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INTRODUCTION

Ix ThE TEN YEARS that have passed since Language, Truth
and Logic was first published, I have come to see that the
questions with which it deals are not in all respects so simple as
it makes them appear; but I still believe that the point of view
which it expresses is substantially correct. Being in every sense
a young man’s book, it was written with more passion than most
philosophers allow themselves to show, at any rate in their
published work, and while this probably helped to secure it
a larger audience than it might have had otherwise, I think now
that much of its argument would have been more persuasive if
it had not been presented in so harsh a form. It would, however,
be very difficult for me to alter the tone of the book without
extensively re<writing it, and the fact that, for reasons not wholly
dependent upon its merits, it has achieved something of the
status of a text-book is, I hope, a sufficient justification for re-
printing it as it stands. At the same time, there are a number of
points that seem to me to call for some further explanation, and
I shall accordingly devote the remainder of this new introduc-
tion to commenting briefly upon them.

THE PRINCIPLE OF VERIFICATION

The principle of verification is supposed to furnish a criterion
by which it can be determined whether or not a sentence is
literally meaningful. A simple way to formulate it would be to
say that a sentence had literal meaning if and only if the propo-
sition it expressed was either analytic or empirically verifiable.
To this, however, it might be objected that unless a sentence was
literally meaningful it would not express a proposition;! for it
is commonly assumed that every proposition is either true or
false, and to say that a sentence expressed what was either true
or false would entail saying that it was literally meaningful.
Accordingly, if the principle of verification were formulated in

1Vide M. Lazerowitz, “The Principle of Verifiability,” Mind, 1937,

pp- 372-8.
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this way, it might be argued not only that it was incomplete as
a criterion of meaning, since it would not cover the case of
sentences which did not express any propositions at all, but also
that it was otiose, on the ground that the question which it was
designed to answer must already have been answered before the
principle could be applied. It will be seen that when I introduce
the principle in this book I try to avoid this difficulty by speaking
of “putative propositions’ and of the proposition which a sent-
ence ‘“‘purports to express’’; but this device is not satisfactory.
For, in the first place, the use of words like “putative” and
“purports” seems to bring in psychological considerations into
which I do not wish to enter, and secondly, in the case where the
‘‘putative proposition” is neither analytic nor empirically verifi-
able, there would, according to this way of speaking, appear to
be nothing that the sentence in question could properly be said
to express. But if a sentence expresses nothing there seems to be
a contradiction in saying that what it expresses is empirically
unverifiable; for even if the sentence is adjudged on this ground
to be meaningless, the reference to ““what it expresses’” appears
still to imply that something is expressed.

This is, however, no more than a terminological difficulty,
and there are various ways in which it might be met. One of
them would be to make the criterion of verifiability apply directly
to sentences, and so eliminate the reference to propositions alto-
gether. This would, indeed, run counter to ordinary usage, since
one would not normally say of a sentence, as opposed to a propo-
sition, that it was capable of being verified, or, for that matter,
that it was either true or false; but it might be argued that such
a departure from ordinary usage was justified, if it could be
shown to have some practical advantage. The fact is, however,
that the practical advantage seems to lie on the other side. For
while it is true.that the use of the word “proposition’ does not
enable us to say anything that we could not, in principle, say
without it, it does fulfil an important function; for it makes it
possible to express what is valid not merely for a particular sent-
ence s but for any sentence to which s is logically equivalent.
Thus, if I assert, for example, that the proposition p is entailed
by the proposition ¢ I am indeed claiming implicitly that the
English sentence s which expresses p can be validly derived
from the English sentence r which expresses ¢, but this is not
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the whole of my claim. For, if I am right, it will also follow that
any sentence, whether of the English or any other language,
that is equivalent to s can be validly derived, in the language
in question, from any sentence that is equivalent to r; and it
is this that my use of the word ‘“‘proposition” indicates. Ad-
mittedly, we could decide to use the word “‘sentence” in the way
in which we now use the word “proposition,”” but this would
not be conducive to clarity, particularly as the word ‘‘sent-
ence” is already ambiguous. Thus, in a case of repetition, it can
be said either that there are two different sentences or that the
same sentence has been formulated twice. It is in the latter sense
that I have so far been using the word, but the other usage is
equally legitimate. In either usage, a sentence which was ex-
pressed in English would be accounted a different sentence from
its French equivalent, but this would not hold good for the new
usage of the word ‘‘sentence” that we should be introducing if
we substituted ‘‘sentence’ for ‘“proposition.” For in that case
we should have to say that the English expression and its French
equivalent were different formulations of the same sentence. We
might indeed be justified in increasing the ambiguity of the word
“sentence” in this way if we thereby avoided any of the diffi-
culties that have been thought to be attached to the use of the
word “proposition”; but I do not think that this is to be
achieved by the mere substitution of one verbal token for another.
Accordingly, I conclude that this technical use of the word
“sentence,” though legitimate in itself, would be likely to pro-
mote confusion, without securing us any compensatory
advantage.

A second way of meeting our original difficulty would be to
extend the use of the word ‘“‘proposition,” so that anything that
could properly be called a sentence would be said to express
a proposition, whether or not the sentence was literally mean-
ingful. This course would have the advantage of simplicity, but
it is open to two objections. The first is that it would involve
a departure from current philosophical usage; and the second is
that it would oblige us to give up the rule that every proposition
is to be accounted either true or false. For while, if we adopted
this new usage, we should still be able to say that anything that
was either true or false was a proposition, the converse would
no longer hold good; for a proposition would be neither true nor
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false if it was expressed by a sentence which was literally meaning-
less. I do not myself think that these objections are very serious,
but they are perhaps sufficiently so to make it advisable to solve
our terminological problem in some other way.

The solution that I prefer is to introduce a new technical term;
and for this purpose I shall make use of the familiar word “state-
ment,” though I shall perhaps be using it in a slightly unfamiliar
sense. Thus I propose that any form of words that is gram-
matically significant shall be held to constitute a sentence, and
that every indicative sentence, whether it is literally meaningful
or not, shall be regarded as expressing a statement. Furthermore,
any two sentences which are mutually translatable will be said
to express the same statement. The word ‘“proposition,”” on the
other hand, will be reserved for what is expressed by sentences
which are literally meaningful. Thus, the class of propositions
becomes, in this usage, a sub-class of the class of statements, and
one way of describing the use of the principle of verification
would be to say that it provided a means of determining when
an indicative sentence expressed a proposition, or, in other words,
of distinguishing the statements that belonged to the class of
propositions from those that did not.

It should be remarked that this decision to say that sentences
express statements involves nothing more than the adoption of
a verbal convention; and the proof of this is that the quesuon,
“What do sentences express?”’ to which it provides an answer is
not a factual question. To ask of any particular sentence what it
is that it expresses may, indeed, be to put a factual question; and
one way of answering it would be to produce another sentence
which was a translation of the first. But if the general question,
“What do sentences express?” is to be interpreted factually, all
that can be said in answer is that, since it is not the case that
all sentences are equivalent, there is not any one thing that they
all express. At the same time, it is useful to have a means of re-
ferring indefinitely to ‘“‘what sentences express” in cases where
the sentences themselves are not particularly specified; and this
purpose is served by the introduction of the word “statement” as
a technical term. Accordingly, in saying that sentences express
statements, we are indicating how this technical term is to be
understood, but we are not thereby conveying any factual in-
formation in the sense in which we should be conveying factual
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informationif the question we were answering was empirical. This
may, indeed, seem a point too obvious to be worth making; but
the question, ‘“What do sentences express?” is closely analogous
to the question, ‘“What do sentences mean?’’ and, as I have tried
to show elsewhere,1 the question, “What do sentences mean?”
has been a source of confusion to philosophers because they have
mistakenly thought it to be factual. To say that indicative
sentences mean propositions is indeed legitimate, just as it is
legitimate to say that they express statements. But what we
are doing, in giving answers of this kind, is to lay down
conventional definitions; and it is important that these
conventional definitions should not be confused with state-
ments of empirical fact.

Returning now to the principle of verification, we may, for the
sake of brevity, apply it directly to statements rather than to the
sentences which express them, and we can then reformulate it by
saying that a statement is held to be literally meaningful if and
only if it is either analytic or empirically verifiable. But what is
to be understood in this context by the term ‘verifiable”? I do
indeed attempt to answer this question in the first chapter of this
book; but I have to acknowledge that my answer is not very
satisfactory.

To begin with, it will be seen that I distinguish between a
“strong” and a ‘‘weak” sense of the term ‘‘verifiable,” and that
I explain this distinction by saying that “a proposition is said to
be verifiable in the strong sense of the term, if and only if its truth
could be conclusively established in experience,” but that ‘it is
verifiable, in the weak sense, if it is possible for experience to
render it probable.” And I then give reasons for deciding that
it is only the weak sense of the term that is required by my
principle of verification. What I seem, however, to have over-
looked is that, as I represent them, these are not two genuine
alternatives.2 For I subsequently go on to argue that all em-
pirical propositions are hypotheses which are continually subject
to the test of further experience; and from this it would follow
not merely that the truth of any such proposition never was con-
clusively established but that it never could be; for however

1 In The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 92—104.
2Vide M. Lazerowitz, “Strong and Weak Verification,” Mind, 1939,
pp- 202-13. 2
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strong the evidence in its favour, there would never be a point
at which it was impossible for further experience to go against it.
But this would mean that my “‘strong’ sense of the term *‘verifi-
able” had no possible application, and in ‘that case there was no
need for me to qualify the other sense of “verifiable” as weak; for
on my own showing it was the only sense in which any proposition
could conceivably be verified.

If I do not now draw this conclusion, it is because I have come
to think that there is a class of empirical propositions of which it
is permissible to say that they can be verified conclusively. It is
characteristic of these propositions, which I have elsewhere?
called “basic propositions,” that they refer solely to the content
of a single experience, and what may be said to verify them con-
clusively is the occurrence of the experience to which they
uniquely refer. Furthermore, I should now agree with those who
say that propositions of this kind are “incorrigible,” assuming
that what is meant by their being incorrigible is that it is im-
possible to be mistaken about them except in a verbal sense. In
a verbal sense, indeed, it is always possible to misdescribe one’s
experience; but if one intends to do no more than record what is
experienced without relating it to anything else, it is not possible
to be factually mistaken; and the reason for this is that one is
making no claim that any further fact could confute. It is, in
short, a case of “nothing venture, nothing lose.” It is, however,
equally a case of “nothing venture, nothing win,” since the mere
recording of one’s present experience does not serve to convey
any information either to any other person or indeed to oneself;
for in knowing a basic proposition to be true one obtains no
further knowledge than what is already afforded by the occur-
rence of the relevant experience. Admittedly, the form of words
that is used to express a basic proposition may be understood to
express something that is informative both to another person and
to oneself, but when it is so understood it no longer expresses a
basic proposition. It was for this reason, indeed, that I main-
tained, in the fifth chapter of this book, that there could not be
such things as basic propositions, in the sense in which I am now
using the term; for the burden of my argument was that no syn-
thetic proposition could be purely ostensive. My reasoning on

1 “Verification and Experience,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Vol.
XXXVII; cf. also The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 80—4.
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this point was not in itself incorrect, but I think that I mistook
its purport. For I seem not to have perceived that what I was
really doing was to suggest a motive for refusing to apply the
term ‘‘proposition” to statements that “‘directly recorded an im-
mediate experience’; and this is a terminological point which is
not of any great importance.

Whether or not one chooses to include basic statements in the
class of empirical propositions, and so to admit that some em-
pirical propositions can be conclusively verified, it will remain
true that the vast majority of the propositions that people actually
express are neither themselves basic statements, nor deducible
from any finite set of basic statements. Consequently, if the
prirciple of verification is to be seriously considered as a criterion
of meaning, it must be interpreted in such a way as to admit
statements that are not so strongly verifiable as basic statements
are supposed to be. But how then is the word ‘‘verifiable” to be
understood?

It will be seen that, in this book, I begin by suggesting that
a statement is ‘“‘weakly” verifiable, and therefore meaningful,
according to my criterion, if ‘“some possible sense-experience
would be relevant to the determination of its truth or falsehood.”
But, as I recognize, this itself requires interpretation; for the word
“relevant” is uncomfortably vague. Accordingly, I put forward
a second version of my principle, which I shall restate here in
slightly different terms, using the phrase “observation-statement,”
in place of “experiential proposition,” to designate a statement
“which records an actual or possible observation.” In this
version, then, the principle is that a statement is verifiable,
and consequently meaningful, if some observation-statement
can be deduced from it in conjunction with certain other
premises, without being deducible from those other premises
alone.

I say of this criterion that it “‘seems liberal enough,” but in
fact it is far too liberal, since it allows meaning to any statement
whatsoever. For, given any statement ‘S and an observation-
statement ‘“0,” ““O” follows from “S” and ““if § then 0>’ without
following from ““if § then O” alone. Thus, the statements ‘“the
Absolute is lazy” and “if the Absolute is lazy, this is white”
jointly entail the observation-statement “‘this is white,” and since
“‘this is white’” does not follow from either of these premises, taken
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by itself, both of them satisfy my criterion of meaning. Further-
more, this would hold good for any other piece of nonsense that
one cared to put, as an example, in place of ‘“‘the Absolute is
lazy,” provided only that it had the grammatical form of an
indicative sentence. But a criterion of meaning that allows such
latitude as this is evidently unacceptable.1

It may be remarked that the same objection applies to the
proposal that we should take the possibility of falsification as our
criterion. For, given any statement “S” and any observation-
statement ““0”, “0” will be incompatible with the conjunction
of ““§”” and “if § then not 0.” We could indeed avoid the diffi-
culty, in either case, by leaving out the stipulation about the
other premises. But as this would involve the exclusion of all
hypotheticals from the class of empirical propositions, we should
escape from making our criteria too liberal only at the cost of
making them too stringent.

Another difficulty which I overlooked in my original attempt
to formulate the principle of verification is that most empirical
propositions are in some degree vague. Thus, as I have remarked
elsewhere,? what is required to verify a statement about a
material thing is never the occurrence of precisely this or pre-
cisely that sense-content, but only the occurrence of one or other
of the sense-contents that fall within a fairly indefinite range.
We do indeed test any such statement by making observations
which consist in the occurrence of particular sense-contents; but,
for any test that we actually carry out, there is always an in-
definite number of other tests, differing to some extent in respect
either of their conditions or their results, that would have served
the same purpose. And this means that there is never any set of
observation-statements of which it can truly be said that precisely
they are entailed by any given statement about a material thing.

Nevertheless, it is only by the occurrence of some sense-content,
and consequently by the truth of some observation-statement,
that any statement about a material thing is actually verified;
and from this it follows that every significant statement about a
material thing can be represented as entailing a disjunction of
observation-statements, although the terms of this disjunction,

1 Vide I. Berlin, “Verifiability in Principle,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society, Vol. XXXIX.

2 The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 240-1.
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being infinite, can not be enumerated in detail. Consequently,
I do not think that we need be troubled by the difficulty about
vagueness, 30 long as it is understood that when we speak of the
“entailment” of observation-statements, what we are considering
to be deducible from the premises in question is not any particular
observation-statement, but only one or other of a set of such
statements, where the defining characteristic of the set is that all
its members refer to sense-contents that fall within a certain
specifiable range.

There remains the more serious objection that my criterion, as
it stands, allows meaning to any indicative statement whatsoever.
To meet this, I shall emend it as follows. I propose to say that a
statement is directly verifiable if it is either itself an observation-
statement, or is such that in conjunction with one or more
observation-statements it entails at least one observation-state-
ment which is not deducible from these other premises alone; and
I propose to say that a statement is indirectly verifiable if it
satisfies the following conditions: first, that in conjunction with
certain other premises it entails one or more directly verifiable
statements which are not deducible from these other premises
alone; and secondly, that these other premises do not include
any statement that is not either analytic, or directly verifiable,
or capable of being independently established as indirectly verifi-
able. And I can now reformulate the principle of verification as
requiring of a literally meaningful statement, which is not ana-
lytic, that it should be either directly or indirectly verifiable, in
the foregoing sense.

It may be remarked that in giving my account of the conditions
in which a statement is to be considered indirectly verifiable,
I have explicitly put in the proviso that the “other premises”
may include analytic statements; and my reason for doing this is
that I intend in this way to allow for the case of scientific theories
which are expressed in terms that do not themselves designate
anything observable. For while the statements that contain these
terms may not appear to describe anything that anyone could
ever observe, a ‘‘dictionary’” may be provided by means of which
they can be transformed into statements that are verifiable; and
the statements which constitute the dictionary can be regarded as
analytic. Were this not so, there would be nothing to choose
between such scientific theories and those that I should dismiss
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as metaphysical; but I take it to be characteristic of the meta-
physician, in my somewhat pejorative sense of the term, not only
that his statements do not describe anything that is capable, even
in principle, of being observed, but alsothat no dictionary is
provided by means of which they can be transformed into state-
ments that are directly or indirectly verifiable.

Metaphysical statements, in my sense of the term, are excluded
also by the older empiricist principle that no statement is literally
meaningful unless it describes what could be experienced, where
the criterion of what could be experienced is that it should be
something of the same kind as actually has been experienced.?
But, apart from its lack of precision, this empiricist principle has,
to my mind, the defect of imposing too harsh a condition upon
the form of scientific theories; for it would seem to imply that it
was illegitimate to introduce any term that did not itself designate
something observable. The principle of verification, on the other
hand, is, as I have tried to show, more liberal in this respect, and
in view of the use that is actually made of scientific theories which
the other would rule out, I think that the more liberal criterion
is to be preferred.

It has sometimes been assumed by my critics that I take the
principle of verification to imply that no statement can be evid-
ence for another unless it is a part of its meaning; but this is not
the case. Thus, to make use of a simple illustration, the statement
that I have blood on my coat may, in certain circumstances, con-
firm the hypothesis that I have committed a murder, but it is
not part of the meaning of the statement that I have committed
a murder that I should have blood upon my coat, nor, as I under-
stand it, does the principle of verification imply that it is. For
one statement may be evidence for another, and still neither itself
express a necessary condition of the truth of this other statement,
nor belong to .any set of statements which determines a range
within which such a necessary condition falls; and it is only in

1 cf. Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, p. 91: “Every proposition
which we can understand must be composed wholly of constituents with which
we are acquainted.” And, if I understand him correctly, this is what Professor
W. T. Stace has in mind when he speaks of a “Principle of Observable Kinds.”
Vide his “Positivism,” Mind, 1944. Stace argues that the principle of verifica-
tion “rests upon” the principle of observable kinds, but this is a mistake.
Itis true that every statement that is allowed to be meaningful by the principle

of observable kinds is also allowed to be meaningful by the principle of
verification: but the converse does not hold.
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these cases that the principle of verification yields the conclusion
that the one statement is part of the meaning of the other. Thus,
from the fact that it is only by the making of some observation
that any statement about a material thing can be directly verified
it follows, according to the principle of verification, that every
such statement contains some observation-statement or other as
part of its meaning, and it follows also that, although its generality
may prevent any finite set of observation-statements from exhaust-
ing its meaning, it does not contain anything aspart of its meaning
that cannot be represented as an observation-statement; but there
may still be many observation-statéments that are relevant to its
truth or falsehood without being part of its meaning at all. Again,
a person who affirms the existence of a deity may try to support
his contention by appealing to the facts of religious experience;
but it does not follow from this that the factual meaning of his
statement is wholly contained in the propositions by which these
religious experiences are described. For there may be other em-
pirical facts that he would also consider to be relevant; and it is
possible that the descriptions of these other empirical facts can
more properly be regarded as containing the factual meaning of
his statement than the descriptions of the religious experiences.
At the same time, if one accepts the principle of verification, one
must hold that his statement does not have any other factual
meaning than what is contained in at least some of the relevant
empirical propositions; and that if it is so interpreted that no
possible experience could go to verify it, it does not have any
factual meaning at all.

In putting forward the principle of verification as a criterion
of meaning, I do not overlook the fact that the word ‘“meaning”
is commonly used in a variety of senses, and I do not wish to
deny that in some of these senses a statement may properly be
said to be meaningful even though it is neither analytic nor em-
pirically verifiable. I should, however, claim that there was at
least one proper use of the word “meaning” in which it would be
incorrect to say that a statement was meaningful unless it satisfied
the principle of verification; and I have, perhaps tendentiously,
used the expression ‘literal meaning” to distinguish this use from
the others, while applying the expression “factual meaning” to
the case of statements which satisfy my criterion without being
analytic. Furthermore, I suggest that it is only if it is literally
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meaningful, in this sense, that a statement can properly be said
to be either true or false. Thus, while I wish the principle of
verification itself to be regarded, not as an empirical hypothesis,?
but as a definition, it is not supposed to be entirely arbitrary. It
is indeed open to anyone to adopt a different criterion of meaning
and so to produce an alternative definition which may very well
correspond to one of the ways in which the word ‘“meaning” is
commonly used. And if a statement satisfied such a criterion,
there is, no doubt, some proper use of the word “understanding”
in which it would be capable of being understood. Nevertheless,
I think that, unless it satisfied the principle of verification, it
would not be capable of being understood in the sense in which
either scientific hypotheses or common-sense statements are
habitually understood. I confess, however, that it now seems to
me unlikely that any metaphysician would yield to a claim of
this kind; and although I should still defend the use of the
criterion of verifiability as a methodological principle, I realize
that for the effective elimination of metaphysics it needs to be
supported by detailed analyses of particular metaphysical argu-
ments.

THE ‘‘A PRIORI’’

In saying that the certainty of a priori propositions depends
upon the fact that they are tautologies, I use the word “taut-
ology” in such a way that a proposition can be said to be a
tautology if it is analytic; and I hold that a proposition is ana-
lytic if it is true solely in virtue of the meaning of its constituent
symbols, and cannot therefore be either confirmed or refuted by
any fact of experience. It has, indeed, been suggested? that my
treatment of a priori propositions makes them into a sub-class of
empirical propositions. For I sometimes seem to imply that they
describe the way in which certain symbols are used, and it is
undoubtedly an empirical fact that people use symbols in the
ways that they do. This is not, however, the position that I wish
to hold; nor do I think that I am committed to it. For although
I say that the validity of a priori propositions depends upon
certain facts about verbal usage, I do not think that this is

1 Both Dr. A. C. Ewing, “Meaninglessness,” Mind, 1937, pp. 347-64, and
Stace, op. cit., take it to be an empirical hypothesis.

2 e.g. by Professor C. D. Broad, “Are these Synthetic a priori Truths,”
Supplementary Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Vol. XV.
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equivalent to saying that they describe these facts in the sense in
which empirical propositions may describe the facts that verify
them; and indeed I argue that they do not, in this sense, describe
any facts at all. At the same time I allow that the usefulness of
a priori propositions is founded both on the empirical fact that
certain symbols are used in the way that they are and on the
empirical fact that the symbols in question are successfully applied
to our experience; and I try in the fourth chapter of this book to
show how this is so.

Just as it is a mistake to identify a priori propositions with em-
pirical propositions about language, so I now think that it is
a mistake to say that they are themselves linguistic rules.?
For apart from the fact that they can properly be said to
be true, which linguistic rules cannot, they are distinguished
also by being necessary, whereas linguistic rules are arbitrary.
At the same time, if they are necessary it is only because the
relevant linguistic rules are presupposed. Thus, it is a con-
tingent, empirical fact that the word “earlier” is used in English
to mean earlier, and it is an arbitrary, though convenient,
rule of language that words that stand for temporal relations are
to be used transitively; but, given this rule, the proposition that,
if A is earlier than B and B is earlier than C, A is earlier than C
becomes a necessary truth. Similarly, in Russell’s and Whitehead’s
system of logic, it is a contingent, empirical fact that the sign
‘9 ” should have been given the meaning that it has, and the
rules which govern the use of this sign are conventions, which
themselves are neither true nor false; but, given these rules the
a priori proposition “‘q. 9 .p 9 q”’ is necessarily true. Being a priori,
this proposition gives no information in the ordinary sense in
which an empirical proposition may be said to give information,
nor does it itself prescribe how the logical constant 2 is to be
used. What it does is to elucidate the proper use of this logical
constant; and it is in this way that it is informative.

An argument which has been brought against the doctrine that
a priori propositions of the form ““p entails q”* are analytic is that
it is possible for one proposition to entail another without con-
taining it as part of its meaning; for it is assumed that this
would not be possible if the analytic view of entailment were

1 This contradicts what I said in my contribution to a symposium on “Truth
by Convention,” Analysis, Vol. 4, Nos. 2 and 3; cf. also Norman Malcolm,
““Are Necessary Propositions-really Verbal,” Mind, 1940, pp. 189—203.
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correct.! But the answer to this is that the question whether one
proposition is part of the meaning of another is ambiguous. If you
say, for example, as I think most of those who raise this objection
would, that g is not part of the meaning of p if it is possible to
understand p without thinking of ¢, then clearly one proposition
can entail another without containing it as part of its meaning;
for it can hardly be maintained that anyone who considers a given
set of propositions must be immediately conscious of all that they
entail. This is, however, to make a point with which I do not
think that any upholder of the analytic view of entailment would
wish to disagree; for it is common ground that deductive reason-
ing may lead to conclusions which are new in the sense that one
had not previously apprehended them. But if this is admitted by
those who say that propositions of the form ““p entails ¢” are
analytic, how can they also say that if p entails ¢ the meaning
of ¢ is contained in that of p? The answer is that they are using
a criterion of meaning, whether the verification principle or
another, from which it follows that when one proposition entails
another the meaning of the second is contained in that of the
first. In other words, they determine the meaning of a propo-
sition by considering what it entails; and this is, to my mind,
a perfectly legitimate procedure.? If this procedure is adopted
the proposition that, if p entails ¢, the meaning of ¢ is contained
in that of p, itself becomes analytic; and it is therefore not to be
refuted by any such psychological facts as those on which the
critics of this view rely. At the same time, it may fairly be ob-
jected to it that it does not give us mueh information about the
nature of entailment; for although it entitles us to say that the
logical consequences of a proposition are explicative of its mean-
ing, this is only because the meaning of a proposition is under-
stood to depend upon what it entails.

PROPOSITIONS ABOUT THE PAST AND ABOUT
OTHER MINDS

By saying of propositions about the past that they are “rules
for the prediction of those ‘historical’ experiences which are

1Vide A. C. Ewing, “The Linguistic Theory of a priori Propositions,”
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 1940; cf. also Professor G. E. Moore,
“A Reply to My Ciritics,” The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, pp. 575-6, and
Professor E. Nagel’s review of The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, Mind, 1944, p. 64.

2 cf. Norman Malcolm, “The Nature of Entailment,” Mind, 1940, pp.
333-47.
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commonly said to verify them” I seem to imply that they can
somehow be translated into propositions about present or future
experiences. But this is certainly incorrect. Statements about the
past may be verifiable in the sense that when they are conjoined
with other premises of a suitable kind they may entail observation-
statements which do not follow from these other premises alone;
but I do not think that the truth of any observation-statements
which refer to the present or the future is a necessary condition
of the truth of any statement about the past. This does not mean,
however, that propositions referring to the past cannot be ana-
lysed in phenomenal terms; for they can be taken as implying
that certain observations would have occurred if certain con-
ditions had been fulfilled. But the trouble is that these conditions
never can be fulfilled; for they require of the observer that he
should occupy a temporal position that ex kypothesi he does not.
This difficulty, however, is not a peculiarity of propositions about
the past; for it is true also of unfulfilled conditionals about the
present that their protases cannot in fact be satisfied, since they
require of the observer that he should be occupying a different
spatial position from that which he actually does. But, as I have
remarked elsewhere,? just as it is a contingent fact that a person
happens at a given moment to be occupying a particular position
in space, so is it a contingent fact that he happens to be living at
a particular time. And from this I conclude that if one is justified
in saying that events which are remote in space are observable,
in principle, the same may be said of events which are situated
in the past.

Concerning the experiences of others I confess that I am
doubtful whether the account that is given in this book is correct;
but I am not convinced that it is not. In another work, I have
argued that, since it is a contingent fact that any particular ex-
perience belongs to the series of experiences which constitutes
a given person, rather than to another series which constitutes
someone else, there is a sense in which ‘it is not logically incon-
ceivable that I should have an experience that is in fact owned
by someone else”’; and from this I inferred that the use of “the
argument from analogy” might after all be justified.2 More

1 The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, p. 167; cf. also Professor G. Ryle,
“Unverifiability by Me,” Analysis, Vol. 4, No. 1.

2 The Foundations of Empirieal Knowledge, pp. 168—70.
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recently, however, I have come to think that this reasoning is
very dubious. For while it is possible to imagine circumstances
in which we might have found it convenient to say of two dif-
ferent persons that they owned the sante experience, the fact is
that, according to our present usage, it is a necessary proposition
that they do not; and, since this is so, I am afraid that the argu-
ment from analogy remains open to the objections that are
brought against it in this book. Consequently, I am inclined to
revert to a ‘“‘behaviouristic” interpretation of propositions about
other people’s experiences. But I own that it has an air of para-
dox which prevents me from being wholly confident that it
is true.l

THE EMOTIVE THEORY OF VALUES

The emotive theory of values, which is developed in the sixth
chapter of this book, has provoked a fair amount of criticism;
but I find that this criticism has been directed more often against
the positivistic principles on which the theory has been assumed
to depend than against the theory itself.2 Now I do not deny that
in putting forward this theory I was concerned with maintaining
the general consistency of my position; but it is not the only
ethical theory that would have satisfied this requirement, nor
does it actually entail any of the non-ethical statements which
form the remainder of my argument. Consequently, even if it
could be shown that these other statements were invalid, this
would not in itself refute the emotive analysis of ethical judge-
ments; and in fact I believe this analysis to be valid on its own
account.

Having said this, I must acknowledge that the theory is here
presented in a very summary way, and that it needs to be sup-
ported by a more detailed analysis of specimen ethical judge-
ments than I make any attempt to give.3 Thus, among other

1 My confidence in it has been somewhat increased by John Wisdom’s
interesting series of articles on “Other Minds,” Mind, 1940—3. But I am not
sure that this is the effect that he intended them to produce.

2 cf. Sir W. David Ross, The Foundations of Ethics, pp. 30—41.

3 I understand that this deficiency has been made good by C. L. Stevenson
in his book, Ethics and Language, but the book was published in America and
I have not yet been able to obtain it. There is a review of it by Austin Duncan-
Jones in Mind, October, 1945, and a good indication of Stevenson’s line of
argument is to be found in his articles on “The Emotive Meaning of Ethical

Terms,” Mind, 1937, “Ethical Judgements and Avoidability,” Mind, 1938,
and “Persuasive Definitions,” Mind, 1938.
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things, I fail to bring out the point that the common objects of
moral approval or disapproval are not particular actions so
much as classes of actions; by which I mean that if an action is
labelled right or wrong, or good or bad, as the case may be, it is
because it is thought to be an action of a certain type. And this
point seems to me important, because I think that what seems
to be an ethical judgement is very often a factual classification
of an action as belonging to some class of actions by which a
certain moral attitude on the part of the speaker is habitually
aroused. Thus, a man who is a convinced utilitarian may simply
mean by calling an action right that it tends to promote, or more
probably that it is the sort of action that tends to promote, the
general happiness; and in that case the validity of his statement
becomes an empirical matter of fact. Similarly, a man who bases
his ethical upon his religious views may actually mean by calling
an action right or wrong that it is the sort of action that is
enjoined or forbidden by some ecclesiastical authority; and this
also may be empirically verified. Now in these cases the form of
words by which the factual statement is expressed is the same as
that which would be used to express a normative statement; and
this may to some extent explain why statements which are
recognized to be normative are nevertheless often thought to be
factual. Moreover, a great many ethical statements contain, as
a factual element, some description of the action, or the situation,
to which the ethical term in question is being applied. But
although there may be a number of cases in which this ethical
term is itself to be understood descriptively, I do not think that
this is always so. I think that there are many statements in which
an ethical term is used in a purely normative way, and it is to
statements of this kind that the emotive theory of ethics is intended
to apply.

The objection that if the emotive theory was correct it would
be impossible for one person to contradict another on a question
of value is here met by the answer that what seem to be disputes
about questions of value are really disputes about questions of
fact. I should, however, have made it clear that it does not follow
from this that two persons cannot significantly disagree about a
question of value, or that it is idle for them to attempt to con-
vince one another. For a consideration of any dispute about a
matter of taste will show that there can be disagreement without

21



formal contradiction, and that in order to alter another man’s
opinions, in the sense of getting him to change his attitude, it is
not necessary to contradict anything that he asserts. Thus, if
one wishes to affect another person in such a way as to bring his
sentiments on a given point into accordance with one’s own,
there are various ways in which one may proceed. One may, for
example, call his attention to certain facts that one supposes him
to have overlooked; and, as I have already remarked, I believe
that much of what passes for ethical discussion is a proceeding
of this type. It is, however, also possible to influence other people
by a suitable choice of emotive language; and this is the practical
justification for the use of normative expressions of value. At the
same time, it must be admitted that if the other person persists in
maintaining his contrary attitude, without however disputing any
of the relevant facts, a point is reached at which the discussion
can go no further. And in that case there is no sense in asking
which of the conflicting views is true. For, since the expression
of a value judgement is not a proposition, the question of truth
or falsehood does not here arise.

THE NATURE OF PHILOSOPHICAL ANALYSIS

In citing Bertrand Russell’s theory of descriptions as a specimen
of philosophical analysis, I unfortunately made a mistake in my
exposition of the theory. For, having taken the familiar example
of “The author of Waverley was Scotch,” I said that it was
equivalent to ““One person, and one person only, wrote Waverley,
and that person was Scotch.” But, as Professor Stebbing pointed
out in her review of this book, “if the word ‘that’ is used referen-
tially, then ‘that person was Scotch’ is equivalent to the whole
of the original,” and if it is used demonstratively, then the defining
expression “is not a translation of the original.”* The version
sometimes given by Russell himself? is that ‘“The author of
Waverley was Scotch” is equivalent to a conjunction of the three
propositions ‘At least one person wrote Waverley”; ““At most one
person wrote Waverley”; and ‘“Whoever wrote Waverley was
Scotch.” Professor Moore, however, has remarked? that if the

1 Mind, 1936, p. 358.

2 e.g. in his Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, pp. 172—80.

3In an article on “Russell’s Theory of Descriptions,” The Philosophy of
Bertrand Russell, vide especially pp. 179-89.
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words “whoever wrote Waverley” are understood “in the most
natural way,” the first of these propositions is superfluous; for he
argues that part of what would ordinarily be meant by saying
that whoever wrote Waverley was Scotch is that somebody did
write Waverley. Accordingly, he suggests that the proposition
which Russell intended to express by the words “whoever wrote
Waverley was Scotch” is “one which can be expressed more
clearly by the words ‘There never was a person who wrote
Waverley but was not Scotch.””” And even so he does not think
that the proposed translation is correct. For he objects that to
say of someone that he is the author of a work does not entail
saying that he wrote it, since if he had composed it without
actually writing it down he could still properly be called its
author. To this Russell has replied that it was ‘“‘the inevitable
vagueness and ambiguity of any language used for every-day
purposes” that led him to use an artificial symbolic language in
Principia Mathematica, and that it is in the definitions given
in Principia Mathematica that the whole of his theory of descrip-
tions consists:? In saying this, however, he is, I think, unjust to
himself. For it seems to me that one of the great merits of his
theory of descriptions is that it does throw light upon the use of
a certain class of expressions in ordinary speech, and that this is
a point of philosophical importance. For, by showing that ex-
pressions like “‘the present King of France” do not function as
names, the theory exposes the fallacy that has led philosophers to
believe in “‘subsistent entities.”” Thus, while it is unfortunate that
the example most frequently chosen to illustrate the theory
should contain a minor inaccuracy, I do not think that this
seriously affects its value, even in its application to every-day
language. For, as I point out in this book, the object of analysing
“The author of Waverley was Scotch” is not just to obtain an
accurate translation of this particular sentence, but to elucidate
the use of a whole class of expressions, of which ‘‘the author of
Waverley” serves merely as a typical example.

A more serious mistake than my misrendering of “The author
of Waverley was Scotch” was my assumption that philosophical
analysis consisted mainly in the provision of “‘definitions in use.”
It is, indeed, true that what I describe as philosophical analysis
is very largely a matter of exhibiting the inter-relationship of

1 “Reply to Criticisms,” The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 6go.
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different types of propositions;! but the cases in which this
process actually yields a set of definitions are the exception rather
than the rule. Thus the problem of showing how statements about
material things are related to observation-Statements, which is, in
effect, the traditional problem of perception, might be thought
to require for its solution that one should indicate a method of
translating statements about material things into observation-
statements, and thereby furnish what could be regarded as a
definition of a material thing. But, in fact, this is impossible; for,
as I have already remarked, no finite set of observation statements
is ever equivalent to a statement about a material thing. What
one can do, however, is to construct a schema which shows what
sort of relations must obtain between sense-contents for it to be
true, in any given case, that a material thing exists: and while
this process cannot, properly speaking, be said to yield a defi-
nition, it does have the effect of showing how the one type of
statement is related to the other.? Similarly, in the field of
political philosophy, one will probably not be able to translate
statements on the political level into statements about individual
persons; for although what is said about a State, for example, is
to be verified only by the behaviour of certain individuals, such
a statement is usually indefinite in a way that prevents any par-
ticular set of statements about the behaviour of individuals from
being exactly equivalent to it. Nevertheless, here again it is
possible to indicate what types of relations must obtain between
individual persons for the political statements in question to be
true: so that even if no actual definitions are obtained, the
meaning of the political statements is appropriately clarified.

In such cases as these one does indeed arrive at something that
approaches a definition in use; but there are other cases of
philosophical analysis in which nothing even approaching a defi-
nition is either provided or sought. Thus, when Professor Moore
suggests that to say that “existence is not a predicate” may be
a way of saying that ‘“there is some very important difference
between the way in which ‘exist’ is used in such a sentence as

1 G. Ryle, Philosophical Arguments, Inaugural Lecture delivered before the
University of Oxford, 1945.

2Vide The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 243-63; and R. B.
Braithwaite, “Propositions about Material Objects,” Proceedings of the Aris-
totelian Society, Vol. XXXVIII.
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‘Tame tigers exist’ and the way in which ‘grow!’ is used in “Tame
tigers growl,’  he does not develop his point by giving rules for
the translation of one set of sentences into another. What he does
is to remark that whereas it makes good sense to say “All tame
tigers growl” or “Most tame tigers growl” it would be nonsense
to say “All tame tigers exist” or ‘“Most tame tigers exist.”’? Now
this may seem a rather trivial point for him to make, but in fact
it is philosophically illuminating. For it is precisely the assump-
tion that existence is a predicate that gives plausibility to ‘“the
ontological argument”; and the ontological argument is supposed
to demonstrate the existence of a God. Consequently Moore by
pointing out a peculiarity in the use of the word “exist™ helps to
protect us from a serious fallacy; so that his procedure, though
different from that which Russell follows in his theory of descrip-
tions, tends to achieve the same philosophical end.2

I maintain in this book that it is not within the province of
philosophy to justify our scientific or common-sense beliefs; for
their validity is an empirical matter, which cannot be settled by
a priori means. At the same time, the question of what constitutes
such a justification is philosophical, as the existence of “the
problem of induction” shows. Here again, what is required is
not necessarily a definition. For although I believe that the
problems connected with induction can be reduced to the ques-
tion of what is meant by saying that one proposition is good
evidence for another, I doubt if the way to answer this is to con-,
struct a formal definition of “‘evidence.”” What is chiefly wanted,
I think, is an analysis of scientific method, and although it might
be possible to express the results of this analysis in the form of
definitions, this would not be an achievement of primary import-
ance. And here I may add that the reduction of philosophy to
analysis need not be incompatible with the view that its function
is to bring to light “‘the presuppositions of science.” For if there
are such presuppositions, they can no doubt be shown to be

1 G. E. Moore, “Is Existence a Predicate?”’ Supplementary Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, 1936. I have made use of the same illustration in my paper
on “Does Philosophy analyse Common Sense?”’ symposium with A. E.,
Duncan-Jones, Supplementary Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 1937.

21 do not wish to imply that Moore himself was solely, or even primarily,
concerned with refuting the ontological argument. But I think that his reason-
ing does achieve this, though not this alone, Similarly Russell’s “theory of
descriptions” has other uses:besides relieving us of “‘subsistent entities,”
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logically involved in the applications of scientific method, or in
the use of certain scientific terms.

