosophy, we would appear to

be introducing a hierarchy in philosophy which may ne-

ver end. For, someone who investigates the nature of

metaphilosophy will produce a third order philosophy

and tha process will go on endlessly*

This notion of an endless hierarchy appears repel-

lant to some. But what is tnere to be frightened of?

It follows naturally and inevitably from the nature of

man as incurably self-conscious* Besides, i t also acc-

ords with the nature of knowledge as endless*
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Lazerowitz however, as far as we know* has not said

anything which can be understood as an acceptance of our

characterisation of metaphilosophy. But that is because,

of the unfortunate fact that the philosopher, ao remark-

ably conscious of the first order philosophy, has not

carried forward his self-consciousness a step fusrther

to reflect on his own metaphilosophisings, that is to

say, to be sufficiently inquisitive aoout what it is

that he is doing or how to char'Cterise i t . Lazerowitz**

metaphilosopny covers a lot; contrarily, his philosophy

of metaphilosophy covers l i t t l e .

II

In his own preferred sense, met ̂ philosophy, as we

ĥ .ve repeatedly said, is to be conceived as 1 characteris-

tic preoccupation with the object of finding dn explanatloc

of the allegedly irresolvable disagreements among philoso-

phical theories! and in practice also, th^t i s , in .he

course of working out his unique n̂d sophisticated met a-

philosophy, Lazerowitz never loses sight of this st ted

objective. His aietapnilosophy is above all n elaborate

and persistent attempt: to provide an account of why phi-

losophers disagree endlessly with one anotner. rrom this,

one thing is obvious. This is that, for Lazerowitz, tfte
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thesis to the effect that philosophers disagree, will

have to be true* The position i s in fact the most basic

presupposition of Lazerowitz's metaphilosophy; on i t s

acceptability depends the identity and relevance of

the metaphilosophy as he conceives it and as he has

practised it* So it is essential that we snould exa-

mine the position, before we make a claim to have un-

derstood Lazerowitz*s metaphilosophy*

As we know, from Descartes onwards it has been quite

CDmrmn with philosophers, with an introspective bent of

mind, (having in their minds the agreed results Detained

in science and mathematics) to ape k of the irresolvable

disagreement in philosophy and to treat it as a m l^lse

which afflicts philosoph/. In this wiy, the position

that philosophers disagree or thdt dia agreement is built

into ohilosophy, has come to assume the standing of in

axioii; so that few ĥ ve ever thought of the nee of sub-

jecting it to scrutiny.

The position ĉ n be critically approicned in a

numoer of ways. £*g», one, assuming trvat pnilossphy is

always fraught with d is agreements, may well as* (as

12

-ratkins does), whether these disagree Tien ts are necessa-

rily a malaise. We may also ask whether the disagreements
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attributing to philosophy are peculiar to philosophy

and strictly confined to i t . 3ut our approach to the

position will be different, we are going to question

it at a more basic level. That i s # we are going to

investigate whether there is any sense at a l l in which

philosophical utterances may be said to be in disagree-

ment with one another. Do philosophers really disagree?

Lazerowitz has not investigated this problem in

detail. However, he does not deny the inportince of

the investigation. In a letter, he writes as followst

. . . one point you nuke i3 too i-npor-
tant, however, to delary. This is
whether philosophers can be s^id to
disagree. I have remarked on this
but in much too cursory a manner.
If I may quote one pass^gei 'with
Moore philosophy gains sobriety
and the appearance of rigour
but loses most of i t s dramatic-
appeal ; and it is taste and
nothing else which dictates which
we choose in philosophy, the extra,
vaganza of metaph/sics or the so-
briety of common sense with the
semblance of science, we may well
say with Hume "tis not solely in
poetry and music that we rnust
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fellow our taste and sentiment,

but likewise in philosophy1. But

you are right* of course, I do

not state this sufficiently cle-

arly nor do I elaborate it nearly

enough. In philosophy there a ire

preferences for opposing semantic

innovations.••

He says something to the saiie effect also in his 'Cassan-

drd in Philosophy1

It would seem that the validity of

a philosophical argument • • • is

determined oy preference.

