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PREFACE

The sections of this book dealing with metaphysics and
logical analysis have formed the basis of part of a course on
contemporary philosophy given to final year students of phil
osophy at Farouk | University. Some of the matter of ‘a paper
entitled "Positivism", which appeared in Mind (N.S. Vol.
L1V, No. 213, London, 1945), has been utilised and | wish
to thank the Editor for permission to do this. A Public Lecture
entitled "The Significance of Psycho-Analysis for Philosophy”,
given at the same University on May 8, 1946, is embodied in
Part |11.

Since this book has its roots in work done severa years
ago, | wish to acknowledge my deep debt to Mr. F. LaT,
Godfrey F.T.C.D. for his never failing encouragement and
kindness, which was more than can be readily put intowords,
and to the late Professor Henry- S. Macran F.T.C.D., whose
lectures aroused in Mé the greatest interest in philosophy.
Macran's lectures have impressed themselves indelibly on
the minds of generations of students at Trinity College, Dublin,
by his deep appreciation for his subject and by his power of
unveiling the essence of speculative mysteries. Though | do
not identify myself with his point of view and my psychological
hypothesis would have been unacceptable to him, it is an at-
tempt to follow his practice of looking at things as a whole.
To Professor G. E. Moore, of Trinity College, Cambridge,
I must record my gratitude for the patience with which he
explained the intricacies of logical analysis to me and, for the
number of hours he sacrificed in this way; | hope | have not
grossly misrepresented his views and ways of putting things
Chapter 111 and part of Chapter IV have their source in his
Tripos lectures for 1933; adequate references for them in prin-
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ted works cannot be given. Though | do not identify my-
self with his point of view either, | am deeply aware of the
unrivalled value of logical analysis as a training for unravel-
ling telescoped concepts. After studying under Macran or
under Moore, one's perspective is so coloured that it is im-
possible to look at things as one had before. To Dr. Ernest
Jones, President of the International Psycho-Analytical As-
sociation, | owe a specia debt : he enabled me to grasp some-
thing of the intricacy and importance of unconscious mental
activity; and to develop the standpoint that forms the keynote
of this book. As regards the manuscript, Professor Price,
of New College, Oxford, at what must have been immense
labour, commented in detail upon the style and matter of
the book; it has been considerably rearranged since then,
gaining much from his suggestions. Dr. Joan Wynn Reeves
has been good enough to make a number of comments that
have enabled me to improve the English and the logic of
certain chapters. Naturally | alone am responsible for the
form the book takes.

| wish to thank Mr. Gwyn Williams and Professor K. N.
Colvile for helping with proof correcting.

Farouk | University, J. 0. WISDOM
Alexandria.

June, 1946.
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"Man is the measure of all things'. - Protagoras.

"'Supposing that Truth is a woman—what then ? ... Certainly she has
never allowed herself to be won ... But to speak seriously, there are good
grounds for hoping that all dogmatising in philosophy ... may have been
only a noble puerilism and tyronism; — and probably the time is at hand
when it will be once and again understood what has actually sufficed for
the basis of such imposing and absolute philosophical edifices as the dogma-
tists have hitherto reared : ... perhaps some play upon words, a deception
on the part of grammar, or an audacious generalisation of very restricted,
very personal, very human-all-too-human facts ...

Having kept a sharp eye on philosophers, and having read between

their lines long enough, | now say to myself that the greater part of con-
scious thinking must be counted amongst the instinctive functions, and it is
so even in the case of philosophical thinking : ... As little as the act of birth

comes into consideration in the whole process and procedure of heredity,
just as little is "being-conscious" opposed to the instinctive in any decisive
sense; the greater part of the conscious thinking of a philosopher is secretly
influenced by his instincts, and forced into definite channels. And behind
all logic and its seeming sovereignty of movement, there are valuations, or
to spesk more plainly, physiological demands, for the maintenance of a de-
finite mode of life ...

It has gradually become clear to me what every great philosophy up
till now has consisted of — namely, the confession of its originator, and a
species of involuntary and unconscious auto-biography; and moreover that
the moral (or immoral) purpose in every philosophy has constituted the true
vital germ out of which the entire plant has always grown ...

In the philosopher ... there is absolutely nothing impersonal; and above
all, his morality furnishes a decided and decisive testimony as to who he is,—
that is to say, in what order the deepest impulses of his nature stand to each
other." — Nietzsche.

“And so a rich store of ideas is formed, born of the need to make to-
lerable the helplessness of man, and built out of the material offered by
memories of the helplessness of his own childhood and the childhood of the
human race." — Freud.



N. B. In order to distract the reader's eye as little
as possble, footnotes merely containing references are
indicated by numerals, while those containing comment are

distinguished by an agerisk or other sign.



CHAPTERI.

Introduction

Psycho-analysis has been applied with striking success
to the understanding of dreams, myths, folk-lore, biography,
literature, art, and so on—all of them spheres where deep
feeling, refined or crude, is given play. It would not be sur-
prising if philosophy, too, contained emotional depths not
hitherto suspected; and this| have tried to show in the case
of Schopenhauer’.  According to the analysis of his life pro-
posed, his most intellectual principle of the Will and the Arche
type (Ide sprang endopsychically from a mental conflict
present from early childhood and served as a medium in which
the conflict could clothe itself without inflicting unendurable
distress. Apart from the validity of this, the very possibility
of such a kind of anaysis strongly points to the need to revise
our conception of philosophy, in the light of the knowledge
of the human mind that psycho-analysis now gives us. Such
reorientation forms the theme of the present book.