It used to be said by positivists of the Viennese school that the
function of philosophy was not to put forward a special set of
‘““philosophical” propositions, but to make other propositions
clear; and this statement has at least the merit of bringing out
the point that philosophy is not a source of speculative truth.
Nevertheless I now think that it is incorrect to say that there are
no philosophical propositions. For, whether they are true or false,
the propositions that are expressed in such a book as this do fall
into a special category; and since they are the sort of propositions
that are asserted or denied by philosophers, I do not see why they
should not be called philosophical. To say of them that they are,
in some sense, about the usage of words, is, I believe, correct but
also inadequate; for certainly not every statement about the usage
of words is philosophical.? Thus, a lexicographer also seeks to
give information about the usage of words, but the philosopher
differs from him in being concerned, as I have tried to indicate,
not with the use of particular expressions but with classes of ex-
pressions; and whereas the propositions of the lexicographer are
empirical, philosophical propositions, if they are true, are usually
analytic.? For the rest I can find no better way of explaining my
conception of philosophy than by referring to examples; and one
such example is the argument of this book.

A.J. AvYEr.

Wadham College, Oxford.

January, 1946.

1 Vide “Does Philosophy analyse Common Sense?”’ and Duncan-Jones’
paper on the same subject, Supplementary Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,
1937; cf. also John Wisdom, “Metaphysics and Verification,” Mind, 1938,
and ‘“‘Philosophy, Anxiety and Novelty,” Mind, 1944.

2 T have put in the qualifying word ‘‘usually” because I think that some em-
pirical propositions, such as those that occur in histories of philosophy, may
be counted as philosophical. And philosophers use empirical propositions as
examples, to serve philosophical ends. But, in so far as they are not merely
historical, I think that the truths discoverable by philosophical methods are
analytic. At the same time I should add that the philosopher’s business, as
Professor Ryle has pointed out to me, is rather to ‘‘solve puzzles” than to
discover truths.
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PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION

Thue views which are put forward in this treatise derive
from the “doctrines of Bertrand Russell and W1ttgenstc1nz

‘which are themselves the logical outcome of the empiricism of
Berkeley and David Hume. Like Hume, I divide all genuine

propositions into two classes: those which, in his terminology,
concern “relations of ideas,” and those whxch concern ‘.‘m&tm
of fact.” The former cl f
bl il

logic and pure mathematics, and these I allow to be necessary

and certain only because they are analytic. That is, I maintain
that the reason why these propositions cannot be confuted in ex-
perience is that they do not make any assertion about the em-
pirical world, but simply record our determination ngg@sf

_in a certain fashion. Propositions concerning empirical matters o

fact, on the other hand, I hold to be hypotheses, which can be

probable but never certain. And in _giving an account of the
method of their validation I claim also to have explained the

nature of s
“ To test whether a sentence expresses a genuine empirical

hypothesis, I adopt what may be called a modified verification

principle. For I require of an empirical hypothesis, not indeed
that it should be conclusively verifiable, but that some pgsgiblc
sense-experience should be relevant to the determination of its
truth or falsehood, If a putative proposition fails to satisfy this
principle, and is not a tautology, then I hold that_it is meta-

E}_xy/mc_a_l,.and that, being metaphysical, msn\m&yr_ugmrf\agf
ut literally senseless. It will be found that much of what ordi-
narlly passes for philosophy is metaphysical according to this
criterion, and, in particular, that it can not be significantly
asserted that there is a non-empirical world of values, or that
mien have immortal souls, or that there ia a.tzanseendeat God.

or the propositions of philosophy themselves, they are held
to be linguistically necessary, and so_amzsi_q,_AnH with regard

to the relationship of philosophy and empirical science, it is,
shown that the philosopher is not in a position to furnish
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speculative truths, which would, as it were, compete with the
hypotheses of science, nor yet to pass a priori judgements upon
the validity of scientific theories, but that his function i3 to clarify
the provpositions of science by exhibiting their loglcal relation-
ships, and by defining the symbols which occur in them. Con-
sequently I maintain that there is nothing in the nature of
philosophy to warrant the existence of conflicting philosophical
“schools.” And I attempt to substantiate this by providing a
definitive solution of the problems which have been the chief
sources of controversy between philosophers in the past.

The view that philosophizing is an activity of analysis is
associated in England with the work of G. E. Moore and his
disciples. But while I have learned a great deal from Professor
Moore, I have reason to believe that he and his followers are not
prepared to adopt such a thoroughgoing phenomenalism as I do,
and that they take a rather different view of the nature of philo-
sophical analysis. The philosophers with whom I am in the closest
agreement are those who compose the “Viennese circle,” under
the leadership of Moritz Schlick, and are commonly known as
logical positivists. And of these I owe most to Rudolf Carnap.
Further, I wish to acknowledge my indebtedness to Gilbert Ryle,
my original tutor in philosophy, and to Isaiah Berlin, who have
discussed with me every point in the argument of this treatise,
and made many valuable suggestions, although they both dis-
agree with much of what I assert. And I must also express my
thanks to J. R. M. Willis for his correction of the proofs.

A. J. Aver,

11 Foubert’s Place,
London.
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CHAPTER 1

THE ELIMINATION OF METAPHYSICS

Tue TrADITIONAL DISPUTES of philosophers are, for
the most part, as unwarranted as they are unfruitful. The surest
way to end them is to establish beyond question what should be
the purpose and method of a philosophical enquiry. And this is
by no means so difficult a task as the history of philosophy would
lead one to suppose. For if there are any questions which science
leaves it to philosophy to answer, a straightforward process of
elimination must lead to their discovery.

We may begin by criticising the metaphysical thesis that
philosophy affords us knowledge of a reality transcending the
world of science and common sense. Later on, when we come to
define metaphysics and account for its existence, we shall find
that it is possible to be a metaphysician without believing in a
transcendent reality; for we shall see that many metaphysical
utterances are due to the commission of logical erromaLtlmT
~than to a comscious—desire—on—the—part of their authors to go
beyond the limits of experience. But it is convenient for us to take
the case of those who believe that it is possible to have knowledge
of a transcendent reality as a starting-point for our discussion.
The arguments which we use to refute them will subsequently
be found to apply to the whole of metaphysics.

Qw.y—oﬁ.amnkxmetaphysxcxan who claimed to have
knowl henomenal world

would ‘be to _enquire from what premises his propositions were
deduccd. Must he not begin, as other men do, with the evidence
of his senses? And if so, what valid process of reasoning can
possibly lead him to the conception of a transcendent reality?
Surely from empirical premises nothing whatsoever concerning
the properties, or even the existence, of anything super-empirical
can.legitimately be inferred. But this objection would be met by
a denial on the part of the metaphysician that his assertions were
ultimately based on the evidence of his senses. He would say that
he was endowed with a faculty of intellectual intuition which
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enabled him to know facts that could not be known through
sense-experience. And even if it could be shown that he was rely-
ing on empirical premises, and that his venture into a non-
empirical world was therefore logically unjustified, it would not
follow that the assertions which he made cencerning this non-
empirical world could not be true. For the fact that a conclusion
does not follow from its putative premise is not sufficient to show
that it is false. Consequently one cannot overthrow a system of
transcendent metaphysics merely by criticising the way in which
it comes into being. What is required is rather a criticism of the
nature of the actual statements which comprise it, And this is the
mmcnt which we shall, in fact, pursue. For we shall
;nlal’n_gn that no statement Wthh refers to a ‘‘reality”’ transcend-
ng the li = i

ing the limits of all possible sense-experience can possibly have
any literal significance; from which it must follow that the labours
of those who have striven to describe such a reality have all been
devoted to the production of nonsense.

It may be suggested that this is a proposition which has already
been proved by Kant. But although Kant also condemned tran-
scendent metaphysics, he did so on different grounds. For he said
mmﬁméd that it lost
itself in contradictions when it ventured out beyond the limits of
possible experience and attempted to deal with things in them-
selves. And thus he made the impossibility of a transcendent
metaphysic not, as we do, a matter of logic, but a matter of fact.

e asserted, not that our minds could not conceivably have had
the power of penetrating beyond the phenomenal world, but
merely that they were in fact devoid of it. And this leads the
critic to ask how, if it is possible to know only what lies within
the bounds of sense-experience, the author can be justified in
asserting that real things do exist beyond, and how he can tell
what are the boundaries beyond which the human understanding
may not venture, unlcss he succeeds in passing them himself. As
Wittgenstein says, “in order to draw a limit to thinking, we
should have to think both-sides of this-limit,”’1 a truth to which
Bradley gives a special twist in maintaining that the man who is
ready to prove that metaphysics is Impossible is a brother meta-
physician with a rival theory of his own.?

1 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, Preface.
% Bradley, Appearance and Reality, 2nd ed., p. 1.
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Whatever force these objections may have against the Kantian
doctrine, they have none whatsoever against the thesis that I am
about to set forth. It cannot here be said that the author is him-

self overstepping the barrier he maintains to be impassable. For

{the Truitlessness of attempting to transcend the limits of possible
_sense- i will be deduced, pot from a psychological

hypothesis concerning the actual constitution of the human
mind, but from the rule which determines the literal significance
of language, Qur charge against the metaphysician is not that he
attempts to employ the understanding in a field where it cannot

profitably venture, but uces sentences which fail to

conform to_the conditions under which alone a sentence can be
iterzlly significant. Nor are we ourselves obliged to talk nonsense
in order to show that all sentences of a certain type are necessarily
devoid of literal significance. We need only formulate the criterion
which enables us to test whether a sentence expresses a genuine
proposition_about a matter of fact, and_then point out that the
ration fail to satisfy it. And this we shall
now proceed to do. We shall first of all formulate the criterion in
somewhat vague terms, and then give the explanations which are
necessary to render it precise.

The criterion which we use to test the genuineness of apparent
st of verifiability. We say that a
sentence is factually s1gnﬁm1__wmms;m,_zﬂ_a.nd_nn11
if, he knows how to verify the proposition which it purports to
éxpress—that is, if he knows what pbservations would lead him,
under certain conditions, to accept the proposition as being true,
or reject it as being false. If, on the other hand, the putative

proposition is of such a character that the assumption of its truth,
or falsehood, is consistent with any assumption whatsoever con-
cerning the nature of his future experience, then, as far as he is
concerned, it is, if not a tautology, a mere pseudo-proposition.
TthgJLma;Lba:motwnaﬂy-mgmﬁeaﬂt—ee-hmT
but it is not literally signifieant. And with regard to questions the
procedure is the same. We enquire in every case what observa-
tions would lead us to answer the question, one way or the other;
and, if none can be discovered, we must conclude that the sen-
tence under consideration does not, as far as we are concerned,
express a genuine question, however strongly its grammatical
appearance may suggest that it does.
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As the adoption of this procedure is an essential factor in the
argument of this book, it needs to be examined in detail.

In the first place, it is necessary to draw a distinction between
practical verifiability, and verifiability ifi principle. Plainly we
all understand, in many cases believe, propositions which we have

W/HMMany of these are propositions
which we could verify if we took enough trouble. But there remain
a number of significant propositions, concerning matters of fact,
which we could not verify even if we chose; simply because we
lack the practical means of placing ourselves in the situation
where the relevant observations could be made. A simple and
familiar example of such a proposition is the proposition that
there are mountains on the farther side of the moon.® No rocket
has yet been invented which would enable me to go and look at
the farther side of the moon, so that I am unable to decide the
matter by actual observation. But 1 de-demow-what-ebservations
would decide it for me, if, as is theoretically conceivahle T were
once in a position to make them. And therefore I say that the

proposition is verifiable in principle, if not in practice, and is
accordingly significant. On the other hand, such a metaphysical
pseudo-proposition as “the Absolute enters into, but is itself in-

capable of, evoluti d progress,”2 is not even in principle
\m%e of “an“observation which
would enable one to determine whether the Absolute did, or did
not, enter into evolution and progress. Of course it is possible that
the author of such a remark is using English words in a way in
which they are not commonly used by English-speaking people,
and that he does, in fact, intend to assert something which could
be empirically verified. But until he makes us understand how
the proposxuon that he wishes to express would be verified, he

fails to communicate anythmg to us. And if he admits, as I think
the author of the remark in question would have admitted, that
his words were not intended to express either a tautology or a
proposition_which was capable, at Teast in prinEwT—’%ng_‘_g
’T/Efﬁi—a then it follows-that he has made an utterance which has
‘no literal significance even for himself.

further distinction which i istincti

1 This example has been used by Professor Schlick to illustrate the same
point.
2 A remark taken at random from Appearance and Reality, by F. H. Bradley.
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between the ‘“‘strong” and the “weak’ sense of the term ‘‘verifi-
_able.” A proposition is said to be verifiable, in the strong sense
of the term, if, and only if, its truth could be conclusively estab-
gbgim_cxpmmm But it is verlﬁabl
p0551b1e for experience to ble. In which sense are
we using the term when we say that a putative proposition is
genuine only if it is verifiable?
It seems e th
_criterion of significance, as some positivists have proposed,? our
argument will prove too much. Consider, for example, the case
of general proposmons of Jaw—such propos:tlons, namely, as
~T*arsenic is poisonous’’; “all men are mortal”’; “a body tends to
expand when it is heated ” It is of the very nature of these propo-
sitions that their truth cannot be established with certainty by

any finite series of observations. But if it is recognised that such
ggfler_jrgpgsnmm_of—lmm—dmgxmwﬂ_MMe
number of cases, then it must be admitted that they cannot, even
in principle, be verified-eenclusively And then, if we adopt con-
clusive _ﬂuﬁabmmmmmzmnmryﬁmm._wmhgm_
:g._lly_gbhgcd_to_tmat_t@sg general propositions of law in the same
fashion as we treat the statements of the metaphysician.

In face of this dlﬂiculty, some positivists? have adopted_the
heroic course of saying that these general propositions are indeed
pieces of nonsense, albeit an essentially important _type of non-
sense. But here %gﬂwnp@m—u
simply an attempt to hedge. It serves only to mark the authors’
recognition that their view is somewhat too paradoxical, without
in any way removing the paradox. Besides, the difficulty is not
confined to the case of general propositions of law, though it is
there revealed most plainly. It is hardly less obvious in the case
of propositions about the remote past. For it must surely be ad-
mitted that, however strong the evidence in favour of historical
statements may be, their truth can never become more than
highly probable. And to maintain that they also constituted an
important, or unimportant, type of nonsense would be un-
plausible, to say the very least. Indeed, it will be our contention

1 e.g. M. Schlick, “Positivismus und Realismus,” Erkenntnis, Vol. I, 1930.
F. Waismann, “Logische Analyse des Warscheinlichkeitsbegriffs,” Erkenntnis,
Vol. I, 1930.

2e.g. M. Schlick, “Die Kausalitit in der gegenwirtigen Physik,” Natur-
wissenschaft, Vol. 19, 1931.
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that no propositi tautol i -
thing more than a probable hypothesis. And if this is correct, the
principle that a sentence can be factually significant only if it
expresses what is conclusively verifiable is self-stultifying as a
criterion of significance. For it leads to the conclusion that it is
impossible to make a significant statement of fact at all.

Nor can we accept the suggestion that a sentence should be
allowed to be factually significant if, and only if, it expresses
something which is definitely confutable by experience.! Those
who adopt this course assume that, although no finite series of
observations is ever sufficient to establish the truth of a hypothesis
beyond all possibility of doubt, there are crucial cases in which
a single observation, or series of observations, can definitely con-
fute it. But, as we shall show later on, this assumption is false.
A hypothesis cannot be conclusively confuted any more than it
can be conclusively verified. For when we take the occurrence of
certain observations as proof that a given hypothesis is false, we
presuppose the existence of certain conditions. And though, in
any given case, it may be extremely improbable that this assump-
tion is false, it is not logically impossible. We shall see that there
need be ng self-contradiction in holding that some of the relevant
circumstances are other than we have taken them to be, and
consequently that the hypothesis has not really broken down.
And if it is not the case that any hypothesis can be definitely con-
futed, we cannot hold that the genuineness of a proposition
depends on the possibility of its definite confutation.

Accordingly, we fall back on the weaker sense of verification.
We say that the question that must be asked about any putative
statement of fact is not, Would any observations make its truth
or falsehood logically certain? but simply, Would any observa-
tions be relevant to the determination of its truth or falsehood?
And it is only if a negative answer is given to this second question
that we conclude that the statement under consideration is
nonsensical.

To make our position clearer, we may formulate it in another
way. Let us call a proposition which records an actual or possible
observation an experiential proposition. Then we may say that
it is the mark of a genuine factual proposition, not that it should

~be equivalent to an experiential proposition, or any finite number
1'This has been proposed by Karl Popper in his Logik der Forschung.
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of experiential propositions, but simply that some experiential
propositions can be deduced from it in conjunction with certain
other premises without being deducible from those other premises
alone.1

This criterion seems liberal enough. In contrast to the principle
of conclusive verifiability, it clearly does not deny significance to
general propositions or to propositions about the past. Let us
see what kinds of assertion it rules out.

A good example of the kind of utterance that is condemned by
our criterion as being not even false but nonsensical would be the
assertion that the world of sense-experience was altogether unreal.
It must, of course, be admitted that our senses do sometimes
deceive us. We may, as the result of having certain sensations,
expect certain other sensations to be obtainable which are, in
fact, not obtainable. But, in all such cases, it is further sense-
experience that informs us of the mistakes that arise out of
sense-experience. We say that the senses sometimes deceive us,
Jjust because the expectations to which our sense-experiences give
rise do not always accord with what we subsequently experience.
That is, we rely on our senses to substantiate or confute the judge-
ments which are based on our sensations. And therefore the fact
that our perceptual judgements are sometimes found to be
erroneous has not the slightest tendency to show that the world
of sense-experience is unreal. And, indeed, it is plain that no
conceivable observation, or series of observations, could have any
tendency to show that the world revealed to us by sense-experi-
ence was unreal. Consequently, anyone who condemns the
sensible world as a world of mere appearance, as opposed to
reality, is saying something which, according to our criterion of
significance, is literally nonsensical.

An example of a controversy which the application of our
criterion obliges us to condemn as fictitious is provided by those
who dispute concerning the number of substances that there are
in the world. For it is admitted both by monists, who maintain
that reality is one substance, and by pluralists, who maintain that
reality is many, that it is impossible to imagine any empirical
situation which would be relevant to the solution of their dispute.
But if we are told that no possible observation could give any

1 This is an over-simplified statement, which is not literally correct. I give
what I believe to be the correct formulation in the Introduction, p. 13.
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probability either to the assertion that reality was one substance
or to the assertion that it was many, then we must conclude that
neither assertion is significant. We shall see later on! that there
are genuine logical and empirical questionsinvolved in the dispute
between monists and pluralists. But the metaphysical question
concerning ‘“‘substance’ is ruled out by our criterion as spurious.

A similar treatment must be accorded to the controversy
between realists and idealists, in its metaphysical aspect. A simple
illustration, which I have made use of in a similar argument else-
where,? will help to demonstrate this. Let us suppose that a pic-
ture is discovered and the suggestion made that it was painted by
Goya. There is a definite procedure for dealing with such a
question. The experts examine the picture to see in what way it
resembles the accredited works of Goya, and to see if it bears any
marks which are characteristic of a forgery; they look up con-
temporary records for evidence of the existence of such a picture,
and so on. In the end, they may still disagree, but each one knows
what empirical evidence would go to confirm or discredit his
opinion. Suppose, now, that these men have studied philosophy,
and some of them proceed to maintain that this picture is a set
of ideas in the perceiver’s mind, or in God’s mind, others that it
is objectively real. What possible experience could any of them
have which would be relevant to the solution of this dispute one
way or the other? In the ordinary sense of the term ‘real,” in
which it is opposed to “illusory,” the reality of the picture is not
in doubt. The disputants have satisfied themselves that the picture
is real, in this sense, by obtaining a correlated series of sensations
of sight and sensations of touch. Is there any similar process by
which they could discover whether the picture was real, in the
sense in which the term ‘“real” is opposed to ‘“‘ideal”? Clearly
there is none. But, if that is so, the problem is fictitious according
to our criterion. This does not mean that the realist-idealist con-
troversy may be dismissed without further ado. For it can
legitimately be regarded as a dispute concerning the analysis of
existential propositions, and so as involving a logical problem
which, as we shall see, can be definitively solved.? What we have
just shown is that the question at issue between idealists and

1 In Chapter VIII.
2 Vide “Demonstration of the Impossibility of Metaphysics,” Mind, 1934,

P- 339-
3 Vide Chapter VIII.
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realists becomes fictitious when, as is often the case, it is given
a metaphysical interpretation.

There is no need for us to give further examples of the operation
of our criterion of significance. For our object is merely to show
that philosophy, as a genuine branch of knowledge, must be dis-
tinguished from metaphysics. We are not now concerned with the
historical question how much of what has traditionally passed for
philosophy is actually metaphysical. We shall, however, point out
later on that the majority of the “‘great philosophers” of the past
were not essentially metaphysicians, and thus reassure those who
would otherwise be prevented from adopting our criterion by
considerations of piety.

As to the validity of the verification principle, in the form in
which we have stated it, a demonstration will be given in the
course of this book. For it will be shown that all propositions
which have factual content are empirical hypotheses; and that
the function of an empirical hypothesis is to provide a rule for
the anticipation of experience.! And this means that every em-
pirical hypothesis must be relevant to some actual, or possible,
experience, so that a statement which is not relevant to any ex-
perience is not an empirical hypothesis, and accordingly has no
factual content. But this is precisely what the principle of verifi-
ability asserts.

It should be mentioned here that the fact that the utterances of
the metaphysician are nonsensical does not follow simply from
the fact that they are devoid of factual content. It follows from
that fact, together with the fact that they are not a priori propo-
sitions. And in assuming that they are not a priori propositions,
we are once again anticipating the conclusions of a later chapter
in this book.2 For it will be shown there that a priori propositions,
which have always been attractive to philosophers on account of
their certainty, owe this certainty to the fact that they are
tautologies. We may accordingly define a metaphysical sentence
as a sentence which purports to express a genuine proposition,
but does, in fact, express neither a tautology nor an empirical
hypothesis. And as tautologies and empirical hypotheses form the
entire class of significant propositions, we are justified in con=
cluding that all metaphysical assertions are nonsensical. Our next
task is to show how they come to be made.

1 Vide Chapter Vi % Chapter IV.
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The use of the term ‘‘substance,” to which we have already
referred, provides us with a good example of the way in which
metaphysics mostly comes to be written. It happens to be the
case that we cannot, in our language; refer to the sensible
properties of a thing without introducing a word or phrase which
appears to stand for the thing itself as opposed to anything which
may be said about it. And, as a result of this, those who are in-
fected by the primitive superstition that to every name a single
real entity must correspond assume that it is necessary to dis-
tinguish logically between the thing itself and any, or all, of its
sensible properties. And so they employ the term ‘“‘substance’ to
refer to the thing itself. But from the fact that we happen to
employ a single word to refer to a thing, and make that word
the grammatical subject of the sentences in which we refer to
the sensible appearances of the thing, it does not by any means
follow that the thing itself is a “simple entity,” or that it cannot
be defined in terms of the totality of its appearances. It is true
that in talking of ““its” appearances we appear to distinguish the
thing from the appearances, but that is simply an accident of
linguistic usage. Logical analysis shows that what makes these
‘“‘appearances’ the “appearances of” the same thing is not their
relationship to an entity other than themselves, but their relation-
ship to one another. The metaphysician fails to see this because
he is misled by a superficial grammatical feature of his language.

A simpler and clearer instance of the way in which a consider-
tion of grammar leads to metaphysics is the case of the meta-
physical concept of Being. The origin of our temptation to raise
questions about Being, which no conceivable experience would
enable us to answer, lies in the fact that, in our language, sent-
ences which express existential propositions and sentences which
express attributive propositions may be of the same grammatical
form. For instance, the sentences ‘“Martyrs exist’”” and ‘“Martyrs
suffer” both consist of a noun followed by an intransitive verb,
and the fact that they have grammatically the same appearance
leads one to assume that they are of the same logical type. It is
seen that in the proposition “Martyrs suffer,” the members of
a certain species are credited with a certain attribute, and it is
sometimes assumed that the same thing is true of such a propo-
sition as ‘“Martyrs exist.” If this were actually the case, it would,
indeed, be as legitimate to speculate about the Being of martyrs
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as it is to speculate about their suffering. But, as Kant pointed
out,! existence is not an attribute. For, when we ascribe an attri-
bute to a thing, we covertly assert that it exists: so that if existence
were itself an attribute, it would follow that all positive existential
propositions were tautologies, and all negative existential propo-
sitions self-contradictory; and this is not the case.2 So that those
who raise questions about Being which are based on the assump-
tion that existence is an attribute are guilty of following grammar
beyond the boundaries of sense.

A similar mistake has been made in connection with such
propositions as “Unicorns are fictitious.”” Here again the fact that
there is a superficial grammatical resemblance between the
English sentences “Dogs are faithful” and “Unicorns are fic-
titious,” and between the corresponding sentences in other
languages, creates the assumption that they are of the same
logical type. Dogs must exist in order to have the property of
being faithful, and so it is held that unless unicorns in some way
existed they could not have the property of being fictitious. But,
as it is plainly self-contradictory to say that fictitious objects
exist, the device is adopted of saying that they are real in some
non-empirical sense—that they have a mode of real being which
is different from the mode of being of existent things. But since
there is no way of testing whether an object is real in this sense,
as there is for testing whether it is real in the ordinary sense, the
assertion that fictitious objects have a special non-empirical mode
of real being is devoid of all literal significance. It comes to be
made as a result of the assumption that being fictitious is an
attribute. And this is a fallacy of the same order as the fallacy of
supposing that existence is an attribute, and it can be exposed in
the same way.

In general, the postulation of real non-existent entities results
from the superstition, just now referred to, that, to every word or
phrase that can be the grammatical subject of a sentence, there
must somewhere be a real entity corresponding. For as there is
no place in the empirical world for many of these ‘“entities,” a
special non-empirical world is invoked to house them. To this
error must be attributed, not only the utterances of a Heidegger,

1Vide The Critique of Pure Reason, “Transcendental Dialectic,” Book II,
Chapter iii, section 4.
2 This argument is well stated by John Wisdom, Interpretation and Analysis,
pp. 62, 63.
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who bases his metaphysics on the assumption that ‘“Nothing” is
a name which is used to denote something peculiarly mysterious,?!
but also the prevalence of such problems as those concerning the
reality of propositions and universals wheose senselessness, though
less obvious, is no less complete.

These few examples afford a sufficient indication of the way in
which most metaphysical assertions come to be formulated. They
show how easy it is to write sentences which are literally non-
sensical without seeing that they are nonsensical. And thus we
see that the view. that a number of the traditional “problems of
philosophy” are metaphysical, and consequently fictitious, does
not involve any incredible assumptions about the psychology of
philosophers.

Among those who recognise that if philosophy is to be
accounted a genuine branch of knowledge it must be defined in
such a way as to distinguish it from metaphysics, it is fashionable
to speak of the metaphysician as a kind of misplaced poet. As his
statements have no literal meaning, they are not subject to any
criteria of truth or falsehood: but they may still serve to express,
or arouse, emotion, and thus be subject to ethical or asthetic
standards. And it is suggested that they may have considerable
value, as means of moral inspiration, or even as works of art. In
this way, an attempt is made to compensate the metaphysician
for his extrusion from philosophy.2

I am afraid that this compensation is hardly in accordance with
his deserts. The view that the metaphysician is to be reckoned
among the poets appears to rest on the assumption that both talk
nonsense. But this assumption is false. In the vast majority of
cases the sentences which are produced by poets do have literal
meaning. The difference between the man who uses language
scientifically and the man who uses it emotively is not that the
one produces sentences which are incapable of arousing emotion,
and the other sentences which have no sense, but that the one is
primarily concerned with the expression of true propositions, the
other with the creation of a work of art. Thus, if a work of science

1 Vide Was ist Metaphysik, by Heidegger: criticised by Rudolf Carnap in his

““‘Uberwindung der Metaphysik durch logische Analyse der Sprache,” Er-
kenntnis, Vol. II, 1932.

2 For a discussion of this point, see also C. A. Mace, “Representation and
Expression,” Analysis, Vol. I, No. 3; and “Metaphysics and Emotive Lan-
guage,” Analysis, Vol. II, Nos. 1 and 2.
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contains true and important propositions, its value as a work of
science will hardly be diminished by the fact that they are in-
elegantly expressed. And similarly, a work of art is not necessarily
the worse for the fact that all the propositions comprising it are
literally false. But to say that many literary works are largely
composed of falsehoods, is not to say that they are composed of
pseudo-propositions. It is, in fact, very rare for a literary artist to
produce sentences which have no literal meaning. And where this
does occur, the sentences are carefully chosen for their rhythm
and balance. If the author writes nonsense, it is because he con-
siders it most suitable for bringing about the effects for which
his writing is designed.

The metaphysician, on the other hand, does not intend to write
nonsense. He lapses into it through being deceived by grammar,
or through committing errors of reasoning, such as that which
leads to the view that the sensible world is unreal. But it is not
the mark of a poet simply to make mistakes of this sort. There are
some, indeed, who would see in the fact that the metaphysician’s
utterances are senseless a reason against the view that they have
asthetic value. And, without going so far as this, we may safely
say that it does not constitute a reason for it.

It is true, however, that although the greater part of meta-
physics is merely the embodiment of humdrum errors, there re-
main a number of metaphysical passages which are the work of
genuine mystical feeling; and they may more plausibly be held
to have moral or &sthetic value. But, as far as we are concerned,
the distinction between the kind of metaphysics that is produced
by a philosopher who has been duped by grammar, and the kind
that is produced by a mystic who is trying to express the in-
expressible, is of no great importance: what is important to us is
to realise that even the utterances of the metaphysician who is
attempting to expound a vision are literally senseless; so that
henceforth we may pursue our philosophical researches with as
little regard for them as for the more inglorious kind of meta-
physics which comes from a failure to understand the workings
of our language.
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CHAPTER 11

THE FUNCTION OF PHILOSOPHY

Awmonc THE supErsTITIONS from which we are freed
by the abandonment of metaphysics is the view that it is the
business of the philosopher to construct a deductive system. In
rejecting this view we are not, of course, suggesting that the
philosopher can dispense with deductive reasoning. We are
simply contesting his right to posit certain first principles, and
then offer them with their consequences as a complete picture
of reality. To discredit this procedure, one has only to show that
there can be no first principles of the kind it requires.

As it is the function of these first principles to provide a certain
basis for our knowledge, it is clear that they are not to be found
among the so-called laws of nature. For we shall see that the
“laws of nature,” if they are not mere definitions, are simply
hypotheses which may be confuted by experience. And, indeed,
it has never been the practice of the system-builders in philosophy
to choose inductive generalizations for their premises. Rightly
regarding such generalizations as being merely probable, they
subordinate them to principles which they believe to be logically
certain.

This is illustrated most clearly in the system of Descartes. It is
commonly said that Descartes attempted to derive all human
knowledge from premises whose truth was intuitively certain:
but this interpretation puts an undue stress on the element of
psychology in’ his system. I think he realised well enough that
a mere appeal to intuition was insufficient for his purpose, since
men are not all equally credulous, and that what he was really
trying to do was to base all our knowledge on propositions which
it would be self-contradictory to deny. He thought he had found
such a proposition in “‘cogito,” which must not here be under-
stood in its ordinary sense of “I think,” but rather as meaning
“there is a thought now.” In fact he was wrong, because “non
cogito” would be self-contradictory only if it negated itself: and
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this no significant proposition can do. But even if it were true
that such a proposition as “there is a thought now” was logically
certain, it still would not serve Descartes’ purpose. For if “cogito”
is taken in this sense, his initial principle, ‘“‘cogito ergo sum,” is
false. “I exist” does not follow from “there is a thought now.”
The fact that a thought occurs at a given moment does not entail
that any other thought has occurred at any other moment, still
less that there has occurred a series of thoughts sufficient to con-
stitute a single self. As Hume conclusively showed, no one event
intrinsically points to any other. We infer the existence of events
which we are not actually observing, with the help of general
principles. But these principles must be obtained inductively. By
mere deduction from what is immediately given we cannot ad-
vance a single step beyond. And, consequently, any attempt to
base a deductive system on propositions which describe what is
immediately given is bound to be a failure.

The only other course open to one who wished to deduce all
our knowledge from ““first principles,” without indulging in meta-
physics, would be to take for his premises a set of a priori truths.
But, as we have already mentioned, and shall later show, an
a priori truth is a tautology. And from a set of tautologies, taken
by themselves, only further tautologies can be validly deduced.
But it would be absurd to put forward a system of tautologies as
constituting the whole truth about the universe. And thus we
may conclude that it is not possible to deduce all our knowledge
from “first principles”; so that those who hold that it is the
function of philosophy to carry out such a deduction are denying
its claim to be a genuine branch of knowledge.

The belief that it is the business-of the philosopher to search
for first principles is bound up with the familiar conception of
philosophy as the study of reality as a whole. And this conception
is one which it-is difficult to criticize, because it is so vague. If it is
taken to imply, as it sometimes is, that the philosopher somehow
projects himself outside the world, and takes a bird’s-eye view of
it, then it is plainly a metaphysical conception. And it is also
metaphysical to assert, as some do, that “reality as a whole” is
somehow generically different from the reality which is investi-
gated piecemeal by the special sciences. But if the assertion that
philosophy studies reality as a whole is understood to imply
merely that the philosopher is equally concerned with the
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content of every science, then we may accept it, not indeed as an
adequate definition of philosophy, but as a truth about it. For we
shall find, when we come to discuss the relationship of philosophy
to science, that it is not, in principle, related to any one science
more closely than to any other.

In saying that philosophy is concerned with each of the
sciences, in a manner which we shall indicate,! we mean also to
rule out the supposition that philosophy can be ranged alongside
the existing sciences, as a special department of speculative
knowledge. Those who make this supposition cherish the belief
that there are some things in the world which are possible objects
of speculative knowledge and yet lie beyond the scope of em-
pirical science. But this belief is a delusion. There is no field of
experience which cannot, in principle, be brought under some
form of scientific law, and no type of speculative knowledge about
the world which it is, in principle, beyond the power of science to
give. We have already gone some way to substantiate this propo-
sition by demolishing metaphysics; and we shall justify it to the
full in the course of this book.

With this we complete the overthrow of speculative philosophy.
We are now in a position to see that the function of philosophy
is wholly critical. In what exactly does its critical activity
consist?

One way of answering this question is to say that it is the phil-
osopher’s business to test the validity of our scientific hypotheses
and everyday assumptions. But this view, though very widely
held, is mistaken. If a man chooses to déubt the truth of all the
propositions he ordinarily believes, it is not in the power of
philosophy to reassure him. The most that philosophy can do,
apart from seeing whether his beliefs are self-consistent, is to
show what are the criteria which are used to determine the truth
or falsehood of any given proposition: and then, when the sceptic
realises that certain observations would verify his propositions, he
may also realize that he could make those observations, and so
consider his original beliefs to be justified. But in such a case one
cannot say that it is philosophy which justifies his beliefs.
Philosophy merely shows him that experience can justify them.
We may look to the philosopher to show us what we accept
as constituting sufficient evidence for the truth of any given

1 Vide Chapter III and Chapter VIII.
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empirical proposition. But whether the evidence is forthcoming
or not is in every case a purely empirical question.

If anyone thinks that we are here taking too much for granted,
let him refer to the chapter on “Truth and Probability,” in which
we discuss how the validity of synthetic propositions is deter-
mined. He will see there that the only sort of justification that is
necessary or possible for self-consistent empirical propositions is
empirical verification. And this applies just as tnuch to the laws
of science as to the maxims of common sense. Indeed there is no
difference in kind between them. The superiority of the scientific
hypothesis consists merely in its being more abstract, more pre-
cise, and more fruitful. And although scientific objects such as
atoms and electrons seem to be fictitious in a way that chairs and
tables are not, here, too, the distinction is only a distinction of
degree. For both these kinds of objects are known only by their
sensible manifestations and are definable in terms of them.

It is time, therefore, to abandon the superstition that natural
science cannot be regarded as logically respectable until phil-
osophers have solved the problem of induction. The problem of
induction is, roughly speaking, the problem of finding a way to
prove that certain empirical gcnerallzatlons which are derived
from past experience will hold good also in the future. There are
only two ways of approaching this problem on the assumption
that it is a genuine problem, and it is easy to see that neither of
them can lead to its solution. One may attempt to deduce the
proposition which one is required to prove either from a purely
formal principle or from an empirical principle. In the former
case one commits the error of supposing that from a tautology
it is possible to deduce a proposition about a matter of fact; in
the latter case one simply assumes what one is setting out to
prove. For example, it is often said that we can justify induction
by invoking the uniformity of nature, or by postulating a “‘prin-
ciple of limited independent variety.”’ But, in fact, the principle
of the uniformity of nature merely states, in a misleading fashion,
the assumption that past experience is a reliable guide to the
future; while the principle of limited independent variety pre-
supposes it. And it is plain that any other empirical principle
which was put forward as a justification of induction would beg
the question in the same way. For the only grounds which one

1cf. J. M. Keynes, A Treatise on Probability, Part III.
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could have for believing such a principle would be inductive
grounds.

Thus it appears that there is no possible way of solving the
problem of induction, as it is ordinarily conceived. And this
means that it is a fictitious problem, since all genuine problems
are at least theoretically capable of being solved: and the credit
of natural science is not impaired by the fact that some phil-
osophers continue to be puzzled by it. Actually, we shall see that
the only test to which a form of scientific procedure which satisfies
the necessary condition of self-consistency is subject, is the test of
its success in practice. We are entitled to have faith in our pro-
cedure just so long as it does the work which it is designed to do—
that is, enables us to predict future experience, and so to control
our environment. Of course, the fact that a certain form of pro-
cedure has always been successful in practice affords no logical
guarantee that it will continue to be so. But then it is a mistake to
demand a guarantee where it is logically impossible to obtain
one. This does not mean that it is irrational to expect future ex-
perience to conform to the past. For when we come to define
“rationality” we shall find that for us ‘‘being rational” entails
being guided in a particular fashion by past experience.

The task of defining rationality is precisely the sort of task that
it is the business of philosophy to undertake. But in achieving this
it does not justify scientific procedure. What justifies scientific
procedure, to the extent to which it is capable of being justified,
is the success of the predictions to which it gives rise: and this
can be determined only in actual experience. By itself, the
analysis of a synthetic principle tells us nothing whatsoever about
its truth.

Unbhappily, this fact is generally disregarded by philosophers
who concern themselves with the so-called theory of knowledge.
Thus it is common for writers on the subject of perception to
assume that, unless one can give a satisfactory analysis of per-
ceptual situations, one is not entitled to believe in the existence of
material things. But this is a complete mistake. What gives one
the right to believe in the existence of a certain material thing is
simply the fact that one has certain sensations: for, whether one
realises it or not, to say that the thing exists is equivalent to saying
that such sensations are obtainable. It is the philosopher’s busi-
ness to give a correct definition of material things in terms of
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sensations. But his success or failure in this task has no bearing
whatsoever on the validity of our perceptual judgements. That
depends wholly on actual sense-experience.

It follows that the philosopher has no right to despise the
beliefs of common sense. If he does so, he merely displays his
ignorance of the true purpose of his enquiries. What he is entitled
to despise is the unreflecting analysis of those beliefs, which takes
the grammatical structure of the sentence as a trustworthy guide
to its meaning. Thus, many of the mistakes made in connection
with the problem of perception can be accounted for by the fact,
already referred to in connection with the metaphysical notion of
“substance,” that it happens to be impossible in an ordinary
European language to mention a thing without appearing to
distinguish it generically from its qualities and states. But from
the fact that the common-sense analysis of a proposition is mis-
taken it by no means follows that the proposition is not true.
The philosopher may be able to show us that the propositions
we believe are far more complex than we suppose; but it does
not follow from this that we have no right to believe them.

It should now be sufficiently clear that if the philosopher is to
uphold his claim to make a special contribution to the stock of
our knowledge, he must not attempt to formulate speculative
truths, or to look for first principles, or to make a priori judge-
ments about the validity of our empirical beliefs. He must, in
fact, confine himself to works of clarification and analysis of a
sort which we shall presently describe.

In saying that the activity of philosophising is essentially ana-
lytic, we are not, of course, maintaining that all those who are
commonly called philosophers have actually been engaged in
carrying out analyses. On the contrary, we have been at pains
to show that a great deal of what is commonly called philosophy
is metaphysical in character. What we have been in search of, in
enquiring into the function of philosophy, is a definition of
philosophy which should accord to some extent with the practice
of those who are commonly called philosophers, and at the same
time be consistent with the common assumption that philosophy
is a special branch of knowledge. It is because metaphysics fails
to satisfy this second condition that we distinguish it from
philosophy, in spite of the fact that it is commonly referred to
as philosophy. And our justification for making this distinction is
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that it is necessitated by our original postulate that philosophy
is a special branch of knowledge, and our demonstration fhat
metaphysics is not.