Unfortunately, the lines quoted do no: rmke things

as clear for us as we would have .esired* If we h*ve noi

grossly misunderstood hin, in saying this Lazerowitz

appears to understand disagreemt-nt in teens of our dif*

ferences in respect of taste, sentiment and preferences*

3ut in so doing, if one nay say so, Lazerowitz i s perhaps

making a ^holiday use1 of the word •dis^gree-aent • • ?o

explain the poinc. Suppose that I prefer coffee to tea#

while my friend prefers tea to coffee, or thit I admire

Gandhi, while my friend does not. Such are not exactly

the occasions where I and ray friend nay be said to dis-

agree with each other/ we are said just to differ in



144

THE CRITIQUE

tastes, sentiments and preferences* However, I and

my friend may rightly be said to disagree when I

assert that drinking coffee is injurious to health",

while my friend asserts the opposite,i.e., drinking

coffee is not injurious to health. 'Agreement'#

•disagreement*, and their equivalents, are in fact

cognitive words and as such they are explainable

only with reference to truth-value, and not with

reference to taste, sentiments, etc. , A situation

wnich can rightly be called one of disagreement ari-

ses only when the same proposition i s at the sime

time called true by one and false oy another.

So the question whether philosophical utterances

can correctly be said to be incompatible with each oth-

er hinges ultimately on whether they can rightly be

said to have a truth-value, in other words, whether

i t would make sense to call them true or false* Laz-

erowitz *s position on this point is quite clear* ie

says,

• • • a philosophical theory is not

the *ind of theory which has a
truth-value

and elsewhere
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• •• metaphysical theories have no truth-

values and the controversies about them

are not debates over whether they are
17

true or false.

Thus Lazerowitz denies truth-values to philosophical

utterances8 philosophical utterances according to him can

neither be said to be true nor said to be false* 3ut the

position, as we can see, tenas to spell disaster for Laz-

erowitz 's metaphilosophy itself . Unfortunately, Lazerowitz

however, does not appear to be fully aware of this.

Firstt We have argued that statements over which pnJL-

losophers can be meaningfully said to îgree or disagree,

must be such thit they can meaningfully be said to be true

or to be false. The notions of agreement and disagreement

are understandable only in terms of truth or falsity. This

means that statements which cannot meaningfully be said

to be true or false cannot, for th~t reason, ilao be mean-

ingfully said to be compatible or incompatible. Now, if

there is nothing basically wrong with this position, then

it would follow that in denying truth-values to philosophi-

cal propositions, Lazerowitz has unconsciously committed

himself to the position that there can never be any dis-

agreement about them. And in that case, Lazerowitz's

metaphllosophy, essentially an attempt at explaining
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philosophical disagreements* will have no job to do*, i t

will lose a l l of i ts supposed relevance. Lazerowitz's

metaphilosophy in this sense turns out to be self-anni-

hilating.

Second: Take the utterances of which Lazerowitz's

metaphilosophy i tself is comprised, what exactly may

be the logical value characterising them? Can they rmke

a claim to being true? Taken as philosophical utterances*

as we would be inclined to do* in his view they certainly

cannot* because philosophical utterances* according to

Lazerowitz* are not such as can be S3ii to be true.

But Lazerowitz may escape this consequence by deny*

ing philosophical status to his metaphllosophlcal utter-

ances. A»nd this is perhaps what he is inclined to do*

For he seems to look upon his raetaphilosophical theory

virtually as an empirical hypothesis* Consider the kind

of expressions he uses in talking about his theory. "The
18

hypothesis I am going to formulate***"* "Regardless of
19

whether . . * the hypothesis I 'm going to put forward,"

and so on. And the hypothesis, according to hî a, is

empirical in the sense that it is backed by factual

claims about "the unconscious•* "It is now possible".
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writes Lazerowitz, "to estaollsh them or disestablish

them [conjectures about the unconscious significance

of philosophical utterances] for there does exist a

science of the unconscious* The unconscious no

longer is an unknowable, a Ding - an - Slch*.

However, taken as an empirical hypothesis, it

gives rise to the question! >/h t tests has Lazerowitz

conducted or oroposed to ascertain i ts truth or falsity?

The answer to this is f ir from encouraging. Thus as

Daya points outi

• • • one is amazed to find that there
is hardly any evidence of enpiricil
methodology being used throughout the
whole book« There ore no d^t', eitner
statistical or clinical on which the
theory is supposed to be t>ised • • •
the hypothesis belongs to the well
known f iela of psychoanalytic the-
ories and, whatever may be the li-ai-
t^cions of the verific*tional meth-
odology in that field, there certa-
inly is a methodology to test the
various hypothesis put forward in
that: f ield. It is inconceivable
that Lazerowitz does not know the
fact, yet it is equally strange tr*at
a serious thinker should formulate
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an empirical hypothesis and not

try to test i t .

Lazerowitz is not altogether silent about the question

of the justification of his hypothesis* that is , his

metaphilosophleal theory. Asking himself

• • • what right do I have to think

that it is correct,.•?

he says,

• •• in a answer to this question,

perhaps the best thing I can say

is that the position has 'clicked*

for me, th3t I see thit it i s cor-

rect, if not in every detail, then
23

?t least in subst nee.

and continuing.