Philosophy is thus to be approached in the same way as
other material in the field of anthropology. But, though this
conception can be apprehended by anyone with proper know-
ledge of psycho-analysis or with the insight of a Nietzsche,
it is not developed till Part 111. First is given a brief discus-
sion of the nature of speculative philosophy, which denotes
nearly all of the subject up to the end of the last century. Since

(i) J.0. Wisdom, "The Unconscious Origin of Schopenhauer's
Philosophy", The International Journal of Psycho-Analysis, Vol. XXV 1. Nos.
| & 2, London, 1945.
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then has grown up a new approach to the subject—logical
analysis . As a body of thought, this still exists for the most
part in the pages of journals, but, because it is not the product
of one man only, there is no book giving a "system" of logical
analysis.! It is therefore necessary to expound it or its chief
forms, and Part |l contains what | hope is an adequate account
of it, though it is not exhaustive . By this means the position
of philosophy is assessed, and by this route, perhaps, the profes-
sional philosopher may be led to the hypotheses then presen-
ted in Part I'11.

Logical analysis arose about the beginning of the present
century—perhaps, so far as one can date anything of this kind,
with Professor G. E. Moore's paper entitled the "Refutation
of ldealism" published in 1903.2 In one form or another,
logical analysis has had an enormous influence upon philoso-
phical thought in most countries where philosophy is active.
Its intrinsic importance is very generally that it has so altered
the perspective of metaphysics that one finds it difficult to
imagine philosophical discussions of any cogency taking place
unless th~y take account of logical analysis, even though this
method may have grave defects; more particularly, it cons-
titutes an unparalleled attack on speculation. Those that
are familiar with logical analysis, in spite of its relative inac-
cessibility, will find nothing novel in Chapters II1-VI, except
perhaps for some of the treatment of Verification in Chapter
V. The development of logical analysis given in Chapter X
is fairly recent, and the criticisms of it put forward in Chapters
VIII and | X are | believe new. Thus the first two Parts

(1) A good deal of information can be derived from two recent
works : The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, Evanston and Chicago, 1942, and
The Philosophy of Berlrand Russell, 1944, both edited by Schilpp.

(2) G. E. Moore, Philosophical Sudies, London, 1922, Ch. |
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contain exposition and criticism rather than original matter.
Important applications of the method, eg. in the field of per-
ception, are not dealt with, since they do not bear upon the
main theme of the book; the aim is to throw into sharp relief
the position in which metaphysics finds itself as a result of
logical analysis. Whether the method has such a devastating
effect as would at first appear is debatable; and it throws no
light on the meaning of metaphysics—for a certain meaning
remains even if the logico-analytical attack is successful.

The need to view speculation from the standpoint of dyna-
mic psychology can thus be seen to arise from the present
position in philosophy, even if it did not arise from actual
psychological study of metaphysics. To such empirical study
Part | 1| constitutes the theoretical counterpart; it is a hypo-
thesis that may give a meaning to speculative philosophy,
even though the meaning hitherto claimed be denied existence
by logical analysis.






Part |

Speculative Philosophy






CHAPTERII.

The Nature of Speculative Philosophy.

A Dbrief discussion of speculative philosophy*— which
will sometimes be described simply as speculation or meta-
physics— is required for the following ressons— (i) In the
current atmosphere — broadly speaking critical — specula
tive thought, although it has existed in fresn forms all through
the ages, is now seldom pursued from its own standpoint; at-
tempts are made to treat it as if it conformed to the realistic
trend of twentieth-century thought; and its nature is there-
fore often inadequately interpreted. Many critical philoso-
phers of the present day devote no more than a passing thought
to it. (2) Speculative thought, as it has developed in Great
Britain during the last century, has been largely filtered by
interpreters : thus it very often loses the virility of its original
forms. (3) Philosophy often gives the impression of being
a different subject at each seat of learning; and with no agree-
ment not only about what philosophy has proved but even
about its nature, it is not surprising that it assumes a different
colouring in the hands of each professor. (4) Speculation
is sometimes referred to as the deductive study of God and

(*) Speculation in the realm of philosophy must be distinguished
form speculation in science. Newton's theory of gravitation, for example,
was at one stage a far-reaching and daring speculation; but it was methodo-
logical in nature, i.e. part of a process of discovery that ends in verification.
In a word, it was what is known as a scientific hypothesis. Speculative
philosophy, however, has no connexion with experiential verification.
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the Soul, a description that is unduly narrow. An attempt
will therefore be made to state some its main features.

The Problem of Speculation.

Philosophy has sought for knowledge about three great
questions : (i) The Existence of God — or, since this theme
as discussed by the great philosophers had little if any relation
with the God of religious worship, but was an intellectual
construct, it is better to use the philosophic concept of The
Absolute;  (2) The Immortality of the Soul, supposed to be
centred in but separable from the body — the same ground
is more or less covered by the Mind-Body problem; and
(3) The Freedom of the Will.

Information in these spheres has been the goal, but this
is not to be gathered at once from a study of the classical works.
Much of the discussion is devoted to logical questions, which
must be answered as a preliminary to investigating the chief
aims. These questions, which are intended to lead to the
desired goal, include those of the mind-body relation, the
nature of categories, the thing-in-itself, analytic and synthetic
propositions, internal and external relations, substance and
accidents, matter, primary and secondary qualities, thing
and its presentation, cause and effect, appearance and reality,
the nature of truth, the one and the many, and so on. Discus-
sions of these are usually so complex that they easily seem to
be ends in themselves and their bearing on the three main
goals may not be fully appreciated. Thus most of the great
philosophical works have to do with matters that seem, if
their real purpose is missed, to be of little importance.

The Field of Speculation
On account of the way in which philosophy has developed
in the last century, changing from Idealism to Realism, most



of these problems have till lately been overshadowed by the
great controversy between these two ways of thinking. This
is partly because Realism has concentrated mostly on the pro-
blem of sense-perception, but the same attitudes dominate
all other problems too. Itisworth examining this controversy,
because by so doing we shall be able to distinguish a new kind
of philosophy from which the past differs very markedly.