Although this procedure is logically unassailable, it will perhaps
be attacked on the ground that it is inexpedient. It will be said
that the “history of philosophy” is, almost entirely, a history of
metaphysics; and, consequently, that although there is no actual
fallacy involved in our using the word “‘philosophy” in the sense
in which philosophy is incompatible with metaphysics, it is dan-
gerously misleading. For all our care in defining the term will
not prevent people from confusing the activities which we call
philosophical with the metaphysical activities of those whom they
have been taught to regard as philosophers. And therefore it
would surely be advisable for us to abandon the term *“phil-
osophy” altogether, as a name for a distinctive branch of know-
ledge, and invent some new description for the activity which
we were minded to call the activity of philosophizing.

Our answer to this is that it is not the case that the ‘“‘history of
philosophy” is almost entirely a history of metaphysics. That it
contains some metaphysics is undeniable. But I think it can be
shown that the majority of those who are commonly supposed to
have been great philosophers were primarily not metaphysicians
but analysts. For example, I do not see how anyone who follows
the account which we shall give of the nature of philosophical
analysis and then turns to Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Under-
standing can fail to conclude that it is essentially an analytic
work. Locke is generally regarded as being one who, like G. E.
Moore at the present time, puts forward a philosophy of common
sense.l But he does not, any more than Moore, attempt to give
an a priori justification of our common-sense beliefs. Rather does
he appear to have seen that it was not his business as a philosopher
to affirm or deny the validity of any empirical propositions, but
only to analyse them. For he is content, in his own words, “to be
employed as an under-labourer in clearing the ground a little,
and removing some of the rubbish that lies in the way of know-
ledge”; and so devotes himself to the purely analytic tasks of
defining knowledge, and classifying propositions, and displaying
the nature of material things. And the small portion of his work

1Vide G. E. Moore, “A Defence of Common Sense,” Contemporary British
Philosophy, Vol. 11.
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which is not philosophical, in our sense, is not given over to
metaphysics, but to psychology.

Nor is it fair to regard Berkeley as a metaphysician. For he did
not, in.fact, deny the reality of material things, as we are still too
commonly told. What he denied was the adequacy of Locke’s
analysis of the notion of a material thing. He maintained that to
say of various “ideas of sensation” that they belonged to a single
material thing was not, as Locke thought, to say that they were
related to a single unobservable underlying ‘‘somewhat,” but
rather that they stood in certain relations to one another. And in
this he was right. Admittedly he made the mistake of supposing
that what was immediately given in sensation was necessarily
mental; and the use, by him and by Locke, of the word “idea”
to denote an element in that which is sensibly given is objection-
able, because it suggests this false view. Accordingly we replace
the word ‘“idea” in this usage by the neutral word ‘“sense-
content,” which we shall use to refer to the immediate data not
merely of “outer” but also of “introspective’ sensation, and say
that what Berkeley discovered was that material things must be
definable in terms of sense-contents. We shall see, when we come
finally to settle the conflict between idealism and realism, that
his actual conception of the relationship between material things
and sense-contents was not altogether accurate. It led him to
some notoriously paradoxical conclusions, which a slight emenda-
tion will enable us to avoid. But the fact that he failed to give
a completely correct account of the way in which material things
are constituted out of sense-contents does not invalidate his con-
tention that they are so constituted. On the contrary, we know
that it must be possible to define material things in terms of
sense-contents, because it is only by the occurrence of certain
sense-contents that the existence of any material thing can ever
be in the least degree verified. And thus we see that we have not
to enquire whether a phenomenalist “theory of perception” or
some other sort of theory is correct, but only what form of
phenomenalist theory is correct. For the fact that all causal and
representative theories of perception treat material things as if
they were unobservable entities entitles us, as Berkeley saw, to
rule them out a priori. The unfortunate thing is that, in spite of
this, he found it necessary to postulate God as an unobservable
cause of our “ideas”’; and he must be criticised also for failing to
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see that the argument which he uses to dispose of Locke’s analysis
of a material thing is fatal to his own conception of the nature of
the self, a point which was effectively seized upon by Hume.

Of Hume we may say not merely that-he was not in practice
a metaphysician, but that he explicitly rejected metaphysics. We
find the strongest evidence of this in the passage with which he
concludes his Enguiry Concerning Human Understanding. “1f,”’ he
says, ‘“we take in our hand any volume; of divinity, or school
metaphysics, for instance; let us ask, Does it contain any abstract
reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Does it contain
any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and exist-
ence? No. Commit it then to the flames. For it can contain noth-
ing but sophistry and illusion.” What is this but a rhetorical
version of our own thesis that a sentence which does not express
either a formally true proposition or an empirical hypothesis is
devoid of literal significance? It is true that Hume does not, so
far as I know, actually put forward any view concerning the
nature of philosophical propositions themselves, but those of his
works which are commonly accounted philosophical are, apart
from certain passages which deal with questions of psychology,
works of analysis. If this is not universally conceded, it is because
his treatment of causation, which is the main feature of his philo-
sophical work, is often misinterpreted. He has been accused of
denying causation, whereas in fact he was concerned only with
defining it. So far is he from asserting that no causal propositions
are true that he is himself at pains to give rules for judging of the
existence of causes and effects.! He realised well enough that the
question whether a given causal proposition was true or false was
not one that could be settled a priori, and accordingly confined
himself to discussing the analytic question, What is it that we are
asserting when we assert that one event is causally connected
with another? And in answering this question he showed, I think
conclusively, first that the relation of cause and effect was not
logical in character, since any proposition asserting a causal con-
nection could be denied without self-contradiction, secondly that
causal laws were not analytically derived from experience, since
they were not deducible from any finite number of experiential
propositions, and, thirdly, that it was a mistake to analyse propo-
sitions asserting causal connections in terms of a relation of

1Vide 4 Treatise of Human Nature, Book I, Part I1I, section 15.
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necessitation which held between particular events, since it was
impossible to conceive of any observations which would have the
slightest tendency to establish the existence of such a relation.
He thus laid the way open for the view, which we adopt, that
every assertion of a particular causal connection involves the
assertion of a causal law, and that every general proposition of
the form “C causes E” is equivalent to a proposition of the form
“whenever C, then E,” where the symbol “whenever” must be
taken to refer, not to a finite number of actual instarices of C, but
to the infinite number of possible instances. He himself defines
a cause as ‘“‘an object, followed by another, and where all the
objects similar to the first are followed by objects similar to the
second,” or, alternatively, as “an object followed by another, and
whose appearance always conveys the thought to that other”;!
but neither of these definitions is acceptable as it stands. For,
even if it is true that we should not, according to our standards
of rationality, have good reason to believe that an event G was
the cause of an event E unless we had observed a constant con-
junction of events like C with events like E, still there is no self-
contradiction involved in asserting the proposition “C is the
cause of E” and at the same time denying that any events like
C or like E ever have been observed; and this would be self-
contradictory if the first of the definitions quoted was correct.
Nor is it inconceivable, as the second definition implies, that
there should be causal laws which have never yet been thought
of\But although we are obliged, for these reasons, to reject
Hume’s actual definitions of a cause, our view of the nature of
causation remains substantially the same as his. And we agree
with him that there can be no other justification for inductive
reasoning than its success in practice, while insisting more
strongly than he did that no better justification is required. For
it is his failure to make this second point clear that has given his
views the air of paradox which has caused them to be so much
undervalued and misunderstood.

When we consider, also, that Hobbes and Bentham were chiefly
occupied in giving definitions, and that the best part of John
Stuart Mill’s work consists in a development of the analyses
carried out by Hume, we may fairly claim that in holding that
the activity of philosophising is essentially analytic we are

1 An Enguiry Conterning Human Understanding, section 7,
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adopting a standpoint which has always been implicit in English
empiricism. Not that the practice of philosophical analysis has
been confined to members of this school. But it is with them that
we have the closest historical affinity.

If I refrain from discussing these questions in detail, and make
no attempt to furnish a complete list of all the ‘“‘great phil-
osophers” whose work is predominantly analytic—a list which
would certainly include Plato and Aristotle and Kant—it is
because the point to which this discussion is relevant is one of
minor importance in our enquiry. We have been maintaining
that much of “traditional philosophy” is genuinely philosophical,
by our standards, in order to defend ourselves against the charge
that our retention of the word “philosophy” is misleading. But
even if it were the case that none of those who are commonly
called philosophers had ever been engaged in what we call the
activity of philosophising, it would not follow that our definition
of philosophy was erroneous, given our initial postulates. We may
admit that our retention of the word ‘“‘philosophy” is causally
dependent on our belief in the historical propositions set forth
above. But the validity of these historical propositions has no
logical bearing on the validity of our definition of philosophy,
nor on the validity of the distinction between philosophy, in our
sense, and metaphysics.

It is advisable to stress the point that philosophy, as we under-
stand it, is wholly independent of metaphysics, inasmuch as the
analytic method is commonly supposed by its critics to have a
metaphysical basis. Being misled by the associations of the word
‘“‘analysis,” they assume that philosophical analysis is an activity
of dissection; that it consists in “‘breaking up’ objects into their
constituent parts, until the whole universe is ultimately exhibited
as an aggregate of “bare particulars,” united by external rela-
tions. If this were really so, the most effective way of attacking the
method would be to show that its basic presupposition was non-
sensical. For to say that the universe was an aggregate of bare
particulars would be as senseless as to say that it was Fire or
Water or Experience. It is plain that no possible observation
would enable one to verify such an assertion. But, so far as
I know, this line of criticism is in fact never adopted. The critics
content themselves with pointing out that few, if any, of the
complex objects in the world are simply the sum of their parts.
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They have a structure, an organic unity, which distinguishes
them, as genuine wholes, from mere aggregates. But the analyst,
so it is said, is obliged by his atomistic metaphysics to regard an
object consisting of parts a, b, ¢, and d in a distinctive configura-
tion as being simply a4 b-+c¢+d, and thus gives an entirely false
account of its nature.

If we follow the Gestalt psychologists, who of all men talk
most constantly about. genuine wholes, in defining such a whole
as one in which the properties of every part depend to some
extent on its position in the whole, then we may accept it as an
empirical fact that there exist genuine, or organic, wholes. And
if the analytic method involved a denial of this fact, it would
indeed be a faulty method. But, actually, the validity of the ana-
lytic method is not dependent on any empirical, much less any
metaphysical, presupposition about the nature of things. For the
philosopher, as an analyst, is not directly concerned with the
physical properties of things. He is concerned only with the way
in which we speak about them.

In other words, the propositions of philosophy are not factual,
but linguistic in character—that is, they do not describe the
behaviour of physical, or even mental, objects; they express
definitions, er the formal consequences of definitions. Accord-
ingly, we may say that philosophy is a department of logic. For
we shall see that the characteristic mark of a purely logical
enquiry is that it is concerned with the formal consequences of
our definitions and not with questions of empirical fact.

It follows that philosophy does not in any way compete with
science. The difference in type between philosophical and scien-
tific propositions is such that they cannot conceivably contradict
one another. And this makes it clear that the possibility of philo-
sophical analysis is independent of any empirical assumptions.
That it is independent of any metaphysical assumptions should
be even more obvious still. For it is absurd to suppose that the
provision of definitions, and the study of their formal conse-
quences, involves the nonsensical assertion that the world is
composed of bare particulars, or any other metaphysical
dogma.

What has contributed as much as anything to the prevalent
misunderstanding of the nature of philosophical analysis is the
fact that propositions and questions which are really linguistic
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are often expressed in such a way that they appear to be factual,!
A striking instance of this is provided by the proposition that
a material thing cannot be in two places at once. This looks like
an empirical proposition, and is constantly invoked by those who
desire to prove that it is possible for an empirical proposition to
be logically certain. But a more critical inspection shows that it
is not empirical at all, but linguistic. It simply records the fact
that, as the result of certain verbal conventions, the proposition
that two sense-contents occur in the same visual or tactual sense-
field is incompatible with the proposition that they belong to the
same material thing.2 And this is indeed a necessary fact. But it
has not the least tendency to show that we have certain know-
ledge about the empirical properties of objects. For it is necessary
only because we happen to use the relevant words in a particular
way. There is no logical reason why we should not so alter our
definitions that the sentence “A thing cannot be in two places at
once” comes to express a self-contradiction instead of a necessary
truth.

Another good example of linguistically necessary proposition
which appears to be a record of empirical fact is the proposition,
“Relations are not particulars, but universals.” One might sup-
pose that this was a proposition of the same order as, ‘““Armenians
are not Mohammedans, but Christians’: but one would be
mistaken. For, whereas the latter proposition is an empirical
hypothesis relating to the religious practices of a certain group
of people, the former is not a proposition about “things” at all,
but simply about words. It records the fact that relation-symbols
belong by definition to the class of symbols for characters, and
not to the class of symbols for things.

The assertion that relations are universals provokes the ques-
tion, “What is a universal?”’; and this question is not, as it has
traditionally been regarded, a question about the character of
certain real objects, but a request for a definition of a certain
term. Philosophy, as it is written, is full of questions like this,

1 Carnap has stressed this point. Where we speak of “linguistic” propositions
expressed in “factual” or “pseudo-factual” language he speaks of “Pseudo-
Objektsitze” or “quasi-syntaktische Sitze” as being expressed in the “Inhalt-

liche,” as opposed to the “Formale Redeweise.” Vide Logische Syntax der
Sprache, Part V.

2 cf. my article “On Particulars and Universals,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society, 19334, PP- 54» 55-
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which seem to be factual but are not. Thus, to ask what is the
nature of a material object is to ask for a definition of “material
object,” and this, as we shall shortly see, is to ask how propo-
sitions about material objects are to be translated into propositions
about sense-contents. Similarly, to ask what is a number is to ask
some such question as whether it is possible to translate propo-
sitions about the natural numbers into propositions about classes.1
And the same thing applies to all the other philosophical ques-
tions of the form, “What is an x?”’ or, “What is the nature of x?”’
They are all requests for definitions, and, as we shall see, for
definitions of a peculiar sort.

Although it is misleading to write about linguistic questions in
“factual” language, it is often convenient for the sake of brevity.
And we shall not always avoid doing it ourselves. But it is im-
portant that no one should be deceived by this practice into
supposing that the philosopher is engaged on an empirical or
a metaphysical enquiry. We may speak loosely of him as analys-
ing facts, or notions, or even things. But we must make it clear
that these are simply ways of saying that he is concerned with
the definition of the corresponding words.

CHAPTER III

THE NATURE OF PHILOSOPHICAL
ANALYSIS

Froum our asserTion that philosophy provides definitions,
it must not be inferred that it is the function of the phil-
osopher to compile a dictionary, in the ordinary sense. For
the definitions which philosophy is required to provide are of
a different kind from those which we expect to find in dictionaries.
In a dictionary we look mainly for what may be called explicit
definitions; in philosophy, for definitions iz use. A brief explana-
tion should suffice to make the nature of this distinction clear.
We define a symbol explicitly when we put forward another
symbol, or symbolic expression which is synonymous with it. And

1 cf. Rudolf Carnap, Légische Syntax der Sprache, Part V, 79B, and 84.
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the word “‘synonymous” is here used in such a way that two
symbols belonging to the same language can be said to be
synonymous if, and only if, the simple substitution of one symbol
for the other, in any sentence in which either can significantly
occur, always yields a new sentence which is equivalent to the
old. And we say that two sentences of the same language are
equivalent if, and only if, every sentence which is entailed by any
given group of sentences in conjunction with one of them is
entailed by the same group in conjunction with the other. And,
in this usage of the word “‘entail,” a sentence s is said to entail
a sentence ¢ when the proposition expressed by ¢ is deducible
from the proposition expressed by s; while a proposition p is said
to be deducible from, or to follow from, a proposition ¢ when
the denial of p contradicts the assertion of g.

The provision of these criteria enables us to see that the vast
majority of the definitions which are given in ordinary discourse
are explicit definitions. In particular, it is worth remarking that
the process of defining per genus et differentiam, to which Aristotelian
logicians devote so much attention, always yields definitions
which are explicit in the foregoing sense. Thus, when we define
an oculist as an eye-doctor, what we are asserting is that, in the
English language, the two symbols “oculist” and ‘“‘eye-doctor”
are synonymous. And, generally speaking, all the questions that
are discussed by logicians in connection with this mode of defi-
nition are concerned with the possible ways of finding synonyms
in a given language for any given term. We shall not enter into
these questions ourselves, because they are irrelevant to our
present purpose, which is to expound the method of philosophy.
For the philosopher, as we have already said, is primarily con-
cerned with the provision, not of explicit definitions, but of
definitions in use.1

We define-a symbol in use, not by saying that it is synonymous
with some other symbol, but by showing how the sentences in
which it significantly occurs can be translated into equivalent
sentences, which contain neither the definiendum itself, nor any of
its synonyms. A good illustration of this process is provided by
Bertrand Russell’s so-called theory of definite descriptions, which
is not a theory at all in the ordinary sense, but an indication of,

1 That this statement needs to be qualified is shown in the Introduction,
PpP- 24 1
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the way in which all phrases of the form “the so-and-so” are to
be defined.! It proclaims that every sentence which contains a
symbolic expression of this form can be translated into a sentence
which does not contain any such expression, but does contain
a sub-sentence asserting that one, and only one, object possesses
a certain property, or else that no one object possesses a certain
property. Thus, the sentence ‘““The round square cannot exist” is
equivalent to ‘“No one thing can be both square and round”;
and the sentence “The author of Waverley was Scotch” is
equivalent to “One person, and one person only, wrote Waverley,
and that person was Scotch.””? The first of these examples pro-
vides us with a typical illustration of the way in which any
definite descriptive phrase which occurs as the subject of a nega-
tive existential sentence can be eliminated; and the second, with
a typical illustration of the way in which any definite descriptive
phrase which occurs anywhere in any other type of sentence can
be eliminated. Together, therefore, they show us how to express
what is expressed by any sentence which contains a definite
descriptive phrase without employing any such phrase. And thus
they furnish us with a definition of these phrases in use.

The effect of this definition of descriptive phrases, as of all
good definitions, is to increase our understanding of certain sent-
ences. And this is a benefit which the author of such a definition
confers not only on others, but also on himself. It might be
objected that he must already understand the sentences in order
to be able to define the symbols which occur in them. But this
initial understanding need not amount to anything more than an
ability to tell, in practice, what sort of situations verify the propo-
sitions they express. Such an understanding of sentences contain-
ing definite descriptive phrases may be possessed even by those
who believe that there are subsistent entities, such as the round
square, or the present King of France. But the fact that they do
maintain this shows that their understanding of these sentences
is imperfect. For their lapse into metaphysics is the outcome of
the naive assumption that definite descriptive phrases are demon-
strative symbols. And in the light of the clearer understanding
which is afforded by Russell’s definition, we see that this assump-
tion is false. Nor could this end have been achieved by an explicit

1 Vide Principia Mathematica, Introduction, Chapter iii, and Introduction to
Mathematical Philisophy, Chapter xvi.
2 This is not quite accurate, vide Introduction, pp. 22—4.
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definition of any descriptive phrase. What was required was a
translation of sentences containing such phrases which would
reveal what may be calied their logical complexity. In general,
we may say that it is the purpose of a philosophical definition to
dispel those confusions which arise from our imperfect under-
standing of certain types of sentence in our language, where the
need cannot be met by the provision of a synonym for any
symbol, either because there is no synonym, or else because the
available synonyms are unclear in the same fashion as the symbol
to which the confusion is due.

A complete philosophical elucidation of any language would
consist, first, in enumerating the types of sentence that were
significant in that language, and then in displaying the relations
of equivalence that held between sentences of various types. And
here it may be explained that two sentences are said to be of the
same type when they can be correlated in such a way that to
each symbol in one sentence there corresponds a symbol of the
same type in the other; and that two symbols are said to be of
the same type when it is always possible to substitute one for the
other without changing a significant sentence into a piece of
nonsense. Such a system of definitions in use would reveal what
may be called the structure of the language in question. And thus
we may regard any particular philosophical ‘‘theory,” such as
Russell’s “theory of definite descriptions,” as a revelation of part
of the structure of a given language. In Russell’s case, the
language is the everyday English language; and any other
language, such as French or German, which has the same struc-
ture as English.1 And, in this context, it is not necessary to draw
a distinction between the spoken and the written language. As
far as the validity of a philosophical definition is concerned, it
does not matter whether we regard the symbol defined as being
constituted by visible marks or by sounds.

A factor which complicates the structure of a language such as
English is the prevalence of ambiguous symbols. A symbol is said
to be ambiguous when it is constituted by signs which are iden-
tical in their sensible form, not only with one another, but also
with signs which are elements of some other symbol. For what
makes two signs elements of the same symbol is not merely an

1 This must not be taken to imply that all English-speaking people actually
employ a single, precise system of symbols. Vide pp. 70-1.
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identity of form, but also an identity of usage. Thus, if we were
guided merely by ihe form of the sign, we should assume that the
““is”” which occurs in the sentence ‘“He is the author of that book”
was the same symbol as the “is” which occurs in the sentence
“A cat is a mammal.” But, when we come to translate the sent-
ences, we find that the first is equivalent to ‘“He, and no one else,
wrote that book,” and the second to “The class of mammals con-
tains the class of cats.” And this shows that, in this instance, each
“is” is an ambiguous symbol which must not be confused with
the other, nor with the ambiguous symbols of existence, and class-
membership, and identity, and entailment, which are also con-
stituted by signs of the form ‘‘is.”

To say that a symbol is constituted by signs which are identical
with one another in their sensible form, and in their significance,
and that a sign is a sense-content, or a series of sense-contents,
which is used to convey literal meaning, is not to say that a symbol
is a collection, or system, of sense-contents. For when we speak of
certain objects, b, ¢, d . . . as being elements of an object ¢, and
of ¢ as being constituted by b, ¢, d . . . we are not saying that they
form part of ¢, in the sense in which my arm is a part of my body,
or a particular set of books on my shelf is part of my collection of
books. What we are saying is that all the sentences in which the
symbol ¢ occurs can be translated into sentences which do not
contain ¢ itself, or any symbol which is synonymous with e, but
do contain symbols &, ¢, d . . . In such a case we say that ¢ is
a logical construction out of 4, ¢, d . . . And, in general, we may
explain the nature of logical constructions by saying that the
introduction of symbols which denote logical constructions is a
device which enables us to state complicated propositions about
the elements of these constructions in a relatively simple form.

What one must not say is that logical constructions are fictitious
objects. For while it is true that the English State, for example, is
a logical construction out of individual people, and that the table
at which I am writing is a logical construction out of sense-
contents, it is not true that either the English State or this table is
fictitious, in the sense in which Hamlet or a mirage is fictitious.
Indeed, the assertion that tables are logical constructions out of
sense-contents is not a factual assertion at all, in the sense in
which the assertion that tables were fictitious objects would be
a factual assertion, albeit a false one. It is, as our explanation of
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the notion of a logical construction should have made clear, a
linguistic assertion, to the effect that the symbol “table” is defin-
able in terms of certain symbols which stand for sense-contents.
not explicitly, but in use. And this, as we have seen, is tantamounc
to saying that sentences which contain the symbol ‘“‘table,” or the
corresponding symbol in any language which has the same struc-
ture as English, can all be translated into sentences of the same
language which do not contain that symbol, nor any of its
synonyms, but do contain certain symbols which stand for sense-
contents; a fact which may be loosely expressed by saying that to
say anything about a table is always to say something about sense-
contents. This does not, of course, imply that to say something
about a table is ever to say the same thing about the relevant
sense-contents. For example, the sentence, “I am now sitting in
front of a table” can, in principle, be translated into a sentence
which does not mention tables, but only sense-contents. But this
does not mean that we can simply substitute a sense-content
symbol for the symbol “table” in the original sentence. If we do
this, our new sentence, so far from being equivalent to the old,
will be a mere piece of nonsense. To obtain a sentence which is
equivalent to the sentence about the table, but refers to sense-
contents instead, the whole of the original sentence has to be
altered. And this, indeed, is implied by the fact that to say that
tables are logical constructions out of sense-contents is to say, not
that the symbol ‘“‘table” can be explicitly defined in terms of
symbols which stand for sense-contents, but only that it can be so
defined in use. For, as we have seen, the function of a definition
in use is not to provide us with a synonym for any symbol, but to
enable us to translate sentences of a certain type.

The problem of giving an actual rule for translating sentences
about a material thing into sentences about sense-contents, which
may be called the problern of the “reduction” of material things
to sense-contents, is the main philosophical part of the traditional
problem of perception. It is true that writers on perception who
set out to describe “‘the nature of a material thing” believe them-
selves to be discussing a factual question. But, as we have already
pointed out, this is a mistake. The question, ‘“What is the nature
of a material thing?” is, like any other question of that form,
a linguistic question, being a demand for a definition. And the
propositions which are set forth in answer to it are linguistic
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propositions, even though they may be expressed in such a way
that they seem to be factual. They are propositions about the
relationship of symbols, and not about the properties of the
things which the symbols denote.

It is necessary to emphasise this point in connection with the
“problem of perception,” since the fact that we are unable, in
our everyday language, to describe the properties of sense-
contents with any great precision, for lack of the requisite
symbols, makes it convenient to give the solution of this problem
in factual terminology. We express the fact that to speak about
material things is, for each of us, a way of speaking about sense-
contents, by saying that each of us “‘constructs” material things
out of sense-contents: and we reveal the relationship between the
two sorts of symbols by showing what are the principles of this
“construction.” In other words, one answers the question, “What
is the nature of a material thing?’’ by indicating, in general terms,
what are the relations that must hold between any two of one’s
sense-contents for them to be elements of the same material thing.
The difficulty, which here seems to arise, of reconciling the sub-
Jjectivity of sense-contents with the objectivity of material things
will be dealt with in a later chapter of this book.!

The solution which we shall now give of this “problem of per-
ception” will serve as a further illustration of the method of philo-
sophical analysis. To simplify the question, we introduce the
following definitions. We say that two sense-contents directly
resemble one another when there is either no difference, or only
an infinitesimal difference, of quality between them; and that
they resemble one another indirectly when they are linked by
a series of direct resemblances, but are not themselves directly
resemblant, a relationship whose possibility depends on the fact
that the relative product? of infinitesimal differences in quality
is an appreciable difference in quality. And we say that two
visual, or tactual, sense-contents are directly continuous when
they belong to successive members of a series of actual, or possible,
sense-fields, and there is no difference, or only an infinitesimal
difference, between them, with respect to the position of each in

1 Chapter VII.

2 “The relative product of two relations R and S is the relation which holds
between x and z when there is an intermediate term y such that x has the
relation R to y and y has thc relation § to z.” Principia Mathematica, Intro-
duction, Chapter I.
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its own sense-field; and that they are indirectly continuous when
they are related by an actual, or possible, series of such direct
continuities. And here it should be explained that to say of a
sense-experience, or a sense-field whicli is a part of a sense-
experience, or a sense-content which is a part of a sense-field,
that it is possible, as opposed to actual, is to say, not that it ever
has occurred or will occur in fact, but that it would occur if
certain specifiable conditions were fulfilled. So when it is said
that a material thing is constituted by both actual and possible
sense-contents, all that is being asserted is that the sentences
referring to sense-contents, which are the translations of the sent-
ences referring to any material thing, are both categorical and
hypothetical. And thus the notion of a possible sense-content, or
sense-experience, is as unobjectionable as the familiar notion of
a hypothetical statement.

Relying on these preliminary definitions, one may assert with
regard to any two of one’s visual sense-contents, or with regard
to any two of one’s tactual sense-contents, that they are elements
of the same material thing if, and only if, they are related to one
another by a relation of direct, or indirect, resemblance in certain
respects, and by a relation of direct, or indirect, continuity. And
as each of these relations is symmetrical—that is to say, a relation
which cannot hold between any terms A and B without also hold-
ing between B and A—and also transitive—that is, a relation
which cannot hold between a term A and another term B, and
between B and another term C, without holding between A and
C—it follows that the groups of visual and tactual sense-contents
which are constituted by means of these relations cannot have
any members in common. And this means that no visual, or
tactual, sense-content can be an element of more than one
material thing.

The next step in the analysis of the notion of a material thing
is to show how these separate groups of visual and tactual sense-
contents are correlated. And this may be effected by saying that
any two of one’s visual and tactual groups belong to the same
material thing when every element of the visual group which is
of minimal visual depth forms part of the same sense-experience
as an element of the tactual group which is of minimal tactual
depth. We cannot here define visual or tactual depth otherwise
than ostensively. The depth of a visual or tactual sense-content
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is as much a sensible property of it as its length or breadth.! But
we may describe it by saying that one visual or tactual sense-
content has a greater depth than another when it is farther from
the observer’s body, provided that we make it clear that this is
not intended to be a definition. For it would clearly vitiate any
“reduction” of material things to sense-contents if the defining
sentences contained references to human bodies, which are them-
selves material things. We, however, are obliged to mention
material things when we wish to describe certain sense-contents,
because the poverty of our language is such that we have no
other verbal means of explaining what their properties are.

As for the sense-contents of taste, or sound, or smell, which are
assigned to particular material things, they may be classified by
reference to their association with tactual sense-contents. Thus,
we assign sense-contents of taste to the same material things as
the simultaneously occurring sense-contents of touch which are
experienced by the palate, or the tongue. And in assigning an
auditory or olfactory sense-content to a material thing, we remark
that it is a member of a possible series of temporarily continuous
sounds, or smells, of uniform quality but gradually increasing
intensity; the series, namely, which one would ordinarily be said
to experience in the course of moving towards the place from
which the sound, or the smell, came; and we assign it to the same
material thing as the tactual sense-content which is experienced
at the same time as the sound, or the smell, of maximum intensity
in the series.

What is next required of us, who are attempting to analyse the
notion of a material thing, is the provision of a rule for translating
sentences which refer to the ‘“real” qualities of material things.
Our answer is that to say of a certain quality that it is the real
quality of a given material thing is to say that it characterises
those elements of the thing which are the most conveniently
measured of all the elements which possess qualities of the kind
in question. Thus, when I look at a coin and assert that it is
really round in shape, I am not asserting that the shfpe of the
sense-content, which is the element of the coin that I am actually
observing, is round, still less that the shape of all the visual, or
tactual, elements of the coin is round; what I am asserting is
that roundness of shape characterises those elements of the coin

1 See H: H. Price, Perception, p. 218.
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which are experienced from the point of view from which
measurements of shape are most conveniently carried out. And
similarly I assert that the real colour of the paper on which I am
writing is white, even though it may mot always appear to be
white, because whiteness of colour characterises those visual
elements of the paper which are experienced in the conditions in
which the greatest discrimination of colours is possible. And,
finally, we define relations of quality, or position, between
material things in terms of the relations of quality, or position,
which obtain between such “privileged”’ elements.

This definition, or, rather, this outline of a definition, of symbols
which stand for material things is intended to have the same sort
of effect as the definition of descriptive phrases which we gave as
our original example of the process of philosophical analysis. It
serves to increase our understanding of the sentences in which we
refer to material things. In this case also, there is, of course, a
sense in which we already understand such sentences. Those who
use the English language have no difficulty, in practice, in
identifying the situations which determine the truth or falsehood
of such simple statements as “This is a table,” or “Pennies are
round.” But they may very well be unaware of the hidden logical
complexity of such statements which our analysis of the notion
of a material thing has just brought to light. And, as a result,
they may be led to adopt some metaphysical belief, such as the
belief in the existence of material substances or invisible sub-
strata, which is a source of confusion in all their speculative
thought. And the utility of the philosophical definition which
dispels such confusions is not to be measured by the apparent
triviality of the sentences which it translates.

It is sometimes said that the purpose of such philosophical
definitions is to reveal the meaning of certain symbols, or com-
binations of symbols. The objection to this way of speaking is
that it does not give an unequivocal description of the phil-
osopher’s practice, because it employs, in “meaning,” a highly
ambiguous symbol. It is for this reason that we defined the rela-
tion of equivalence between sentences, without referring to
“meaning.” And, indeed, I doubt whether all the sentences
which are equivalent, according to our definition, would ordi-
narily be said to have the same meaning. For I think that
although a complex sign of the form ‘“‘the sentences s and ¢ have
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the same meaning’ is sometimes used, or taken, to express what
we express by saying “‘the sentences s and ¢ are equivalent,” this
is not the way in which such a sign is most commonly used or
interpreted. I think that if we are to use the sign “meaning” in
the way in which it is most commonly used, we must not say that
two sentences have the same meaning for anyone, unless the
occurrence of one always has the same effect on his thoughts and
actions as the occurrence of the other. And, clearly, it is possible
for two sentences to be equivalent, by our criterion, without
having the same effect on anyone who employs the language.
For instance, ““p is a law of nature” is equivalent to “p is a general
hypothesis which can always be relied on”: but the associations
of the symbol “law” are such that the former sentence tends to
produce a very different psychological effect from its equivalent.
It gives rise to a belief in the orderliness of nature, and even in
the existence of a power.“behind” that orderliness, which is not
evoked by the equivalent sentence, and has, indeed, no rational
warrant. Thus there are many people for whom these sentences
do, in this common sense of “‘meaning,”” have different meanings.
And this, I suspect, accounts for the widespread reluctance to
admit that the laws oi nature are merely hypotheses, just as the
failure of some philosophers to recognise that material things are
reducible to sense-contents is very largely due to the fact that no
sentence which refers to sense-contents ever has the same psycho-
logical effect on them as a sentence which refers to a material
thing. But, as we have seen, this is not a valid ground for denying
that any two such sentences are equivalent.

Accordingly, one should avoid saying that philosophy is con-
cerned with the meaning of symbols, because the ambiguity of
“meaning” leads the undiscerning critic to judge the result of
a philosophical enquiry by a criterion which is not applicable to
it, but only to an empirical enquiry concerning the psychological
effect which the occurrence of certain symbols has on a certain
group of people. Such empirical enquiries are, indeed, an im-
portant element in sociology and in the scientific study of a
language; but they are quite distinct from the logical enquiries
which constitute philosophy.

It is misleading, also, to say, as some do, that philosophy tells
us how certain symbols are actually used. For this suggests that
the propositions of philosophy are factual propositions concerning
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the behaviour of a certain group of people; and this is not the
case. The philosopher who asserts that, in the English language,
the sentence “The author of Waverley was Scotch” is equivalent
to “One person, and one person only, Wrote Waverley, and that
person was Scotch” is not asserting that all, or most, English-
speaking people use these sentences interchangeably. What he is
asserting is that, in virtue of certain rules of entailment, namely
those which are characteristic of ‘“‘correct” English, every sent-
ence which is entailed by “The author of Waverley was Scotch,”
in conjunction with any given group of sentences, is entailed
also by that group, in conjunction with ‘““One person, and one
person only, wrote Waverley, and that person was Scotch.” That
English-speaking people should employ the verbal conventions
that they do is, indeed, an empirical fact. But the deduction of
relations of equivalence from the rules of entailment which
characterise the English, or any other, language is a purely
logical activity; and it is in this logical activity, and not in any
empirical study of the linguistic habits of any group of people,
that philosophical analysis consists.?

Thus, in specifying the language to which he intends his defi-
nitions to apply, the philosopher is simply describing the conven-
tions from which his definitions are deduced; and the validity of
the definitions depends solely on their compatibility with these
conventions. In most cases, indeed, the definitions are obtained
from conventions which do, in fact, correspond to the conven-
tions which are actually observed by some group of people. And
it is a necessary condition of the utility of the definitions, as a
means of clarification, that this should be so. But it is a mistake
to suppose that the existence of such a correspondence is ever
part of what the definitions actually assert.2

It is to be remarked that the process of analysing a language is
facilitated if it'is possible to use for the classification of its forms

1 There is a ground for saying that the philosopher is always concerned with

an artificial language. For the conventions which we follow in our actual
usage of words are not altogether systematic and precise.

2 Thus if I wish to refute a philosophical opponent I do not argue about
people’s linguistic habits. I try to prove that his definitions involve a contra-
diction. Suppose, for example, that he is maintaining that “A is a free agent”
is equivalent to “A’s actions are uncaused.” Then I refute him by getting him
to admit that “A is a free agent” is entailed by “A is morally responsible for
his actions” whereas “A’s actions are uncaused” entails “A is not morally
responsible for his actions.”
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an artificial system of symbols whose structure is known. The
best-known example of such a symbolism is the so-called system
of logistic which was employed by Russell and Whitehead in
their Principia Mathematica. But it is not necessary that the
language in which analysis is carried out should be different
from the language analysed. If it were, we should be obliged to
suppose, as Russell once suggested, “that every language has a
structure concerning which, in the language, nothing can be said,
but that there may be another language dealing with the struc-
ture of the first language, and having itself a new structure, and
that to this hierarchy of languages there may be no limit.”’1 This
was written presumably in the belief that an attempt to refer to
the structure of a language in the language itself would lead to
the occurrence of logical paradoxes.2 But Carnap, by actually
carrying out such an analysis, has subsequently shown that a
language can without self-contradiction be used in the analysis
of itself.s

CHAPTER IV

THE A PRIORI

The view or paILOSOPHY which we have adopted may,
I think, fairly be described as a form of empiricism. For it is
characteristic of an empiricist to eschew metaphysics, on the
ground that every factual proposition must refer to sense-experi-
ence. And even if the conception of philosophizing as an activity
of analysis is not to be discovered in the traditional theories of
empiricists, we have seen that it is implicit in their practice. At
the same time, it must be made clear that, in calling ourselves
empiricists, we are not avowing a belief in any of the psycho-
logical doctrines which are commonly associated with empiricism.
For, even if these doctrines were valid, their validity would be
independent of the validity of any philosophical thesis. It could

1 Introduction to L. Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, p. 23.

2 Concerning logical paradoxes, see Russell and Whitehead, Principia Mathe-
matica, Introduction, Chapter ii; F. P. Ramsey, Foundations of Mathematics,
pp. 1-63; and Lewis and Langford, Symbolic Logic, Chapter xiii.

3 Vide Logische Syntax der Sprache, Parts I and II.
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be established only by observation, and not by the purely logical
considerations upon which our empiricism rests.

Having admitted that we are empiricists, we must now deal
with the objection that is commonly brolight against all forms of
empiricism; the objection, namely, that it is impossible on em-
piricist principles to account for our knowledge of necessary
truths. For, as Hume conclusively showed, no general propo-
sition whose validity is subject to the test of actual experience can
ever be logically certain. No matter how often it is verified in
practice, there still remains the possibility that it will be con-
futed on some future occasion. The fact that a law has been sub-
stantiated in n—1 cases affords no logical guarantee that it will
be substantiated in the nth case also, no matter how large we
take 7 to be. And this means that no general proposition referring
to a matter of fact can ever be shown to be necessarily and uni-
versally true. It can at best be a probable hypothesis. And this,
we shall find, applies not only to general propositions, but to all
propositions which have a factual content. They can none of
them ever become logically certain. This conclusion, which we
shall elaborate later on, is one which must be accepted by every
consistent empiricist. It is often thought to involve him in com-
plete scepticism; but this is not the case. For the fact that the
validity of a proposition cannot be logically guaranteed in no
way entails that it is irrational for us to believe it. On the con-
trary, what is irrational is to look for a guarantee where none can
be forthcoming; to demand certainty where probability is all
that is obtainable. We have already remarked upon this, in re-
ferring to the work of Hume. And we shall make the point clearer
when we come to treat of probability, in explaining the use which
we make of empirical propositions. We shall discover that there
is nothing perverse or paradoxical about the view that all the
“truths” of science and common sense are hypotheses; and con-
sequently that the fact that it involves this view constitutes no
objection to the empiricist thesis.

Where the empiricist does encounter difficulty is in connection
with the truths of formal logic and mathematics. For whereas a
scientific generalisation is readily admitted to be fallible, the
truths of mathematics and logic appear to everyone to be neces-
sary and certain. But if empiricism is correct no proposition which
has a factual content can be necessary or certain. Accordingly
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the empiricist must deal with the truths of logic and mathematics
in one of the two following ways: he must say either that they are
not necessary truths, in which case he must account for the uni-
versal conviction that they are; or he must say that they have no
factual content, and then he must explain how a proposition
which is empty of all factual content can be true and useful and
surprising.

If neither of these courses proves satisfactory, we shall be
obliged to give way to rationalism. We shall be obliged to admit
that there are some truths about the world which we can know
independently of experience; that there are some properties which
we can ascribe to all objects, even though we cannot conceivably
observe that all objects have them. And we shall have to accept it
as a mysterious inexplicable fact that our thought has this power
to reveal to us authoritatively the nature of objects which we have
never observed. Or else we must accept the Kantian explanation
which, apart from the epistemological difficulties which we have
already touched on, only pushes the mystery a stage further back.