The hypothesis I am going to for-

mulate meets the intellectual need

of facing and explaining this fact,

n̂d to put the mitter subjectively
24has clicked i n t e l l e c t u a l l y for rae.

But "clicking" as Daya rightly points out i

. . . i s not a suf f ic ient condition

for the establishment of any empi-

r ica l hypothesis* and he would oe
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a strange scientist indeed who is

quite satisfied with a hypothesis

just because it has "clicked" far

him.25

In fairness to Lazerowitz, it should be mentioned

that his remarking that "the position has clicked for
2 6

me" and that "the hypothesis • • • has 'clicked* Intel-
27

leecually for me," are not the only thing he has said

in defense of his metaphilosophical hypothesis. He also

tries to derive credibil ity for his hypothesis from an

explanatory efficacy i t is supposed by him to possess.

He thinks that it explains "the chronic condition of
23philosophical differences of opinion11 . As quoted

above* he says that i t "meets the Intellectual ne«d of
29

facing and explaining this fac t . . ."

Explanatory efficacy la indeed one thing which

contributes to the credibility of a hypothesis. This

is a recognized fact. In his cr i t ic icn , Daya, however,

overlooks this aspect of tne dafens* set up by Lazero-

witz in support of his roet^phllosophy. Thus his c r i t i -

cism has not been fair. To be fa ir , we have to exaaia*

the explanatory relevance or efficacy Lazerowitz dal i ts

for his inetaphllosophy.
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Any cliim to such effect as that a particular

hypothesis or a theory explains a fact makes sense

only when the fact it clai-ns to explain i s really

there to call for explanation* Talking of explain-

ing a particular fact when no such fact is there,

makes no sense* The fact which Lazerowitz *s raeta-

philosophy makes a cl^im to explain i s , ŝ he ex-

pl ic i t ly states, the endless disagreement in philo-

sophy. But do philosophers really disagree? Is it

really 3 fact that there is anything in philosophy

which may count as disagreement in the true sense of

the term? We have argued previously that in consci-

ously denying truth-values to philosophical proposi-

tions, Lazerowitz has in fact been unconsciously led

to deny that there is in fact disagreement* Disagre-

ement presupposes truth-values. And there is no dis-

agreement without them.

Ill

The problem that will occupy us oow is wither,

• without leaving Lazerowitz9s own fr̂ meworx*. we can re-

store truth-values in some w*y to philosophic-1 propo-

sitions, so that the alleged disagreements among phi-

losophical propositions may turn out not to be a syth
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and the invaluable philosophising he does in the name

of metaphilosophy is not in consequence irrelevant* To

put the matter in another way, can we find any ground

for saying that philosophical propositions can sensibly

be said to be true or false, so thst we may also have

a ground for maintaining that philosophers may sensibly

be said to disagree and that* therefore, Lazerowitz's

metaphilosophy has a genuine fact to explain.

The crucial point for us here to be clear about, we

think, is this. What is it th^t ma*es Lazerowitz commit

himself to the position th3t philosophical propositions

do not have truth-vilues? The answer is not hard to find.

It lies rminly in the third 1 yer of his *three-1 i/er'

analysis of a philosophical theory as expounded in the

previous chapter. The position which constitutes the

third l^yer links up philosophic 1 utter nces with the

non-cognitive functioning of our mln ,̂ mostly U. tn wish-

es (ind sometimes 3lso with emotions)* It is hel by

Lazerowitz consistently. To st^te tne position in la

own language.

• •• his [the philosophers] utterances
give expression to unconscious fanta-
sies ...[and]an unconscious fantasy
like a dream functions &s the substi-
tutive gratification of wishes*
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• •• joined to these is a third and

less accessible layer, a complex of

unconscious fantasies* A philoso-

phical theory consists • * • lastly*

of an unconscious fantasy or clus-

ter of fantasies of importance to
32our emotional welfare*

The great importance of the utter-

ance to che philosopher makes it

safe to compare it with a dream*.«i

like a dream it is fundamentally

a wish fulfilment*33

The lines quoted above make it plain that in Lazerowitz**

mind philosophical utterances or theories,like dreams* art

closely linked up with wishes* This* in turn* makes him

feel that the body of utterances that constitute philosophy

is a part of our con^tive discourse as distinguished from

the discourse which is cognitive. 3nce committed to the

view chat philosophical utterances *re a cross-section of

conative utterances* Lazerowitz seems to find it mandatory

to hold that they are not amenable to any appraisal in

terms of truth or falsity; for truth and falsity belong

strictly to cognitive discourse*

However* the passage from the • third layer** i .e .*

that philosophical utterances ĥ ve their roots in our
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unconscious wishes, to the position that the/ do not

admit a truth-value is not, perhaps as atralghtfocvmrd

as it would appear to be at f irst glance. There i s , we

feel, some degree of clumsiness about i t . Admitted that

philosophical utterances are rooted in our unconscious

wishes, it does not follow th"it they are unconditionally

conative and, therefore, necessarily devoid of truth-v luo

Utterances may be linked to wishes in two senses.