This controversy — of which we now hear little — would
seem to be a shallow one, for it effects a division in the wrong
place; it is to be replaced by a division into Metaphysics and
Epiphilosophy* (the meaning of this convenient word will
become clear). None the less the older issue does involve
questions of importance, which should not be neglected. Let
us therefore see what the two controversies contain and in what
way they are related.

We might begin by supposing that there are no Realists,
because the term has fallen out of use, and because that school
of thought, for example, which derives from Cambridge, is
neither called a school of Realists by others nor by its own
members; and no other school can claim the title so justly
as the "Cambridge School”. Nevertheless its members are
Realists. There are, perhaps, two reasons why the title has
sunk into abeyance : (a) there is no rival, Idealism showing
but few signs of life; (b) philosophic activity does not focus
on a realist metaphysic but on the logical analysis of (chiefly)
common sense beliefs. In spite of these things, however,
the Cambridge School may be taken to be realist; and Realism

(*) This division or something very near it, was first made by
Professor Broad (Scientific Thought, London, 1923, Introduction), though he
referred not to Epiphilosophy, but to Critical Philosophy. My view of
speculation will appear somewhat different from his.



12

may therefore be defined largely through the features of this
school.

The most obvious feature of Realism, one that is usually
associated with it, may be summarised for convenience as
a Principle of Persistence, which is that physical objects, such
as tables and chairs, do not depend for their existence on being
perceived or experienced — the well known mind-independ-
ence property. This principle does not, however, serve as
a satisfactory distinguishing mark of Realism, because —
though it formed the hunting ground of philosophers thirty
years ago — few, if any, dispute it now; and secondly ldealism
could take up either stand with regard to it. It was false only
for traditional Berkeleism* but for other philosophy, least
of all Ontological Idealism. Accordingly this principle fails
to distinguish between Realism and ldealism.

A Dbroad feature of some Realism lies in an insistence on
verification, i. e. verification in a broad sense in terms of objects
of perception. In an age in which the scientific outlook has
grown more prominent, the general temper is likely to be
shot through with a sceptical attitude towards the unverifiable.
There is a tendency to regard the unverifiable, however inte-
resting it may be, as ineffectual; however true or interesting
it may be, it cannot command attention unless it makes some
difference to something . That Realism of this kind contains
this scientific or pragmatic element, few will deny; but it will
not be so readily admitted that this is its main feature. All
this, however, requires more explicit examination.

(*) Two distinct philosophies can be taken out of Berkeley's work,
which it is convenient to distinguish but which it is sometimes convenient
to call Berkeleism.

By the traditional Berkeley | merely mean that interpretation of
Berkeley's philosophy according to which things depend upon the human
mind, whereas Berkeley himself makes them depend on God.



13

Any verifiable statement is one which can be, in principle,
more or less completely demonstrated or falsified, that is to
say, we could easily think of situations which would tend to
support or refute the statement. The following statements
are confirmable or refutable : "The earthisround" (true);
"Two and two make five" (false). The following are un-
verifiable : "The Soul is a simple substance"; "Physical objects
are, in the Lockean sense, substances'; "Universals are
subsistent entities, with being on their own account”.

Not all realist philosophies, however, conform to this prin-
ciple; indeed it is probable that very few of them do. What
I would suggest is that it expresses the "spirit" of realist phil-
osophies, is something which they aimed at becoming : it
might be called an ideal type, to which instances of Realism
conformed more or less inadequately; or, to use an old ex-
pression, it might be thought of as a final cause. Epiphilo-
sophy would then be Realism in its last form.

To see that this is a fair interpretation, we require to state
the conception of verifiability of this broad kind rather more
precisely. This might be done by means of what may be
described as the Berkeley-Russell view of acquaintance, de-
fined as follows : The universe contains either entities with
which we are directly acquainted through the senses, or en-
tities that can be defined in terms of these. It is tempting
to use this principle because it has pervaded Cambridge phil-
osophy for many years; but it is too stringent.  Since it ex-
presses all things in terms of sense-data, the ultimate object
(according to this principle) with which we can be directl®
acquainted, it would fail to cover certain forms of epiphilo-
sophy that do not regard sense-data as the ultimate consti-
tuents of the physical world. It will be safer therefore, and
more satisfactory for the purpose of defining speculation, to
have recourse to a broader principle, which we may call the
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Principle of Empiricism or Principle of Sense-experience
The universe contains either entities that we can perceive by the senses
or entities that can be defined in terms of these.

In accordance with this principle, the First Sea Lord,
for example, would not be an entity that could be perceived
by the senses; but it could be defined in terms of such, for
it means that there exists one admiral that has a superior rank
to all other admirals, and if necessary admirals and ranking
can be defined in terms of recognition, commanding, and
order-papers.

If now we regard this principle as characteristic of Epi-
philosophy, we observe that it is realist in virtue of its first
part; hence some forms of Realism may satisfy the first part
but not the second, and so must be classed not as critical but
as speculative. Locke will occur to us as an example of a
speculative realist (on account of his unknowable substratum);
Meinong and the New Realists among more modern think-
ers also fail to satisfy the second part of the principle (for
them, all thoughts, images, universals, and erroneous percep-
tions were "subsistent”, "eternal", and independent of being
thought of or experienced at all, so that instead of being
defined in terms of objects of perception these were given
a speculative status). The New Realists included, as well
as the American group, Mr. Bertrand Russell and Professor
Moore in their early days.

What is overlooked in this philosophy is that images,
thoughts, erroneous perceptions, and so on, are not in fact
objects of perception in the same way as tables and chairs.
To suppose they are is to fit the philosophy into Realism,
while to realise they are not is to see that the philosophy does
not conform to the type defined — it is unverifiable. Again
we might put the matter like this : that the principle that all
entities were objects of perception (so that none were left over
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to be defined in terms of objects of perception) was not itself
an object of perception, being unverifiable, but was on the
contrary a transcendent principle. It is this observation
— that this principle was not definable in terms of objects
of perception — that now suggests classing such philosophers
as speculative, even though they were realist : they were not
realist in the ordinary English, non-philosophic sense, of not
going beyond what is the case, what is verifiable, or what is
perceivable through the senses.