It is clear that any such concession to rationalism would upset
the main argument of this book. For the admission that there were
some facts about the world which could be known independently
of experience would be incompatible with our fundamental con-
tention that a sentence says nothing unless it is empirically
verifiable. And thus the whole force of our attack on metaphysics
would be destroyed. It is vital, therefore, for us to be able to show
that one or other of the empiricist accounts of the propositions of
logic and mathematics is correct. If we are successful in this, we
shall have destroyed the foundations of rationalism. For the
fundamental tenet of rationalism is that thought is an indepen-
dent source of knowledge, and is moreover a more trustworthy
source of knowledge than experience; indeed some rationalists
have gone so far as to say that thought is the only source of
knowledge. And the ground for this view is simply that the only
necessary truths about the world which are known to us are
known through thought and not through experience. So that if
we can show either that the truths in question are not necessary
or that they are not “truths about the world,” we shall be taking
away the support on which rationalism rests. We shall be making
good the empiricist contention that there are no ‘‘truths of
reason’ which refer to matters of fact.
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The course of maintaining that the truths of logic and mathe-
matics are not necessary or certain was adopted by Mill. He
maintained that these propositions were inductive generalizations
based on an extremely large number of ‘instances. The fact that
the number of supporting instances was so very large accounted,
in his view, for our believing these generalizations to be neces-
sarily and universally true. The evidence in their favour was so
strong that it seemed incredible to us that a contrary instance
should ever arise. Nevertheless it was in principle possible for
such generalizations to be confuted. They were highly probable,
but, being inductive generalizations, they were not certain. The
difference between them and the hypotheses of natural science
was a difference in degree and not in kind. Experience gave us
very good reason to suppose that a “truth” of mathematics or
logic was true universally; but we were not possessed of a
guarantee. For these “truths” were only empirical hypotheses
which had worked particularly well in the past; and, like all
empirical hypotheses, they were theoretically fallible.

I do not think that this solution of the empiricist’s difficulty
with regard to the propositions of logic and mathematics is
acceptable. In discussing it, it is necessary to make a distinction
which is perhaps already enshrined in Kant’s famous dictum that,
although there can be no doubt that all our knowledge begins
with experience, it does not follow that it all arises out of experi-
ence.l When we say that the truths of logic are known indepen-
dently of experience, we are not of course saying that they are
innate, in the sense that we are born knowing them. It is obvious
that mathematics and logic have to be learned in the same way as
chemistry and history have to be learned. Nor are we denying
that the first person to discover a given logical or mathematical
truth was led to it by an inductive procedure. It is very probable,
for example, that the principle of the syllogism was formulated
not before but after the validity of syllogistic reasoning had been
observed in a number of particular cases. What we are discussing,
however, when we say that logical and mathematical truths are
known independently of experience, is not a historical question
concerning the way in which these truths were originally dis-
covered, nor a psychological question concerning the way in
which each of us comes to learn them, but an epistemological

1 Critique of Pure Reason, 2nd ed., Introduction, section i.
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question. The contention of Mill’s which we reject is that the
propositions of logic and mathematics have the same status as
empirical hypotheses; that their validity is determined in the same
way. We maintain that they are independent of experience in the
sense that they do not owe their validity to empirical verification.
We may come to discover them through an inductive process; but
once we have apprehended them we see that they are necessarily
true, that they hold good for every conceivable instance. And
this serves to distinguish them from empirical generalizations.
For we know that a proposition whose validity depends upon
experience cannot be seen to be necessarily and universally
true.

In rejecting Mill’s theory, we are obliged to be somewhat dog-
matic. We can do no more than state the issue clearly and then
trust that his contention will be seen to be discrepant with the
relevant logical facts. The following considerations may serve to
show that of the two ways of dealing with logic and mathematics
which are open to the empiricist, the one which Mill adopted is
not the one which is correct.

The best way to substantiate our assertion that the truths of
formal logic and pure mathematics are necessarily true is to
examine cases in which they might seem to be confuted. It might
easily happen, for example, that when I came to count what
I had taken to be five pairs of objects, I found that they amounted
only to nine. And if I wished to mislead people I might say that
on this occasion twice five was not ten. But in that case I should
not be using the complex sign “2X 5=10"" in the way in which
it is ordinarily used. I should be taking it not as the expression of
a purely mathematical proposition, but as the expression of an
empirical generalization, to the effect that whenever I counted
what appeared to me to be five pairs of objects I discovered that
they were ten in number. This generalization may very well be
false. But if it proved false in a given case, one would not say that
the mathematical proposition “2Xx 5=10" had been confuted.
One would say that I was wrong in supposing that there were
five pairs of objects to start with, or that one of the objects had
been taken away while I was counting, or that two of them had
coalesced, or that I had counted wrongly. One would adopt as
an explanation whatever empirical hypothesis fitted in best with
the accredited facts. The one explanation which would in no
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circumstances be adopted is that ten is not always the product
of two and five.

To take another example: if what appears to be a Euclidean
triangle is found by measurement not to have angles totalling
180 degrees, we do not say that we have met with an instance
which invalidates the mathematical proposition that the sum of
the three angles of a Euclidean triangle is 180 degrees. We say
that we have measured wrongly, or, more probably, that the
triangle we have been measuring is not Euclidean. And this is
our procedure in every case in which a mathematical truth might
appear to be confuted. We always preserve its validity by adopting
some other explanation of the occurrence.

The same thing applies to the principles of formal logic. We
may take an example relating to the so-called law of excluded
middle, which states that a proposition must be either true or
false, or, in other words, that it is impossible that a proposition
and its contradictory should neither of them be true. One might
suppose that a proposition of the form ‘““x has stopped doing y”
would in certain cases constitute an exception to this law. For
instance, if my friend has never yet written to me, it seems fair to
say that it is neither true nor false that he has stopped writing to
me. But in fact one would refuse to accept such an instance as an
invalidation of the law of excluded middle. One would point out
that the proposition “My friend has stopped writing to me” is not
a simple proposition, but the conjunction of the two propositions
“My friend wrote to me in the past” and “My friend does not
write to me now”: and, furthermore, that the proposition ‘“My
friend has not stopped writing to me” is not, as it appears to be,
contradictory to “My friend has stopped writing to me,” but
only contrary to it. For it means ‘““My friend wrote to me in the
past, and he still writes to me.” When, therefore, we say that such
a proposition as ‘““‘My friend has stopped writing to me”’ is some-
times neither true nor false, we are speaking inaccurately. For
we seem to be saying that neither it nor its contradictory is true.
Whereas what we mean, or anyhow should mean, is that neither
it nor its apparent contradictory is true. And its apparent contra-
dictory is really only its contrary. Thus we preserve the law of
excluded middle by showing that the negating of a sentence does
not always yield the contradictory of the proposition originally
expressed.
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There is no need to give further examples. Whatever instance
we care to take, we shall always find that the situations in which
a logical or mathematical principle might appear to be confuted
are accounted for in such a way as to leave the principle un-
assailed. And this indicates that Mill was wrong in supposing that
a situation could arise which would overthrow a mathematical
truth. The principles of logic and mathematics are true uni-
versally simply because we never allow them to be anything else.
And the reason for this is that we cannot abandon them without
contradicting ourselves, without sinning against the rules which
govern the use of language, and so making our utterances self-
stultifying. In other words, the truths of logic and mathematics
are analytic propositions or tautologies. In saying this we are
making what will be held to be an extremely controversial state-
ment, and we must now proceed to make its implications clear.

The most familiar definition of an analytic proposition, or
judgement, as he called it, is that given by Kant. He said! that
an analytic judgement was one in which the predicate B belonged
to the subject A as something which was covertly contained in
the concept of A. He contrasted analytic with synthetic judge-
ments, in which the predicate B lay outside the subject A,
although it did stand in connection with it. Analytic judgements,
he explains, “add nothing through the predicate to the concept
of the subject, but merely break it up into those constituent
concepts that have all along been thought in it, although con-
fusedly.” Synthetic judgements, on the other hand, “add to the
concept of the subject a predicate which has not been in any wise
thought in it, and which no analysis could possibly extract from
it.”” Kant gives “all bodies are extended” as an example of an
analytic judgement, on the ground that the required predicate
can be extracted from the concept of “body,” ‘“in accordance
with the principle of contradiction’; as an example of a synthetic
judgement, he gives ‘““all bodies are heavy.” He refers also to
“7+45=12" as a synthetic judgement, on the ground that the
concept of twelve is by no means already thought in merely
thinking the union of seven and five. And he appears to regard
this as tantamount to saying that the judgement does not rest on
the principle of contradiction alone. He holds, also, that through
analytic judgements our knowledge is not extended as it is

1 Critique of Pure Reason, and ed., Introduction, sections iv and v.
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through synthetic judgements. For in analytic judgements ‘“the
concept which I already have is merely set forth and made in-
telligible to me.”

I think that this is a fair summary of Kant’s account of the dis-
tinction between analytic and synthetic propositions, but I do not
think that it succeeds in making the distinction clear. For even if
we pass over the difficulties which arise out of the use of the vague
term “‘concept,” and the unwarranted assumption that every
judgement, as well as every German or English sentence, can be
said to have a subject and a predicate, there remains still this
crucial defect. Kant does not give one straightforward criterion
for distinguishing between analytic and synthetic propositions; he
gives two distinct criteria, which are by no means equivalent.
Thus his ground for holding that the proposition “74-5=12" is
synthetic is, as we have seen, that the subjective intension of
“»45” does not comprise the subjective intension of “12”’;
whereas his ground for holding that “all bodies are extended” is
an analytic proposition is that it rests on the principle of contra-
diction alone. That is, he employs a psychological criterion in the
first of these examples, and a logical criterion in the second, and
takes their equivalence for granted. But, in fact, a proposition
which is synthetic according to the former criterion may very well
be analytic according to the latter. For, as we have already
pointed out, it is possible for symbols to be synonymous without
having the same intensional meaning for anyone: and accordingly
from the fact that one can think of the sum of seven and five with-
out necessarily thinking of twelve, it by no means follows that the
proposition “7-5=12"" can be denied without self-contradiction.
From the rest of his argument, it is clear that it is this logical
proposition, and not any psychological proposition, that Kant is
really anxious to establish. His use of the psychological criterion
leads him to think that he has established it, when he has not.

I think that we can preserve the logical import of Kant’s
distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions, while
avoiding the confusions which mar his actual account of
it, if we say that a proposition is analytic when its validity
depends solely on the definitions of the symbols it contains,
and synthetic when its validity is determined by the facts of
experience. Thus, the proposition “There are ants which have
established a system of slavery’ is a synthetic proposition. For we
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cannot tell whether it is true or false merely by considering the
definitions of the symbols which constitute it. We have to resort
to actual observation of the behaviour of ants. On the other hand,
the proposition “Either some ants are parasitic or none are” is
an analytic proposition. For one need not resort to observation to
discover that there either are or are not ants which are parasitic.
If one knows what is the function of the words “either,” “or,” and
“not,” then one can see that any proposition of the form ‘Either
p is true or p is not true” is valid, independently of experience.
Accordingly, all such propositions are analytic.

It is to be noticed that the proposition “Either some ants are
parasitic or none are” provides no information whatsoever about
the behaviour of ants, or, indeed, about any matter of fact. And
this applies to all analytic propositions. They none of them pro-
vide any information about any matter of fact. In other words,
they are entirely devoid of factual content. And it is for this reason
that no experience can confute them.

When we say that analytic propositions are devoid of factual
content, and consequently that they say nothing, we are not
suggesting that they are senseless in the way that metaphysical
utterances are senseless. For, although they give us no information
about any empirical situation, they do enlighten us by illustrating
the way in which we use certain symbols. Thus if I say, “Nothing
can be coloured in different ways at the same time with respect to
the same part of itself,” I am not saying anything about the
properties of any actual thing; but I am not talking nonsense.
I am expressing an analytic proposition, which records our deter-
mination to call a colour expanse which differs in quality from
a neighbouring colour expanse a different part of a given thing.
In other words, I am simply calling attention to the implications
of a certain linguistic usage. Similarly, in saying that if all Bretons
are Frenchmen, and all Frenchmen Europeans, then all Bretons
are Europeans, I am not describing any matter of fact. But I am
showing that in the statement that all Bretons are Frenchmen,
and all Frenchmen Europeans, the further statement that all
Bretons are Europeans is implicitly contained. And I am thereby
indicating the convention which governs our usage of the words
“if” and “all.”

We see, then, that there is a sense in which analytic propo-
sitions do give us new knowledge. They call attention to linguistic
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usages, of which we might otherwise not be conscious, and they
reveal unsuspected implications in our assertions and beliefs. But
we can see also that there is a sense in which they may be said to
add nothing to our knowledge. For they tell us only what we may
be said to know already. Thus, if I know that the existence of
May Queens is a relic of tree-worship, and I discover that May
Queens still exist in England, I can employ the tautology “If
implies ¢, and p is true, ¢ is true” to show that there still exists
a relic of tree-worship in England. But in saying that there are
still May Queens in England, and that the existence of May
Queens is a relic of tree-worship, I have already asserted the
existence in England of a relic of tree-worship. The use of the
tautology does, indeed, enable me to make this concealed asser-
tion explicit. But it does not provide me with any new knowledge,
in the sense in which empirical evidence that the election of May
Queens had been forbidden by law would provide me with new
knowledge. If one had to set forth all the information one
possessed, with regard to matters of fact, one would not write
down any analytic propositions. But one would make use of
analytic propositions in compiling one’s encyclopzdia, and would
thus come to include propositions which one would otherwise
have overlooked. And, besides enabling one to make one’s list of
information complete, the formulation of analytic propositions
would enable one to make sure that the synthetic propositions of
which the list was composed formed a self-consistent system. By
showing which ways of combining propositions resulted in contra-
dictions, they would prevent one from including incompatible
propositions and so making the list self-stultifying. But in so far
as we had actually used such words as ‘““all” and “‘or’’ and “‘not”
without falling into self-contradiction, we might be said already
to know what was revealed in the formulation of analytic propo-
sitions illustrating the rules which govern our usage of these
logical particles. So that here again we are justified in saying that
analytic propositions do not increase our knowledge.

The analytic character of the truths of formal logic was ob-
scured in the traditional logic through its being insufficiently
formalized. For in speaking always of judgements, instead of
propositions, and introducing irrelevant psychological questions,
the traditional logic gave the impression of being concerned in
some specially intimate way with the workings of thought. What
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it was actually concerned with was the formal relationship of
classes, as is shown by the fact that all its principles of inference
are subsumed in the Boolean class-calculus, which is subsumed in
its turn in the propositional calculus of Russell and Whitehead.1
Their system, expounded in Principia Mathematica, makes it clear
that formal logic is not concerned with the properties of men’s
minds, much less with the properties of material objects, but
simply with the possibility of combining propositions by means
of logical particles into analytic propositions, and with studying
the formal relationship of these analytic propositions, in virtue of
which one is deducible from another. Their procedure is to exhibit
the propositions of formal logic as a deductive system, based on
five primitive propositions, subsequently reduced in number to
one. Hereby the distinction. between logical truths and principles
of inference, which was maintained in the Aristotelian logic, very
properly disappears. Every principle of inference is put forward
as a logical truth and every logical truth can serve as a principle
of inference. The three Aristotelian “laws of thought,” the law of
identity, the law of excluded middle, and the law of non-contra-
diction, are incorporated in the system, but they are not con-
sidered more important than the other analytic propositions.
They are not reckoned among the premises of the system. And
the system of Russell and Whitehead itself is probably only one
among many possible logics, each of which is composed of
tautologies as interesting to the logician as the arbitrarily selected
Aristotelian “laws of thought.”2

A point which is not sufficiently brought out by Russell, if
indeed it is recognised by him at all, is that every logical propo-
sition is valid in its own right. Its validity does not depend on its
being incorporated in a system, and deduced from certain propo-
sitions which are taken as self-evident. The construction of systems
of logic is useful as a means of discovering and certifying analytic
propositions, but it is not in principle essential even for this pur-
pose. For it is possible to conceive of a symbolism in which every
analytic proposition could be seen to be analytic in virtue of its
form alone.

The fact that the validity of an analytic proposition in no way

1Vide Karl Menger, “Die Neue Logik,” Krise und Neuaufbau in den Exakten
Wissenschaften, pp. 94—6; and Lewis and Langford, Symbolic Logic, Chapter v.
2 Vide Lewis and Langford Symbolic Logic, Chapter vii, for an elaboration

of this point.
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depends on its being deducible from other analytic propositions
is our justification for disregarding the question whether the
propositions of mathematics are reducible to propositions of
formal logic, in the way that Russell supposed.! For even if it is
the case that the definition of a cardinal number as a class of
classes similar to a given class is circular, and it is not possible to
reduce mathematical notions to purely logical notions, it will
still remain true that the propositions of mathematics are ana-
lytic propositions. They will form a special class of analytic
propositions, containing special terms, but they will be none the
less analytic for that. For the criterion of an analytic proposition
is that its validity should follow simply from the definition of the
terms contained in it, and this condition is fulfilled by the propo-
sitions of pure mathematics.

The mathematical propositions which one might most pardon-
ably suppose to be synthetic are the propositions of geometry. For
it is natural for us to think, as Kant thought, that geometry is the
study of the properties of physical space, and consequently that
its propositions have factual content. And if we believe this, and
also recognise that the truths of geometry are necessary and cer-
tain, then we may be inclined to accept Kant’s hypothesis that
space is the form of intuition of our outer sense, a form imposed
by us on the matter of sensation, as the only possible explanation
of our a priori knowledge of these synthetic propositions. But while
the view that pure geometry is concerned with physical space was
plausible enough in Kant’s day, when the geometry of Euclid
was the only geometry known, the subsequent invention of non-
Euclidean geometries has shown it to be mistaken. We see now
that the axioms of a geometry are simply definitions, and that the
theorems of a geometry are simply the logical consequences of
these definitions.2 A geometry is not in itself about physical space;
in itself it cannot be said to be “about’ anything. But we can use
a geometry to reason about physical space. That is to say, once
we have given the axioms a physical interpretation, we can pro-
ceed to apply the theorems to the objects which satisfy the
axioms. Whether a geometry can be applied to the actual physical
world or not, is an empirical question which falls outside the
scope of the geometry itself. There is no sense, therefore, in asking

1 Vide Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, Chapter ii.
2 cf. H. Poincaré, La Science et I’Hypothése, Part II, Chapter iii.
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which of the various geometries known to us are false and which
are true. In so far as they are all free from contradiction, they
are all true. What one can ask is which of them is the most useful
on any given occasion, which of them can be applied most easily
and most fruitfully to an actual empirical situation. But the
proposition which states that a certain application of a geometry
is possible is not itself a proposition of that geometry. All that the
geometry itself tells us is that if anything can be brought under
the definitions, it will also satisfy the theorems. It is therefore a
purely logical system, and its propositions are purely analytic
propositions.

It might be objected that the use made of diagrams in geo-
metrical treatises shows that geometrical reasoning is not purely
abstract and logical, but depends on our intuition of the properties
of figures. In fact, however, the use of diagrams is not essential
to completely rigorous geometry. The diagrams are introduced as
an aid to our reason. They provide us with a particular applica-
tion of the geometry, and so assist us to perceive the more general
truth that the axioms of the geometry involve certain conse-
quences. But the fact that most of us need the help of an example
to make us aware of those consequences does not show that the
relation between them and the axioms is not a purely logical
relation. It shows merely that our intellects are unequal to the
task of carrying out very abstract processes of reasoning without
the assistance of intuition. In other words, it has no bearing on
the nature of geometrical propositions, but is simply an empirical
fact about ourselves. Moreover, the appeal to intuition, though
generally of psychological value, is also a source of danger to the
geometer. He is tempted to make assumptions which are accident-
ally true of the particular figure he is taking as an illustration,
but do not follow from his axioms. It has, indeed, been shown
that Euclid himself was guilty of this, and consequently that the
presence of the figure is essential to some of his proofs.1 This
shows that his system is not, as he presents it, completely rigorous,
although of course it can be made so. It does not show that the
presence of the figure is essential to a truly rigorous geometrical
proof. To suppose that it did would be to take as a necessary
feature of all geometries what is really only an incidental defect
in one particular geometrical system.

1 cf. M. Black; The Nature of Mathematics, p. 154.
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We conclude, then, that the propositions of pure geometry are
analytic. And this leads us to reject Kant’s hypothesis that
geometry deals with the form of intuition of our outer sense. For
the ground for this hypothesis was that:it alone explained how
the propositions of geometry could be both true a priori and syn-
thetic: and we have seen that they are not synthetic. Similarly
our view that the propositions of arithmetic are not synthetic but
analytic leads us to reject the Kantian hypothesis? that arith-
metic is concerned with our pure intuition of time, the form of
our inner sense. And thus we are able to dismiss Kant’s transcen-
dental @sthetic without having to bring forward the epistemo-
logical difficulties which it is commonly said to involve. For the
only argument which can be brought in favour of Kant’s theory
is that it alone explains certain “facts.” And now we have found
that the “facts” which it purports to explain are not facts at all.
For while it is true that we have a priori knowledge of necessary
propositions, it is not true, as Kant supposed, that any of these
necessary propositions are synthetic. They are without exception
analytic propositions, or, in other words, iautologies.

We have already explained how it is that these analytic propo-
sitions are necessary and certain. We saw that the reason why
they cannot be confuted in experiénce is that they do not make
any assertion about the empirical world. They simply record our
determination to use words in a certain fashion. We cannot deny
them without infringing the conventions which are presupposed
by our very denial, and so falling into self-contradiction. And
this is the sole ground of their necessity. As Wittgenstein puts it,
our justification for holding that the world could not conceivably
disobey the laws of logic is simply that we could not say of an
unlogical world how it would look.2 And just as the validity of
an analytic proposition is independent of the nature of the ex-
ternal world; so is it independent of the nature of our minds. It is
perfectly conceivable that we should have employed different
linguistic conventions from those which we actually do employ.
But whatever these conventions might be, the tautologies in
which we recorded them would always be necessary. For any
denial of them would be self-stultifying.

1 This hypothesis is not mentioned in the Critique of Pure Reason, but was
maintained by Kant at an earlier date.

2 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 3-031.
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We see, then, that there is nothing mysterious about the apo-
deictic certainty of logic and mathematics. Our knowledge that
no observation can ever confute the proposition “745=12"
depends simply on the fact that the symbolic expression “7+ 5"
is synonymous with “12,” just as our knowledge that every
oculist is an eye-doctor depends on the fact that the symbol
‘“‘eye-doctor” is synonymous with “oculist.”” And the same ex-
planation holds good for every other a priori truth.

What is mysterious at first sight is that these tautologies should
on occasion be so surprising, that there should be in mathematics
and logic the possibility of invention and discovery. As Poincaré
says: “If all the assertions which mathematics puts forward can
be derived from one another by formal logic, mathematics cannot
amount to anything more than an immense tautology. Logical
inference can teach us nothing essentially new, and if everything
is to proceed from the principle of identity, everything must be
reducible to it. But can we really allow that these theorems which
fill so many books serve no other purpose than to say in a round-
about fashion ‘A =A’?"’1 Poincaré finds this incredible. His own
theory is that the sense of invention and discovery in mathematics
belongs to it in virtue of mathematical induction, the principle
that what is true for the number 1, and true for n41 when it is
true for n,2 is true for all numbers. And he claims that this is
a synthetic a priori principle. It is, in fact, a priori, but it is not
synthetic. It is a defining principle of the natural numbers, serving
to distinguish them from such numbers as the infinite cardinal
numbers, to which it cannot be applied.® Moreover, we must
remember that discoveries can be made, not only in arithmetic,
but also in geometry and formal logic, where no use is made of
mathematical induction. So that even if Poincaré were right
about mathematical induction, he would not have provided a
satisfactory explanation of the paradox that a mere body of
tautologies can be so interesting and so surprising.

The true explanation is very simple. The power of logic and
mathematics to surprise us depends, like their usefulness, on the
limitations of our reason. A being whose intellect was infinitely

1 La Science et I’ Hypothése, Part 1, Chapter i.
2 This was wrongly stated in previous editions as “true for n when it is
true for n+ 1.”

3 cf. B. Russell’s Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, Chapter iii, p. 27.
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powerful would take no interest in logic and mathemntics.? For
he would be able to see at a glance everything that his definitions
implied, and, accordingly, could never learn anything from
logical inference which he was not fully censcious of already. But
our intellects are not of this order. It is only a minute proportion
of the consequences of our definitions that we are able to detect
at a glance. Even so simple a tautology as “91X79=7189" is
beyond the scope of our immediate apprehension. To assure our-
selves that “7189” is synonymous with “g1Xx79” we have to
resort to calculation, which is simply a process of tautological
transformation—that is, a process by which we change the form
of expressions without altering their significance. The multiplica-
tion tables are rules for carrying out this process in arithmetic,
just as the laws of logic are rules for the tautological transforma-
tion of sentences expressed in logical symbolism or in ordinary
language. As the process of calculation is carried out more or less
mechanically, it is easy for us to make a slip and so unwittingly
contradict ourselves. And this accounts for the existence of logical
and mathematical ‘““falsehoods,”” which otherwise might appear
paradoxical. Clearly the risk of error in logical reasoning is pro-
portionate to the length and the complexity of the process of
calculation. And in the same way, the more complex an analytic
proposition is, the more chance it has of interesting and sur-
prising us.

It is easy to see that the danger of error in logical reasoning can
be minimized by the introduction of symbolic devices, which
enable us to express highly complex tautologies in a conveniently
simple form. And this gives us an opportunity for the exercise of
invention in the pursuit of logical enquiries. For a well-chosen
definition will call our attention to analytic truths, which would
otherwise have escaped us. And the framing of definitions which
are useful and fruitful may well be regarded as a creative act.

Having thus shown that there is no inexplicable paradox in-
volved in the view that the truths of logic and mathematics are
all of them analytic, we may safely adopt it as the only satisfactory
explanation of their a priori necessity. And in adopting it we
vindicate the empiricist claim that there can be no a priori

1 ¢f. Hans Hahn, “Logik, Mathematik und Naturerkennen,” Einheitswissen-
schaft, Heft II, p. 18. “Ein allwissendes Wesen braucht keine Logik und keine
Mathematik.”
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knowledge of reality. For we show that the truths of pure reason,
the propositions which we know to be valid independently of all
experience, are so only in virtue of their lack of factual content.
To say that a proposition is true a priori is to say that it is a
tautology. And tautologies, though they may serve to guide us
in our empirical search for knowledge, do not in themselves
contain any information about any matter of fact.

CHAPTER V

TRUTH AND PROBABILITY

Havine smown how the validity of a priori propositions
is determined, we shall now put forward the criterion which is
used to determine the validity of empirical propositions. In this
way we shall complete our theory of truth. For it is easy to see
that the purpose of a “theory of truth’ is simply to describe the
criteria by which the validity of the various kinds of propositions
is determined. And as all propositions are either empirical or
a priori, and we have already dealt with the @ priori, all that is
now required to complete our theory of truth is an indication of
the way in which we determine the validity of empirical propo-
sitions. And this we shall shortly proceed to give.

But first of all we ought, perhaps, to justify our assumption
that the object of a ““theory of truth’® can only be to show how
propositions are validated. For it is commonly supposed that the
business of the philosopher who concerns himself with “truth” is
to answer the question ‘“What is truth?’’ and that it is only an
answer to this question that can fairly be said to constitute a
“theory of truth.” But when we come to consider what this
famous question actually entails, we find that it is not a question
which gives rise to any genuine problem; and consequently that
no theory can be required to deal with it.

We have already remarked that all questions of the form,
“What is the nature of x?*’ are requests for a definition of a symbol
in use, and that to ask for a definition of a symbol x in use is to
ask how the sentences in which x occurs are to be translated into
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equivalent sentences, which do not contain x or any of its syno-
nyms. Applying this to the case of ‘““truth’ we find that to ask,
“What is truth?” is to ask for such a translatlon of the sentence

““(the proposition) p is true.’

It may be objected here that we are ignoring the fact that it is
not merely propositions that can be said to be true or false, but
also statements and assertions and judgements and assumptions
and opinions and beliefs. But the answer to this is that to say that
a belief, or a statement, or a judgement, is true is always an
elliptical way of ascribing truth to a proposition, which is be-
lieved, or stated, or judged. Thus, if I say that the Marxist’s
belief that capitalism leads to war is true, what I am saying is
that the proposition, believed by Marxists, that capitalism leads
to war is true; and the illustration holds good when the word
“opinion” or ‘‘assumption,” or any of the others in the list, is
substituted for the word ‘“‘belief.” And, further, it must be made
clear that we are not hereby committing ourselves to the meta-
physical doctrine that propositions are real entities.? Regarding
classes as a species of logical constructions, we may define a propo-
sition as a class of sentences which have the same intensional
significance for anyone who understands them. Thus, the sent-
ences, “I am ill,”” “Ich bin krank,” ‘Je suis malade,” are all
elements of the proposition “I am ill.”” And what we have pre-
viously said about logical constructions should make it clear that
we are not asserting that a proposition is a collection of sentences,
but rather that to speak about a given proposition is a way of
speaking about certain sentences, just as to speak about sentences,
in this usage, is a way of speaking about particular signs.

Reverting to the analysis of truth, we find that in all sentences
of the form “p is true,” the phrase “is true” is logically super-
fluous. When, for example, one says that the proposition ‘“Queen
Anne is dead” is true, all that one is saying is that Queen Anne
is dead. And similarly, when one says that the proposition
“Oxford is the capital of England” is false, all that one is saying
is that Oxford is not the capital of England. Thus, to say that
a proposition is true is just to assert it, and to say that it is false
is just to assert its contradictory. And this indicates that the terms
“true” and “false” connote nothing, but function in the sentence

1 For a criticism of this doctrine, see G. Ryle, *“Are there propositions?”
Aristotelian Society Proceedings, 1929—30.

88



simply as marks of assertion and denial. And in that case there
can be no sense in asking us to analyse the concept of “truth.”

This point seems almost too obvious to mention, yet the pre-
ogcupation of philosophers with the ‘“problem of truth’” shows
fgat they have overlooked it. Their excuse is that references to
truth generally occur in sentences whose grammatical forms
suggest that the word “‘true’” does stand for a genuine quality or
relation. And a superficial consideration of these sentences might
lead one to suppose that there was something more in the ques-
tion ‘“What is truth?” than a demand for the analysis of the
sentence “‘p is true.” But when one comes to analyse the sentences
in question, one always finds that they contain sub-sentences of
the form ““p is true” or “p is false,” and that when they are trans-
lated in such a way as to make these sub-sentences explicit, they
contain no other mention of truth. Thus, to take two typical
examples, the sentence “A proposition is not made true by being
believed” is equivalent to ‘“for no value of p or x, is ‘p is true’
entailed by ‘x believes p’ ”’: and the sentence “Truth is some-
times stranger than fiction” is equivalent to “There are values
of p and g such that p is true and ¢ is false and p is more surprising
than ¢.” And the same result would be yielded by any other
example one cared to take. In every case the analysis of the
sentence would confirm our assumption that the question “What
is truth?” is reducible to the question ‘“What is the analysis of the
sentence ‘p is true’?”’ And it is plain that this question raises no
genuine problem, since we have shown that to say that p is true
is simply a way of asserting p.1

We conclude, then, that there is no problem of truth as it is
ordinarily conceived. The traditional conception of truth as a
“real quality” or a “real relation” is due, like most philosophical
mistakes, to a failure to analyse sentences correctly. There are
sentences, such as the two we have just analysed, in which the
word ““truth” seems to stand for something real; and this leads
the speculative philosopher to enquire what this “something” is.
Naturally he fails to obtain a satisfactory answer, since his ques-
tion is illegitimate. For our analysis has shown that the word
“truth” does not stand for anything, in the way which such a
question requires.

1cf. F. P. Ramsey on “Facts and Propositions,” The Foundations of Mathe-
matics, pp. 142—3.

89



It follows that if all theories of truth were theories about the
“real quality” or the “real relation,” which the word “truth” is
naively supposed to stand for, they would be all nousense. But in
fact they are for the most part theories“of an entirely different
sort. Whatever question their authors may think that they are
discussing, what they are really discussing most of the time is the
question ‘“What makes a proposition true or false?”” And this is
a loose way of expressing the question “With regard to any
proposition p, what are the conditions in which p (is true) and
what are the conditions in which not-p?”’ In other words, it is
a way of asking how propositions are validated. And this is the
question which we were considering when we embarked on our
digression about the analysis of truth.

In saying that we propose to show ‘“how propositions are
validated,”” we do not of course mean to suggest that all propo-
sitions are validated in the same way. On the contrary we lay
stress on the fact that the criterion by which we determine the
validity of an a priori or analytic proposition is not sufficient to
determine the validity of an empirical or synthetic proposition.
For it is characteristic of empirical propositions that their validity
is not purely formal. To say that a geometrical propositipn, or
a system of geometrical propositions, is false is to say thdt it is
self-contradictory. But an empirical proposition, or a system of
empirical propositions, may be free from contradiction, and still
be false. It is said to be false, not because it is formally defective,
but because it fails to satisfy some material criterion. And it is
our business to discover what this criterion is.

We have been assuming so far that empirical propositions,
though they differ from a priori propositions in their method of
validation, do not differ in this respect among themselves. Having
found that all a priori propositions are validated in the same way,
we have taken it for granted that this holds good of empirical
propositions also. But this assumption would be challenged by
a great many philosophers who agree with us in most other
respects.! They would say that among empirical propositions,
there was a special class of propositions whose validity consisted
in the fact that they directly recorded an immediate experience.

le.g. M. Schlick, “Uber das Fundament der Erkenntnis,” Erkenntnis,
Band IV, Heft II; and “Facts and Propositions,” Analysis, Vol. II, No. 5; and
B. von Juhos, “Empiricism and Physicalism,” Analysis, Vol. 1I, No. 6.
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They maintain that these propositions, which we may call
“‘ostensive’ propositions, are not mere hypotheses but are ab-
solutely certain. For they are supposed to be purely demon-
strative in character, and so incapable of being refuted by any
subsequent experience. And they are, on this view, the only
empirical propositions which are certain. The rest are hypotheses
which derive what validity they have from their relationship to
the ostensive propositions. For their probability is held to be
determined by the number and variety of the ostensive propo-
sitions which can be deduced from them.

That no synthetic proposition which is not purely ostensive can
be logically indubitable, may be granted without further ado.
What we cannot admit is that any synthetic proposition can be
purely ostensive.! For the notion of an ostensive proposition
appears to involve a contradiction in terms. It implies that there
could be a sentence which, consisted of purely demonstrative
symbols and was at the same time intelligible. And this is not
even a logical possibility. A sentence which consisted of demon-
strative symbols would not express a genuine proposition. It
would be a mere ejaculation, in no way characterizing that to
which it was supposed to refer.2

The fact is that one cannot in language point to an object
without describing it. If a sentence is to express a proposition, it
cannot merely name a situation; it must say something about it.
And in describing a situation, one is not merely ‘registering”
a sense-content; one is classifying it in some way or other, and
this means going beyond what is immediately given. But a propo-
sition would be ostensive only if it recorded what was immediately
experienced, without referring in any way beyond. And as this
is not possible, it follows that no genuine synthetic proposition
can be ostensive, and consequently that none can be absolutely
certain.

Accordingly we hold not merely that no ostensive propositions
ever are expressed, but that it is inconceivable that any ostensive
proposition ever should be expressed. That no ostensive propo-
sitions ever are expressed might be admitted even by those who

1See also Rudolf Carnap, “Uber Protokolsitze,” Erkenntnis, Band III;
Otto Neurath, “Protokolsitze,” Erkenntnis, Band III; and “Radikaler Physi-
kalismus und ‘Wirkliche Welt,’ ”* Erkenntnis, Band IV, Heft V; and Carl

Hempel, “On the Logical Positivists’ Theory of Truth,” Analysis, Vol. 11, No. 4.
@ This question is reviewed in the Introduction, pp. 10-11.
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believe in them. They might allow that in actual practice one
never limits oneself to describing the qualities of an immediately
presented sense-content, but always treats it as if it were a
material thing. And it is obvious that tlie propositions in which
we formulate our ordinary judgements about material things are
not ostensive, referring as they do to an infinite series of actual
and possible sense-contents. But it is in principle possible to
formulate propositions which simply describe the qualities of
sense-contents without expressing perceptual judgements. And it
is claimed that these artificial propositions would be genuinely
ostensive. It should be clear from what we have already said that
this claim is unjustified. And if any doubt on this point still
remains, we may remove it with the help of an example.

Let us suppose that I assert the proposition ‘“This is white,”
and my words are taken to refer, not, as they normally would, to
some material thing, but to a sense-content. Then what I am
saying about this sense-content is that it is an element in the class
of sense-contents which constitutes “white” for me; or in other
words that it is similar in colour to certain other sense-contents,
namely those which I should call, or actually have called, white.
And I think I am saying also that it corresponds in some fashion
to the sense-contents which go to constitute ‘“‘white” for other
people: so that if I discovered that I had an abnormal colour-
sense, I should admit that the sense-content in question was not
white. But even if we exclude all reference to other people, it is
still possible to think of a situation which would lead me to sup-
pose that my classification of a sense-content was mistaken.
I might, for example, have discovered that whenever I sensed
a sense-content of a certain quality, I made some distinctive
overt bodily movement; and I might on one occasion be pre-
sented with a sense-content which I asserted to be of that quality,
and then fail to make the bodily reaction which I had come to
associate with it. In such a case I should probably abandon the
hypothesis that sense-contents of that quality always called out
in me the bodily reaction in question. But I should not, logically,
be obliged to abandon it. If I found it more convenient, I could
save this hypothesis by assuming that I really did make the
reaction, although I did not notice it, or, alternatively, that the
sense-content did not have the quality I asserted it to have.
The fact that this course is a possible one, that it involves no
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logical contradiction, proves that a proposition which describes
the quality of a presented sense-content may as legitimately be
doubted as any other empirical proposition.? And this shows
that such a proposition is not ostensive, for we have seen that an
ostensive proposition could not legitimately be doubted. But
propositions describing the actual qualities of presented sense-
contents are the only examples of ostensive propositions which
those who believe in ostensive propositions have ever ventured
to give. And if these propositions are not ostensive, it is certain
that none are.

In denying the possibility of ostensive propositions, we are not
of course denying that there really is a ‘“‘given’ element in each
of our sense-experiences. Nor are we suggesting that our sensa-
tions are themselves doubtful. Indeed such a suggestion would be
nonsensical. A sensation is not the sort of thing which can be
doubtful or not doubtful. A sensation simply occurs. What are
doubtful are the propositions which refer to our sensations, in-
cluding the propositions which describe the qualities of a pre-
sented sense-content, or assert that a certain sense-content has
occurred. To identify a proposition of this sort with the sensation
itself would clearly be a gross logical blunder. Yet I fancy that
the doctrine of ostensive propositions is the outcome of such a tacit
identification. It is difficult to account for it in any other way.2

However, we shall not waste time speculating about the origins
of this false philosophical doctrine. Such questions may be left to
the historian. Our business is to show that the doctrine is false,
and this we may fairly claim to have done. It should now be clear
that there are no absolutely certain empirical propositions. It is
only tautologies that are certain. Empirical propositions are one

1 Of course those who believe in “ostensive” propositions do not maintain
that such a proposition as “This is white” is valid in virtue of its form alone.
What they assert is that I am entitled to regard the proposition “This is white”
as objectively certain when I am actually experiencing a white sense-content.
But can it really be the case that they mean to assert no more than the trivial
tautology that when I am seeing something white, then I am seeing something
white? See following footnote.

2 It has subsequently occurted to me that the doctrine of ostensive propo-
sitions may be due to the confusion of the proposition “It is certain that
p implies p”—e.g. “It is certain that if I am in pain, then I am in pain”—
which is a tautology, with the proposition “p implies that (p is certain)”—
e.g. “If I am in pain, then the proposition ‘I am in pain’ is certain,” which is,
in general, false. Vide my article on “The Criterion of Truth,” Analysis,
Vol. III, Nos. 1 and 2. =
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and all hypotheses, which may be confirmed or discredited in
actual sense-experience. And the propositions in which we record
the observations that verify these hypotheses are themselves
hypotheses which are subject to the test of further sense-experi-
ence. Thus there are no final propositions. When we set about
verifying a hypothesis we may make an observation which satisfies
us at the time. But the very next moment we may doubt whether
the observation really did take place, and require a fresh process
of verification in order to be reassured. And, logically, there is no
reason why this procedure should not continue indefinitely, each
act of verification supplying us with a new hypothesis, which in
turn leads to a further series of acts of verification. In practice we
assume that certain types of observation are trustworthy, and
admit the hypothesis that they have occurred without bothering
to embark on a process of verification. But we do this, not from
obedience to any logical necessity, but from a purely pragmatic
motive, the nature of which will shortly be explained.