First: we may speak of utterances as linked with

wishes in the sense that they are stnlghtforward expres-

sions of some wishes in our mind. Examples of such utter-

ances are: fHad I the wings of the dove!*; 'If I were a

multimillionarelJand the like. Such utterances constitute

conative discourse par excellence. They are essenclally

immune from characterization in terms of trutl>»valuei

no one in fact calls them either true or f lse.

3ut, that an utterance is linked with a wish owy also

mean th .t i : is in some sense caused by th# latter.

And this, as we understand i t , i s the sense whic 1 Lazero-

witz has in mind when he speaks of philosophical utter-a-

ces as wish fulfilment. That is to say, in calling a

philosophical utterance an "unconscious fantasy* or
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"wish fulfilment"» or in comparing them with dreams,

a l l that he has in mind i s the idea that philosophical

utterances h • ve in some sense, their cause in our uncon-

scious wishes. But for an utterance to be conative in

this sense is very different from i t s being conative in

the sense of being a direct expression of wishes. The

latter excludes i t s having a truth-value but the former

does not* 3eing caused by wishes is not incompatible

with a statement being true or false* One may well cal l

it true (if it is so), or false (if it is so)*

To il lustrate the point, let us t<*ke wh t you

dreamt lost night* You dreamt that you had become the

Prime Minister of InJii# th^t you hau ĝ n to the ignited

States on the invitation of President Re g n, tr t you

held a very crowded press conference which ĥ d been

telecast a l l over the woild, ^n<± th-it for your perfor-

mance you were being showered with praise* coming from

311 corners of the eirth* T̂ ke the sentences .he dream

is comprised of: (£) 'You hive become the Pri-ne Minister

of Iniia' (b) 'You went to the Lnlted State* on the in-

vitation of President Reagan1. (£)'You neld a proas con-

ference*, id) 'Your performance in the press conference

was very good.* (e.) 'Praises are being showered on you*.
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As you are not actually the Prinae Minister of Indi^# the

sentences are a l l expressions of your unconscious wishes*

But that does not stand in the way of their being called

false, as they are in fact false.

As a matter of fact, along with every statement th^t

is undeniaoly truth-valued, may well go aorm wish in our

mind. E.g. , when I say to somebody 'I *n thirsty* I may

well be supposed to be expressing my wishes in order that

my hearer will listen to me and th3t he will give me a

glass of water. My stBteiient, though motiv ted by ny

wishes, is to be called true if it is really true.

Lazerowitz makes no distinction between an utter nee

which directly expresses a wish md one which i s caused by

a wish. He seems to have modelled the l i t t er after the

former. And that possibly is one thing which him debarred

him from granting truth-values to philosophical utterances

and thereby, eventually, made him unwittingly liquid te

the very logical basis of the alleged fact of their dis-

agreement, i . e . , the very tnlng which nic et*pnllosophy

centers around.

Thus the psychological information about philosophi-

cal utterances contained in Lazerowitz's 'third liyer*
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may well be accepted as true, without it being logically

obligatory to say that philosophical utterances have no

truth-values. Philosophical utterances may in fact be

true or false* So where is no need to deny the factual

feature of disagreements of philosophical utterances and*

for that reason, to deny the relevance of Lazerowitzas

metaphilosophy. But are they true or false in the sense

in which utterances in science or those in mathematics

are said to be true or false? This, however* is 3 very

different issue: which we need not discuss h re.

But one may ask* whit about the acceptability of the

chird layer itself?

For one thing, the position is emotionally disturb*

ing to philosophers. Hospers in hia paper, "Philosophy
34

ind Psychoanalysis" refers to the "violence of the

reaction" to the position when i t WJS presented b/ Laz-

erowitz at a conference in New York University. And the

reaction i s , in a way, emotionally not unjustified.