The New Realists, then, deny the principle of empiricism
and they do this by maintaining an unverifiable principle;
that all entities are objects of perception. But the principle
of empiricism can be denied in another way, and that is the
way of speculative philosophy. Let us compare the two ways.
The New Realists effect their aim by means of the Principle
of Persistence, which they extend to cover images, thoughts,
erroneous perceptions, and so on. Clearly when all entities
become "subsistent”, "eternal", or, as it were, "crystallised55,
they become objects of perception. Since, however, this
principle does not serve as a satisfactory distinguishing mark
of Epiphilosophy, we must appeal to the principle of empi-
ricism. Now this principle draws the line in a wholly different
place, and, in its mature form, rules out many forms of Rea-
lism : it rejects them for the same reason as it rejects ldea-
lism — because they embody what is unverifiable. Let us
make the reasons for these rejections quite clear. The New
Realists come in conflict with the empiricism-principle; but
not because they wish to, for they try to save it by adding
to it the persistence-principle : they are Realists in spirit though
not in fact. Idealists, on the other hand, freely and openly
oppose the empiricism-principle. In both cases this prin-
ciple leads to the rejection of their views.
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It becomes easy to see now why the realist-idealist contro-
versy is ashallow one. The most important feature of pre-
sent-day Realism is that everything is verifiable or definable
in terms of some set of experiences. Now if this rules out
certain schools of Realism, this feature obviously cuts across
the realist-idealist distinction. We must therefore draw a
dividing line in a new place, and according to a new basis
of division, thus distinguishing between Metaphysics and
Epiphilosophy defined by the Principle of Empiricism.

In opposition to this principle, Speculative Philosophy
asserts that some entities and principles exist that cannot be
defined in terms of objects of perception : this assertion may
be called a Principle of Transcendencee Thus a philosophy
is speculative if it embraces any principles of transcendence;
and almost every form of ldealism (all except traditional
Berkeleism) was speculative. To sum up : Epiphilosophy is

Diagrams of the old division

IDEALISTS : REALISTS :
NEW REALISTS
AND
PHENOMENALISTS.*

TRADITIONAL BERKELEY
AND OTHERS.

And diagrams of the new division :

SPECULATIVE EPIPHILOSOPHERS :
PHILOSOPHERS TRADITIONAL BERKELEY
IDEALISTS ( EXCEPT
TRADITIONAL BERKELEY) AND
AND NEW REALISTS. PHENOMENAL1STS.

(*) The later form of empiricism at Cambridge is often described as
Phenomenalism.
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defined by the Principle of Empiricism and Speculative Philosophy
by the Principle of Transcendence.

Now this definition, which is effected by means of the
conception of transcendence, and explicated in the statement
that entities or principles exist beyond what is verifiable, be-
yond what is definable by sense-experiences, is a negative
one; and the negative definition, which has often been viewed
with disfavour may will be regarded as unsatisfactory here.

We are confronted with the indefinability of Speculative
Philosophy; for every term we use in an attempted defini-
tion is itself speculative or goes outside the realm of things
with which we are familiar in any science. It is no use to
define speculation by transcendence, or by saying that it is
the science of the Ultimate Truth, the Truth behind the given,
a rethinking of experience, or the like : each definition offered
is as indefinable as speculation itself and as much an enigma.

The reason for this may be that the special sciences have
their special objects of study — objects with which the ex-
perience of each man renders him more or less familiar. But
speculative philosophy has no such object : not only have
we to find out how it works, as we might seek to do in the
case of biology or physics, but we have to find out what it
works at.

As the object of biology is life and of physics is matter,
so the concern of speculation is with Thought. But what
is thought ? We are often reminded by speculative philo-
sophers to remember that it is not to be confused with psycho-
logical thought, with thoughts that may occur to any one,
or with thought-processes. It is on the contrary rational thought.
The principles of rational thought must not, however, have
the barren character of the laws of formal logic; they must
be synthetic. This power to create, to weave, has ever cha-
racterised thought as conceived by the great speculative
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philosophers ; but it is not a plaything of the imagination, for
it must synthesise according to a rational criterion. Specula-
tive philosophy consists to a large extent of unfolding concep-
tions such as this; and the content unfolded, in its last analysis,
constitutes Ultimate Truth. Now it is to be observed that
speculation creates its own object, by the synthetic nature of
thought itself; it spins its own web of concepts. The def-
inition of speculation is to be sought, therefore, rather
at the end than at the outset.

We are driven, then, to the disappointing conclusion
that speculation or thought in general is indefinable and
unexplainable. Indeed there is nothing new in this, for
it was evident in the attitude of all the speculative philoso-
phers : that is to say, in their view we have no right to de-
mand such definition, in order tojustify the notion of Thought;
for this they regard as a prerequisite of philosophising at all.

These few remarks may serve to show how hopeless it
is to try to grasp speculative philosophy without a deep study
of it. The attitude of a speculator towards it might be des
cribed as follows. It is something that requires depth of
search before its essence can be found. Being indefinable,
it is something that must be grasped. No instructor can pass
a conception to one that does not already have it; he can but
arouse insight. Mere telling will not convey the notion of
speculation, and the study of it can be pursued only by those
that grasp the notion. There is required a certain speculative
power, and without this corresponding speculative side to the
mind, this kind of thinking must ever belong to another world.
With this we may agree, provided we replace speculative power
by psychological insight.

Speculative Objects of Study and Method.
The attempt at definition is abortive because it aims at



19

describing the transcendent in terms of what is familiar; we
must therefore be content to consider the transcendent in its
own right.

Speculation studies not natural but transcendent objects,
their properties, and the relations between them, and its task
is to establish the existence -— transcendent existence —
of these. What, then, is the method used ?