When one speaks of hypotheses being verified in experience,
it is important to bear in mind that it is never just a single
hypothesis which an observation confirms or discredits, but
always a system of hypotheses. Suppose that we have devised an
experiment to test the validity of a scientific “law.” The law
states that in certain conditions a certain type of observation will
always be forthcoming. It may happen in this particular instance
that we make the observation as our law predicts. Then it is not
only the law itself that is substantiated, but also the hypotheses
which assert the existence of the requisite conditions. For it is
only by assuming the existence of these conditions that we can
hold that our observation is relevant to the law. Alternatively,
we may fail to make the expected observation. And in that case
we may conclude that the law is invalidated by our experiment.
But we are not obliged to adopt this conclusion. If we wish to
preserve our law, we may do so by abandoning one or more of
the other relevant hypotheses. We may say that the conditions
were really not what they seemed to be, and construct a theory to
explain how we came to be mistaken about them; or we may say
that some factor which we had dismissed as irrelevant was really
relevant, and support this view with supplementary hypotheses.
We may even assume that the experiment was really not un-
favourable, and that our negative observation was hallucinatory.
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And in that case we must bring the hypotheses which record the
conditions that are deemed necessary for the occurrence of
a hallucination into line with the hypotheses which describe
the conditions in which this observation is supposed to have
taken place. Otherwise we shall be maintaining incompatible
hypotheses. And this is the one thing that we may not do. But,
so long as we take suitable steps to keep our system of hypotheses
free from self-contradiction, we may adopt any explanation .of
our observations that we choose. In practice our choice of an
explanation is guided by certain considerations, which we shall
presently describe. And these considerations have the effect of
limiting our freedom in the matter of preserving and rejecting
hypotheses. But logically our freedom is unlimited. Any pro-
cedure which is self-consistent will satisfy the requirements of
logic.

It appears, then, that the “facts of experience” can never
compel us to abandon a hypothesis. A man can always sustain
his convictions in the face of apparently hostile evidence if he is
prepared to make the necessary ad hoc assumptions. But although
any particular instance in which a cherished hypothesis appears
to be refuted can always be explained away, there must still
remain the possibility that the hypothesis will ultimately be
abandoned. Otherwise it is not a genuine hypothesis. For a
proposition whose validity we are resolved to maintain in the face
of any experience is not a hypothesis at all, but a definition. In
other words, it is not a synthetic but an analytic proposition.

That some of our most hallowed ‘“laws of nature’ are merely
disguised definitions is, I think, incontestable, but this is not a
question that we can go into here.1 It is sufficient for us to point
out that there is a danger of mistaking such definitions for genuine
hypotheses, a danger which is increased by the fact that the same
form of words may at one time, or for one set of people, express
a synthetic proposition, and at another time, or for another set
of people, express a tautology. For our definitions of things are
not immutable. And if experience leads us to entertain a very
strong belief that everything of the kind A has the property of
being a B, we tend to make the possession of this property a
defining characteristic of the kind. Ultimately we may refuse to
call anything A unless it is also a B. And in that case the sentence

1 For an elaboration of this view, see H. Poincaré, La Science et I’ Hypothése.
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“All A’s are B’s,” which originally expressed a synthetic generali-
zation, would come to express a plain tautology.

One good reason for drawing attention to this possibility is that
the neglect of it by philosophers is responsible for much of the
confusion that infects their treatment of general propositions.
Consider the stock example, ‘“All men are mortal.” We are
told that this is not a doubtful hypothesis, as Hume maintained,
but an instance of a necessary connection. And if we ask what it
is that is here necessarily connected, the only answer that appears
possible to us is that it is the concept of “man’ and the concept
of “being mortal.” But the only meaning which we attach to the
statement that two concepts are necessarily connected is that the
sense of one concept is contained in that of the other. Thus to say
that “All men are mortal” is an instance of a necessary connection
is to say that the concept of being mortal is contained in the con-
cept of man, and this amounts to saying that “All men are
mortal” is a tautology. Now the philosopher may use the word
“man” in such a way that he would refuse to call anything a man
unless it were mortal. And in that case the sentence “All men are
mortal” will, as far as he is concerned, express a tautology. But
this does not mean that the proposition which we ordinarily ex-
press by that sentence is a tautology. Even for our philosopher,
it remains a genuine empirical hypothesis. Only he cannot now
express it in the form, “All men are mortal.” Instead, he must
say that everything which has the other defining properties of a
man also has the property of being mortal, or something to that
effect. Thus we may create tautologies by a suitable adjustment
of our definitions: but we cannot solve empirical problems merely
by juggling with the meanings of words.

Of course, when a philosopher says that the proposition “All
men are mortal” is an instance of a necessary connection, he does
not intend to say that it is a tautology. It is left to us to point out
that this is all he can be saying, if his words are to bear their
ordinary sense and at the same time express a significant propo-
sition. But I think that he finds it possible to hold that this general
proposition is both synthetic and necessary, only because he iden-
tifies it tacitly with the tautology which might, given suitable
conventions, be expressed by the same form of words. And the
same applies to all other general propositions of law. We may
turn the sentences which now express them into expressions of
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definitions. And then these sentences will express necessary
propositions. But these will be different propositions from the
original generalizations. They, as Hume saw, can never be neces-
sary. However firmly we believe them, it is always conceivable
that a future experience will lead us to abandon them.

This brings us once more to the question, What are the con-
siderations that determine in any given situation which of the
relevant hypotheses shall be preserved and which shall be aban-
doned? It is sometimes suggested that we are guided solely by the
principle of economy, or, in other words, by our desire to make
the least possible alteration in our previously accepted system of
hypotheses. But though we undoubtedly have this desire, and are
influenced by it to some extent, it is not the sole, or even the
dominant, factor in our procedure. If our concern was simply to
keep our existing system of hypotheses intact, we should not feel
obliged to take any notice of an unfavourable observation. We
should not feel the need to account for it in any way whatsoever
—not even by introducing the hypothesis that we had just had
a hallucination. We should simply ignore it. But, in fact, we do
not disregard inconvenient observations. Their occurrence always
causes us to make some alteration in our system of hypotheses in
spite of our desire to keep it intact. Why is this so? If we can
answer this question, and show why we find it necessary to alter
our systems of hypotheses at all, we shall be in a better position
to decide what are the principles according to which such altera-
tions are actually carried out.

What we must do to solve this problem is to ask ourselves, What
is the purpose of formulating hypotheses? Why do we construct
these systems in the first place? The answer is that they are de-
signed to enable us to anticipate the course of our sensations. The
function of a system of hypotheses is to warn us beforehand what
will be our experience in a certain field—to enable us to make
accurate predictions. The hypotheses may therefore be described
as rules which govern our expectation of future experience. There
is no need to say why we require such rules. It is plain that on our
ability to make successful predictions depends the satisfaction of
even our simplest desires, including the desire to survive.

Now the essential feature of our procedure with regard to the
formulation of these rules is the use of past experience as a guide
to the future. We hayve already remarked upon this, when
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discussing the so-called problem of induction, and we have seen
that there is no sense in asking for a theoretical justification of this
policy. The philosopher must be content to record the facts of
scientific procedure. If he seeks to justify-it, beyond showing that
it is self-consistent, he will find himself involved in spurious
problems. This is a point which we stressed earlier on, and we
shall not trouble to argue it over again.

We remark, then, as a fact that our forecasts of future experi-
ence are in some way determined by what we have experienced in
the past. And this fact explains why science, which is essentially
predictive, is also to some extent a description of our experience.!
But it is noticeable that we tend to ignore those features of our
experience which cannot be made the basis of fruitful generaliza-
tions. And, furthermore, that which we do describe, we describe
with some latitude. As Poincaré puts it: ““One does not limit one-
self to generalizing experience, one corrects it; and the physicist
who consented to abstain from these corrections and really be
satisfied with bare experience would be obliged to promulgate
the most extraordinary laws.”’2

But even if we do not follow past experience slavishly in making
our predictions, we are guided by it to a very large extent. Ahd
this explains why we do not simply disregard the conclusion of an
unfavourable experiment. We assume that a system of hypotheses
which has broken down once is likely to break down again. We
could, of course, assume that it had not broken down at all, but
we believe that this assumption would not pay us so well as the
recognition that the system had really failed us, and therefore
required some alteration if it was not to fail us again. We alter our
system because we think that by altering it we shall make it a
more efficient instrument for the anticipation of experience. And
this belief is derived from our guiding principle that, broadly
speaking, the future course of our sensations will be in accordance
with the past.

This desire of ours to have an efficient set of rules for our pre-
dictions, which causes us to take notice of unfavourable observa-
tions, is also the factor which primarily determines how we adjust
our system to cover the new data. It is true that we are infected

1 It will be seen that even “descriptions of past experience” are in a sense

predictive since they function as “rules for the anticipation of future experi-
ence.” See the end of this chapter for an elaboration of this point.

2 La Science et I Hypothése, Part IV, Chapter ix, p. 170.
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with a spirit of conservatism and would rather make small altera-
tions than large ones. It is disagreeable and troublesome for us to
admit that our existing system is radically defective. And it is true
that, other things being equal, we prefer simple to complex
hypotheses, again from the desire to save ourselves trouble. But if
experience leads us to suppose that radical changes are necessary,
then we are prepared to make them, even though they do com-
plicate our system, as the recent history of physics shows. When an
observation runs counter to our most confident expectations, the
easiest course is to ignore it, or at any rate to explain it away. If
we do not do this, it is because we think that, if we leave our
sysiem as it 1s, we shall suffer further disappointments. We think
it will increase the efficiency of our system as an instrument of
prediction if we make it compatible with the hypothesis that the
unexpected observation occurred. Whether we are right in think-
ing this is a question which cannot be settled by argument. We
can only wait and see if our new system is successful in practice.
If it is not, we alter it once again.

We have now obtained the information we required in order to
answer our original question, ‘““What is the criterion by which we
test the validity of an empirical proposition?”’ The answer is that
we test the validity of an empirical hypothesis by seeing whether
it actually fulfils the function which it is designed to fulfil. And
we have seen that the function of an empirical hypothesis is to
enable us to anticipate experience. Accordingly, if an observation
to which a given proposition is relevant conforms to our expecta-
tions, the truth of that proposition is confirmed. One cannot say
that the proposition has been proved absolutely valid, because it
is still possible that a future observation will discredit it. But one
can say that its probability has been increased. If the observation
is contrary to our expectations, then the status of the proposition
is jeopardised. We may preserve it by adopting or abandoning
other hypotheses: or we may consider it to have been confuted.
But even if it is rejected in consequence of an unfavourable ob-
servation, one cannot say that it has been invalidated absolutely.
For it is still possible that future observations will lead us to
reinstate it. One can say only that its probability has been
diminished.

It is necessary now to make clear what is meant in this context
by the term “probability.” In referring to the probability of a
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proposition, we are not, as is sometimes supposed, referring to an
intrinsic property of it, or even to an unanalysable logical relation
which holds between it and other propositions. Roughly speaking,
all that we mean by saying that an observation increases the
probability of a proposition is that it increases our confidence in
the proposition, as measured by our willingness to rely on it in
practice as a forecast of our sensations, and to retain it in prefer-
ence to other hypotheses in face of an unfavourable experience.
And, similarly, to say of an observation that it diminishes
the probability of a proposition is to say that it decreases our
willingness to include the proposition in the system of accepted
hypotheses which serve us as guides to the future.?

As it stands, this account of the notion of probability is some-
what over-simplified. For it assumes that we deal with all
hypotheses in a uniform self-consistent fashion, and this is un-
fortunately not the case. In practice, we do not always relate
belief to observation in the way which is generally recognized to
be the most reliable. Although we acknowledge that certain
standards of evidence ought always to be observed in the forma-
tion of our beliefs, we do not, always observe them. In other
words, we are not always rational. For to be rational is simply
to employ a self-consistent accredited procedure in the formation
of all one’s beliefs. The fact that the procedure, by reference to
which we now determine whether a belief is rational, may sub-
sequently forfeit our confidence, does not in any way detract
from the rationality of adopting it now. For we define a rational
belief as one which is arrived at by the methods which we now
consider reliable. There is no absolute standard of rationality,
iust as there is no method of constructing hypotheses which is
guaranteed to be reliable. We trust the methods of contemporary
science because they have been successful in practice. If in the
future we were to adopt different methods, then beliefs which are
now rational might become irrational from the standpoint of
these new methods. But the fact that this is possible has no
bearing on the Tact that these beliefs are rational now.

This definition of rationality enables us to amend our account
of what is meant by the term ‘‘probability,” in the usage with
which we are now concerned. To say that an observation increases

1 This definition is not, of course, intended to apply to the mathematical
usage of the term ‘“‘probability.”
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the probability of a hypothesis is not always equivalent to saying
that it increases the degree of confidence with which we actually
entertain the hypothesis, as measured by our readiness to act
upon it: for we may be behaving irrationally. It is equivalent to
saying that the observation increases the degree of confidence
with which it is rational to entertain the hypothesis. And here
we may repeat that the rationality of a belief is defined, not by
reference to any absolute standard, but by reference to part of
our own actual practice.

The obvious objection to our original definition of probability
was that it was incompatible with the fact that one is sometimes
mistaken about the probability of a proposition—that one can
believe it to be more or less probable than it really is. It is plain
that our amended definition escapes this objection. For, according
to it, the probability of a proposition is determined both by the
nature of our observations and by our conception of rationality.
So that when a man relates belief to observation in a way which
is inconsistent with the accredited scientific method of evaluating
hypotheses, it is compatible with our definition of probability to
say that he is mistaken about the probability of the propositions
which he believes.

With this account of probability we complete our discussion of
the validity of empirical propositions. The point which we must
finally stress is that our remarks apply to all empirical propo-
sitions without exception, whether they are singular, or, par-
ticular, or universal. Every synthetic proposition is a rule for the
anticipation of future experience, and is distinguished in content
from other synthetic propositions by the fact that it is relevant to
different situations. So that the fact that propositions referring to
the past have the same hypothetical character as those which
refer to the present, and those which refer to the future, in no
way entails that these three types of proposition are not distinct.
For they are verified by, and so serve to predict, different ex-
periences.

It may be their failure to appreciate this point which has
caused certain philosophers to deny that propositions about the
past are hypotheses in the same sense as the laws of a natural
science are hypotheses. For they have not been able to support
their view by any substantial arguments, or to say what propo-
sitions about the past are, if they are not hypotheses, of the sort
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we have just described. For my own part, I do not find anything
excessively paradoxical in the view that propositions about the
past are rules for the prediction of those ‘historical” experiences
which are commonly said to verify them;! and I do not see how
else “our knowledge of the past” is to be analysed. And I suspect,
moreover, that those who object to our pragmatic treatment of
history are really basing their objections on a tacit, or explicit,
assumption that the past is somehow ‘“‘objectively there” to be
corresponded to—that it is “real” in the metaphysical sense of the
term. And from what we have remarked concerning the meta-
physical issue of idealism and realism, it is clear that such an
assumption is not a genuine hypothesis.2

CHAPTER VI

CRITIQUE OF ETHICS AND THEOLOGY

ThEeRrE 15 sTILL one objection to be met before we can
claim to have justified our view that all synthetic propositions are
empirical hypotheses. This objection is based  on the common
supposition that our speculative knowledge is of two distinct
kinds—that which relates to questions of empirical fact, and that
which relates to questions of value. It will be said that “state-
ments of value” are genuine synthetic propositions, but that they
cannot with any show of justice be represented as hypotheses,
which are used to predict the course of our sensations; and,
accordingly, that the existence of ethics and @sthetics as branches
of speculative knowledge presents an insuperable objection to
our radical empiricist thesis.

In face of this objection, it is our business to give an account of
“judgements of value” which is both satisfactory in itself and
consistent with our general empiricist principles. We shall set
ourselves to show that in so far as statements of value are

1 The implications of this statement may be misleading, vide Introduction,

. 1Q.
P 2 %he case for a pragmatic treatment of history, in our sense, is well put by
C. L. Lewis in Mind and the World Order, pp. 150-3.
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significant, they are ordinary “scientific” statements; and that
in so far as they are not scientific, they are not in the literal sense
significant, but are simply expressions of emotion which can be
neither true nor false. In maintaining this view, we may confine
ourselves for the present to the case of ethical statements. What
is said about them will be found to apply, mutatis mutandis, to the
case of @sthetic statements also.!

The ordinary system of ethics, as elaborated in the works of
ethical philosophers, is very far from being a homogeneous whole.
Not only is it apt to contain pieces of metaphysics, and analyses
of non-ethical concepts: its actual ethical contents are themselves
of very different kinds. We may divide them, indeed, into four
main classes. There are, first of all, propositions which express
definitions of ethical terms, or judgements about the legitimacy
or possibility of certain definitions. Secondly, there are propo-
sitions describing the phenomena of moral experience, and their
causes. Thirdly, there are exhortations to moral virtue. And,
lastly, there are actual ethical judgements. It is unfortunately
the case that the distinction between these four classes, plain as
it is, is commonly ignored by ethical philosophers; with the
result that it is often very difficult to tell from their works what
it is that they are seeking to discover or prove.

In fact, it is easy to see that only the first of our four classes,
namely that which comprises the propositions relating to the
definitions of ethical terms, can be said to constitute ethical
philosophy. The propositions which describe the phenomena of
moral experience, and their causes, must be assigned to the
science of psychology, or sociology. The exhortations to moral
virtue are not propositions at all, but ejaculations or commands
which are designed to provoke the reader to action of a certain
sort. Accordingly, they do not belong to any branch of phil-
osophy or science. As for the expressions of ethical judgements,
we have not yet determined how they should be classified. But
inasmuch as they are certainly neither definitions nor comments
upon definitions, nor quotations, we may say decisively that they
do not belong to ethical philosophy. A strictly philosophical
treatise on ethics should therefore make no ethical pronounce-
ments. But it should, by giving an analysis of ethical terms, show

1 The argument that follows should be read in conjunction with the Intro-
duction, pp. 20-2. E
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what is the category to which all such pronouncements belong.
And this is what we are now about to do.

A question which is often discussed by ethical philosophers is
whether it is possible to find definitions“which would reduce all
ethical terms to one or two fundamental terms. But this question,
though it undeniably belongs to ethical philosophy, is not relevant
to our present enquiry. We are not now concerned to discover
which term, within the sphere of ethical terms, is to be taken as
fundamental; whether, for example, ‘“‘good” can be defined in
terms of “‘right” or “right” in terms of “‘good,” or both in terms
of ““value.” What we are interested in is the possibility of reducing
the whole sphere of ethical terms to non-ethical terms. We are
enquiring whether statements of ethical value can be translated
into statements of empirical fact.

That they can be so translated is the contention of those ethical
philosophers who are commonly called subjectivists, and of those
who are known as utilitarians. For the utilitarian defines the
rightness of actions, and the goodness of ends, in terms of the
pleasure, or happiness, or satisfaction, to which they give rise;
the subjectivist, in terms of the feelings of approval which a
certain person, or group of people, has towards them. Each of
these types of definition makes moral judgements into a sub-class
of psychological or sociological judgements; and for this reason
they are very attractive to us. For, if either was correct, it would
follow that ethical assertions were not generically different from
the factual assertions which are ordinarily contrasted with them;
and the account which we have already given of empirical
hypotheses would apply to them also.

Nevertheless we shall not adopt either a subjectivist or a utili-
tarian analysis of ethical terms. We reject the subjectivist view
that to call an action right, or a thing good, is to say that it is
generally approved of, because it is not self-contradictory to assert
that some actions which are generally approved of are not right,
or that some things which are generally approved of are not
good. And we reject the alternative subjectivist view that a man
who asserts that a certain action is right, or that a certain thing
is good, is saying that he himself approves of it, on the ground
that a man who confessed that he sometimes approved of what
was bad or wrong would not be contradicting himself. And a
similar argument is fatal to utilitarianism. We cannot agree that
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to call an action right is to say that of all the actions possible in
the circumstances it would cause, or be likely to cause, the
greatest happiness, or the greatest balance of pleasure over pain,
or the greatest balance of satisfied over unsatisfied desire, because
we find that it is not self-contradictory to say that it is sometimes
wrong to perform the action which would actually or probably
cause the greatest happiness, or the greatest balance of pleasure
over pain, or of satisfied over unsatisfied desire. And since it is
not self-contradictory to say that some pleasant things are not
good, or that some bad things are desired, it cannot be the case
that the sentence “x is good” is equivalent to ““x is pleasant,” or
to “x is desired.” And to every other variant of utilitarianism
with which I am acquainted the same objection can be made.
And therefore we should, I think, conclude that the validity of
ethical judgements is not determined by the felicific tendencies
of actions, any more than by the nature of people’s feelings; but
that it must be regarded as ‘“‘absolute” or “intrinsic,” and not
empirically calculable.

If we say this, we are not, of course, denying that it is possible
to invent a language in which all ethical symbols are definable
in non-ethical terms, or even that it is desirable to invent such
a language and adopt it in place of our own; what we are deny-
ing is that the suggested reduction of ethical to non-ethical state-
ments is consistent with the conventions of our actual language.
That is, we reject utilitarianism and subjectivism, not as proposals
to replace our existing ethical notions by new ones, but as analyses
of our existing ethical notions. OQur contention is simply that, in
our language, sentences which contain normative ethical symbols
are not equivalent to sentences which express psychological
propositions, or indeed empirical propositions of any kind.

It is advisable here to make it plain that it is only normative
ethical symbols, and not descriptive ethical symbols, that are held
by us to be indefinable in factual terms. There is a danger of
confusing these two types of symbols, because they are commonly
constituted by signs of the same sensible form. Thus a complex
sign of the form ‘“x is wrong” may constitute a sentence which
expresses a moral judgement concerning a certain type of con-
duct, or it may constitute a sentence which states that a certain
type of conduct is repugnant to the moral sense of a particular
society. In the latter case, the symbol ‘“wrong” is a descriptive
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ethical symbol, and the sentence in which it occurs expresses an
ordinary sociological proposition; in the former case, the symbol
“wrong” is a normative ethical symbol, and the sentence in
which it occurs does not, we maintairi, express an empirical
proposition at all. It is only with normative ethics that we are at
present concerned; so that whenever ethical symbols are used in
the course of this argument without qualification, they are always
to be interpreted as symbols of the normative type.

In admitting that normative ethical concepts are irreducible
to empirical concepts, we seem to be leaving the way clear for the
“‘absolutist’ view of ethics—that is, the view that statements of
value are not controlled by observation, as ordinary empirical
propositions are, but only by a mysterious ‘‘intellectual in-
tuition.” A feature of this theory, which is seldom recognized by
its advocates, is that it makes statements of value unverifiable.
For it is notorious that what seems intuitively certain to one
person may seem doubtful, or even false, to another. So that
unless it is possible to provide some criterion by which one may
decide between conflicting intuitions, a mere appeal to intuition
is worthless as a test of a proposition’s validity. But in the case of
moral judgemerits, no such criterion can be given. Some moralists
claim to settle the matter by saying that they “know” that their
own moral judgements are correct. But such an assertion is of
purely psychological interest, and has not the slightest tendency
to prove the validity of any moral judgement. For dissentient
moralists may equally well “know” that their ethical views are
correct. And, as far as subjective certainty goes, there will be
nothing to choose between them. When such differences of
opinion arise in connection with an ordinary empirical propo-
sition, one may attempt to resolve them by referring to, or
actually carrying out, some relevant empirical test. But with
regard to ethical statements, there is, on the ‘“‘absolutist’” or
“intuitionist” theory, no relevant empirical test. We are there-
fore justified in saying that on this theory ethical statements are
held to be unverifiable. They are, of course, also held to be
genuine synthetic propositions.

Considering the use which we have made of the principle that
a synthetic proposition is significant only if it is empirically verifi-
able, it is clear that the acceptance of an “absolutist” theory of
ethics would undermine the whole of our main argument. And
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as we have already rejected the ‘““naturalistic” theories which are
commonly supposed to provide the only alternative to ‘‘ab-
solutism” in ethics, we seem to have reached a difficult position.
We shall meet the difficulty by showing that the correct treatment
of ethical statements is afforded by a third theory, which is wholly
compatible with our radical empiricism.

We begin by admitting that the fundamental ethical concepts
are unanalysable, inasmuch as there is no criterion by which one
can test the validity of the judgements in which they occur. So far
we are in agreement with the absolutists. But, unlike the ab-
solutists, we are able to give an explanation of this fact about
ethical concepts. We say that the reason why they are unanalys-
able is that they are mere pseudo-concepts. The presence of an
ethical symbol in a proposition adds nothing to its factual con-
tent. Thus if I say to someone, ‘““You acted wrongly in stealing
that money,” I am not stating anything more than if I had
simply said, “You stole that money.” In adding that this action
is wrong I am not making any further statement about it. I am
simply evincing my moral disapproval of it. It is as if I had said,
“You stole that money,” in a peculiar tone of horror, or written
it with the addition of some special exclamation marks. The tone,
or the exclamation marks, adds nothing to the literal meaning of
the sentence. It merely serves to show that the expression of it is
attended by certain feelings in the speaker.

If now I generalise my previous statement and say, “Stealing
money is wrong,” I produce a sentence which has no factual
meaning—that is, expresses no proposition which can be either
true or false. It is as if I had written “Stealing money!!”’—where
the shape and thickness of the exclamation marks show, by a
suitable convention, that a special sort of moral disapproval is
the feeling which is being expressed. It is clear that there is
nothing said here which can be true or false. Another man may
disagree with me about the wrongness of stealing, in the sense
that he may not have the same feelings about stealing as I have,
and he may quarrel with me on account of my moral sentiments.
But he cannot, strictly speaking, contradict me. For in saying
that a certain type of action is right or wrong, I am not making
any factual statement, not even a statement about my own state
of mind. I am merely expressing certain moral sentiments. And
the man who is ostensiply contradicting me is merely expressing
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his moral sentiments. So that there is plainly no sense in asking
which of us is in the right. For neither of us is asserting a genuine
proposition. _

What we have just been saying about the symbol “wrong”
applies to all normative ethical symbols. Sometimes they occur
in sentences which record ordinary empirical facts besides ex-
pressing ethical feeling about those facts: sometimes they occur in
sentences which simply express ethical feeling about a certain
type of action, or situation, without making any statement of
fact. But in every case in which one would commonly be said to
be making an ethical judgement, the function of the relevant
ethical word is purely “emotive.” It is used to express feeling
about certain objects, but not to make any assertion about them.

It is worth mentioning that ethical terms do not serve only to
express feeling. They are calculated also to arouse feeling, and so
to stimulate action. Indeed some of them are used in such a way
as to give the sentences in which they occur the effect of com-
mands. Thus the sentence “It is your duty to tell the truth’’ may
be regarded both as the expression of a certain sort of ethical
feeling about truthfulness and as the expression of the command
“Tell the truth.” The sentence “You ought to tell the truth” also
involves the command ‘“Tell the truth,” but here the tone of the
command is less emphatic. In the sentence “It is good to tell the
truth” the command has become little more than a suggestion.
And thus the “meaning” of the word ‘“‘good,” in its ethical usage,
is differentiated from that of the word ‘“‘duty” or the word
“ought.” In fact we may define the meaning of the various
ethical words in terms both of the different feelings they are
ordinarily taken to express, and also the different responses which
they are calculated to provoke.

We can now see why it is impossible to find a criterion for
determining the validity of ethical judgements. It is not because
they have an “absolute” validity which is mysteriously indepen-
dent of ordinary sense-experience, but because they have no
objective validity whatsoever. If a sentence makes no statement
at all, there is obviously no sense in asking whether what it says
is true or false. And we have seen that sentences which simply
express moral judgements do not say anything. They are pure
expressions of feeling and as such do not come under the category
of truth and falsehood. They are unverifiable for the same reason
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as a cry of pain or a word of command is unverifiable—because
they do not express genuine propositions.

Thus, although our theory of ethics might fairly be said to be
radically subjectivist, it differs in a very important respect from
the orthodox subjectivist theory. For the orthodox subjectivist
does not deny, as we do, that the sentences of a moralizer express
genuine propositions. All he denies is that they express propo-
sitions of a unique non-empirical character. His own view is that
they express propositions about the speaker’s feelings. If this
were so, ethical judgements clearly would be capable of being
true or false. They would be true if the speaker had the relevant
feelings, and false if he had not. And this is a matter which is, in
principle, empirically verifiable. Furthermore they could be
significantly contradicted. For if I say, ‘““Tolerance is a virtue,”
and someone answers, “You don’t approve of it,”” he would, on
the ordinary subjectivist theory, be contradicting me. On our
theory, he would not be contradicting me, because, in saying
that tolerance was a virtue, I should not be making any statement
about my own feelings or about anything else. I should simply
be evincing my feelings, which is not at all the same thing as
saying that I have them.

The distinction between.the expression of feeling and the asser-
tion of feeling is complicated by the fact that the assertion that
one has a certain feeling often accompanies the expression of that
feeling, and is then, indeed, a factor in the expression of that
feeling. Thus I may simultaneously express boredom and say that
I am bored, and in that case my utterance of the words, ‘I am
bored,” is one of the circumstances which make it true to say
that I am expressing or evincing boredom. But I can express
boredom without actually saying that I am bored. I can express
it by my tone and gestures, while making a statement about
something wholly unconnected with it, or by an ejaculation, or
without uttering any words at all. So that even if the assertion
that one has a certain feeling always involves the expression of
that feeling, the expression of a feeling assuredly does not always
involve the assertion that one has it. And this is the important
point to grasp in considering the distinction between our theory
and the ordinary subjectivist theory. For whereas the subjectivist
holds that ethical statements actually assert the existence of
certain feelings, we hold that ethical statements are expressions
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and excitants of feeling which do not necessarily involve any
assertions.

We have already remarked that the main objection to the
ordinary subjectivist theory is that the validity of ethical judge-
ments is not determined by the nature of their author’s feelings.
And this is an objection which our theory escapes. For it does not
imply that the existence of any feelings is a necessary and sufficient
condition of the validity of an ethical judgement. It implies, on
the contrary, that ethical judgements have no validity.

There is, however, a celebrated argument against subjectivist
theories which our theory does not escape. It has been pointed
out by Moore that if ethical statements were simply statements
about the speaker’s feelings, it would be impossible to argue
about questions of value.? To take a typical example: if a man
said that thrift was a virtue, and another replied that it was a
vice, they would not, on this theory, be disputing with one an-
other. One would be saying that he approved of thrift, and the
other that ke didn’t; and there is no reason why both these state-
ments should not be true. Now Moore held it to be obvious that
we do dispute about questions of value, and accordingly con-
cluded that the particular form of subjectivism which he was
discussing was false.

It is plain that the conclusion that it is impossible to dispute
about questions of value follows from our theory also. For as we
hold that such sentences as “Thrift is a virtue’” and “Thrift is
a vice” do not express propositions at all, we clearly cannot hold
that they express incompatible propositions. We must therefore
admit that if Moore’s argument really refutes the ordinary sub-
jectivist theory, it also refutes ours. But, in fact, we deny that
it does refute even the ordinary subjectivist theory. For we hold
that one really never does dispute about questions of value.

This may seem, at first sight, to be a very paradoxical assertion.
For we certainly do engage in disputes which are ordinarily re-
garded as disputes about questions of value. But, in all such cases,
we find, if we consider the matter closely, that the dispute is not
really about a question of value, but about a question of fact.
When someone disagrees with us about the moral value of a
certain action or type of action, we do admittedly resort to argu-
ment in order to win him over to our way of thinking. But we do

1 cf. Philosophical Studies, “The Nature of Moral Philosophy.”
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not attempt to show by our arguments that he has the “wrong”
ethical feeling towards a situation whose nature he has correctly
apprehended. What we attempt to show is that he is mistaken
about the facts of the case. We argue that he has misconceived
the agent’s motive: or that he has misjudged the effects of the
action, or its probable effects in view of the agent’s knowledge;
or that he has failed to take into account the special circumstances
in which the agent was placed. Or else we employ more general
arguments about the effects which actions of a certain type tend
to produce, or the qualities which are usually manifested in their
performance. We do this in the hope that we have only to get our
opponent to agree with us about the nature of the empirical facts
for him to adopt the same moral attitude towards them as we do.
And as the people with whom we argue have generally received
the same moral education as ourselves, and live in the same social
order, our expectation is usually justified. But if our opponent
happens to have undergone a different process of moral “con-
ditioning” from ourselves, so that, even when he acknowledges all
the facts, he still disagrees with us about the moral value of the
actions under discussion, then we abandon the attempt to con-
vince him by argument. We say that it is impossible to argue with
him because he has a distorted or undeveloped moral sense;
which signifies merely that he employs a diffegent set of values
from our own. We feel that our own system of values is superior,
and therefore speak in such derogatory terms of his. But we
cannot bring forward any arguments to show that our system is
superior. For our judgement that it is so is itself a judgement of
value, and accordingly outside the scope of argument. It is be-
cause argument fails us when we come to deal with pure questions
of value, as distinct from questions of fact, that we finally resort
to mere abuse.

In short, we find that argument is possible on moral questions
only if some system of values is presupposed. If our opponent
concurs with us in expressing moral disapproval of all actions of
a given type ¢, then we may get him to condemn a particular
action A, by bringing forward arguments to show that A is of
type ¢ For the question whether A does or does not belong to that
type is a plain question of fact. Given that a man has certain
moral principles, we argue that he must, in order to be con-
sistent, react morally tq certain things in a certain way. What we
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do not and cannot argue about is the validity of these moral
principles. We merely praise or condemn them in the light of
our own feelings.

If anyone doubts the accuracy of this account of moral dis-
putes, let him try to construct even an imaginary argument on
a question of value which does not reduce itself to an argument
about a question of logic or about an empirical matter of fact.
I am confident that he will not succeed in producing a single
example. And if that is the case, he must allow that its involving
the impossibility of purely ethical arguments is not, as Moore
thought, a ground of objection to our theory, but rather a point
in favour of it.

Having upheld our theory against the only criticism which
appeared to threaten it, we may now use it to define the nature
of all ethical enquiries. We find that ethical philosophy consists
simply in saying that ethical concepts are pseudo-concepts and
therefore unanalysable. The further task of describing the dif-
ferent feelings that the different ethical terms are used to express,
and the different reactions that they customarily provoke, is a
task for the psychologist. There cannot be such a thing as ethical
science, if by ethical science one means the elaboration of a
“‘true” system of morals. For we have seen that, as ethical judge-
ments are mere expressions of feeling, there can be no way of
determining the validity of any ethical system, and, indeed, no
sense in asking whether any such system is true. All that one may
legitimately enquire in this connection is, What are the moral
habits of a given person or group of people, and what causes
them to have precisely those habits and feelings? And this enquiry
falls wholly within the scope of the existing social sciences.

It appears, then, that ethics, as a branch of knowledge, is
nothing more than a department of psychology and sociology.
And in case anyone thinks that we are overlooking the existence
of casuistry, we may remark that casuistry is not a science, but is
a purely analytical investigation of the structure of a given moral
system. In other words, it is an exercise in formal logic.

When one comes to pursue the psychological enquiries which
constitute ethical science, one is immediately enabled to account
for the Kantian and hedonistic theories of morals. For one finds
that one of the chief causes of moral behaviour is fear, both con-
scious and unconscious, of a god’s displeasure, and fear of the
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enmity of society. And this, indeed, is the reason why moral pre-
cepts present themselves to some people as “categorical” com-
mands. And one finds, also, that the moral code of a society is
partly determined by the beliefs of that society concerning the
conditions of its own happiness—or, in other words, that a society
tends to encourage or discourage a given type of conduct by the
use of moral sanctions according as it appears to promote or
detract from the contentment of the society as a whole. And this
is the reason why altruism is recommended in most moral codes
and egotism condemned. It is from the observation of this con-
nection between morality and happiness that hedonistic or eu-
dzmonistic theories of morals ultimately spring, just as the moral
theory of Kant is based on the fact, previously explained, that
moral precepts have for some people the force of inexorable
commands. As each of these theories ignores the fact which lies at
the root of the other, both may be criticized as being one-
sided; but this is not the main objection to either of them. Their
essential defect is that they treat propositions which refer to the
causes and attributes of our ethical feelings as if they were
definitions of ethical concepts. And thus they fail to recognise
that ethical concepts are pseudo-concepts and consequently
indefinable.

As we have already said, our conclusions about the nature of
ethics apply to @sthetics also. AEsthetic terms are used in exactly
the same way as ethical terms. Such @sthetic words as ‘‘beautiful”
and ‘“‘hideous” are employed, as ethical words are employed, not
to make statements of fact, but simply to express certain feelings
and evoke a certain response. It follows, as in ethics, that there is
no sense in attributing objective validity to asthetic judgements,
and no possibility of arguing about questions of value in @sthetics,
but only about questions of fact. A scientific treatment of asthetics
would show us what in general were the causes of @sthetic feeling,
why various societies produced and admired the works of art they
did, why taste varies as it does within a given society, and so forth.
And these are ordinary psychological or sociological questions.
They have, of course, little or nothing to do with asthetic criti-
cism as we understand it. But that is because the purpose of
@sthetic criticism is not so much to give knowledge as to com-
municate emotion. The critic, by calling attention to certain
features of the work under review, and expressing his own feelings
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about them, endeavours to make us share his attitude towards the
work as a whole. The only relevant propositions that he formu-
lates are propositions describing the nature of the work. And
these are plain records of fact. We conclude, therefore, that there
is nothing in asthetics, any more than there is in ethics, to justify
the view that it embodies a unique type of knowledge.

It should now be clear that the only information which we can
legitimately derive from the study of our ®sthetic and moral ex-
periences is information about our own mental and physical
make-up. We take note of these experiences as providing data for
our psychological and sociological generalisations. And this is the
only way in which they serve to increase our knowledge. It follows
that any attempt to make our use of ethical and @sthetic concepts
the basis of a metaphysical theory concerning the existence of a
world of values, as distinct from the world of facts, involves a false
analysis of these concepts. Our own analysis has shown that the
phenomena of moral experience cannot fairly be used to support
any rationalist or metaphysical doctrine whatsoever. In par-
ticular, they cannot, as Kant hoped, be used to establish the
existence of a transcendent god.

This mention of God brings us to the question of the possibility
of religious knowledge. We shall see that this possibility has
already been ruled out by our treatment of metaphysics. But, as
this is a point of considerable interest, we may be permitted to
discuss it at some length.

It is now generally admitted, at any rate by philosophers, that
the existence of a being having the attributes which define the god
of any non-animistic religion cannot be demonstratively proved.
To see that this is so, we have only to ask ourselves what are the
premises from which the existence of such a god could be deduced.
If the conclusion that a god exists is to be demonstratively certain,
then these premises must be certain; for, as the conclusion of a
deductive argument is already contained in the premises, any un-
certainty there may be about the truth of the premises is neces-
sarily shared by it. But we know that no empirical proposition can
ever be anything more than probable. It is only a priori propo-
sitions that are logically certain. But we cannot deduce the exist-
ence of a god from an a priori proposition. For we know that the
reason why a priori propositions are certain is that they are
tautologies. And from a set of tautologies nothing but a further
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tautology can be validly deduced. It follows that there is no
possibility of demonstrating the existence of a god.

What is not so generally recognised is that there can be no way
of proving that the existence of a god, such as the God of Chris-
tianity, is even probable. Yet this also is easily shown. For if the
existence of such a god were probable, then the proposition that
he existed would be an empirical hypothesis. And in that case
it would be possible to deduce from it, and other empirical
hypotheses, certain experiential propositions which were not de-
ducible from those other hypotheses alone. But in fact this is not
possible. It is sometimes claimed, indeed, that the existence of a
certain sort of regularity in nature constitutes sufficient evidence
for the existence of a god. But if the sentence “God exists’ entails
no more than that certain types of phenomena occur in certain
sequences, then to assert the existence of a god will be simply
equivalent to asserting that there is the requisite regularity in
nature; and no religious man would admit that this was all he
intended to assert in asserting the existence of a god. He would
say that in talking about God, he was talking about a transcen-
dent being who might be known through certain empirical mani-
festations, but certainly could not be defined in terms of those
manifestations. But in that case the term ‘‘god” is a metaphysical
term. And if ““god” is a metaphysical term, then it cannot be even
probable that a god exists. For to say that “God exists” is to make
a metaphysical utterance which cannot be either true or false. And
by the same criterion, no sentence which purports to describe the
nature of a transcendent god can possess any literal significance.