The position that philosophical utterances are -he

fulfilment of unconscious wishes, is apparently an attem-

pt at using psychoanalysis* arsenal to debunk philosophy,

And this is unlikely to please philosophers. The/ see in



157

THE METAPHILOSOPHY 3F MORRIS LAZEROWITZ

i t , not only an attempt at undarmlnlng the glory of

their professional achievements, but also an act of

betrayal, chat i s , a colleague of theirs crossing his

professional boundaries and leaguing himself with the

psychoanalysts•

It is not that Lazerowitz does not anticirxste

such a reaction* Referring to this position, he writes

in his The Structure of Metaphysics i

. . . Freud describes three great 'out-

rages upon its n ive self-love1 which

cultured mankind his ĥ d to endure in

the last few hundred years* And if

the present hypothesis is correct in

its general outline, a special group

of lntellectuals,..j*ho have prided

themselves on being impersonal seek-

ers after truth, are exposed as the

dupes of games they unconsciously play

with language*

Theoretically also, the hypothesis of a third ljyer is

perhaps more vulnerable than that of the o^her two layers

in Lazerowitz's three-tier analysis* And that is one
36

reason why critics generally hive chosen this aa a con-

venient target of their attack*

The source of our own unhappiness with i t , however,

as we have already elaborated, is th^t it tends eventually
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to liquidate the very reality of philosophical disagree-

ment which Lazerowitz1 s metaphilosophy has to presuppose

for the justification of its relevance.

There is another objection which also should not go

unmentioned. while fraught with dangerous consequences

it dilutes Lazerowitz's met ^philosophy, which is philo-

sophy, with psychoanalysis which is not philosophy.

It may however, be mentioned here that in Lazerowitz's

own eyesf this layer, is f^r less important th^n the other

two layers.

Yet Mr* Lazerowitz maintiins that this

is not the main point ha is interested

in making. He has even indicated th t

he would be willing to drop this p*rt

of his theory if it raises too nv»ny

additional problems,3

To me also, in discussions, Larerowltz a id a o-no thing

substantially to the sa-ne effect.

Despite a l l this , the position embodied In tha thl. d

liyer is not altogether w ithout sympatnisars. It continues

to derive support of some kind froa the writings of such

philosophers as J.J. Wisdom, Alice >mbros«, John

Hospers, Margaret Chatterjee, and others.
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IV

Let us now turn to the consideration of the first

and second layers of Lazerowitz"s three-layer analysis

of philosophical utterances* In Lazerowitz'a writings

the third layer appears connected with the first two

layers* That is true* But the connection is not neces-

sary* This means that the first two layers can stand

on their own without the third, in other words, the

first two layers are not adversely affected if the

third layer is dropped* On the contrary, they gain in

respect of philosophical purity, if it is so cbne( ror,

the third layer, as we have pointed out, is * suggested

excursion into m area outside philosophy, that is to

say, into the science of psychoanalysis*

The position upheld in the first layer la, in sub-

stance, that philosophical theories, even though they

do not convey any information about reality, produce

the Illusion of doing so* Lazerowitz h s put the nat-

ter in various w^ys. To quote Just two ex«:npless

• • • a philosophical theory • • • ere •
tes the intellectual illusion that a
theory about the world, either true
or false* is being pronounced*••
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A metaphysical [philosophical] theory

tfaay be described as a two-layer stru-

cture, Uppermost is the illusion of

a theory about the nature or real ex-

istence of a phenomenon, the illusion,

that is to say that a metaphysical

[philosophicalj sentence states a view

of some sort about reality.*3

In talking about the three layers, Lazerowitz as we *now,

has, among other things, the Freudian picture of the mind

as divided into conscious, pre-conscious md unconscious

regions* He links up the first lnyer with the conscious

region*,. On the other hand, the second layer is attributed

to the pre-conscious functioning of our mind. It is in-

tended to provide an account of the mechanism of the i l lu -

sion of reality produced by a philosophical theory, in

other words, of how the illusion is created. The illusion

is attributed by Lazerowitz to a certain illeged peculia-

rity of philosophical lingua^e. The peculiirity, consists

in its being innovative or contrived. Lazerowitz describes

it in such words as followst

(At the pre-conscious level) a piece
of altered terminology is introduced.
• ••whereas what he [the philosopher]
is doing is introducing a linguistic
innovation*
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A philosophical theory consists, for

one thing, of a statement of n̂ un-

heralded* concealed alteration of
47

terminology*••

•«• a philosophical theory is an i l l u -

sion which is created by presenting in

the ontological mole of speech, a

gerrymandered piece of terminology*

. . . 3 revised piece of language which

is artfully concealed by the non-verbal
49

idiom in which it is expressed.