The method is a priori or transcendental reasoning. Natural
reasoning may be divided into scientific and deductive, but
speculation certainly does not use the former. Deduction
is sometimes used, but is subsidiary. The belief is commonly
held not only by critical philosophers but also by speculators
that deduction is primary. This is perhaps due to a geomet-
rical analogy and thus founded on the belief that philosophy
is based on self-evident truths — axioms, in the old sense —
from which deductive conclusions are derived. Geometry
is, however, no longer regarded in this light by mathemati-
cians, since they do not attach any meaning to "self-evident
truth"; philosophers have defined it as an intuition but have
had no success in attaching any clear meaning to this. More-
over, most of the reasoning that they have applied to any
supposed axioms or intuitions has been transcendental in cha-
racter. The structure of such reasoning appears to be this :
a contradiction is observed or some puzzling circumstance,
which can be resolved by positing a certain transcendent entity;
this entity is then transcendentally established as the explana-
tion of the contradiction or puzzle. Kant and Fichte used
this mode of argument throughout; Leibniz used it to prove
the Pre-Established Harmony. It does not seem to have
struck these thinkers that a transcendent entity provides no
explanation and that its real nature — its cash-value —is
this : of a certain problem no natural solution has been found,
and hence a non-natural explanation, of which we can
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understand nothing, must exist. Their general procedure has
been to use metaphor and rough analogies to convey by rhetoric
an idea of a transcendent concept, and then to set up elabo-
rate transcendent superstructures designed to support it; discus-
sion consisted of arguments for and against the truth of a con-
cept rather than of trying to state what the concept meant.
By proceeding in this way, one transcendent entity would
lead transcendentally to another, and thus a hierarchy would
be created, the chief member of which was the Absolute, or
Ultimate Explanation of the Universe. Absolute Truth
was attained if the hierarchy led to a self-explanatory con-
cept; this was sometimes given the support of the proposition
that the hierarchy was "circular" or led back to its starting-
point, so as to be self-consistent, making Truth a body of
mutually supporting concepts. The self-explanatory concept
was the Absolute, the transcendentally rational. All this
is the activity of transcendental thought, whose synthesising
power or activity is conceived to be to lead us to the discovery
of Truth, which consists in distinctions, at first regarded as
absolute, and then seen to be relative and merely aspects of
some organic whole : transcendental thought analyses wholes into
disconnected parts and then sets itself the problem of over-riding its
own digtinctions. This is what, from Plato to Hegel, has been
known as the Problem of the One and the Many; but its
principal form is that of Dualism, whose importance as a cen-
tral conception in speculation cannot be overestimated.

It is areaction to this mode of thinking that modern logico-
analytical philosophy has arisen, and it is these conceptions
that it has been concerned to attack.

I have introduced the word "Epiphilosophy" fol the gen-
eral philosophical position of which logical analysis is the
chief form, because it designates the denial of what is "inner",
of what cannot be defined in terms of sense-experience. But,
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if the thesis of this book is correct, certain conceptions, which
according to logical analysis cannot be related to sense can
in fact be so related; accordingly "Epiphilosophy" is not
simply a name for Modern Empiricism, but a name for any
kind of empiricism that has too narrow a framework.






Part 1.

Logical Analysis

"Words, words, words." — Shakespeare

"For an answer which cannot be expressed the question
too cannot be expressed.

The riddle does not exist.

If a question can be put at all, then it can adso be ans
wered." — Ludwig Wittgenstein.






CHAPTERIII.

The Concept of Definition

"Usque adeo necesse et ut vel summi viri, quarndiu abstractionibus
indulgent, voces nulla certa significatione, praeditas, et meras, scholasticorum
umbras sectentur.” — Berkeley.

"1t seems to me very curious that language ... should have grown up
just as if it were expressy designed to mislead philosophers; and | do not
know why it should have. Yet it seems to me there is no doubt that in ever
so many instances it has" —- G. R. Moore.

The contrast between speculative philosophy and lo-
gical analysis is as great a contrast as can be imagined. No
development in the history of philosophy was so drastic as
the change-over from speculation to analysis. Philosophers
wrangled over the best way to speculate, but they tacitly
agreed that to speculate was to philosophise and to philosophise
was to speculate. We must, then, try to imagine in some
degree the magnitude of the total change involved in asking
instead what did speculative propositions mean. Mr. Bertrand
Russell and Professor G. E. Moore brought about this change.

The stimuli were twofold : the unsatisfactory paradoxes
in mathematics* and the far-fetched ldealism at the close of
the last century — mainly the latter. The stimuli will not
be considered here for two reasons : the mathematical ap-
proach to the new philosophy was indirect; and the opposi-
tion to Absolutism would probably strike a speculative think-
er as displaying little appreciation of what Idealists had in

(*) Mathematics hes started many a philosopher on his way.
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mind, so that we can scarcely look on Absolutism in itself as the
stimulus to analysis. Thus the Russell-Moore development
seems to have included the highly doubtful assumption that
Absolutism was intended to present certain common-sense
facts about the external world.* This assumption, however,
even if present, is of but small moment to the logical analyst;
for what matters is firstly that the new approach struck the
keynote of common sense and accurate logic, secondly that
there arose a systematic method that seemed to promise a
clear solution of philosophic problems, and thirdly any mis-
interpretation there may have been did not concern the very
general features of speculation.