It is important not to confuse this view of religious assertions
with the view that is adopted by atheists, or agnostics.? For it is
characteristic of an agnostic to hold that the existence of a god is
a possibility in which there is no good reason either to believe or
disbelieve; and it is characteristic of an atheist to hold that it is at
least probable that no god exists. And our view that all utterances
about the nature of God are nonsensical, so far from being iden-
tical with, or even lending any support to, either of these familiar
contentions, is actually mcompatlble with them. For if the asser-
tion that there is a god is nonsensical, then the atheist’s assertion
that there is no god is equally nonsensical, since it is only a signifi-
cant proposition that can be significantly contradicted. As for the

1 This point was suggested to me by Professor H. H. Price.
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agnostic, although he refrains from saying either that there is or
that there is not a god, he does not deny that the question whether
a transcendent god exists is a genuine question. He does not deny
that the two sentences “There is a transcéndent god’’ and “There
is no transcendent god” express propositions one of which is
actually true and the other false. All he says is that we have no
means of telling which of them is true, and therefore ought not to
commit ourselves to either. But we have seen that the sentences
in question do not express propositions at all. And this means
that agnosticism also is ruled out.

Thus we offer the theist the same comfort as we gave to the
moralist. His assertions cannot possibly be valid, but they cannot
be invalid either. As he says nothing at all about the world, he
cannot justly be accused of saying anything false, or anything for
which he has insufficient grounds. It is only when the theist claims
that in asserting the existence of a transcendent god he is express-
ing a genuine proposition that we are entitled to disagree with him.

It is to be remarked that in cases where deities are identified
with natural objects, assertions concerning them may be allowed
to be significant. If, for example, a man tells me that the occur-
rence of thunder is alone both necessary and sufficient to establish
the truth of the proposition that Jehovah is angry, I may conclude
that, in his usage of words, the sentence ‘“‘Jehovah is angry” is
equivalent to ““It is thundering.” But in sophisticated religions,
though they may be to some extent based on men’s awe of natural
process which they cannot sufficiently understand, the “person”
who is supposed to control the empirical world is not himself
located in it; he is held to be superior to the empirical world, and
so outside it; and he is endowed with super-empirical attributes.
But the notion of a person whose essential attributes are non-
empirical is not an intelligible notion at all. We may have a word
which is used- as if it named this “person,” but, unless the sent-
ences in which it occurs express propositions which are empirically
verifiable, it cannot be said to symbolize anything. And this is the
case with regard to the word ““god,” in the usage in which it is
intended to refer to a transcendent object. The mere existence of
the noun is enough to foster the illusion that there is a real, or at
any rate a possible entity corresponding to it. It is only when we
enquire what God’s attributes are that we discover that “God,”
in this usage, is not a genuine name.
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It is common to find beliefin a transcendent god conjoined with
belief in an after-life. But, in the form which it usually takes, the
content of this belief is not a genuine hypothesis. To say that men
do not ever die, or that the state of death is merely a state of pro-
longed insensibility, is indeed to express a significant proposition,
though all the available evidence goes to show that it is false. But
to say that there is something imperceptible inside a man, which
is his soul or his real self, and that it goes on living after he is
dead, is to make a metaphysical assertion which has no more
factual content than the assertion that there is a transcendent
god.

It is worth mentioning that, according to the account which we
have given of religious assertions, there is no logical ground for
antagonism between religion and natural science. As far as the
question of truth or falsehood is concerned, there is no opposition
between the natural scientist and the theist who believes in a
transcendent god. For since the religious utterances of the theist
are not genuine propositions at all, they cannot stand in any
logical relation to the propositions of science. Such antagonism
as there is between religion and science appears to consist in the
fact that science takes away one of the motives which make men
religious. For it is acknowledged that one of the ultimate sources
of religious feeling lies in the inability of men to determine their
own destiny; and science tends to destroy the feeling of awe with
which men regard an alien world, by making them believe that
they can understand and anticipate the course of natural phen-
omena, and even to some extent control it. The fact that it has
recently become fashionable for physicists themselves to be sym-
pathetic towards religion is a point in favour of this hypothesis.
For this sympathy towards religion marks the physicists’ own
lack of confidence in the validity of their hypotheses, which is a
reaction on their part from the anti-religious dogmatism of nine-
teenth-century scientists, and a natural outcome of the crisis
through which physics has just passed.

It is not within the scope of this enquiry to enter more deeply
into the causes of religious feeling, or to discuss the probability of
the continuance of religious belief. We are concerned only to
answer those questions which arise out of our discussion of the
possibility of religious knowledge. The point which we wish to
establish is that there cannot be any transcendent truths of
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religion. For the sentences which the theist uses to express such
“truths” are not literally significant.

An interesting feature of this conclusion is that it accords with
what many theists are accustomed to say themselves. For we are
often told that the nature of God is a mystery which transcends
the human understanding. But to say that something transcends
the human understanding is to say that it is unintelligible. And
what is unintelligible cannot significantly be described. Again,
we are told that God is not an object of reason but an object of
faith. This may be nothing more than an admission that the
existence of God must be taken on trust, since it cannot be proved.
But it may also be an assertion that God is the object of a purely
mystical intuition, and cannot therefore be defined in terms which
are intelligible to the reason. And I think there are many theists
who would assert this. But if one allows that it is impossible to
define God in intelligible terms, then one is allowing that it is
impossible for a sentence both to be significant and to be about
God. If a mystic admits that the object of his vision is something
which cannot be described, then he must also admit that he is
bound to talk nonsense when he describes it.

For his part, the mystic may protest that his intuition does
reveal truths to him, even though he cannot explain to others
what these truths are; and that we who do not possess this faculty
of intuition can have no ground for denying that it is a cognitive
faculty. For we can hardly maintain a priori that there are no ways
of discovering true propositions except those which we ourselves
employ. The answer is that we set no limit to the number of ways
in which one may come to formulate a true proposition. We do
not in any way deny that a synthetic truth may be discovered by
purely intuitive methods as well as by the rational method of in-
duction. But we do say that every synthetic proposition, however
it may have been arrived at, must be subject to the test of actual
experience. We do not deny a priori that the mystic is able to
discover truths by his own special methods. We wait to hear what
are the propositions which embody his discoveries, in order to see
whether they are verified or confuted by our empirical observa-
tions. But the mystic, so far from producing propositions which
are empirically verified, is unable to produce any intelligible
propositions at all. And therefore we say that his intuition has not
revealed to him any facts. It is no use his saying that he has
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apprehended facts but is unable to express them. For we know
that if he really had acquired any information, he would be able
to express it. He would be able to indicate in some way or other
how the genuineness of his discovery might be empirically deter-
mined. The fact that he cannot reveal what he “knows,” or even
himself devise an empirical test to validate his “knowledge,”
shows that his state of mystical intuition is not a genuinely
cognitive state. So that in describing his vision the mystic does
not give us any information about the external world; he merely
gives us indirect information about the condition of his own
mind.

These considerations dispose of the argument from religious
experience, which many philosophers still regard as a valid argu-
ment in favour of the existence of a god. They say that it is
logically possible for men to be immediately acquainted with
God, as they are immediately acquainted with a sense-content,
and that there is no reason why one should be prepared to believe
a man when he says that he is seeing a yellow patch, and refuse
to believe him when he says that he is seeing God. The answer to
this is that if the man who asserts that he is seeing God is merely
asserting that he is experiencing a peculiar kind of sense-content,
then we do not for a moment deny that his assertion may be true.
But, ordinarily, the man who says that he is seeing God is saying
not merely that he is experiencing a religious emotion, but also
that there exists a transcendent being who is the object of this
emotion; just as the man who says that he sees a yellow patch is
ordinarily saying not merely that his visual sense-field contains
a yellow sense-content, but also that there exists a yellow object
to which the sense-content belongs. And it is not irrational to be
prepared to believe a man when he asserts the existence of a
yellow object, and to refuse to believe him when he asserts the
existence of a transcendent god. For whereas the sentence “There
exists here a yellow-coloured material thing” expresses a genuine
synthetic proposition which could be empirically verified, the
sentence ‘““There exists a transcendent god” has, as we have seen,
no literal significance.

We conclude, therefore, that the argument from religious ex-
perience is altogether fallacious. The fact that people have re-
ligious experiences is interesting from the psychological point of
view, but it does not in-any way imply that there is such a thing
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as religious knowledge, any more than our having moral experi-
ences implies that there is such a thing as moral knowledge. The
theist, like the moralist, may believe that his experiences are
cognitive experiences, but, unless he can formulate his ‘“know-
ledge” in propositions that are empirically verifiable, we may be
sure that he is deceiving himself. It follows that those philosophers
who fill their books with assertions that they intuitively ‘“know”
this or that moral or religious “truth” are merely providing
material for the psycho-analyst. For no act of intuition can be
said to reveal a truth about any matter of fact unless it issues in
verifiable propositions. And all such propositions are to be in-
corporated in the system of empirical propositions which con-
stitutes science.

CHAPTER VII

THE SELF AND THE COMMON WORLD

It 1s cusTomary for the authors of epistemological
treatises to assume that our empirical knowledge must have a
basis of certainty, and that there must therefore be objects whose
existence is logically indubitable. And they believe, for the most
part, that it is their business, not merely to describe these objects,
which they regard as being immediately ‘“‘given” to us, but also
to provide a logical proof of the existence of objects which are not
so “given.” For they think that without such a proof the greater
part of our so-called empirical knowledge will lack the certifica-
tion which it logically requires.

To those who have followed the argument of this book it will,
however, be clear that these familiar assumptions are mistaken.
For we have seen that our claims to empirical knowledge are not
susceptible of a logical, but only of a pragmatic, justification. It is
futile, and therefore illegitimate, to demand an a priori proof of
the existence of objects which are not immediately ‘“‘given.” For,
unless they are metaphysical objects, the occurrence of certain
sense-experiences will itself constitute the only proof of their
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existence which is requisite or obtainable; and the question
whether the appropriate sense-experiences do or do not occur in
the relevant circumstances is one that must be decided in actual
practice, and not by any a priori argumentation. We have already
applied these considerations to the so-called problem of percep-
tion, and we shall shortly be applying them also to the traditional
“problems” of our knowledge of our own existence, and of the
existence of other people. In the case of the problem of percep-
tion, we found that in order to avoid metaphysics we were
obliged to adopt a phenomenalist standpoint, and we shall find
that the same treatment must be accorded to the other problems
to which we have just now referred.

We have seen, furthermore, that there are no objects whose
existence is indubitable. For, since existence is not a predicate, to
assert that an object exists is always to assert a synthetic propo-
sition; and it has been shown that no synthetic propositions are
logically sacrosanct. All of them, including the propositions which
describe the content of our sensations, are hypotheses which, how-
ever great their probability, we may eventually find it expedient
to abandon. And this means that our empirical knowledge cannot
have a basis of logical certainty. It follows, indeed, from the
definition of a synthetic proposition that it cannot be either
proved or disproved by formal logic. The man who denies such
a proposition may be acting irrationally, by contemporary stand-
ards of rationality, but he is not necessarily contradicting himself.
And we know that the only propositions that are certain are those
which cannot be denied without self-contradiction, inasmuch as
they are tautologies.

It must not be thought that in denying that our empirical
knowledge has a basis of certainty we are denying that any objects
are really ‘“‘given.” For to say that an object is immediately
‘““given” is to say merely that it is the content of a sense-experience,
and we are very far from maintaining that our sense-experiences
have no real content, or even that their content is in any way
indescribable. All that we are maintaining in this connection is
that any description of the content of any sense-experience is an
empirical hypothesis of whose validity there can be no guarantee.
And this is by no means equivalent to maintaining that no such
hypothesis can actually be valid. We shall not, indeed, attempt to
formulate any such hypotheses ourselves, because the discussion
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of psychological questions is out of place in a philosophical en-
quiry; and we have already made it clear that our empiricism is
not logically dependent on an atomistic psychology, such as
Hume and Mach adopted, but is compatible with any theory
whatsoever concerning the actual characteristics of our sensory
fields. For the empiricist doctrine to which we are committed is
a logical doctrine concerning the distinction between analytic
propositions, synthetic propositions, and metaphysical verbiage;
and as such it has no bearing on any psychological question of
fact.

It is not possible, however, to set aside all the questions which
philosophers have raised in connection with the “‘given” as being
psychological in character, and so outside the scope of this en-
quiry. In particular, it is impossible to deal in this way with the
question whether sense-contents are mental or physical, or with
the question whether they are in any sense private to a single
self, or with the question whether they can exist without being
experienced. For none of these three questions is capable of being
solved by an empirical test. They must, if they are soluble at all,
be soluble a priori. And as they are all questions which have given
rise to much dispute among philosophers, we shall in fact attempt
to provide for each of them a definitive a priori solution.

To begin with, we must make it clear that we do not accept
the realist analysis of our sensations in terms of subject, act, and
object. For neither the existence of the substance which is sup-
posed to perform the so-called act of sensing nor the existence
of the act itself, as an entity distinct from the sense-contents on
which it is supposed to be directed, is in the least capable of being
verified. We do not deny, indeed, that a given sense-content can
legitimately be said to be experienced by a particular subject;
but we shall see that this relation of being experienced by a par-
ticular subject is to be analysed in terms of the relationship of
sense-contents to one another, and not in terms of a substantival
ego and its mysterious acts. Accordingly we define a sense-
content not as the object, but as a part of a sense-experience.
And from this it follows that the existence of a sense-content
always entails the existence of a sense-experience.

It is necessary, at this point, to remark that when one says that
a sense-experience, or a sense-content, exists, one is making a
different type of statement from that which one makes when one
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says that a material thing exists. For the existence of a material
thing is defined in terms of the actual and possible occurrence of
the sense-contents which constitute it as a logical construction,
and one cannot significantly speak of a sense-experience, which is
a whole composed of sense-contents, or of a sense-content itself as
if it were a logical construction out of sense-contents. And in fact
when we say that a given sense-content or sense-experience exists,
we are saying no more than that it occurs. And, accordingly, it
seems advisable always to speak of the ‘“‘occurrence” of sense-
contents and sense-experiences in preference to speaking of their
“existence,” and so to avoid the danger of treating sense-contents
as if they were material things.

The answer to the question whether sense-contents are mental
or physical is that they are neither; or rather, that the distinction
between what is mental and what is physical does not apply to
sense-contents. It applies only to objects which are logical con-
structions out of them. But ‘what differentiates one such logical
construction from another is the fact that it is constituted by
different sense-contents or by sense-contents differently related.
So that when we distinguish a given mental object from a given
physical object, or a mental object from another mental object,
or a physical object from another physical object, we are in every
case distinguishing between different logical constructions whose
elements cannot themselves be said to be either mental or
physical. It is, indeed, not impossible for a sense-content to be
an element both of a mental and of a physical object; but it is
necessary that seme of the elements, or some of the relations,
should be different in the two logical constructions. And it may
be advisable here to repeat that, when we refer to an object as
a logical construction out of certain sense-contents, we are not
saying that it is actually constructed out of those sense-contents,
or that the sense-contents are in any way parts of it, but are
merely expressing, in a convenient, if somewhat misleading,
fashion, the syntactical fact that all sentences referring to it are
translatable into sentences referring to them.

The fact that the distinction between mind and matter applies
only to logical constructions and that all distinctions between
logical constructions are reducible to distinctions between sense-
contents, proves that the difference between the entire class of
mental objects and the entire class of physical objects is not in any
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sense more fundamental than the difference between any two sub-
classes of mental objects, or the difference between any two sub-
classes of physical objects. Actually, the distinguishing feature of
the objects belonging to the category of ‘““one’s own mental states”
is the fact that they are mainly constituted by ‘‘introspective”
sense-contents and by sense-contents which are elements of one’s
own body; and the distinguishing feature of the objects belonging
to the category of ‘‘the mental states of others™ is the fact that
they are mainly constituted by sense-contents which are elements
of other living bodies; and what makes one unite these two classes
of objects to form the single class of mental objects is the fact that
there is a high degree of qualitative similarity between many of
the sense-contents which are elements of other living bodies and
many of the elements of one’s own. But we are not now concerned
with the provision of an exact definition of ‘“mentality.” We are
interested only in making it plain that the distinction between
mind and matter, applying as it does to logical constructions out
of sense-contents, cannot apply to sense-contents themselves. For
a distinction between logical constructions which is constituted
by the fact that there are certain distinctions between their ele-
ments is clearly of a different type from any distinction that can
obtain between the elements.

It should be clear, also, that there is no philosophical problem
concerning the relationship of mind and matter, other than the
linguistic problems of defining certain symbols which denote
logical constructions in terms of symbols which denote sense-
contents. The problems with which philosophers have vexed
themselves in the past, concerning the possibility of bridging the
“gulf” between mind and matter in knowledge or in action, are
all fictitious problems arising out of the senseless metaphysical
conception of mind and matter, or minds and material things, as
“substances.” Being freed from metaphysics, we see that there
can be no a priori objections to the existence either of causal or of
epistemological connections between minds and material things.
For, roughly speaking, all that we are saying when we say that
the mental state of a person A at a time ¢ is a state of awareness
of a material thing X, is that the sense-experience which is the
element of A occurring at time ¢ contains a sense-content which
is an element of X, and also certain images which define A’s
expectation of the occurrence in suitable circumstances of certain
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further elements of X, and that this expectation is correct: and
what we are saying when we assert that a mental object M and
a physical object X are causally connected is that, in certain con-
ditions, the occurrence of a certain sort of sense-content, which is
an element of M, is a reliable sign of the occurrence of a certain
sort of sense-content, which is an element of X, or vice versa,
And the question whether any propositions of these kinds are
true or not is clearly an empirical question. It cannot be decided,
as metaphysicians have attempted to decide it, a priori.

We turn now to consider the question of the subjectivity of
sense-contents—that is, to consider whether it is or is not logically
possible for a sense-content to occur in the sense-history of more
than a single self. And in order to decide this question we must
proceed to give an analysis of the notion of a self.

The problem which now confronts us is analogous to the
problem of perception with which we have already dealt. We
know that a self, if it is not to be treated as a metaphysical entity,
must be held to be a logical construction out of sense-experiences.:
It is, in fact, a logical construction out of the sense-experiences
which constitute the actual and possible sense-history of a self.
And, accordingly, if we ask what is the nature of the self, we are
asking what is the relationship that must obtain between sense-
experiences for them to belong to the sense-history of the same
self. And the answer to this question is that for any two sense-
experiences to belong to the sense-history of the same self it is
necessary and sufficient that they should contain organic sense-
contents which are elements of the same body.! But, as it is
logically impossible for any organic sense-content to be an element
of more than one body, the relation of “‘belonging to the sense-
history of the same self”’ turns out to be a symmetrical and
transitive relation.2 And, from the fact that the relation of belong-
ing to the sense-history of the same self is symmetrical and
transitive, it follows necessarily that the series of sense-experiences
which constitute the sense-histories of different selves cannot have
any members in common. And this is tantamount to saying that
it is logically impossible for a sense-experience to belong to the
sense-history of more than a single self. But if all sense-experiences

1 This is not the only criterion. Vide The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge,

PP: 142—4.
2 For a definition of a symmetrical transitive relation, see Chapter III, p. 66.
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are subjective, then, all sense-contents are subjective. For it is
necessary by definition for a sense-content to be contained in a
single sense-experience.

To many people, the account of the self, on which this con-
clusion depends, will no doubt appear paradoxical. For it is still
fashionable to regard the self as a substance. But, when one comes
to enquire into the nature of this substance, one finds that it is
an entirely unobservable entity. It may be suggested that it is
revealed in self-consciousness but this is not the case. For all that
is involved in self-consciousness is the ability of a self to remember
some of its earlier states. And to say that a self A is able to re-
member some of its earlier states is to say merely that some of the
sense-experiences which constitute A contain memory images
which correspond to sense-contents which have previously
occurred in the sense-history of A.? And thus we find that the
possibility of self-consciousness in no way involves the existence
of a substantive ego. But if the substantive ego is not revealed in
self-consciousness, it is not revealed anywhere. The existence of
such an entity is completely unverifiable. And accordingly, we
must conclude that the assumption of its existence is no less
metaphysical than Locke’s discredited assumption of the existence
of a material substratum. For it is clearly no more significant to
assert that an ‘““‘unobservable somewhat’ underlies the sensations
which are the sole empirical manifestations of the self than it is to
assert that an ““unobservable somewhat” underlies the sensations
which are the sole empirical manifestations of a material thing.
The considerations which make it necessary, as Berkeley saw, to
give a phenomenalist account of material things, make it neces-
sary also, as Berkeley did not see, to give a phenomenalist account
of the self.

Our reasoning on this point, as on so many others, is in con-
formity with Hume’s. He, too, rejected the notion of a substantive
ego on the ground that no such entity was observable. For, he
said, whenever he entered most intimately into what he called
himself, he always stumbled on some particular perception or
other—of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or
pleasure. He never could catch himself at any time without a
perception, and never could observe anything but the perception.
And this led him to assert that a self was “nothing but a bundle

1 cf. Bertrand Russell, Analysis of Mind, Lecture IX.
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or collection of different perceptions.”? But, having asserted this,
he found himself unable to discover the principle on which in-
numerable distinct perceptions among which it was impossible to
perceive any “‘real connection’ were united to form a single self.
He saw that the memory must be regarded not as producing, but
rather as discovering, personal identity—or, in other words, that,
whereas self-consciousness has to be defined in terms of memory,
self-identity cannot be; for the number of my perceptions which
I can remember at any time always falls far short of the number
of those which have actually occurred in my history, and those
which I cannot remember are no less constitutive of my self than
those which I can. But having, on this ground, rejected the claim
of memory to be the unifying principle of the self, Hume was
obliged to confess that he did not know what was the connection
between perceptions in virtue of which they formed a single self.2
And this confession has often been taken by rationalist authors as
evidence that it is impossible for a consistent empiricist to give
a satisfactory account of the self.

For our part, we have shown that this charge against em-
piricism is unfounded. For we have solved Hume’s problem by
defining personal identity in terms of bodily identity, and bodily
identity is to be defined in terms of the resemblance and con-
tinuity of sense-contents. And this procedure is justified by the
fact that whereas it is permissible, in our language, to speak of
a man as surviving a complete loss of memory, or a complete
change of character, it is self-contradictory to speak of a man as
surviving the annihilation of his body.® For that which is sup-
posed to survive by those who look forward to a “life after death”
is not the empirical self, but a metaphysical entity—the soul.
And this metaphysical entity, concerning which no genuine
hypothesis can be formulated, has no logical connection what-
soever with the self.

It must, however, be remarked that, although we have vindi-
cated Hume’s contention that it is necessary to give a phenomen-
alist account of the nature of the self, our actual definition of the
self is not a mere restatement of his. For we do not hold, as he
apparently did, that the self is an aggregate of sense-experiences,

1 Treatise of Human Nature, Book I, Part IV, section vi.
% Treatise of Human Nature, Appendix.
3 This is not true if one adopts a psychological criterion of personal identity.
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or that the sense-experiences which constitute a particular self
are in any sense parts of it. What we hold is that the self is
reducible to sense-experiences, in the sense that to say anything
about the self is always to say something“about sense-experiences;
and our definition of personal identity is intended to show how
this reduction could be made.

In thus combining a thoroughgoing phenomenalism with the
admission that all sense-experiences, and the sense-contents which
form part of them, are private to a single self, we are pursuing a
course to which the following objection is likely to be raised. It
will be said that anyone who maintains both that all empirical
knowledge resolves itself on analysis into knowledge of the rela-
tionships of sense-contents, and also that the whole of a man’s
sense-history is private to himself, is logically obliged to be a
solipsist—that is, to hold that no other people besides himself
exist, or at any rate that there is no good reason to suppose that
any other people beside himself exist. For it follows from his
premises, so it will be argued, that the sense-experiences of an-
other person cannot possibly form part of his own experience,
and consequently that he cannot have the slightest ground for
believing in their occurrence; and, in that case, if people are
nothing but logical constructions out of their sense-experiences,
he cannot have the slightest ground for believing in the existence
of any other people. And it will be said that even if such a solip-
sistic doctrine cannot be shown to be self-contradictory, it is
nevertheless known to be false?

I propose to meet this objection, not by denying that solipsism
is known to be false, but by denying that it is a necessary con-
sequence of our epistemology. I am, indeed, prepared to admit
that if the personality of others was something that I could not
possibly observe, then I should have no reason to believe in the
existence of anyone else. And in admitting this I am conceding
a point which would not, I think, be conceded by the majority
of those philosophers who hold, as we do, that a sense-content
cannot belong to the sense-history of more than a single self.
They would maintain, on the contrary, that, although one cannot
in any sense observe the existence of other people, one can never-
theless infer their existence with a high degree of probability
from one’s own experiences. They would say that my observation

1 cf. L. S. Stebbing, Logical Positivism and Analysis.
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of a body whose behaviour resembled the behaviour of my own
body entitled me to think it probable that that body was related
to a self which I could not observe, in the same way as my body
was related to my own observable self. And in saying this, they
would be attempting to answer not the psychological question,
What causes me to believe in the existence of other people? but
the logical question, What good reason have I for believing in the
existence of other people? So that their view cannot be refuted,
as is sometimes supposed, by an argument which shows that
infants come by their belief in the existence of other people in-
tuitively, and not through a process of inference. For although
my belief in a certain proposition may in fact be causally depen-
dent on my apprehension of the evidence which makes the belier
rational, it is not necessary that it should be. It is not self
contradictory to say that beliefs for which there are rational
grounds are frequently arrived at by irrational means.

The correct way to refute this view that I can use an argument
from analogy, based on the fact that there is a perceptible resem-
blance between the behaviour of other bodies and that of my
own, to justify a belief in the existence of other people whose
experiences I could not conceivably observe, is to point out that
no argument can render probable a completely unverifiable
hypothesis. I can legitimately use an argument from analogy to
establish the probable existence of an object which has never in
fact manifested itself in my experience, provided that the object
is such that it could conceivably be manifested in my experience.
If this condition is not fulfilled, then, as far as I am concerned,
the object is a metaphysical object, and the assertion that it exists
and has certain properties is a metaphysical assertion. And, since
a metaphysical assertion is senseless, no argument can possibly
render it probable. But, on the view which we are discussing,
I must regard other people as metaphysical objects; for it is
assumed that their experiences are completely inaccessible to my
observation.

The conclusion to be drawn from this is not that the existence
of other people is for me a metaphysical, and so fictitious,
hypothesis, but that the assumption that other people’s experi-
ences are completely inaccessible to my observation is false; just
as the conclusion to be drawn from the fact that Locke’s notion of
a material substratum is-metaphysical is not that all the assertions
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which we make about material things are nonsensical, but that
Locke’s analysis of the concept of a material thing is false. And
just as I must define material things and my own self in terms of
their empirical manifestations, so I must define other people in
terms of their empirical manifestations—that is, in terms of the
behaviour of their bodies, and ultimately in terms of sense-
contents. The assumption that “behind” these sense-contents
there are entities which are not even in principle accessible to my
observation can have no more significance for me than the ad-
mittedly metaphysical assumption that such entities ‘‘underlie”
the sense-contents which constitute material things for me, or my
own self. And thus I find that I have as good a reason to believe
in the existence of other people as I have to believe in the existence
of material things. For in each case my hypothesis is verified by
the occurrence in my sense-history of the appropriate series of
sense-contents.?!

It must not be thought that this reduction of other people’s
experiences to one’s own in any way involves a denial of their
reality. Each of us must define the experiences of the others in
terms of what he can at least in principle observe, but this does
not mean that each of us must regard all the others as so many
robots. On the contrary, the distinction between a conscious man
and an unconscious machine resolves itself into a distinction be-
tween different types of perceptible behaviour. The only ground
I can have for asserting that an object which appears to be a
conscious being is not really a conscious being, but only a dummy
or a machine, is that it fails to satisfy one of the empirical tests by
which the presence or absence of consciousness is determined. If
I know that an object behaves in every way as a conscious being
must, by definition, behave, then I know that it is really conscious.
And this is an analytical proposition. For when I assert that an
object is conscious I am asserting no more than that it would, in
response to any conceivable test, exhibit the empirical manifesta-
tions of consciousness. I am not making a metaphysical postulate
concerning the occurrence of events which I could not, even in
principle, observe.

It appears, then, that the fact that a man’s sense-experiences are

1cf. Rudolf Carnap, “Scheinprobleme in der Philosophie: das Fremd-
sychische und der Realismusstreit,” and ‘‘Psychologie in physikalische
gprachc,” Exrkenntnis, Vol. 111, 1932.
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private to himself, inasmuch as each of them contains an organic
sense-content which belongs to his body and to no other, is per-
fectly compatible with his having good reason to believe in the
existence of other men. For, if he is to avoid metaphysics, he must
define the existence of other men in terms of the actual and
hypothetical occurrence of certain sense-contents, and then the
fact that the requisite sense-contents do occur in his sense-history
gives him a good reason for believing that there are other con-
scious beings besides himself. And thus we see that the philo-
scphical problem of “our knowledge of other people” is not the
insoluble, and, indeed, fictitious, problem of establishing by argu-
ment the existence of entities which are altogether unobservable,
but is simply the problem of indicating the way in which a
certain type of hypothesis is empirically verified.1

It must be made clear, finally, that our phenomenalism is com-
patible not merely with the fact that each of us has good reason
to believe that there exist a number of conscious beings of the
same kind as himself, but also with the fact that each of us has
good reason to believe that these beings communicate with one
another and with him, and inhabit a common world. For it
might appear, at first sight, as if the view that all synthetic propo-
sitions ultimately referred to sense-contents, coupled with the view
that no sense-content could belong to the sense-history of more
than one person, implied that no one could have any good reason
to believe that a synthetic proposition ever had the same literal
meaning for any other person as it had for himself. That is, it
might be thought that if each person’s experiences were private
to himself, no one could have good reason to believe that any
other person’s experiences were qualitatively the same as his own,
and consequently that no one could have good reason to believe
that the propositions which he understood, referring as they did
to the contents of his own sense-experiences, were ever understood
in the same way by anybody else.2 But this reasoning would be
fallacious. It does not follow from the fact that each man’s ex-
periences are private to himself that no one ever has good reason
to believe that another man’s experiences are qualitatively the

1 This question is referred to in the Introduction, pp. 19—20.

% This argument is used by Professor L. S. Stebbing in her article on “Com-
munication and Verification,” Supplementary Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society, 1934. +
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same as his own. For we define the qualitative identity and differ-
ence of two people’s sense-experiences in terms of the similarity
and dissimilarity of their reactions to empirical tests. To deter-
mine, for instance, whether two people*have the same colour
sense we observe whether they classify all the colour expanses
with which they are confronted in the same way; and, when we
say that a man is colour-blind, what we are asserting is that he
classifies certain colour expanses in a different way from that in
which they would be classified by the majority of people. It may
be objected that the fact that two people classify colour expanses
in the same way proves only that their colour worlds have the
same structure, and not that they have the same content; that it
is possible for another man to assent to every proposition which
I make about colours on the basis of entirely different colour
sensations, although, since the difference is systematic, neither of
us is ever in a position to detect it. But the answer to this is that
each of us has to define the content of another man’s sense-
experiences in terms of what he can himself observe. If he regards
the experiences of others as essentially unobservable entities,
whose nature has somehow to be inferred from the subjects’ per-
ceptible behaviour, then, as we have seen, even the proposition
that there are other conscious beings becomes for him a meta-
physical hypothesis. Accordingly, it is a mistake to draw a dis-
tinction between the structure and the content of people’s sensa-
tions—such as that the structure alone is accessible to the
observation of others, the content inaccessible. For if the contents
of other people’s sensations really were inaccessible to my ob-
servation, then I could never say anything about them. But, in
fact, I do make significant statements about them; and that is
because I define them, and the relations between them, in terms
of what I can myself observe.

In the same way, each of us has good reason to suppose that
other people understand him, and that he understands them,
because he observes that his utterances have the effect on their
actions which he regards as appropriate, and that they also
regard as appropriate the effect which their utterances have on
his actions; and mutual understanding is defined in terms of such
harmony of behaviour. And, since to assert that two people in-
habit a common world is to assert that they are capable, at least
in principle, of understanding one another, it follows that each
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of us, although his sense-experiences are private to himself, has
good reason to believe that he and other conscious beings inhabit
a common world. For each of us observes the behaviour, on the
part of himself and others, which constitutes the requisite under-
standing. And there is nothing in our epistemology which involves
a denial of this fact.

CHAPTER VIII

SOLUTIONS OF OUTSTANDING
PHILOSOPHICAL DISPUTES

OnE oF THE MAIN oBJECTS of this treatise has been to
show that there is nothing in the nature of philosophy to warrant
the existence of conflicting philosophical parties or ‘‘schools.”
For it is only when the available evidence is insufficient to deter-
mine the probability of a proposition that a difference of opinion
concerning it is justifiable. But with regard to the propositions of
philosophy this can never be the case. For, as we have seen, the
function of the philosopher is not to devise speculative theories
which require to be validated in experience, but to elicit the con-
sequences of our linguistic usages. That is to say, the questions
with which philosophy is concerned are purely logical questions;
and although people do in fact dispute about logical ques-
tions, such disputes are always unwarranted. For they involve
either the denial of a proposition which is necessarily true, or the
assertion of a proposition which is necessarily false. In all such
cases, therefore, we may be sure that one party to the dispute has
been guilty of a miscalculation which a sufficiently close scrutiny
of the reasoning will enable us to detect. So that if the dispute is
not immediately resolved, it 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.

Accordingly, we who are interested in the condition of phil-
osophy can no longer acquiesce in the existence of party divisions
among philosophers. For we know that if the questions about
which the parties contend are logical in character, they can be
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definitively answered. And, if they are not logical, they must
either be dismissed as metaphysical, or made the subject of an
empirical enquiry. I propose, therefore, to examine in turn the
three great issues concerning which phildsophers have differed in
the past, to sort out the problems of which these issues consist,
and to provide for each problem a solution appropriate to its
nature. It will be found that some of these problems have already
been dealt with in the course of this book, and in such cases we
shall be content to recapitulate our solution without repeating
the argument on which it was founded.

The questions which we are now about to consider are those
that lie at issue between rationalists and empiricists, between
realists and idealists, and between monists and pluralists. In each
case, we shall find that the thesis which is maintained by one
school and controverted by another is partly logical, partly meta-
physical, and partly empirical, and that there is no strict logical
connection between its constituent parts; so that it is legitimate
to accept some portions of it and reject others. And, indeed, we
do not claim that for anyone to be accounted a member of a
particular school it is necessary for him to adhere to all the doc-
trines which we hold to be characteristic of the school, but rather
that it is sufficient if he adheres to any of them. It is advisable
for us to say this in order to protect ourselves against a possible
charge of historical inaccuracy. But it must be understood from
the outset that we are not concerned to vindicate any one set of
philosophers at the expense of any other, but simply to settle
certain questions which have played a part in the history of
philosophy which is out of all proportion to their difficulty or
their importance. We shall now begin with the questions which
enter into the rationalist-empiricist controversy.

RATIONALISM AND EMPIRICISM

The metaphysical doctrine which is upheld by rationalists, and
rejected by empiricists, is that there exists a supra-sensible world
which is the object of a purely intellectual intuition and is alone
wholly real. We have already dealt with this doctrine explicitly
in the course of our attack on metaphysics, and seen that it is not
even false but senseless. For no empirical observation could have
the slightest tendency to establish any conclusion concerning the
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properties, or even the existence, of a supra-sensible world. And
therefore we are entitled to deny the possibility of such a world
and to dismiss as nonsensical the descriptions which have been
given of it.

With the logical aspect of the rationalist-empiricist controversy
we have also dealt very fully, and pronounced, it will be remem-
bered, in favour of the empiricists. For we showed that a propo-
sition only had factual content if it was empirically verifiable, and,
consequently, that the rationalists were mistaken in supposing
that there could be a priori propositions which referred to matters
of fact. At the same time we disagreed with those empiricists who
maintain that the distinction which is ordinarily drawn between
a priori propositions and empirical propositions is an illegitimate
distinction, and that all significant propositions are empirical
hypotheses, whose truth may be in the highest degree probable
but can never be certain. We admitted that there were propo-
sitions which were necessarily valid apart from all experience,
and that there was a difference in kind between these propositions
and empirical hypotheses. But we did not account for their neces-
sity by saying, as a rationalist might, that they were speculative
“truths of reason.” We accounted for it by saying that they were
tautologies. And we showed that the fact that we sometimes make
mistakes in our a priori reasonings, and that even when we have
not made any mistake we may arrive at an interesting and un-
expected conclusion, is in no way incompatible with the fact that
such reasonings are purely analytic. And thus we found that our
rejection of the logical thesis of rationalism, and of all forms of
metaphysics, did not oblige us to deny that there could be
necessary truths.

An explicit rejection of metaphysics, as distinct from a mere
abstention from metaphysical utterances, is characteristic of the
type of empiricism which is known as positivism. But we have
found ourselves unable to accept the criterion which the positivists
employ to distinguish a metaphysical utterance from a genuine
synthetic proposition. For they require of a synthetic proposition
that it should, in principle at least, be conclusively verifiable.
And as, for reasons which we have already given, no proposition
is capable, even in principle, of being verified conclusively, but
only at best of being rendered highly probable, the positivist
criterion, so far from marking the distinction between literal
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sense and nonsense, as it is intended to do, makes every utterance
nonsensical. And therefore, as we have seen, it is necessary to
adopt a weakened form of the positivist verification principle, as
a criterion of literal significance, and to allow a proposition to be
genuinely factual if any empirical observations would be relevant
to its truth or falsehood. So that an utterance is by us accounted
metaphysical only if it is neither a tautology nor yet capable of
being substantiated to any degree whatsoever by any possible
observation. In practice, indeed, very little of what is allowed to.
be significant by this criterion would not be allowed also by the
positivists. But that is because they do not apply their own
criterion consistently.

It should be added that we dissent also from the positivist
doctrine with regard to the significance of particular symbols. For
it is characteristic of a positivist to hold that all symbols, other
than logical constants, must either themselves stand for sense-
contents or else be explicitly definable in terms of symbols which
stand for sense-contents. It is plain that such physical symbols as
“atom” or “molecule” or “electron” fail to satisfy this condition,
and some positivists, including Mach, have been prepared on this
account to regard the use of them as illegitimate.? They would
not have been so ruthless if they had realised that they ought also,
if they were to be consistent in the application of their criterion,
to have condemned the use of symbols which stand for material
things. For, as we have seen, even such familiar symbols as
“table” or ‘“‘chair” or ‘“coat” cannot be defined explicitly in
terms of symbols which stand for sense-contents, but only in use.
And, accordingly, we must allow that the employment of a
symbol is legitimate if it is possible, at any rate in principle, to
give a rule for translating the sentences in which it occurs into
sentences which refer to sense-contents—or, in other words, if it
is possible to indicate how the propositions which it helps to
express may be empirically substantiated. And this condition is
as well satisfied by the physical symbols which positivists have
condemned as by the symbols which stand for familiar material
things.

Finally, it must again be emphasized that we are not committed
by our logical thesis to any of the factual doctrines which have

1 See Hans Hahn, “Logik, Mathematik und Naturerkennen,” Einheitswissen-
schaft, Heft 11, for a discussion of this question,
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been propounded by empiricist authors. We have, indeed, already
expressed our dissent from the psychological atomism of Mach
and Hume; and we may add that, although we agree in the main
with Hume’s epistemological views concerning the validity of
general propositions of law, we do not accept his account of the
way in which such propositions actually come to be formulated.
We do not hold, as he apparently did, that every general
hypothesis is, in fact, a generalization from a number of observed
instances. We agree with the rationalists that the process by
which scientific theories come into being is often deductive rather
than inductive. The scientist does not formulate his laws only as
the result of seeing them exemplified in particular cases. Some-
times he considers the possibility of the law before he is in
possession of the evidence which justifies it. It “occurs” to him
that a certain hypothesis or set of hypotheses may be true. He
employs deductive reasoning to discover what he ought to experi-
ence in a given situation if the hypothesis is true; and if he makes
the required observations, or has reason to believe that he could
make them, he accepts the hypothesis. He does not, as Hume
implied, passively wait for nature to instruct him; rather, as
Kant saw, does he force nature to answer the questions which he
puts to her. So that there is a sense in which the rationalists are
right in asserting that the mind is active in knowledge. It is not
true, indeed, that the validity of a proposition is ever logically
dependent upon the mental attitude of anyone towards it, nor is
it true that every physical fact is either logically or causally
dependent upon a mental fact, nor yet that observation of a
physical object necessarily causes any change in it, although it
may in fact do so in some cases. But it is true that the activity of
theorizing is, in its subjective aspect, a creative activity, and that
the psychological theories of empiricists concerning “the origins
of our knowledge” are vitiated by their failure to take this into
account.