We :iave stated the contents of the first two layers*

We may now turn to examine them. To start with the first

l^yer, which says that philosophy produces the illusion

of conveying information about the world or rei l l ty . 'his

implies that, according to Lazerowitz, philosophy i s not

justified in presenting claims about reality or the world,

in other words, the investigation of reality or the world

is not its job Inasmuch as the relevance of i ts methods

for securing knowledge of the world -s in Question. But

must philosophy be viewed as debarred from conducting an

investigation of reality and conveying to us the reports

of the investigation? Obviously, that depends upon the

idea of reality one has in his mind* Needless to say, *>**



162

THE CRITIQUE

using the words 'reality1, • world•, etc** Lazerowitz

deans the world or the reality which Is Investigated

and talked about In science# so that in asking whe-

ther a philosopher should, or have a right to, under-

take an investigation of this world or reality, amounts

to asking whether philosophers should, or have a right

to, be concerned with the nature of the scientific

world of reality* And on this point we would agree with

Lazerowitz. Preoccupation with the problems of the

reality which concern science cannot be the job of the

philosopher* For the characteristic methods for handling

these problems are not the characteristic methods of phi-

losophy* Philosophers qua philosophers are not supposed

to know the use of It or to practise it* The method

which is appropriate for dealing with the reality of

science is irrelevant In philosophy* No philosophical

theory, as has been repeatedly pointed out by Lazerowitz

hi.riself, has ever been proved or disproved by a method

by which a scientific proposition Is proved or disproved*

" . . . the [philosophical^ theories"0 he **?«« •un-

like those of natural science and na the antics, axe not

open to proof or disproof•*
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• •• Philosophy is not a demonstrative

science*•• we cannot expect from It

what we expect frora a demonstrative

science*"

At this juncture, it may however be askedt How then,

does it happen that philosophy and science do in fact

have in common many sentences which apparently do not

differ in their literal meaning* To mention a few ex-

amples i •Tine is infinite1 , 'Space is endlessly divisi-

ble' $ 'An organism is a material complex•*

The answer which appeals to us is this* The sen*

tences, even though they have the same literal meaning,

function very differently in the two contexts, namely

those of science and philosophy* rfhlle occurring in

the body of sentences that constitute science they

purport to refer to and describe parts of reality with

wnich science is concerned; on the other hind, when

used in philosophy they refer, if wa may s *y so, to

themselves* in other words, the kind of reality or

world which is constituted by scientific sentences*

To state the matter in another way, in science tney

perform the role of referring to (or describing) a

world which they are not themselves parts of, at least
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not in the sense in which the object* of science are

parts of che world, while in philosophy they perform

the role of naming themselves# of referring to a worU

or reality of which they are the-naelves constituents*

In saying al l this, it is plain that we are in-

troducing an order of reality different fron that with

which science is concerned, that i s , a reality which is

constituted of various categories of semantic (logical)

entities, e.g., propositions, concepts, etc. , which are

couched in the sentences of science ~mj in al l other

such sentences which m̂ y be s*id to describe pri~i ry

experiences of any kind (religious, moral, artistic

and so on). This hypothesis of two-orier re l i ty h ŝ

no doubt many difficulties. -or, i t gives ria« to many

disturbing questions. A few.ixampleit Do the alleged

constituents of th« second—order world have a being in

any sense whatever or are they just myth*? How la tha

second-order reality relates to the fl^at-order reality

of science? Can it be assimilated, in any sense, fully

or partly, in the latter?. Is there ^ny identity la

respect of structure or in any other aspect between the

two orders of reality?. Can we read in the nature of oo«

the nature of the other? And so on. Dealing with auch
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difficulties is an enormous job by i tse l f , which we

cannot afford to undertake hers without getting too

far afield.

Anyway, for those who believe that there is sense

in talking about the second-border reality, Lazerowitz's

position that philosophy is debarred from talking about

reality would not hold good unconditionally. It would

not be binding on them to accept i t . They may well

hold a position to the effect* that, even though phi-

losophy is not supposed to be concerned with the fir^t-

order reality of science, it cannot bo altogether di-

vested of it3 right to talk about reality as sucht it

may justly claim, as it actually does, th t it is con-

cerned with the second order reality. I . e . , sentences

and words as looked upon as vehicles f propositions,

concepts and such like. The iaea of p^iloiophy s con-

ceptual analysis, as critique of language and so -,n, i*

very familiar to us al l .

3ut this does not provide any conclusive zns er

to the problem whic*i takes Lazerowitz to the sec ad layer

of his hypothesis. By niinor arxaendnient-s in izs formul-

ation, Lazerowitz may well asks Kow then does i t come
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about that philosophical theories# which purport to talk

about the second-order reality produce the illusion of

providing information about the first-order reality?

So the second layer which makes a claim to provide an

answer to this question continues to be relevant and

important.