Logical analysis has to do with the meanings of words :
it aims at discovering how words are used, the goal being
to clarify thought. Language is held to be in an unsuspect-
ed way misleading, because of (i) ambiguity and (ii) the
ways in which words can be arranged in sentences. The
distress, to which Professor Moore gives vent as quoted at
the beginning of the chapter, is due in part to the richness
in ambiguity of our language; but that is not all he means,
and the other way in which language misleads philosophers
will largely occupy our attention in this and the next chap-
ters, for itsremoval is more important for logical analysis than
the removal of ambiguities. It is important to stress this
second feature not only because its discovery has become re-
cognised as a Russell-Moore addition to the history of phi-
losophy, but because it acquits the logico-analysts from the

(*) Cf. eg. G.E. Moore, Philosophical Sudies, London, 1922, "The
Conception of Reality", in which he regards Bradley's propositions Time is
unreal and Time exists as incompatible. Bradley's view, one would suggest,
would probably be that these two propositions had very little connexion
with one another.
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charge of merely repeating the word-discussions of, say, Locke
or the Scholastics; for if the logico-analy tic philosophers had
merely called attention to the ambiguity of words — a thing
noticed by most thinkers — they could scarcely merit respect
for originality. Thus though the meanings of words presents
in a way the same problems as it always has done, namely,
definition, yet the notion of definition has undergone an important
change. Logical analysis appears trivial to the speculative
philosopher when told it deals with definition, for he knows
what definition is; but he may not know what the consequen-
ces are of the logico-analytic view of definition.

Certain kinds of word-discussions are unquestionably
trivial. Thus if two people use different terminologies, both
being quite precise, a discussion of the relations to each other
of the two terminologies is not a matter of philosophic signi-
ficance : thus it does not matter from this point of view whe-
ther you read in Arabic or in English. Philosophic discus-
sion about the meanings of words is of quite a different char-
acter; it may or may not ultimately prove important, but
it is of importance to speculative philosophers, and the only
way to be convinced of this is to follow some analysis carried
out — to see the method working.

The justification of their attitude attempted sometimes
by those that are unsympathetic to word-discussion is to saﬁ/
that language cannot do justice to thought. This seems to
be a psychological rationalisation of a prejudice. To this
attitude one might reply "Whereof one cannot speak, one
must be silent." ' If the speculators found language inade-
quate for expressing their thoughts, how did they manage to
express them ?  Mr. Ayer seems to have entertained the same

(') Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-philosophicus, London,
1922, 7.
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idea when he quoted' Dr. Johnson's remark about Jacob
Boehme : " | f Jacob saw the unutterable, Jacob should not
have attempted to utter it." Certainly if philosophical thought
is intended to be rational it should be capable of verbal expres-
sion; it is only to experiences that language cannot do justice.

The logical analyst, on the other hand, not only refrains
from trying to discuss what transcends the discussable but
emphasises the importance of finding out how words are used,
not to refer to the unutterable, but to express ordinary com-
mon sense propositions.  The question is not, how ought people,
especially philosophers, to use language; but, how do people
commonly use language — what are the common meanings,
which everybody must recognise, of certain words ? This
point may be brought out by reference to the "Pickwickian
Senses’ of words. Professor Moore adopted the phrase from
a striking passage in Pickwick Papers, and introduced it into
philosophy to denote senses of words, sometimes used by phil-
osophers, which they never bore in ordinary language. Mr.
Pickwick was addressing the Pickwick Club and his remarks
were received with unstinted approbation. He continued :

Let them look abroad and contemplate the scenes which were enacting
around them. Stage coaches were upsetting in all directions, horses were
bolting, boats were overturning, and boilers were bursting, (Cheers — a
TOice"No."). No. (Cheers.) Let that honourable Pickwickian who cried
"No" so loudly come forward and deny it, if he could. (Cheers.) Who was
it that cried "No" ? (Enthusiastic cheering). Was it some vain and disap-
pointed man — who, jealous of the praise which had been — perhaps
undeservedly — bestowed on his (Mr. Pickwick's) researches, and smarting
under the censure which had been heaped upon his own feeble attempts at
rivalry now took this vile and calumnious mode of —

Mr. BLOTTON (of Aldgate) rose to order. Did the honourable

Pickwickian allude to him ? (Cries of "Order", "Chair", "Yes", "No",
"Go", "Go on", "Leave off", etc.)

(i) A.J. Ayer, "The Genesis of Metaphysics', Analyss, Vol. I.
Oxford, 1933-4, P- 57-
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Mr. PICKWICK would not put up to be put down by clamour. He
had alluded to the honourable gentleman. (Great excitement).

Mr. BLOTTON would only say then, that he repelled the hon. gent's
fase and scurrilous accusation, with profound contempt. (Great cheering.).
The hon. gent, was ahumbug, (Immense confusion, and loud cries of "Chair",
and "Order".)

Mr. A. SNODGRASS rose to order. He threw himself upon the
chair. (Hear.) He wished to know whether this disgracefull contest between
two members of that club should be allowed to continue. (Hear, hear.)

The CHAIRMAN was quite sure the hon. Pickwickian would with-
draw the expression he had just made use of.

Mr. BLOTTON, with all possible respect for the chair, was quite sure
he would not.

The CHAIRMAN felt it his imperative duty to demand of the
honourable gentleman, whether he had used the expression which had just
escaped him in a common sense.

Mr. BLOTTON had no hesitation in saying that he had not — he
had used the word in its Pickwickian sense. (Hear, hear.) He was bound
to acknowedge that; personally, he entertained the highest regard and esteem
for the honourable gentleman; he had merely considered him a humbug in
a Pickwickian point of view. (Hear, hear).

Mr. PICKWICK felt much gratified or by the fair, candid, and full
explanation of his honourable friend. He begged it to be at once understood,
that his own observations had been merely intended to bear a Pickwickian
construction.  (Cheers)*.

This passage may bring out the point if that, philosophers
use words in Pickwickian senses, these can be understood only
if they can be translated into ordinary language. With this
we may turn to the question of definition.

In the first place we are neither defining concepts nor terms.*
Philosophers in the past defined either; but not, | believe,

(1) Charles Dickens, Pickwick Papers, chapter I.