But while it must be recognised that scientific laws are often
discovered through a process of intuition, this does not mean that
they can be intuitively validated. As we have said many times
already, it is essential to distinguish the psychological question,
How does our knowledge originate? from the logical question,
How is it certified as knowledge? Whatever may be the correct
answers to these two questions, it is clear that they are logically
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independent of one another. And, accordingly, we can con-
sistently allow that the psychological theories of rationalists con-
cerning the part played by intuition in the acquisition of our
knowledge are very probably true, whilé at the same time we
reject as self-contradictory their logical thesis that there are syn-
thetic propositions of whose validity we have an a priori guarantee.

REALISM AND IDEALISM

Whereas the main points in the dispute between rationalists and
empiricists, of which we have now finally disposed, have been
referred to constantly throughout this book, comparatively little
attention has yet been paid to the realist-idealist controversy,
which, to the historian of modern philosophy at any rate, is
almost equally important. All that we have done so far in con-
nection with it is to rule out its metaphysical aspect, and to assert
that the logical questions which it involves are questions concern-
ing the analysis of existential propositions. We have seen that the
dispute between idealists and realists becomes a metaphysical
dispute when it is assumed that the question whether an object is
real or ideal is an empirical question which cannot be settled by
any possible observation. We showed that in the ordinary sense
of the term “real,” the sense in which “‘being real” is opposed to
“being illusory,” there were definite empirical tests for deter-
mining whether an object was real or not; but that those who,
agreeing that an object was real in this sense, went on to dispute
whether it had a completely undetectable property, which they
called also the property of being real, or an equally undetectable
property of being ideal, were debating an altogether fictitious
question. And to thiswe need not now add anything further, but
may proceed at once to consider the realist-idealist controversy
in its logical aspect.

The logical doctrines which are maintained by idealists and
controverted by realists are all concerned with the question, What
is entailed by sentences of the form ‘““x is real”? Thus, it is the
contention of Berkeleyan idealists that the sentence ““x is real” or
“x exists,” where x stands for a thing and not for a person, is
equivalent to “x is perceived,” so that it is self-contradictory to
assert that anything exists unperceived; and they hold, further-
more, that “x is perceived” entails ““x is mental,”” and so conclude

138



that everything that exists is mental. Both these propositions are
denied by realists, who maintain for their part that the concept
of reality is unanalysable, so that there is no sentence referring to
perceptions which is equivalent to the sentence “x is real.” In
fact, we shall find that the realists are right in what they deny,
but wrong in what they affirm.

Briefly, the grounds on which Berkeley held that no material
thing could exist unperceived were these. He maintained, first,
that a thing was nothing more than the sum of its sensible
qualities, and, secondly, that it was self-contradictory to assert
that a sensible quality existed unsensed. And from these premises
it does follow that a thing cannot without self-contradiction be
said to exist unperceived. But since he recognized that the
common-sense assumption that things did exist when no human
being was perceiving them was certainly not self-contradictory,
and, indeed, himself believed it to be true, Berkeley allowed that
a thing might exist unperceived by any human being, inasmuch
as it could still be perceived by God. And he appears to have
regarded the fact that he was obliged to rely on the perceptions
of God to bring his doctrine into harmony with the fact that
things very probably do exist at times when no human being is
perceiving them as constituting a proof of the existence of a per-
sonal god: whereas, in truth, what it proves is that there is an
error in Berkeley’s reasoning. For, since propositions which assert
the existence of material things have an undisputed factual
significance, it cannot be correct to analyse them in terms of such
metaphysical entities as the perceptions of a transcendent god.

We must now consider exactly where the error in Berkeley’s
reasoning lies. It is customary for realists to deny his proposition
that a sensible quality cannot possibly exist unsensed. Taking
him, I think rightly, to be using the terms ‘‘sensible quality’’ and
“idea of sensation,” as we have been using the term ‘‘sense-
content,” to refer to an entity which is sensibly given, they assert
that he makes a faulty analysis of sensation through failing to
distinguish between the object sensed and the act of consciousness
which is directed upon it, and that there is no contradiction in-
volved in supposing that the object may exist independently of
the act.1 But I do not think that this criticism is just. For these acts
of sensing, which realists reproach Berkeley for having ignored,

1 Vide G. E. Moore, Philosophical Studies, “The Refutation of Idealism.”
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appear to me to be completely inaccessible to any observation.
And I suggest that those who believe in them have been
misled by the grammatical fact that the sentences which they use
to describe their sensations contain a transitive verb, just as those
who believe that the self is given in sensation are misled by the
fact that the sentences which people use to describe their sensa-
tions contain a grammatical subject: while what those who claim
to detect the presence of such acts of sensing in their visual and
tactual experiences are, I think, really detecting is the fact that
their visual and tactual sense-fields have the sensible property of
depth.! And, therefore, although Berkeley made a psychological
error in supposing that the succession of ‘‘ideas” which con-
stituted a person’s sense-history was sensibly discrete, I believe
that he was right to regard these ‘““ideas” as the contents rather
than the objects of sensations, and consequently that he was
justified in asserting that a “‘sensible quality” could not con-
ceivably exist unsensed. Accordingly we may allow that his
dictum, “Esse est percipi,” is true with regard to sense-contents,
for to speak of the existence of sense-contents is, as we have seen,
merely a misleading way of speaking of their occurrence, and a
sense-content cannot without self-contradiction be said to occur
except as part of a sense-experience.

But although it is a fact that a sense-content cannot by defi-
nition occur without being experienced, and that material things
are constituted by sense-contents, it is a mistake to conclude, as
Berkeley did, that a material thing cannot exist unperceived.
And the mistake is due to his misconception of the relationship
between material things and the sense-contents which constitute
them. If a material thing were really the sum of its “sensible
qualities”—that is to say, an aggregate of sense-contents, or even
a whole composed of sense-contents—then it would follow from
the definitions of a material thing and a sense-content that no
thing could exist unperceived. But, in fact, we have seen that
sense-contents are not in any way parts of the material things
which they constitute; the sense in which a material thing is
reducible to sense-contents is simply that it is a logical construc-
tion and they are its elements; and this, as we have previously
made clear, is a linguistic proposition which states that to say

1 This point is made also by Rudolf Carnap in Der logische Aufbau der Welt,
section 65.
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anything about it is always equivalent to saying something about
them. Moreover the elements of any given material thing are not
merely actual but also possible sense-contents—that is to say, the
sentences referring to sense-contents, which are the translations
of the sentences referring to a material thing, need not necessarily
express categorical propositions; they may be hypothetical. And
this explains how it is possible for a material thing to exist
throughout a period when none of its elements are actually ex-
perienced: it is sufficient that they should be capable of being
experienced—that is, that there should be a hypothetical fact to
the effect that, if certain conditions were fulfilled, certain sense-
contents, belonging to the thing in question, would be experi-
enced. There is, indeed, no contradiction involved in asserting
the existence of a material thing which is never actually perceived.
For in asserting that the thing existed, one would be asserting
only that certain sense-contents would occur if a particular set of
conditions relating to the faculties and the position of an observer
was fulfilled; and such a hypothetical proposition may very well
be true, even though the relevant conditions never are fulfilled.
And, as we shall show later on, we may in some cases not merely
have to recognise the existence of an unperceived material thing
as a logical possibility, but may actually possess good inductive
grounds for believing in it.

This analysis of propositions asserting the existence of material
things, which is in conformity with Mill’s conception of a material
thing as “a permanent possibility of sensation,” enables us not
merely to dispense with the perceptions of God, but also to allow
that people can be said to exist in the same sense as material
things. It is, I think, a serious defect in Berkeley’s theory that it
does not allow this. For, failing to give the phenomenalist account
of the self which, as Hume saw, his empiricism demanded, he
found himself unable either to hold that the existence of people
consisted, like the existence of material things, in their being per-
ceived, or to put forward any other analysis of it. We, on the
contrary, maintain that a man must define his own existence, and
the existence of other people, no less than that of material things,
in terms of the hypothetical occurrence of sense-contents. And
I think we have succeeded in proving the necessity of such a
thoroughgoing phenomenalism, and in meeting the objections to
which it seems at first sight to be exposed.
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The proposition that whatever is perceived is necessarily
mental, which forms the second stage in the argument of the
Berkeleyan idealist, rests on the assumption that the immediate
data of sense are necessarily mental, togethier with the assumption
that a thing is literally the sum of its “sensible qualities.”” And
these are both assumptions which we have rejected. We have seen
that a thing is to be defined, not as a collection of sense-contents,
but as a logical construction out of them. And we have seen that
the terms “mental” and ‘““physical” apply only to logical con-
structions, and not to the immediate data of sense themselves.
Sense-contents themselves cannot significantly be said either to
be or not to be mental. And while it is certainly significant to
assert that all the things which we ordinarily take to be uncon-
scious are really conscious, we shall find that this is a proposition
which we have very good reason to disbelieve.

I think that the idealist view that what is immediately given in
sense-experience must necessarily be mental derives historically
from an error of Descartes. For he, believing that he could deduce
his own existence from the existence of a mental entity, a thought,
without assuming the existence of any physical entity, concluded
that his mind was a substance which was wholly independent of
anything physical; so that it could directly experience only what
belonged to itself. We have already seen that the premise of this
argument is false; and, in any case, the conclusion does not follow
from it. For, in the first place, the assertion that the mind is a
substance, being a metaphysical assertion, cannot follow from
anything. Secondly, if the term “thought” is used, as Descartes
apparently used it, to refer to a single introspective sense-content,
then a thought cannot, as in the ordinary usage, properly be said
to be mental. And, finally, even if it were true that the existence
of a conscious being could be validly deduced from an isolated
mental datum; it would not in the least follow that such a being
could not, in fact, stand in direct causal and epistemological
relations to material things. And, indeed, we have previously
shown that the proposition that mind and matter are completely
independent is one which we have good empirical grounds for
disbelieving, and one which no a priori argument could possibly
serve to prove.

Although the responsibility for the view that it is possible to
experience directly only what is mental rests ultimately with
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Descartes, subsequent philosophers have supported it with argu-
ments of their own. One of these is the so-called argument from
illusion. This argument proceeds from the fact that the sensible
appearances of a material thing vary with the point of view of
the observer, or with his physical and psychological condition, or
with the nature of the attendant circumstances such as the pres-
ence or absence of light. Each of these appearances is, it is argued,
in itself as “good’ as any other, but, since they are in many cases
mutually incompatible, they cannot all really characterize the
material thing; and thence it is concluded that none of them are
“in the thing,” but that they are all “in the mind.”” But this con-
clusion is plainly unwarranted. All that this argument from
illusion proves is that the relationship of a sense-content to the
material thing to which it belongs is not that of part to whole.
It does not have the least tendency to show that any sense-content
18 “in the mind.” Nor does the fact that a sense-content is
partly dependent for its quality on the psychological state of
an observer in any way go to prove that it is a mental entity
itself.

Another argument of Berkeley’s is superficially more plausible.
He points out that sensations of all kinds are in some degree
pleasant or painful, and argues that, as the sensation is not
phenomenally di‘tinguishable from the pleasure or the pain, the
two must be identified. But pleasure and pain, he thinks, are
indubitably mental, and so he concludes that the objects of sense
are mental.! The error in this argument consists in the identifica-
tion of pleasures and pains with particular sense-contents. It is
true that the word ‘“‘pain” is sometimes used to denote an organic
sense-content, as in the sentence, “I feel a pain in my shoulder,”
but in this usage a pain cannot properly be said to be mental;
and it is noteworthy that there is no corresponding usage of the
word “pleasure.” And in the usage in which pains and pleasures
can properly be said to be mental, as in the sentence, ‘‘Domitian
took pleasure in torturing flies,” the terms denote, not sense-
contents, but logical constructions. For to refer to pains and
pleasures, in this usage, is a way of referring to people’s behaviour,
and so ultimately to sense-contents, which are themselves, as
always, neither mental nor physical.

It is characteristic of some idealists, who are not Berkeleyans,

1Vide The First Dialogue between Hylas and Philonous.
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to hold that “x is real,”” where x stands for a thing and not for a
person, is equivalent to “x is thought of,” so that it is self-
contradictory to hold that anything exists unthought of, or that
anything which is thought of is unreal. In support of the first of
these consequences, it is argued that if I make any judgement
whatsoever about a thing I must necessarily be thinking of it.
But while it is true that the sentence “I judge that x exists”
entails “‘x is thought of,” it does not follow from this that it is self-
contradictory to assert that anything unthought of exists. For the
sentence ‘I judge that x exists” is plainly not equivalent to
“x exists,”” nor does it entail it, nor is it entailed by it. I may very
well judge that a thing exists which in fact does not exist, and a
thing may very well exist without my judging that it does, or,
indeed, without anybody’s judging that it does, or without any-
body’s ever thinking of it. It is true that the fact that I assert that
a thing exists shows that I am thinking of it, or have thought of it,
but this does not mean that part of what I assert when I say that
a thing exists is that I am thinking of it. It is essential here to dis-
tinguish between that of which the occurrence of a sentence is in
fact evidence, and that which the sentence formally entails.
Having made this distinction we can see that there is no formal
contradiction involved in asserting that things which are un-
thought of exist.

The view that whatever is thought of must necessarily be real
is not confined to idealists. It depends, as Moore has shown,?
upon the mistaken assumption that such a sentence as ‘““Unicorns
are thought of” is of the same logical form as “Lions are killed.”
‘“Lions are killed” does indeed entail “lions are real”; and so it
is supposed that “‘unicorns are thought of” must analogously
entail “unicorns are real.” But, in fact, “being thought of”’ is not
an attribute like “being killed,” and there is, accordingly, no
contradiction involved in asserting that such things as unicorns,
or centaurs, although they are thought of, do not actually exist.
The realist view that such imaginary objects ‘have real being,”
even though they do not exist, has already been shown to be
metaphysical, and need not be further discussed.

It may be added that even if it were true that “x is real” was
equivalent to “x is thought of,” which we have shown not to be
the case, the idealists’ belief that everything that exists is mental

1 Philosophical Studies, “The Conception of Reality.”
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would not thereby be justified. For “x is mental,” is not entailed
by “x is thought of,”’ any more than by ““x is perceived.” Nor does
this proposition that everything that exists is mental appear
capable of being substantiated in any ‘other way. For the fact
that “x is real” does not formally entail “x is mental” proves that
it is not an a priori truth. And while it is logically possible that all
the things, such as houses and pens and books, which we believe
to be unconscious are really conscious, it is highly improbable.
For these things have never yet been observed to behave in the
way which is characteristic of conscious beings. Chairs do not
show any signs of purposive activity, nor do clothes appear to be
sensitive to pain. And, in general, there is no empirical ground
for supposing that what we ordinarily take to be material things
are all conscious beings in disguise.

There remains still to be considered one empirical question
which is a subject of controversy between realists and idealists.
We have seen that the realists are justified in maintaining that it
is not self-contradictory to assert that a thing exists unperceived;
and we must now consider whether they have the right to main-
tain also that things do so exist in fact. Against them it has been
argued that, even if things do in fact continue to exist when no
one is perceiving them, we cannot have any good reason to sup-
pose that they do.1 For it is plainly impossible for anyone ever to
observe a thing existing unobserved. But this argument is plau-
sible only so long as the notion of unperceived existence is left
unanalysed. As soon as we analyse it, we find that there can be
a good inductive ground for believing that a thing exists unper-
ceived. For what we are asserting when we say of a thing that it
exists although no one is perceiving it is, as we have 'seen, that
certain sense-contents would occur if certain conditions relating
mainly to the faculties and position of an observer were fulfilled,
but that in fact the conditions are not being fulfilled. And these
are propositions which we do frequently have good reason to
believe. For instance, the fact that I am now experiencing a series
of sense-contents which belong to a table, a chair, and other
material things, and that in similar circumstances I always have
perceived these material things, and also remarked that other
human beings perceived them, gives me a good inductive basis
for the generalization that in such circumstances these material

1 cf. W. Stace, “The Refutation of Realism,” Mind, 1934.
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things always are perceptible—a hypothesis whose validity is in-
dependent of the fact that at a given moment no one may actually
be in a position to perceive them. Having now left my room,
I have good reason to believe that these-things are not in fact
being perceived by anyone. For I observed that no one wasthere
when I left, and I have observed that no one has since entered by
the door or the window; and my past observations of the ways in
which human beings make their entry into rooms gives me the
right to assert that no one has entered the room in any other way.
In addition, my past observations of the way in which material
things come to be destroyed support my belief that if I were now
in my room I should not be perceiving any such process of de-
struction. And thus, having shown that I may simultaneously
have good reason to believe that no one is perceiving certain
material things in my room, and also that if anyone were in my
room he would be perceiving them, I have shown that it is
possible to have good inductive grounds for believing that a
material thing exists unperceived.

We have mentioned, also, that there may be good inductive
grounds for believing in the existence of things which have never
at any time been perceived. And this, too, can easily be shown
with the help of an example. Suppose that flowers have been
observed to grow at a certain altitude on all the mountains of
a given range which have ever been climbed; and suppose that
there is one mountain in the range which appears to be exactly
like the others but happens never to have been climbed; in such
a case we may infer by analogy that if anyone were to climb this
mountain he would perceive flowers growing there also. And this
is to say that we are entitled to regard it as probable that flowers
do exist there, although they are never in fact perceived.

MONISM AND PLURALISM

Having dealt with the various aspects of the realist-idealist
controversy, we come finally to treat of the dispute between
monists and pluralists. We have, indeed, already remarked that
the assertion that Reality is One, which it is characteristic of
a monist to make and a pluralist to controvert, is nonsensical,
since no empirical situation could have any bearing on its truth.
But this metaphysical assertion is apt to be the outcome of certain
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logical errors which it is desirable to examine. And this we shall
now proceed to do.

The line of argument which most monists pursue is this: every-
thing in the world, they say, is related to everything else in some
way or other; a proposition which for them is a tautology since
they regard otherness as being a relation. And, further, they hold
that every relation is internal to its terms. A thing is what it is,
they declare, because it has the properties which it has. That is,
all its properties, including all its relational properties, are con-
stitutive of its essential nature. If it is deprived of any one of its
properties, then, they say, it ceases to be the same thing. And
from these premises it is deduced that to state any fact about a
thing involves stating every fact about it, and that this involves
stating every fact about everything. And this is tantamount to
saying that any true proposition can be deduced from any other,
from which it follows that apy two sentences which express true
propositions are equivalent. And this leads monists, who are given
to using the words “‘truth” and ‘“reality”’ interchangeably, to
make the metaphysical assertion that Reality is One.

It should be added that it is admitted even by monists that the
sentences which people actually use to express propositions that
they believe to be true are not all equivalent to one another. But
they regard this fact, not as throwing any doubt on their con-
clusion that every true proposition can be deduced from every
other, but as showing that none of the propositions which anyone
ever believes are in fact true. They say, indeed, that, while it is
impossible for human beings ever to express wholly true propo-
sitions, they can, and do, express propositions which have a vary-
ing degree of truth. But what precisely they mean by this, and
how they reconcile it with their premises, I have never yet been
able to understand.

Clearly, the crucial step in the monist’s argument, which leads
him to such paradoxical conclusions, is the assumption that all
the properties of a thing, including all its relational properties,
are constitutive of its nature. And this assumption has only to be
stated clearly and unambiguously for its falsity to become ap-
parent. In the form in which we have stated it so far, which is
the form in which it is commonly stated, it is not, indeed, un-
ambiguous. For to speak of the nature of a thing may simply be
a way of referring to the behaviour which is characteristic of it—
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as in the sentence “It is in the nature of a cat to catch mice.” But
it may also, as we have seen, be a way of referring to the definition
of a thing—as in the sentence “It is in the nature of an a priori
proposition to be independent of experietice.” So that the words
““all the properties of a thing are constitutive of its nature” may
legitimately be used to express either the proposition that all the
properties of a thing are relevant to its behaviour, or else the
proposition that all the properties of a thing are defining proper-
ties of it. And it is not easy to tell from the writings of monists
which of these propositions they wish to maintain. Sometimes,
indeed, they seem to uphold both, without drawing a very clear
distinction between them. But it is plain that it must be the
second that they employ in the argument which we are now
considering, whether they are aware of it or not. For even if it
were true, which it is not, that it was necessary to take all the
properties of a thing into account in order to predict its behaviour,
it would not follow that every fa(it about the thing was logically
deducible from every other. Whereas this conclusion does follow
from the proposition that all the properties of a thing belong to
it by definition. For, in that case, to assert that the thing exists at
all is implicitly to assert every fagt about it. But we know that to
ascribe to a thing a property which belongs to it by definition is
to express an analytic proposition, a tautology. And thus the
assumption that all the propertiks of a thing are constitutive of
its nature leads, in this usage, to the absurd consequence that it is
impossible, even in principle, to express a synthetic fact about
anything. And I regard this as being sufficient to show that the
assumption is false.

What makes this false assumption superficially plausible is the
ambiguity of such sentences as “If this thing had not got the
properties which it has, it would not be what it is.” To assert this
may be to assert merely that if a thing has a property, it cannot
also lack it—that if, for example, my newspaper is on the table
in front of me, it is not the case that it is not on the table. And this
is an analytic proposition whose validity no one would dispute.
But to allow this is not to allow that all the properties which a
thing has are defining properties. To say that if my newspaper
were not on the table in front of me it would not be what it is, is
false if it is equivalent to saying that it is necessary for my news-
paper to be on the table in the sense in which it is necessary for it
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to contain news. For whereas the proposition that my newspaper
contains news is analytic, the proposition that it is on the table
in front of me is synthetic. It is self-contradictory to assert that
my newspaper does not contain news, but it is not self-contra-
dictory to assert that my newspaper is not on the table in front
of me, although it happens to be false. And it is only when
“A has not p” is a self-contradictory proposition that p can be
said to be a defining, or internal, property of A.

In discussing this question, we have employed the factual
terminology in which it is commonly presented, but this has not
prevented us from recognising that it is linguistic in character.
For we have seen that to say that a property p is a defining
property of a thing A is equivalent to saying that the sentence
which is fornied out of the symbol ““A’ as subject and the symbol
“p” as predicate expresses an analytic proposition.! And it must
be added that the use of factual terminology is particularly in-
advisable in this instance, because a predicate which serves to
express an analytic proposition when combined with one de-
scriptive phrase may serve to express a synthetic proposition
when combined with another descriptive phrase which neverthe-
less refers to the same object. Thus to have written Hamlet is an
internal property of the author of Hamlet, but not of the author
of Macbeth, nor yet of Shakespeare. For it is self-contradictory to
say that the author of Hamlet did not write Hamlet, but it is not
self-contradictory, although it is false, to say that the author of
Macbeth did not write Hamlet, or that Shakespeare did not write
Hamlet. If we use the current factual terminology and say that it
was logically necessary for the author of Hamlet to have written
Hamlet, but not for Shakespeare or the author of Macbeth, or that
Shakespeare and the author of Macbheth could conceivably have
existed without writing Hamlet but the author of Hamlet could
not, or that Shakespeare and the author of Marbeth would still
have been themselves if they had not written Hamlet but the
author of Hamlet would not, we should appear in each case to be
contradicting ourselves; for we allow that the author of Hamlet
is the same person as Shakespeare and as the author of Macbeth.
But when it is recognised that these are simply ways of saying

1 The passage which follows, down to the end of the paragraph, was in-
corporated also in a paper on “Internal Relations” which was read at the
1935 joint session of Mind Association and Aristotelian Society. See the
Supplementary Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 1935.
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that “the author of Hamlet wrote Hamlet” is an analytic propo-
sition, whereas ‘“‘Shakespeare wrote Hamlet” and ‘“‘the author of
Macbeth wrote Hamlet” are synthetic, the appearance of self-
contradiction is completely removed.  *

With this we conclude our examination of the logical errors
which give rise to the metaphysical doctrine of monism. But we
must still mention that it is characteristic of a monist to affirm,
and of a pluralist to deny, not only that every fact is logically
contained in every other, but also that every event is causally
connected with every other. There are some, indeed, who would
say that the latter proposition could be derived from the former,
on the ground that causality was itself a logical relation. But this
would be a mistake. For if causality were a logical relation, then
the contradictory of every true proposition which asserted a
causal connection would be self-contradictory. But it is allowed
even by those who maintain that causality is a logical relation
that propositions which assert the existence either of general or
of particular causal connections are synthetic. In Hume’s phrase-
ology, they are propositions concerning matters of fact. And we
have shown that the validity of such propositions cannot be
established a priori, as Hume himself made clear. “It implies no
contradiction,” he says, “that the course of nature may change,
and that an object, seemingly like those which we have ex-
perienced, may be attended with different or contrary effects.
May I not clearly and distinctly conceive, that a body, falling
from the clouds, and which in all other respects resembles snow,
has yet the taste of salt or feeling of fire? Is there any more in-
telligible proposition than to affirm, that all the trees will flourish
in December and January, and decay in May and June? Now
whatever is intelligible, and can be distinctly conceived, implies
no contradiction, and can never be proved false by any demon-
strative argument or abstract reasoning a priori.”’t Here Hume
is supporting our contention that it is only by experience that
the validity of synthetic propositions can be determined. Propo-
sitions which cannot be denied without self-contradiction are
analytic. And it is to the class of synthetic propositions that those
which assert causal connection belong.

We may conclude from this that the monistic doctrine that
every event is causally connected with every other is logically

1 An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, section iv.
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independent of the other monistic doctrine which we have
examined—that every fact is logically contained in every other.
We have, indeed, no a priori ground either for accepting or for
rejecting the doctrine that every event is causally connected with
every other, but there are good empirical grounds for rejecting it,
inasmuch as it denies the possibility of natural science. For it is
plain that in making any given prediction we are able to consider
only a limited set of data; what we do not take into account, we
assume that we are entitled to ignore as irrelevant. I assume, for
example, that in order to determine whether it will rain to-
morrow I need not take into account the present state of mind
of the Emperor of Manchukuo. If we were not entitled to make
such assumptions, there would be no likelihood of our predictions
ever being successful, for we should always be ignoring the greater
part of the relevant data. The fact that our predictions are very
often successful gives us reason to believe that some at least of our
judgements of irrelevance are correct, and so to reject the monistic
doctrine which denies their legitimacy.

It is important for us to expose the errors which are commonly
associated with monism, because there is a sense in which we our-
selves desire to uphold the unity of science. For we maintain that
it is a mistake to conceive of the various ‘“‘special sciences” as
portraying different “‘aspects of reality.” We have shown that all
empirical hypotheses refer ultimately to our sense-contents. They
all function alike as “rules for the anticipation of future experi-
ence”’; and it is very seldom the case that, in making a particular
prediction, we are guided by the hypotheses of only one science.
What chiefly prevents this unity from being recognized at present
is the unnecessary multiplicity of current scientific terminologies.!

For our part we are concerned to emphasize not so much the
unity of science as the unity of philosophy with science. With
regard to the relationship of philosophy and the empirical
sciences, we have remarked that philosophy does not in any way
compete with the sciences. It does not make any speculative

1 What is required to put an end to this is the fulfilment of Leibnitz’s hope
for a ‘““Characteristica Universalis.” Cf. Otto Neurath, “Einheitswissenschaft und
Psychologie,” Einheitswissenschaft, Heft I, and “Einheit der Wissenschaft als
Aufgabe,” Erkenntnis, Band V, Heft I. Also Rudolf Carnap, “Die physikalische
Sprache als Universalsprache der Wissenschaft,” Erkenntnis, Vol. 1I, 1932, and
English translation, The Unity of Science, and “Die Aufgabe der Wissenschafts-
logik,” Einheitswissenschaft, Heft I11.
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assertions which could conflict with the speculative assertions of
science, nor does it profess to venture into fields which lie beyond
the scope of scientific investigation. Only the metaphysician does
that, and produces nonsense as a result. Ahd we have also pointed
out that it is impossible merely by philosophizing to determine the
validity of a coherent system of scientific propositions. For the
question whether such a system is valid is always a question of
empirical fact; and, therefore, the propositions of philosophy,
since they are purely linguistic propositions, can have no bearing
upon it. Thus the philosopher is not, gua philosopher, in a position
to assess the value of any scientific theory; his function is simply
to elucidate the theory by defining the symbols which occur
in it.

It might be thought that the philosophical elucidation of scien-
tific theories was required only for the popularization of science,
and could not be of much benefit to the scientists themselves. But
this would be a mistake. One has only to consider the importance
to contemporary physics of Einstein’s definition of simultaneity,
in order to realise how necessary it is for the experimental physicist
to be furnished with clear and definitive analyses of the concepts
which he employs. And the need for such analyses is even greater
in the less advanced sciences. For example, the failure of psych-
ologists at the present time to emancipate themselves from meta-
physics, and to co-ordinate their enquiries, is principally due to
the use of symbols such as “intelligence” or “empathy” or “sub-
conscious self,” which are not precisely defined. The theories of
psycho-analysts are particularly full of metaphysical elements
which a philosophical elucidation of their symbols would remove.
It would be the philosopher’s business to make clear what was the
real empirical content of the propositions of psycho-analysts, and
what was their logical relationship to the propositions of be-
haviourists or Gestalt psychologists, a relationship at present
obscured by unanalysed differences of terminology. And it can
hardly be disputed that such a work of clarification would be
favourable, if not essential, to the progress of the science as a
whole.

But if science may be said to be blind without philosophy, it is
true also that philosophy is virtually empty without science. For
while the analysis of our everyday language is useful as a means
of preventing, or exposing, a certain amount of metaphysics, the
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problems which it presents are not of such difficulty or com-
plexity as to make it probable that they will remain long unsolved.
Indeed we have dealt with most of them in the course of this book,
including the problem of perception, which is perhaps the most
difficult problem of those which are not essentially connected with
the language of science; a fact which explains why it has played
so large a part in the history of modern philosophy. What con-
fronts the philosopher who finds that our everyday language has
been sufficiently analysed is the task of clarifying the concepts of
contemporary science. But for him to be able to achieve this, it is
essential that he should understand science. If he is incapable of
understanding the propositions of any science, then he is unable
to fulfil the philosopher’s function in the advancement of our
knowledge. For he is unable to define the symbols which, most
of all, require to be made clear.

It is indeed misleading to draw a sharp distinction, as we have
been doing, between philosophy and science. What we should
rather do is to distinguish between the speculative and the logical
aspects of science, and assert that philosophy must develop into
the logic of science. That is to say, we distinguish between the
activity ‘of formulating hypotheses, and the activity of displaying
the logical relationship of these hypotheses and defining the
symbols which occur in them. It is of no importance whether we
call one who is engaged in the latter activity a philosopher or a
scientist. What we must recognise is that it is necessary for
a philosopher to become a scientist, in this sense, if he is to make
any substantial contribution towards the growth of human
knowledge.
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examples of, 39-44, 47, 88, 115,
126, 129-30, 135, 138, 146—7
how it arises, 33, 42—4, 45
its zesthetic value, 44-5
not literally significant, 16, 31,

35745
Mill, J. S., a follower of Hume, 55
his conception of a material thing,
141
on'logic and mathematics, 73—5
Mind, activity of, 137-8
and matter, 123-5, 142
Monism and causation, 150~1
and pluralism, 40, 146—51
metaphysical doctrine of] 40, 146-7
the outcome of logical errors,
147-50
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Moore, G. E., 18 n., 23, 25, 25 n., 32,
139 n.
his argument against subjectivism
in ethics, 110-12
his defence of common sense, 52
on reality, 144
Moral judgements. See Ethical judge-
ments.
Mysticism, 45, 118-19

NaceL, E., 18 n.

Nature of ‘a thing, the, an am-
biguous expression, 147-8

Necessary connection not exemplified
by synthetic propositions, g6-7

Necessary propositions. See A priori
propositions.

Neurath, O., g1 n., 151 n.

Nothing not the name of a thing, 44

Numbers, natural, reducible to
classes?, 59, 82

OBSERVATION-STATEMENTS, 11-13

Ostensive propositions, 91—3

Other minds, our knowledge of,
19-20, 124, 128-31, 141

PAIN, AN AMBIGUOUS TERM, 143
Particulars, 58
Past, our knowledge of the, 101-2
Perception, problem of] 51, 153

its solution, 63-8
Personal identity, 127
Phenomenalism, 32

applied to material things, 534,

63-8

applied to oneself, 125-8, 141

applied to other minds, 129—31
Philosophy, a department of logic, 31,

57

distinguished from metaphysics,
51-2, 56, 57, 71

its analytic character, 22-6, 50-1

its future, 153

its history, 51-2, 55-6, 133

its relation to science, 47-8, 57,
151—

not5a search for first principles,
45-7 .

not speculative, 48

provides definitions, 22-6, 59-60
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Plato primarily an analyst, 56
Pleasure, 143
Pluralism and monism, 146-51
metaphysical doctrine of, 39-40
Poincaré, H., 82 n., 95 n., 98
his objection to the view that
mathematics is tautologous, 85
Popper, K., 38 n.
Positivism, 135-7
Price, H. H., 67 n., 115 n.
Probability, 100-2
defined, 101
Propositions cannot negate them-
selves, 46
defined, 88
not to be regarded as real entities,
44, 88
use of the word, 6—9
Putative propositions, 6

Q_UESTIQNS, GENUINE AND FICTITIOUS,
356

Rawmsey, F. P., 71 n, 89 n.
Rationalism, logical doctrines of] 73,
74> 13475
metaphysical doctrine of, 134-5
and empiricism, 73—4, 134-8
and scientific method, 137-8.
and sensation, 122
and the self, 127
Rationality defined, 50, 100-1
Realism, logical doctrine of, 41, 138—9
metaphysical doctrine of] 40, 138
and idealism, 40—41, 138—46
empirical doctrine of, 145-7
Reality analysed, 40, 138—42
Real qualities of things, 67
Reason, truths of, do not refer to
matters of fact, 73, 135
Relations, 58
syrélénetrical and transitive, defined,

Relative product, 65-6
defined, 65 n.
Religion and science, 116—17. See also
Theism.
Religious experience, 119-20
Resemblance, direct and indirect, de-
fined, 65
Robots, 130



Ross, Sir W. David, 20 n.
Russell, B. A. W., 14 n.

his propositional calculus, 81

his system of logic, 17

his theory of definite descriptions,

22-5, 60-2

on mathematics, 82

on the structure of language, 71
Ryle, G,, 19 n., 24 n., 32, 88 n.

ScHrick, M., 32, 36 n., 37 n., go n.
Schools of philosophy, unwarranted,
32, 133
Science and philosophy, 47-8, 57,
151-3
and religion, 117
as a method of prediction, g7-102
covers whole field of knowledge, 48
its unity, 151
Scientific procedure cannot be justi-
fied a priori, 49-50
Self, the, analysis of, 125-8, 141
Self-consciousness and self-identity,
126, 127
Self-consistency, 48, 50, 80, g5, 98,
111-12
Sensation not analysable into subject
act, and object, 122, 139
Sense-contents, actual and possible,

defined, 53, 122
existence of, 122, 123, 140
neither mental nor physical, 123—4
subjectivity of, 125-6
their relationship with wmaterial
things, 53, 58-9, 63-8, 140-1
Sense-experience, 10, 31, 34, 39
and sense-contents, 1223
and the self, 125-8
determines the validity of synthetic
propositions, 48-9, 50, 71-2,
94-102, 151
Sense-fields, 58, 65-6
Sense-histories, 125, 131
Sentence an ambiguous word, 7
definition of, 5—7
expression of a statement,.8
literal meaning, 5 et seg.
Shakespeare, 149, 150
Simultaneity, 152
Solipsism, 128-31
Soul, the, 31, 117
Stace, W., 14 n., 16 n,, 145 m

State, the English, 63—4
Statement a new technical term,
8 et seq.
definition of, 8
normative and factual, 21
verifiable statement defined, 11, 13
Stebbing, L. S., 22, 128 n., 131 n.
Stevenson, C. L., 21 n.
Structure and content, 132
Subjectivism in ethics, 104
objections to, 22, 104—5, 108-10
Substance, a metaphysical term, 4o,
42-3, 51, 126
Substantival ego, metaphysical
character of the, 122, 126
Survival, 117, 127
Syllogism, principle of the, 74
Symbols and signs, 16-18, 62, 63
Synonymity defined, 59-60
Synthgtic propositions defined, g-10,
7%-9
Kant’s definition of, 77-9
their validity, go—102, 118

TAuTOLOGIES. See Analytic propo-
sitions.
Theism as a form of metaphysics,
114-20
Transcendent reality, denial of possi-
bility of, 33-4, 39, 134-5
Truth, nature of, 87—-go
theories of, 87, 89—go
Type, identity of, as applied to sent-
ences, 62
and to symbols, 62

UNDERSTANDING, possibility of mutual,
131-3
and analysis, 61
Unicorns, 43, 144
Uniformity of Nature, principle of
the, cannot justify induction,
,49-50
Universals, 44, 58
Utilitarianism, 104
objections to, 104~5

VALUE, JUDGEMENTS OF. See Ethical
and ZAsthetic judgements.
Values, emotive theory of, 20-2
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Verifiability as a criterion of signific-
ance, 5-16, 31, 35-8, 41, 11920,
136—7

practical and in principle, 36
strong and weak, g-11, 367

Verification never conclusive, 10-11,

37, 94» 135-6
the principle of, 5-16
Viennese circle, the, 32
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Waismann, F., 37 n.
Waverley, the author of, 22—4, 61, 70
Whitehead, A. N., 17, 71, 71 n., 81
Whole, organic, defined, 57
Willis, F: R. M., 32
Wittgenstein, L., 31, 71 n.
on logical necessity, 84
on the impossibility of drawing a
limit to thinking, 34
Wisdom, John, 20 n., 26 n.
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CONCERNING THE SPIRITUAL IN ART, Wassily Kandinsky. Pioneering work
by father of abstract art. Thoughts on color theory, nature of art. Analysis of earlier
masters. 12 illustrations. 80pp. of text. 5% x 8%. 23411-8 Pa. $4.95

ANIMALS: 1,419 Copyright-Free Illustrations of Mammals, Birds, Fish, Insects, etc.,
Jim Harter (ed.). Clear wood engravings present, in extremely lifelike poses, over
1,000 species of animals. One of the most extensive pictorial sourcebooks of its kind.
Captions. Index. 284pp. 9 x 12. 23766-4 Pa. $14.95

CELTIC ART: The Methods of Construction, George Bain. Simple geometric tech-
niques for making Celtic interlacements, spirals, Kells-type initials, animals, humans, etc.
Over 500 illustrations. 160pp. 9 x 12. (Available in U.S. only.) 22923-8 Pa. $9.95

AN ATLAS OF ANATOMY FOR ARTISTS, Fritz Schider. Most thorough refer-
ence work on art anatomy in the world. Hundreds of illustrations, including selec-
tions from works by Vesalius, Leonardo, Goya, Ingres, Michelangelo, others. 593
illustrations. 192pp. 7% x 10%. 20241-0 Pa. $9.95

CELTIC HAND STROKE-BY-STROKE (Irish Half-Uncial from “The Book of
Kells”): An Arthur Baker Calligraphy Manual, Arthur Baker. Complete guide to cre-
ating each letter of the alphabet in distinctive Celtic manner. Covers hand position,
strokes, pens, inks, paper, more. Illustrated. 48pp. 8% x 11. 24336-2 Pa. $3.95

EASY ORIGAM]I, John Montroll. Charming collection of 32 projects (hat, cup, pel-
ican, piano, swan, many more) specially designed for the novice origami hobbyist.
Clearly illustrated easy-to-follow instructions insure that even beginning paper-
crafters will achieve successful results. 48pp. 8% x 11. 27298-2 Pa. $3.50

THE COMPLETE BOOK OF BIRDHOUSE CONSTRUCTION FOR WOOD-
WORKERS, Scott D. Campbell. Detailed instructions, illustrations, tables. Also data
on bird habitat and instinct patterns. Bibliography. 3 tables. 63 illustrations in 15 fig-
ures. 48pp. 5% x 8%. 24407-5 Pa. $2.50

BLOOMINGDALE’S ILLUSTRATED 1886 CATALOG: Fashions, Dry Goods
and Housewares, Bloomingdale Brothers. Famed merchants’ extremely rare catalog
depicting about 1,700 products: clothing, housewares, firearms, dry goods, jewelry,
more. Invaluable for dating, identifying vintage items. Also, copyright-free graphics
for artists, designers. Co-published with Henry Ford Museum & Greenfield Village.
160pp. 8% x 11. 25780-0 Pa. $12.95

HISTORIC COSTUME IN PICTURES, Braun & Schneider. Over 1,450 costumed
figures in clearly detailed engravings—from dawn of civilization to end of 19th cen-
tury. Captions. Many folk costumes. 256pp. 8% x 11%. 23150-X Pa. $12.95
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STICKLEY CRAFTSMAN FURNITURE CATALOGS, Gustav Stickley and L. &
J. G. Stickley. Beautiful, functional furniture in two authentic catalogs from 1910. 594
illustrations, including 277 photos, show settles, rockers, armchairs, reclining chairs,
bookcases, desks, tables. 183pp. 6% x 9%. 23838-5 Pa. $11.95

AMERICAN LOCOMOTIVES IN HISTORIC PHOTOGRAPHS: 1858 to 1949,
Ron Ziel (ed.). A rare collection of 126 meticulously detailed official photographs,
called “builder portraits,” of American locomotives that majestically chronicle the
rise of steam locomotive power in America. Introduction. Detailed captions. xi+
129pp. 9 x 12. 27393-8 Pa. $13.95

AMERICA’S LIGHTHOUSES: An Illustrated History, Francis Ross Holland, Jr.