Even a cursory look at the language in which the

hypothesis embodied in the second layer is formulated

by Lazerowitz will nvake one feel that Lazerowitz has

in fact two different answers to this problem* even

though he does not appear anywhere to ra ke the diffe-

rence fully explicit* 3y one answer ha attributes the

proneness of philosophical theories to proJuce th« I l l -

usion Df talking about the first-order reality to wh t

he calls ' linguistic innovations •# 'unheralded concea-

led alteration of terminology#
# etc. . The other answer

proceeds to explain the illusion by whit he calls the

•ontological mods of so«echf* he two are different

concepts* which means that Lazerowitz has two different

accounts of the Illusion producing proaeness of philoso-

phical theories. But in that there is l i t t l e h*ra. rfrut

matters is* whether the accounts do in f?ct do ~heir job?
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We do not understand how linguistic innovation or

alteration of terminology can be linked up with the

•illusion* as the source of it. In talking about lin-

guistic innovation, Lazerowitz means using a word to

mean something which is different from what it means

in its ordinary use, in other words, an innovative

language, according to him, is a language in which

words of ordinary language have l^st their ordinary

use*

Now if this is what 'linguistic innovation1 rrê ns*

then we would share with J« v# wisdom i doubt on two

points. Firsts how it becomes peculiar to philosophy;

and secondi how it becomes a cause of an illusion at

a l l .

In the sense explained. In using any technical

word whatever, one may well be s*id to make a linguistic

innovation, so making a linguistic innovation cannot

count as anything which only philosophers do. M theava-

ticians ind scientists in using tn.ir tecnnlcal ^^rds

are also engaged in making linguistic innovitions.

1Point'# 'straight line* and such other words, ŝ they

occur in geometry, lose their ordinary uses. An-* the

same is true of the numerous technical terms (e .g. .
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•force1, 'energy*, etc.) used in the various natural sci-

ences. But because of the strictly defined use of tech-

nical terms, irutheraatics and science are not looked down

upon as a source of an illusion. As a matter of fact,

these technical terms, by ensuring precision and exacti-

tude, ensure the advancement of mathematics anJ science.

Whdt then, may be the b^sis for saying that philosophy

alone, in having recourse to linguistic inovations, i . e . ,

sometimes, but not always, to the use of technical terms,

reduces itself to a source of illusion? we do not fin

anything in Lazerowitz which may count as an answer to

this. To quoce J«.. Vlsdom in ^his connections

One could justly claim th t advances
in natural sciences Is impossible with-
out linguistic innovation. Indeed
those who have not gone cirt-fully into
nutters of science can scarecely be
aware of the enermous extent of l in-
guistic innovation involved.

As a nutter of fact, the role of linguistic ioaovd-

tion in philosophy, in our opinion, is trie exact opposite

of what Lazerowitz asya about i t . Philosophy, ILkm anne.

ma tics and science, la Indeed in need of s^xing linguistic

innovationi there is nothing wrong in It* On the
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contrary, we feel that if the linguistic innovation

made by philosophers would have satisfied the require-

ment of i t # philosophy would have perhaps been freed,

At least partly* of i t s illusion pro^ucinj proneness.

This point will be made clearer later*

Philosophy is supposed to talk aoout what we have

called second-order reality. However, the way it talks #

chat is , i t s use of iangu»ge> produces tne illusion th^t

it talks, aoout what we h ve Identified s first-order

reality. All this is true. 3ut the c use c£ thio pecu-

liar malady does noc lie in wh t Lazerowitz c^lls the

'linguistic innovations' nude by philosophers, in other

words, in any technic 1 expressions they use* The cause

lies elsewhere. And Lazerowitz h a very correctly iden-

tified it also. It is wh t he d l l » the ontological (ar-

terial) mode of speech used by philosophers in common with

the scientists. The raoae of speech very natur lly tne*tM

the requirement of science because of the *inJ of reality

it deils with. It is perfectly appropri te for scientific

discourse* But philosophy, la so far as it is concerned

wi th a different ordar of realit/# cannot have recourse

to the a. It is not so to speak, in tune witn the pracls*

requirement of philosophy* Yet, philosophers hive to

fall back on it because there Is no alternative coode of



170

THE CRITIQUE

of speech available to therm And this is how the illusion

Lazerowitz talks about arises. The illusion is in fact

one thing which philosophers, with their present linguis-

t ic resources, cannot overcome.

Should we then hwe to s^y thit philosophy is in—

sep3rable from the illusion it produces? Is there no

way out of this predicament? The only way th^t suggests

itself strongly to us is what has been mis-identified

b/ Lazerowitz as a source of illusion. This is the crea-

tion of linguistic innovitlons in a form of speech which

conceals whit is being done with terminology* If philo-

sophers could have contrived a m>ij of language perfectly

appropriate and sufficiently conprehenjive to nv et the

requirements of talking about the characteristic reality

they are concerned with, then they could hsve avoided the

material or ontological mode of speech, a rv* witn th t# *l»o

could ĥ ve freed Itself of i t s pronentss tocreat the i l l -

usory i-npression that they are talking about the f irst-

order reality.