(*) Itisextremely difficult to discover what a term is, as the word
"term" was historically used. Professor Moore used it as synonymous with
"word" in earlier writings, but this is certainly not what used to be meant
by "a term".
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because they meant to define words, or because what they
did was equivalent to defining words. It will suffice to say
that what philosophers now define are words, but that what
they used to define concerned not words but something else.
The current usage of the word "definition" is extremely simple :
to define a word is to give its meaning, and to give its meaning
is to say how it is used in ordinary language. This may be
summed up by the vaguer phraseology : a definition is the
statement of the meaning of a word*. Thus "A triangle
is a three-sided figure" may be translated by "The word
‘triangle’ means a three-sided figure".

The word "definition" may be used either for the whole
statement or for the defining phrase "a three-sided figure".
This definition tells us how the word "triangle" is used.

There are similar processes for phrases and statements,
but with the latter it is not in keeping with our usage of lan-
guage to talk of defining. Instead we talk of analysing. It
turns out that the definition of words is only a particular form
of the analysis of statements.** The importance of this more

_ (*) Meaning in this sene has some connexion with connotation; but
this word has been used by logicians in so many different ways that | shall
follow the general practise of the logical-analysts and avoid the word al-
together.  For example, some logicians would have said that the connotation
of water was H20; but though the property H20 marks off water unam-
biguously from other substances, it certainly is not the meaning of "water",
for we knew what "water" meant before we knew any chemistry. If we
insist that physics has a special language of its own, then in terms of that
language we can say that water in the ordinary sense has an H2O structure :
thus if we say that water is H20, we are adopting into the language of
science the word "water", spelt and pronounced as it is in ordinary speech,
but which is merely a synomym for "H20".

(**) I will talk of statements and the analysis of statements. This is not

universal among English logical analysts, though it appears to be the practice
of the Vienna Circle. English usage is to distinguish between a sentence and
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general form lies in its relevance to the second misleading
character of language referred to above. In view of this
general form of analysis, which is far from trivial, it is neces
sary to dwell as a necessary preliminary on the somewhat triv-
ial particular case of word-definition.

There are several kinds of definition. First there is the
kind used above for illustration. Definitions of this kind are
conventional, not in the sense that the community assembled
in conclave and agreed to use words in a certain way — though
this wild view is actually implied by some writers—but in
the sense that the community agrees in using words in the
ways in which they are fact used. People agree in using
"triangle"” to mean a three - sided figure; people agree in
using "brother" so that "A is brother of B" means the same
as "A is male and has a parent in common with B".

There are aso arbitrary definitions of technical words,
i.e. of new words, and of old words in new senses. Such de-
finitions may become conventional through usage.

Again, there is a totally different kind of definition, which

what it assert namely, a proposition. Thus you utter or write a sentence but
assert a proposition; you trandate a sentence but you analyse a proposition.
There is no doubt that confusion results if we fail to distinguish the two; but
in certain contexts the distinction renders discussion very cumbersome.
Where no confusion is likely to occur, therefore, | adopt the word "statement",
because you can not only utter or write a statement but you can assert it,
and you can both translate a statement and analyse it. That is no reason,
then, why we should not use these words with "systematic ambiguity" of
statements in the sense either of sentences or propositions. That is to say
in "Analysing a statement" and "Analysing a proposition,” the word
"Analysing" has different senses and is accordingly ambiguous. But it is
systematically ambiguous because used in connexion with things (i.e. sentences
and propositions) of different "logical types'.



32

does not give the meaning of a word, though it does tell how
aword isused . Thus if | say that an apple is the same sort
of thing as an orange, a lemon, and a grapefruit, | am stating
something about the way the word "apple" is used, so that
for instance you would not think of constructing a sentence
like "I wrote a letter on the apple”; thus |I am stating the
kind of thing an apple is. Now a statement of this form may
be called "extensive definition", for though it does not give
a meaning it tells us about an important class to which the
thing in question belongs and hence sets limits to the things
of which the word in question may be used. We can aso
have Aristotelian definitions per genus et differentiam which exp-
lain how a word is used (though it is possible for definition
to be of this kind and aso conventional). If we define "man"
as a featherless biped we are marking off clearly the set of things
that can be called "men", but we are not giving the meaning
of "man”. Some definitions per genus et differentiam are not
only of this kind but aso give meaning. Perhaps "A man
is an animal which is rational” is one. The featherless biped
type of definition may be called "a sufficient description”.

Now these definitions, which do not give meanings, are
important in practice because in the majority of cases it is
impossible to state conventional definitions. The latter are
the ideal, but precision of discussion is sufficiently ensured
by extensive definitions and sufficient descriptions.

For completeness, reference should be made to the so-
‘called "ostensive definition", which is used for the situation
in which a colour-word, for example, is explained by pointing
to a colour denoted by it.

Perhaps the most important question that can arise in
connexion with definition is what it is likely to do. One ob-
vious merit is its power to make arguments precise. Nothing
of the sort has ever before in the history of philosophy been
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attempted on such a scale. The method of analysis may be
regarded as an effort to establish a philosophical vocabulary
which shall have the characteristics of a good symbolism—no
ambiguities and no redundance. In the past philosophers
occasionally drew attention to variations in the usage of cer-
tain words; but they were invariably words of a special sort
beloved of philosophers, such as "idea". But until Professor
Moore produced his version of analysis it was not realised
that almost all, if not quite all, words were not only ambiguous
but inordinately so. He has found that most words of com-
mon usage have a great many different usages and therefore
a great many different meanings. Until attention is drawn
to the fact, it seems incredible that a word should have mean-
ings running into double figures. Obviously before this
was noticed it was more difficult to maintain precision in argu-
ment — is it any wonder that philosophers both differed and
did not know what they disagreed about ?

But it is essential to bear in mind that the curing of am-
biguity is not held by its practitioners to be the most important
function of logical analysis. Extensive definitions and suf-
ficient descriptions are all that need be used in pointing out
ambiguites or even in constructing valid arguments. Clearly
the stress which the logical analyst places on conventional
definition or material analysis points to a still more impor-
tant business of analysis than that of tidying up.

This more positive function — if that of tidying up be
negative — may be framed in the form of a principle if we
wish. It may be expressed by saying that there are no sen-
s of words other than those which they customarily have;
or that there is no special philosophical vocabulary without
an equivalent in ordinary language*; or that there are priv-

(') It might be said that Professor Moore aims at building up a
philosophical vocabulary; but if so, his words would each be definable in
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ileged senses of words.  Whichever way we like to frame the
principle, it derives from the notion of definition as a statement
of meaning. Now the only meanings a word can have are
all the meanings that it can have compatible with its usage
in ordinary language. Examples of these senses in use can
always be found — for a sense for which there was no usage
would not be a sense. Hence definitions of one sort or another
can always be set up, and beyond these senses there are none.
There are, therefore, no meanings of words withs pecial phil-
osophic import which are irreducible to common meanings
(i.,e. which are indefinable in terms of common meanings)
— no speculative philosophic terminology privileged to express
Ultimate Truth to which ordinary language "cannot do jus-
tice". Behaving in opposition to this principle constitutes
misuse of language*. And the doctrine of definition and analy-
ds may be thought of as a principle of the Use of Language.

This principle differently put becomes the doctrine of Non-
Sense or part of it; for, if there are no meanings beyond those
that can be found in a language in use, then the use of a word
in a supposed sense other than one of these, some special or
privileged philosophical sense, is out of the question : there
is no such sense, and the statement containing the word is
NonSense. Doubtless you are at liberty to define arbitrarily
a new sense for an old word; but you must, if you require such
an extra meaning, define the word. Either the word has to

"terms of the speech we all know — there is no philosophical vocabulary to
which common language will not do justice.

Perhaps a remark ought to be made by way of explanation. Clearly
ordinary language is not so good as this proposed philosophic vocabulary
would be; but only because it is cumbersome, and not because it would fall
in principle to express the same meanings.

(*) Clearly not bad grammar — we might say bad logical grammar,
however.
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have a meaning belonging to it in our language or the word
has to be defined. Speculative philosophers, we note, did
not use words with known meanings and did not define them
thus arbitrarily, and so their statements make no sense, i. e
are NonSense. For there are but three alternatives — a
word has a common meaning, has an arbitrarily defined mean-
ing in terms of common meanings, or has no meaning. |
write the word "NonSense" with two capitals to show that
it is a technical word signifying Lacking meaning; otherwise
it might be understood to mean merely silly. It is, however,
becoming more customary to use the word "Non-significant".






CHAPTER V.

Criteria of Meaning.

The framework of analysis now becomes widened : the
analysis of concepts, which is equivalent to the definition of
words, is replaced by the analysis of propositions, which is
equivalent to the trandation of statements. There is a counter-
part of conventional definition, which has been called "ma-
terial analysis." We may say, for example, that the defini-
tion of the relation "brother of" is the quality male and the
relation having a common parent with; or we may say that the
material analysis of the statement "A is the brother of B" is
given by "A is male and has a parent in common with B".
Thus far, there is no essential difference between the two ways
of putting the matter.

Material analysis may be regarded as a generalised form
of conventional definition : that is to say, instead of giving
a definition of the form "The word 'W means so and so",
we are to take a statement embodying the word "W" and say
that it means the same as a certain statement embracing the
features that defined "W". Thus in the example offered
above, the statement "A is brother of B" is considered instead
of the words "brother of", and instead of the defining properties
male and having a common parent with attention is given to a
certain statement embracing these, namely, "A is male and
has a parent in common with B". Thus instead of the meaning

(1) See John Wisdom, The Aristotelian Society's Supplementary
Volume, No. XIII, London, 1934, pp. 68-9.
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of words, this change stresses the equivalence of statements. M a-
terial analysis, then, has the form : "The statement °Si' means
the same as the statement 'S2" "; and "S2" is said to be a
trandation of "S1". Thus the method of analysis becomes
a process of translating one statement by another.

The purpose of this procedure is clarification : if a given
statement is not clear, it is to be translated by an equivalent
and fuller statement, which it is hoped will be clearer. The
application to speculative philosophy is simply this : the log-
ical analyst, who does not attach any clear meaning to specu-
lative statements, tries to translate them by others that con-
tain no obscurity. The possibility of doing this constitutes
a criterion of meaning; if it cannot be done he considers that
the speculative statements are NonSense. But this conclusion
is one that he holds to be probable and not wholly proved.
This development of analysis is due to Professor Moore and
Mr. Bertrand Russell'.

Professor Moore has also provided a criterion of a very
different kind, based upon a principle of commonsense : ac-
cording to this, no philosophical statement can be true if it
contradicts commonsense perceptual statements. He has
written that certain statements are both true and known to
be true in an absolutely unqualified sense. Thus "The earth
has existed for many years past”, "Many human bodies have
lived on the earth", and "I am conscious now" are uncon-
ditionally true, i.e. their truth or falsity does not depend on
what meaning is attached to "earth", "exist", and so on. On
the contrary these statements are completely unambiguous,
and we all understand exactly what they mean. We may,

(1) G.E. Moore, Lectures as cited in Preface; B.A.W. Russell, on
the theory of descriptions, referred to below, Ch. VI.
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however, have difficulty in deciding upon the correct analyses
of their meanings — indeed satisfactory analyses would not
be claimed by logical analysts to have been as yet produced.
But this does not prevent our understanding the statements —
indeed, we can scarcely analyse them before we first under-
stand them. Of all commonsense statements, then, provi-
ded they are used with ordinary senses attached to the words,
we can say that we know what they mean but do not know
their analyses.

Broadly speaking the principle of common sense implies
that no speculative statement may be incompatible with com-
monsense statements such as "The earth has existed for many
years past”, or "Hens lay eggs', and so on;! for it is conten-
ded that thinkers have constructed systems of philosophy con-
flicting with such statements. Thus to the logical analyst
some idealists have held views that seem to deny the truth
of simple statements such as "I a