Lazerowitz*s raet3philosophy, as so at teapted ccount

of disagreenients in philosophy, has to presume that p h i l o -

sophers do in fac t disagree with one another* A* VQ have

V
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stated previously, without this presumption his metaphi-

losophy loses i t s relevance* we h~ve further clal-ned

that by purging philosophical utterances of their truth-

values which they are usually supposed to possess and

thereby making them in a way parts of our conative dis-

course, Lazerowitz made a move towards destroying the

very basis of his raetaphilosophy. However, by taking

necessary precautions against his suicidal move, we

have reinstated the fact of disagreement in philosophy,

although we have found i t difficult to accept his expla-

nation of i t . What then, w« may be asked, i s the expla-

nation of this notorious disagree-nent? It behoves us to

give an answer, however brief, on this point* *he expl -

nation, we suppose, need not be confined to sin 1

reason. It may possibly be found in tuny sources. Let

us conclude by pointing out a few such sources.

One probable source, we think, ra y be * certain

basic peculiarity of the questions which occupy philDso-

phers. The peculiarity consists in the fact th t, is dis-

tinguished fro-n scientific and avatheaatic 1 ~uesti3oa

which are answerable by our recognised oems, philosophi-

cal questions are logically unanswerable, in the sense

that i t i s in principle impossible for one to know the
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answers they have* This idea about the nature of philo-

sophical questions has been held by many, most notably* by

Kant and the logical positivist^. Kant's belief that phi-

losophy (metaphysics) is impossible, was in fact, based

on this particular construction of the nature of philoso-

phical questions. On the other hand, the logical positi-

vists , Moritz Schlick in particular, having equated the

notion of being logically unanswerable with th^t of mean-

inglessness, came to the conclusion that philosophical

questions are meaningless. //nether this equation =snd the

consequent conclusion are correct is a TI tter to JuJge

separately, what we first want to point out is th t De-

ing logically unanswerable h"*s been believed by sotte to

be a characteristic feiture of philosophical question

which, in turn, may provide a possible explanation of

why philosophers constantly disagree with one another*

The second peculiarity of philosophy is cloeely

linked up with the first peculi rity th t i ts Tueat-

ioas are logically unanswerable* Philosophy, uilUce

science and ijatheraati cs, is not result-ori«nted. It

does not aspire to yield a definite result, so tnat «

multiplicity of results following froa philosophical

enquiries is inevitables its possibility l ies In the
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very nature of philosophy, which means that disagreement

in respect of results is the essence of philosophy. It

is only too natural. There Is nothing disturbing or

worrisome about i t . It becomes disturbing only when ws

overlook i ts uniqueness, model it after the analogy of

science and mathematics and expect it to go tiie way

sciaice and mathematics go.

Another possible source of the disagreement m̂ y

perhaps be s^id to l i e in i b^sic peculiarity which dis-

tinguishes philosophy from sciences ind mathera^tlcs.

Se dance and mathematics, as we know, start with a a«t

of beliefs the truth of which is assumed, independently

of any proof. The truth of science and m tthe-TMtlca are

contingent on the truth of the assumed bo^y of be lief o*

But philosophy is different froii science in this revptct.

Within the framework it functions, there i s ao roo-i for

any assumed belief which might provide a »t rting point

for i t . T-)S truth of philosophical proposition* is in

this sense supposed to be unconditional^ If science

3 nd mathematics were to work within the characteristic

framework of philosophy, then p*ct&pm scientists ad

mathematicians also would h ve disagreed with one ao—

ther more or less in che ŝ me way as philosophers i o .
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This particular peculiarity which rmkes the functioning

of philosophy vis-a-via that of mathematics and science

is not unknown to Lazerowitz. He recognises it when

he says t

one difference between philosophy and

natural science is evident • • • Science

conducts its investigation and m*kes

its speculation on a foundation of

presuppositions which philosophy un-

dertakes to examine. Thus, science

assumes the validity of inductive

procedures, which presuppose the

uniformity of nature ind the exis-

tence of a world independent of our

perception, whereas philosophy looks

into the iounditions of injuction snd

the warrants for t^e belief in an ex-

ternal world. The scientist accept*

the comi>onsense belief that the fu-

ture will be like the pjst, whereas

philosophers like iume are concerned

with i ts justification. And the sci-

entist accepts the everyday belief

that tnere is a comaoo objective

world, while philosophers, for ex-

ample, Descartes, investigate i t s

rational justification.

Likewise, he says furtheri
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An important difference between mithe-

ma tics and philosophy is of course

apparent: In mathematics we proceed

from explicitly formulated postulates

and precise definitions to conclusions

rigorously circumscribed by the rules

of deduction.
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