Delightfully written, profusely illustrated fact-filled survey of over 200 American light-

houses since 1716. History, anecdotes, technological advances, more. 240pp. 8 x 10%.
25576-X Pa. $12.95

TOWARDS A NEW ARCHITECTURE, Le Corbusier. Pioneering manifesto by
founder of “International School.” Technical and aesthetic theories, views of industry, eco-
nomics, relation of form to function, “mass-production split” and much more. Profusely
illustrated. 320pp. 6% x 9%. (Available in U.S. only.) 250237 Pa. $10.95

HOW THE OTHER HALF LIVES, Jacob Riis. Famous journalistic record, expos-
ing poverty and degradation of New York slums around 1900, by major social
reformer. 100 striking and influential photographs. 233pp. 10 x 7%.

22012-5 Pa. $11.95

FRUIT KEY AND TWIG KEY TO TREES AND SHRUBS, William M. Harlow.
One of the handiest and most widely used identification aids. Fruit key covers 120
deciduous and evergreen species; twig key 160 deciduous species. Easily used. Over
300 photographs. 126pp. 5% x 8%. 20511-8 Pa. $3.95

COMMON BIRD SONGS, Dr. Donald J. Borror. Songs of 60 most common U.S.
birds: robins, sparrows, cardinals, bluejays, finches, more—arranged in order of
increasing complexity. Up to 9 variations of songs of each species.

Cassette and manual 99911-4 $8.95

ORCHIDS AS HOUSE PLANTS, Rebecca Tyson Northen. Grow cattleyas and
many other kinds of orchids—in a window, in a case, or under artificial light. 63 illus-
trations. 148pp. 5% x 8%. 23261-1 Pa. $7.95

MONSTER MAZES, Dave Phillips. Masterful mazes at four levels of difficulty.
Avoid deadly perils and evil creatures to find magical treasures. Solutions for all 32
exciting illustrated puzzles. 48pp. 8% x 11. 26005-4 Pa. $2.95

MOZART’S DON GIOVANNI (DOVER OPERA LIBRETTO SERIES),
Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart. Introduced and translated by Ellen H. Bleiler. Standard
Italian libretto, with complete English translation. Convenient and thoroughly
portable—an ideal companion for reading along with a recording or the performance
itself. Introduction. List of characters. Plot summary. 121pp. 5% x 8%.

24944-1 Pa. $3.95

TECHNICAL MANUAL AND DICTIONARY OF CLASSICAL BALLET, Gail
Grant. Defines, explains, comments on steps, movements, poses and concepts. 15-
page pictorial section. Basic book for student, viewer. 127pp. 5% x 8%.

21843-0 Pa. $4.95
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THE CLARINET AND CLARINET PLAYING, David Pino. Lively, comprehen-
sive work features suggestions about technique, musicianship, and musical interpre-
tation, as well as guidelines for teaching, making your‘own reeds, and preparing for
public performance. Includes an intriguing look at clarinet history. “A godsend,”
The Clarinet, Journal of the International Clarinet Society. Appendixes. 7 illus. 320pp.
5% x 8%. 40270-3 Pa. $9.95

HOLLYWOOD GLAMOR PORTRAITS, John Kobal (ed.). 145 photos from 1926-
49. Harlow, Gable, Bogart, Bacall; 94 stars in all. Full background on photographers,
technical aspects. 160pp. 8% x 11%. 23352-9 Pa. $12.95

THE ANNOTATED CASEY AT THE BAT: A Collection of Ballads about the
Mighty Casey/Third, Revised Edition, Martin Gardner (ed.). Amusing sequels and
parodies of one of America’s best-loved poems: Casey’s Revenge, Why Casey
Whiffed, Casey’s Sister at the Bat, others. 256pp. 5% x 8'%. 28598-7 Pa. $8.95

THE RAVEN AND OTHER FAVORITE POEMS, Edgar Allan Poe. Over 40 of
the author’s most memorable poems: “The Bells,” “Ulalume,” “Israfel,” “To Helen,”
“The Conqueror Worm,” “Eldorado,” “Annabel Lee,” many more. Alphabetic lists of
titles and first lines. 64pp. 5%s x 8%. 26685-0 Pa. $1.00

PERSONAL MEMOIRS OF U. S. GRANT, Ulysses Simpson Grant. Intelligent,
deeply moving firsthand account of Civil War campaigns, considered by many the
finest military memoirs ever written. Includes letters, historic photographs, maps and
more. 528pp. 6% x 9%. 28587-1 Pa. $12.95

ANCIENT EGYPTIAN MATERIALS AND INDUSTRIES, A. Lucas and J.
Harris. Fascinating, comprehensive, thoroughly documented text describes this
ancient civilization’s vast resources and the processes that incorporated them in daily
life, including the use of animal products, building materials, cosmetics, perfumes
and incense, fibers, glazed ware, glass and its manufacture, materials used in the
mummification process, and much more. 544pp. 6'/s x 9'/s. (Available in U.S. only.)

40446-3 Pa. $16.95
RUSSIAN STORIES/PYCCKNE PACCKA3bI: A Dual-Language Book, edited by
Gleb Struve. Twelve tales by such masters as Chekhov, Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, Pushkin,
others. Excellent word-for-word English translations on facing pages, plus teaching

and study aids, Russian/English vocabulary, biographical/critical introductions,
more. 416pp. 5% x 8%. 26244-8 Pa. $9.95

PHILADELPHIA THEN AND NOW: 60 Sites Photographed in the Past and
Present, Kenneth Finkel and Susan Oyama. Rare photographs of City Hall, Logan
Square, Independence Hall, Betsy Ross House, other landmarks juxtaposed with
contemporary views. Captures changing face of historic city. Introduction. Captions.
128pp. 8% x 11. 25790-8 Pa. $9.95
AIA ARCHITECTURAL GUIDE TO NASSAU AND SUFFOLK COUNTIES,
LONG ISLAND, The American Institute of Architects, Long Island Chapter, and
the Society for the Preservation of Long Island Antiquities. Comprehensive, well-
researched and generously illustrated volume brings to life over three centuries of
Long Island’s great architectural heritage. More than 240 photographs with authori-
tative, extensively detailed captions. 176pp. 8% x 11. 26946-9 Pa. $14.95
NORTH AMERICAN INDIAN LIFE: Customs and Traditions of 23 Tribes, Elsie
Clews Parsons (ed.). 27 fictionalized essays by noted anthropologists examine reli-

gion, customs, government, additional facets of life among the Winnebago, Crow,
Zuni, Eskimo, other tribes. 480pp. 6% x 9%. 27377-6 Pa. $10.95
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FRANK LLOYD WRIGHT’S DANA HOUSE, Donald Hoffmann. Pictorial essay
of residential masterpiece with over 160 interior and exterior photos, plans, eleva-
tions, sketches and studies. 128pp. 9'/: x 10%. 29120-0 Pa. $14.95

THE MALE AND FEMALE FIGURE IN MOTION: 60 Classic Photographic
Sequences, Eadweard Muybridge. 60 true-action photographs of men and women
walking, running, climbing, bending, turning, etc., reproduced from rare 19th-centu-
ry masterpiece. vi + 121pp. 9 x 12. 24745-7 Pa. $12.95

1001 QUESTIONS ANSWERED ABOUT THE SEASHORE, N. J. Berrill and
Jacquelyn Berrill. Queries answered about dolphins, sea snails, sponges, starfish, fish-
es, shore birds, many others. Covers appearance, breeding, growth, feeding, much
more. 305pp. 5% x 8. 23366-9 Pa. $9.95

ATTRACTING BIRDS TO YOUR YARD, William J. Weber. Easy-to-follow guide
offers advice on how to attract the greatest diversity of birds: birdhouses, feeders,
water and waterers, much more. 96pp. 5%s x 8'%. 28927-3 Pa. $2.50

MEDICINAL AND OTHER USES OF NORTH AMERICAN PLANTS: A
Historical Survey with Special Reference to the Eastern Indian Tribes, Charlotte
Erichsen-Brown. Chronological historical citations document 500 years of usage of
plants, trees, shrubs native to eastern Canada, northeastern U.S. Also complete iden-
tifying information. 343 illustrations. 544pp. 6% x 9%. 25951-X Pa. $12.95

STORYBOOK MAZES, Dave Phillips. 23 stories and mazes on two-page spreads:
Wizard of Oz, Treasure Island, Robin Hood, etc. Solutions. 64pp. 8% x 11.
23628-5 Pa. $2.95

AMERICAN NEGRO SONGS: 230 Folk Songs and Spirituals, Religious and
Secular, John W. Work. This authoritative study traces the African influences of songs
sung and played by black Americans at work, in church, and as entertainment. The
author discusses the lyric significance of such songs as “Swing Low, Sweet Chariot,”
“John Henry,” and others and offers the words and music for 230 songs.
Bibliography. Index of Song Titles. 272pp. 6'/2 x 9/.. 40271-1 Pa. $10.95

MOVIE-STAR PORTRAITS OF THE FORTIES, John Kobal (ed.). 163 glamor,
studio photos of 106 stars of the 1940s: Rita Hayworth, Ava Gardner, Marlon
Brando, Clark Gable, many more. 176pp. 8% x 11%. 23546-7 Pa. $14.95

BENCHLEY LOST AND FOUND, Robert Benchley. Finest humor from early 30s,
about pet peeves, child psychologists, post office and others. Mostly unavailable else-
where. 73 illustrations by Peter Arno and others. 183pp. 5% x 84%. 22410-4 Pa. $6.95

YEKL and THE IMPORTED BRIDEGROOM AND OTHER STORIES OF
YIDDISH NEW YORK, Abraham Cahan. Film Hester Street based on YzkI (1896).
Novel, other stories among first about Jewish immigrants on N.Y.’s East Side. 240pp.
5% x 8'%. 22427-9 Pa. $7.95

SELECTED POEMS, Walt Whitman. Generous sampling from Leaves of Grass.
Twenty-four poems include “I Hear America Singing,” “Song of the Open Road,” “I
Sing the Body Electric,” “When Lilacs Last in the Dooryard Bloom’d,” “O Captain!
My Captain!”—all reprinted from an authoritative edition. Lists of titles and first lines.
128pp. 5% x 8%. 26878-0 Pa. $1.00
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THE BEST TALES OF HOFFMANN, E. T. A. Hoffmann. 10 of Hoffmann’s most
important stories: “Nutcracker and the King of Mice,” “The Golden Flowerpot,” etc.
458pp. 5% x 8%. E 21793-0 Pa. $9.95

FROM FETISH TO GOD IN ANCIENT EGYPT, E. A. Wallis Budge. Rich
detailed survey of Egyptian conception of “God” and gods, magic, cult of animals,
Osiris, more. Also, superb English translations of hymns and legends. 240 illustra-
tions. 545pp. 5% x 8%. 25803-3 Pa. $13.95

FRENCH STORIES/CONTES FRANCAIS: A Dual-Language Book, Wallace
Fowlie. Ten stories by French masters, Voltaire to Camus: “Micromegas” by Voltaire;
“The Atheist’s Mass” by Balzac; “Minuet” by de Maupassant; “The Guest” by
Camus, six more. Excellent English translations on facing pages. Also French-English
vocabulary list, exercises, more. 352pp. 5% x 8. 26443-2 Pa. $9.95

CHICAGO AT THE TURN OF THE CENTURY IN PHOTOGRAPHS: 122
Historic Views from the Collections of the Chicago Historical Society, Larry A.
Viskochil. Rare large-format prints offer detailed views of City Hall, State Street, the
Loop, Hull House, Union Station, many other landmarks, circa 1904-1913.
Introduction. Captions. Maps. 144pp. 9% x 12%. 24656-6 Pa. $12.95

OLD BROOKLYN IN EARLY PHOTOGRAPHS, 1865-1929, William Lee
Younger. Luna Park, Gravesend race track, construction of Grand Army Plaza, mov-
ing of Hotel Brighton, etc. 157 previously unpublished photographs. 165pp. 8% x 11%.

23587-4 Pa. $13.95

THE MYTHS OF THE NORTH AMERICAN INDIANS, Lewis Spence. Rich
anthology of the myths and legends of the Algonquins, Iroquois, Pawnees and Sioux,
prefaced by an extensive historical and ethnological commentary. 36 illustrations.
480pp. 5% x 8%. 25967-6 Pa. $10.95

AN ENCYCLOPEDIA OF BATTLES: Accounts of Over 1,560 Battles from 1479
BC. to the Present, David Eggenberger. Essential details of every major battle in
recorded history from the first battle of Megiddo in 1479 .c.to Grenada in 1984. List
of Battle Maps. New Appendix covering the years 1967-1984. Index. 99 illustrations.
544pp. 6% x 9%, 24913-1 Pa. $16.95

SAILING ALONE AROUND THE WORLD, Captain Joshua Slocum. First man
to sail around the world, alone, in small boat. One of great feats of seamanship told
in delightful manner. 67 illustrations. 294pp. 5% x 8'%. 20326-3 Pa. $6.95

ANARCHISM AND OTHER ESSAYS, Emma Goldman. Powerful, penetrating,
prophetic essays on direct action, role of minorities, prison reform, puritan
hypocrisy, violence, etc. 271pp. 5% x 8%. ~ 22484-8 Pa. $8.95

MYTHS OF THE HINDUS AND BUDDHISTS, Ananda K. Coomaraswamy and
Sister Nivedita. Great stories of the epics; deeds of Krishna, Shiva, taken from
puranas, Vedas, folk tales; etc. 32 illustrations. 400pp. 5% x 8%.  21759-0 Pa. $12.95

THE TRAUMA OF BIRTH, Otto Rank. Rank’s controversial thesis that anxiety
neurosis is caused by profound psychological trauma which occurs at birth. 256pp.
5% x 8'h. 27974-X Pa. $7.95

A THEOLOGICO-POLITICAL TREATISE, Benedict Spinoza. Also contains un-
finished Political Treatise. Great classic on religious liberty, theory of government on
common consent. R. Elwes translation. Total of 421pp. 5% x 8'%. 20249-6 Pa. $10.95
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MY BONDAGE AND MY FREEDOM, Frederick Douglass. Born a slave,
Douglass became outspoken force in antislavery movement. The best of Douglass’
autobiographies. Graphic description of slave life. 464pp. 5% x 8'%. 22457-0 Pa. $8.95

FOLLOWING THE EQUATOR: A Journey Around the World, Mark Twain.
Fascinating humorous account of 1897 voyage to Hawaii, Australia, India, New
Zealand, etc. Ironic, bemused reports on peoples, customs, climate, flora and fauna,
politics, much more. 197 illustrations. 720pp. 5% x 8'%. 26113-1 Pa. $15.95

THE PEOPLE CALLED SHAKERS, Edward D. Andrews. Definitive study of
Shakers: origins, beliefs, practices, dances, social organization, furniture and crafts,
etc. 33 illustrations. 351pp. 5% x 8%. 21081-2 Pa. $12.95

THE MYTHS OF GREECE AND ROME, H. A. Guerber. A classic of mythology,
generously illustrated, long prized for its simple, graphic, accurate retelling of the
principal myths of Greece and Rome, and for its commentary on their origins and
significance. With 64 illustrations by Michelangelo, Raphael, Titian, Rubens,
Canova, Bernini and others. 480pp. 5% x 8'%. 27584-1 Pa. $10.95

PSYCHOLOGY OF MUSIC, Carl E. Seashore. Classic work discusses music as a
medium from psychological viewpoint. Clear treatment of physical acoustics, audi-
tory apparatus, sound perception, development of musical skills, nature of musical
feeling, host of other topics. 88 figures. 408pp. 5% x 8'%. 21851-1 Pa. $11.95

THE PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY, Georg W. Hegel. Great classic of Western
thought develops concept that history is not chance but rational process, the evolu-
tion of freedom. 457pp. 5% x 8'%. 20112-0 Pa. $9.95

THE BOOK OF TEA, Kakuzo Okakura. Minor classic of the Orient: entertaining,
charming explanation, interpretation of traditional Japanese culture in terms of tea
ceremony. 94pp. 5% x 8%. 20070-1 Pa. $3.95

LIFE IN ANCIENT EGYPT, Adolf Erman. Fullest, most thorough, detailed older
account with much not in more recent books, domestic life, religion, magic, medi-
cine, commerce, much more. Many illustrations reproduce tomb paintings, carvings,
hieroglyphs, etc. 597pp. 5% x 8%. 22632-8 Pa. $12.95

SUNDIALS, Their Theory and Construction, Albert Waugh. Far and away the best,
most thorough coverage of ideas, mathematics concerned, types, construction,
adjusting anywhere. Simple, nontechnical treatment allows even children to build
several of these dials. Over 100 illustrations. 230pp. 5% x 8'%. 22947-5 Pa. $8.95

THEORETICAL HYDRODYNAMICS, L. M. Milne-Thomson. Classic exposition
of the mathematical theory of fluid motion, applicable to both hydrodynamics and
aerodynamics. Over 600 exercises. 768pp. 6'/s x 9'/4. 68970-0 Pa. $20.95

SONGS OF EXPERIENCE: Facsimile Reproduction with 26 Plates in Full Color,

William Blake. 26 full-color plates from a rare 1826 edition. Includes “TheTyger,”

“London,” “Holy Thursday,” and other poems. Printed text of poems. 48pp. 5% x 7.
24636-1 Pa. $4.95

OLD-TIME VIGNETTES IN FULL COLOR, Carol Belanger Grafton (ed.). Over
390 charming, often sentimental illustrations, selected from archives of Victorian
graphics—pretty women posing, children playing, food, flowers, kittens and puppies,
smiling cherubs, birds and butterflies, much more. All copyright-free. 48pp. 9% x 12%.

27269-9 Pa. $9.95
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PERSPECTIVE FOR ARTISTS, Rex Vicat Cole. Depth, perspective of sky and sea,
shadows, much more, not usually covered. 391 diagrams, 81 reproductions of draw-
ings and paintings. 279pp. 5% x 8. = 224872 Pa. $9.95

DRAWING THE LIVING FIGURE, Joseph Sheppard. Innovative approach to
artistic anatomy focuses on specifics of surface anatomy, rather than muscles and
bones. Over 170 drawings of live models in front, back and side views, and in wide-
ly varying poses. Accompanying diagrams. 177 illustrations. Introduction. Index.
144pp. 8% x11%. 26723-7 Pa. $9.95

GOTHIC AND OLD ENGLISH ALPHABETS: 100 Complete Fonts, Dan X. Solo.
Add power, elegance to posters, signs, other graphics with 100 stunning copyright-
free alphabets: Blackstone, Dolbey, Germania, 97 more—including many lower-case,
numerals, punctuation marks. 104pp. 8% x 11. 24695-7 Pa. $9.95

HOW TO DO BEADWORK, Mary White. Fundamental book on craft from simple
projects to five-bead chains and woven works. 106 illustrations. 142pp. 5% x 8.
20697-1 Pa. $5.95

THE BOOK OF WOOD CARVING, Charles Marshall Sayers. Finest book for
beginners discusses fundamentals and offers 34 designs. “Absolutely first rate . . . well
thought out and well executed.”-E. J. Tangerman. 118pp. 7% x 10%.

23654-4 Pa. $7.95

ILLUSTRATED CATALOG OF CIVIL WAR MILITARY GOODS: Union Army
Weapons, Insignia, Uniform Accessories, and Other Equipment, Schuyler, Hartley,
and Graham. Rare, profusely illustrated 1846 catalog includes Union Army uniform
and dress regulations, arms and ammunition, coats, insignia, flags, swords, rifles, etc.
226 illustrations. 160pp. 9 x 12. 24939-5 Pa. $12.95

WOMEN’S FASHIONS OF THE EARLY 1900s: An Unabridged Republication of
“New York Fashions, 1909,” National Cloak & Suit Co. Rare catalog of mail-order
fashions documents women’s and children’s clothing styles shortly after the turn of
the century. Captions offer full descriptions, prices. Invaluable resource for fashion,
costume historians. Approximately 725 illustrations. 128pp. 8% x 11%.

27276-1 Pa. $12.95

THE 1912 AND 1915 GUSTAV STICKLEY FURNITURE CATALOGS, Gustav
Stickley. With over 200 detailed illustrations and descriptions, these two catalogs are
essential reading and reference materials and identification guides for Stickley furni-
ture. Captions cite materials, dimensions and prices. 112pp. 6% x 9%.

26676-1 Pa. $9.95

EARLY AMERICAN LOCOMOTIVES, John H. White, Jr. Finest locomotive
engravings from early 19th century: historical (1804-74), main-line (after 1870), spe-
cial, foreign, etc. 147 plates. 142pp. 11% x 8%. 22772-3 Pa. $12.95

THE TALL SHIPS OF TODAY IN PHOTOGRAPHS, Frank O. Braynard.
Lavishly illustrated tribute to nearly 100 majestic contemporary sailing vessels:
Amerigo Vespucci, Clearwater, Constitution, Eagle, Mayflower, Sea Cloud, Victory,
many more. Authoritative captions provide statistics, background on each ship. 190
black-and-white photographs and illustrations. Introduction. 128pp. 8% x 11%.
27163-3 Pa. $14.95



CATALOG OF DOVER BOOKS

LITTLE BOOK OF EARLY AMERICAN CRAFTS AND TRADES, Peter
Stockham (ed.). 1807 children’s book explains crafts and trades: baker, hatter, coop-
er, potter, and many others. 23 copperplate illustrations. 140pp. 4°/s x 6.

23336-7 Pa. $4.95

VICTORIAN FASHIONS AND COSTUMES FROM HARPER'S BAZAR,
1867-1898, Stella Blum (ed.). Day costumes, evening wear, sports clothes, shoes,

hats, other accessories in over 1,000 detailed engravings. 320pp. 9% x 12%.
22990-4 Pa. $16.95

GUSTAV STICKLEY, THE CRAFTSMAN, Mary Ann Smith. Superb study sur-
veys broad scope of Stickley’s achievement, especially in architecture. Design phi-
losophy, rise and fall of the Craftsman empire, descriptions and floor plans for many
Craftsman houses, more. 86 black-and-white halftones. 31 line illustrations.
Introduction 208pp. 6% x 9%. 27210-9 Pa. $9.95

THE LONG ISLAND RAIL ROAD IN EARLY PHOTOGRAPHS, Ron Ziel.
Over 220 rare photos, informative text document origin ( 1844) and development of
rail service on Long Island. Vintage views of early trains, locomotives, stations, pas-
sengers, crews, much more. Captions. 8% x 11%. 26301-0 Pa. $14.95

VOYAGE OF THE LIBERDADE, Joshua Slocum. Great 19th-century mariner’s
thrilling, first-hand account of the wreck of his ship off South America, the 35-foot
boat he built from the wreckage, and its remarkable voyage home. 128pp. 5% x 8'4.

40022-0 Pa. $5.95

TEN BOOKS ON ARCHITECTURE, Vitruvius. The most important book ever
written on architecture. Early Roman aesthetics, technology, classical orders, site
selection, all other aspects. Morgan translation. 331pp. 5% x 8%. 20645-9 Pa. $9.95

THE HUMAN FIGURE IN MOTION, Eadweard Muybridge. More than 4,500

stopped-action photos, in action series, showing undraped men, women, children

jumping, lying down, throwing, sitting, wrestling, carrying, etc. 390pp. 7% x 10%.
20204-6 Clothbd. $29.95

TREES OF THE EASTERN AND CENTRAL UNITED STATES AND CANA-
DA, William M. Harlow. Best one-volume guide to 140 trees. Full descriptions,
woodlore, range, etc. Over 600 illustrations. Handy size. 288pp. 4% x 6%.

20395-6 Pa. $6.95

SONGS OF WESTERN BIRDS, Dr. Donald J. Borror. Complete song and call
repertoire of 60 western species, including flycatchers, juncoes, cactus wrens, many
more—includes fully illustrated booklet. Cassette and manual 99913-0 $8.95

GROWING AND USING HERBS AND SPICES, Milo Miloradovich. Versatile
handbook provides all the information needed for cultivation and use of all the herbs
and spices available in North America. 4 illustrations. Index. Glossary. 236pp. 5% x 8%.

25058-X Pa. $7.95

BIG BOOK OF MAZES AND LABYRINTHS, Walter Shepherd. 50 mazes and
labyrinths in all—classical, solid, ripple, and more—in one great volume. Perfect inex-

pensive puzzler for clever youngsters. Full solutions. 112pp. 8% x 11.
22951-3 Pa. $5.95
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PIANO TUNING, ]J. Cree Fischer. Clearest, best book for beginner, amateur.
Simple repairs, raising dropped notes, tuning by easy method of flattened fifths. No
previous skills needed. 4 illustrations. 201pp. 5% x 8%. © 232670 Pa. $6.95

HINTS TO SINGERS, Lillian Nordica. Selecting the right teacher, developing con-
fidence, overcoming stage fright, and many other important skills receive thoughtful
discussion in this indispensible guide, written by a world-famous diva of four
decades’ experience. 96pp. 5*/s x 8'/2. 40094-8 Pa. $4.95

THE COMPLETE NONSENSE OF EDWARD LEAR, Edward Lear. All nonsense
limericks, zany alphabets, Owl and Pussycat, songs, nonsense botany, etc., illustrated
by Lear. Total of 320pp. 5% x 8%. (Available in U.S. only.) 20167-8 Pa. $7.95

VICTORIAN PARLOUR POETRY: An Annotated Anthology, Michael R. Turner.
117 gems by Longfellow, Tennyson, Browning, many lesser-known poets. “The
Village Blacksmith,” “Curfew Must Not Ring Tonight,” “Only a Baby Small,” dozens
more, often difficult to find elsewhere. Index of poets, titles, first lines. xxiii + 325pp.
5% x 8%. 27044-0 Pa. $12.95

DUBLINERS, James Joyce. Fifteen stories offer vivid, tightly focused observations
of the lives of Dublin’s poorer classes. At least one, “The Dead,” is considered a mas-
terpiece. Reprinted complete and unabridged from standard edition. 160pp. 5%: x 84.

26870-5 Pa. $1.50

GREAT WEIRD TALES: 14 Stories by Lovecraft, Blackwood, Machen and Others,
S. T. Joshi (ed.). 14 spellbinding tales, including “The Sin Eater,” by Fiona McLeod,
“The Eye Above the Mantel,” by Frank Belknap Long, as well as renowned works
by R. H. Barlow, Lord Dunsany, Arthur Machen, W. C. Morrow and eight other
masters of the genre. 256pp. 5% x 8%. (Available in U.S. only.)  40436-6 Pa. $8.95

THE BOOK OF THE SACRED MAGIC OF ABRAMELIN THE MAGE, trans-
lated by S. MacGregor Mathers. Medieval manuscript of ceremonial magic. Basic
document in Aleister Crowley, Golden Dawn groups. 268pp. 5% x 8'%.

23211-5 Pa. $9.95

NEW RUSSIAN-ENGLISH AND ENGLISH-RUSSIAN DICTIONARY, M. A.
O’Brien. This is a remarkably handy Russian dictionary, containing a surprising
amount of information, including over 70,000 entries. 366pp. 4% x 6%.

20208-9 Pa. $10.95

HISTORIC HOMES OF THE AMERICAN PRESIDENTS, Second, Revised
Edition, Irvin Haas. A traveler’s guide to American Presidential homes, most open
to the public, depicting and describing homes occupied by every American President
from George Washington to George Bush. With visiting hours, admission charges,
travel routes. 175 photographs. Index. 160pp. 8% x 11. 26751-2 Pa. $13.95

NEW YORK IN THE FORTIES, Andreas Feininger. 162 brilliant photographs by
the well-known photographer, formerly with Lif¢e magazine. Commuters, shoppers,
Times Square at night, much else from city at its peak. Captions by John von Hartz.
181pp. 9% x 10%. 23585-8 Pa. $13.95

INDIAN SIGN LANGUAGE, William Tomkins. Over 525 signs developed by
Sioux and other tribes. Written instructions and diagrams. Also 290 pictographs.
111pp. 6% x 9%. 22029-X Pa. $3.95
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ANATOMY: A Complete Guide for Artists, Joseph Sheppard. A master of figure
drawing shows artists how to render human anatomy convincingly. Over 460 illus-
trations. 224pp. 8% x 11%. 27279-6 Pa. $11.95

MEDIEVAL CALLIGRAPHY: Its History and Technique, Marc Drogin. Spirited
history, comprehensive instruction manual covers 13 styles (ca. 4th century through
15th). Excellent photographs; directions for duplicating medieval techniques with
modern tools. 224pp. 8% x 11%. 26142-5 Pa. $12.95

DRIED FLOWERS: How to Prepare Them, Sarah Whitlock and Martha Rankin.
Complete instructions on how to use silica gel, meal and borax, perlite aggregate,
sand and borax, glycerine and water to create attractive permanent flower arrange-
ments. 12 illustrations. 32pp. 5% x 8. 21802-3 Pa. $1.00

EASY-TO-MAKE BIRD FEEDERS FOR WOODWORKERS, Scott D. Campbell.

Detailed, simple-to-use guide for designing, constructing, caring for and using feed-

ers. Text, illustrations for 12 classic and contemporary designs. 96pp. 5% x 8.
25847-5 Pa. $3.95

SCOTTISH WONDER TALES FROM MYTH AND LEGEND, Donald A.
Mackenzie. 16 lively tales tell of giants rumbling down mountainsides, of a magic
wand that turns stone pillars into warriors, of gods and goddesses, evil hags, power-
ful forces and more. 240pp. 5% x 8%. 29677-6 Pa. $6.95

THE HISTORY OF UNDERCLOTHES, C. Willett Cunnington and Phyllis
Cunnington. Fascinating, well-documented survey covering six centuries of English
undergarments, enhanced with over 100 illustrations: 12th-century laced-up bodice,
footed long drawers (1795), 19th-century bustles, 19th-century corsets for men,
Victorian “bust improvers,” much more. 272pp. 5% x 8%. 27124-2 Pa. $9.95

ARTS AND CRAFTS FURNITURE: The Complete Brooks Catalog of 1912,
Brooks Manufacturing Co. Photos and detailed descriptions of more than 150 now
very collectible furniture designs from the Arts and Crafts movement depict daven-
ports, settees, buffets, desks, tables, chairs, bedsteads, dressers and more, all built of
solid, quarter-sawed oak. Invaluable for students and enthusiasts of antiques,
Americana and the decorative arts. 80pp. 6% x 9%. 27471-3 Pa. $8.95

WILBUR AND ORVILLE: A Biography of the Wright Brothers, Fred Howard.
Definitive, crisply written study tells the full story of the brothers’ lives and work. A
vividly written biography, unparalleled in scope and color, that also captures the
spirit of an extraordinary era. 560pp. 6'/s x 9'/.. 40297-5 Pa. $17.95

THE ARTS OF THE SAILOR: Knotting, Splicing and Ropework, Hervey Garrett
Smith. Indispensable shipboard reference covers tools, basic knots and useful hitches;
handsewing and canvas work, more. Over 100 illustrations. Delightful reading for sea
lovers. 256pp. 5% x 8'%. 26440-8 Pa. $8.95

FRANK LLOYD WRIGHT’S FALLINGWATER: The House and Its History,
Second, Revised Edition, Donald Hoffmann. A total revision—both in text and illus-
trations—of the standard document on Fallingwater, the boldest, most personal archi-
tectural statement of Wright’s mature years, updated with valuable new material
from the recently opened Frank Lloyd Wright Archives. “Fascinating”™ The New
York Times. 116 illustrations. 128pp. 9% x 10%. 27430-6 Pa. $12.95
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PHOTOGRAPHIC SKETCHBOOK OF THE CIVIL WAR, Alexander Gardner.
100 photos taken on field during the Civil War. Famous shots of Manassas Harper’s
Ferry, Lincoln, Richmond, slave pens, etc. 244pp. 10%.x 8. 22731-6 Pa. $10.95

FIVE ACRES AND INDEPENDENCE, Maurice G. Kains. Great back-to-the-land
classic explains basics of self-sufficient farming. The one book to get. 95 illustrations.
397pp. 5% x 8%. 20974-1 Pa. $7.95

SONGS OF EASTERN BIRDS, Dr. Donald J. Borror. Songs and calls of 60 species
most common to eastern U.S.: warblers, woodpeckers, flycatchers, thrushes, larks,
many more in high-quality recording. Cassette and manual 99912-2 $9.95

A MODERN HERBAL, Margaret Grieve. Much the fullest, most exact, most useful
compilation of herbal material. Gigantic alphabetical encyclopedia, from aconite to
zedoary, gives botanical information, medical properties, folklore, economic uses,
much else. Indispensable to serious reader. 161 illustrations. 888pp. 6% x 9%. 2-vol.
set. (Available in U.S. only.) Vol. I: 22798-7 Pa. $10.95

Vol. II: 22799-5 Pa. $10.95

HIDDEN TREASURE MAZE BOOK, Dave Phillips. Solve 34 challenging mazes
accompanied by heroic tales of adventure. Evil dragons, people-eating plants, blood-
thirsty giants, many more dangerous adversaries lurk at every twist and turn. 34
mazes, stories, solutions. 48pp. 8% x 11. 24566-7 Pa. $2.95

LETTERS OF W. A. MOZART, Wolfgang A. Mozart. Remarkable letters show
bawdy wit, humor, imagination, musical insights, contemporary musical world;
includes some letters from Leopold Mozart. 276pp. 5% x 8%. 22859-2 Pa. $9.95

BASIC PRINCIPLES OF CLASSICAL BALLET, Agrippina Vaganova. Great
Russian theoretician, teacher explains methods for teaching classical ballet. 118 illus-
trations. 175pp. 5% x 8%. 22036-2 Pa. $6.95

THE JUMPING FROG, Mark Twain. Revenge edition. The original story of The

Celebrated Jumping Frog of Calaveras County, a hapless French translation, and

Twain’s hilarious “retranslation” from the French. 12 illustrations. 66pp. 5% x 8%.
22686-7 Pa. $4.95

BEST REMEMBERED POEMS, Martin Gardner (ed.). The 126 poems in this
superb collection of 19th- and 20th-century British and American verse range from
Shelley’s “To a Skylark” to the impassioned “Renascence” of Edna St. Vincent Millay
and to Edward Lear’s whimsical “The Owl and the Pussycat.” 224pp. 5% x 8'%.
27165-X Pa. $5.95

COMPLETE SONNETS, William Shakespeare. Over 150 exquisite poems deal
with love, friendship, the tyranny of time, beauty’s evanescence, death and other
themes in language of remarkable power, precision and beauty. Glossary of archaic
terms. 80pp. 5% x 8%. 26686-9 Pa. $1.00

THE BATTLES THAT CHANGED HISTORY, Fletcher Pratt. Eminent historian
profiles 16 crucial conflicts, ancient to modern, that changed the course of civiliza-
tion. 352pp. 5% x 8%. 41129-X Pa. $9.95
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THE WIT AND HUMOR OF OSCAR WILDE, Alvin Redman (ed.). More than
1,000 ripostes, paradoxes, wisecracks: Work is the curse of the drinking classes; I can
resist everything except temptation; etc. 258pp. 5% x 8%. 20602-5 Pa. $6.95

SHAKESPEARE LEXICON AND QUOTATION DICTIONARY, Alexander

Schmidt. Full definitions, locations, shades of meaning in every word in plays and
poems. More than 50,000 exact quotations. 1,485pp. 6% x 9%. 2-vol. set.

Vol. 1: 22726-X Pa. $17.95

Vol. 2: 22727-8 Pa. $17.95

SELECTED POEMS, Emily Dickinson. Over 100 best-known, best-loved poems by
one of America’s foremost poets, reprinted from authoritative early editions. No
comparable edition at this price. Index of first lines. 64pp. 5% x 8%.

26466-1 Pa. $1.00

THE INSIDIOUS DR. FU-MANCHU, Sax Rohmer. The first of the popular mys-
tery series introduces a pair of English detectives to their archnemesis, the diabolical
Dr. Fu-Manchu. Flavorful atmosphere, fast-paced action, and colorful characters
enliven this classic of the genre. 208pp. 5%s x 8%. 29898-1 Pa. $2.00

THE MALLEUS MALEFICARUM OF KRAMER AND SPRENGER, translated
by Montague Summers. Full text of most important witchhunter’s “bible,” used by
both Catholics and Protestants. 278pp. 6% x 10. 22802-9 Pa. $12.95

SPANISH STORIES/CUENTOS ESPANOLES: A Dual-Language Book, Angel
Flores (ed.). Unique format offers 13 great stories in Spanish by Cervantes, Borges,
others. Faithful English translations on facing pages. 352pp. 5% x 8%.

25399-6 Pa. $9.95

GARDEN CITY, LONG ISLAND, IN EARLY PHOTOGRAPHS, 1869-1919,
Mildred H. Smith. Handsome treasury of 118 vintage pictures, accompanied by care-
fully researched captions, document the Garden City Hotel fire (1899), the Vander-
bilt Cup Race (1908), the first airmail flight departing from the Nassau Boulevard
Aerodrome (1911), and much more. 96pp. 8"/s x 11%/s. 40669-5 Pa. $12.95

OLD QUEENS, N.Y, IN EARLY PHOTOGRAPHS, Vincent F. Seyfried and
William Asadorian. Over 160 rare photographs of Maspeth, Jamaica, Jackson
Heights, and other areas. Vintage views of DeWitt Clinton mansion, 1939 World’s
Fair and more. Captions. 192pp. 8% x 11. 26358-4 Pa. $14.95

CAPTURED BY THE INDIANS: 15 Firsthand Accounts, 1750-1870, Frederick
Drimmer. Astounding true historical accounts of grisly torture, bloody conflicts,
relentless pursuits, miraculous escapes and more, by people who lived to tell the tale.
384pp. 5% x 8. 24901-8 Pa. $9.95

THE WORLD’S GREAT SPEECHES (Fourth Enlarged Edition), Lewis Copeland,
Lawrence W. Lamm, and Stephen J. McKenna. Nearly 300 speeches provide public
speakers with a wealth of updated quotes and inspiration—from Pericles’ funeral ora-
tion and William Jennings Bryan’s “Cross of Gold Speech” to Malcolm X’s powerful
words on the Black Revolution and Earl of Spenser’s tribute to his sister, Diana,
Princess of Wales. 944pp. 5% x 8%. 40903-1 Pa. $15.95

THE BOOK OF THE SWORD, Sir Richard F. Burton. Great Victorian
scholar/adventurer’s eloquent, erudite history of the “queen of weapons”—from pre-
history to early Roman Empire. Evolution and development of early swords, varia-
tions (sabre, broadsword, cutlass, scimitar, etc.), much more. 336pp. 6% x 9%.
25434-8 Pa. $9.95
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AUTOBIOGRAPHY: The Story of My Experiments with Truth, Mohandas K.
Gandhi. Boyhood, legal studies, purification, the growth of the Satyagraha (nonvio-
lent protest) movement. Critical, inspiring work of the man responsible for the free-
dom of India. 480pp. 5% x 8'%. (Available in U.S. only.) 24593-4 Pa. $9.95

CELTIC MYTHS AND LEGENDS, T. W. Rolleston. Masterful retelling of Irish and
Welsh stories and tales. Cuchulain, King Arthur, Deirdre, the Grail, many more. First
paperback edition. 58 full-page illustrations. 512pp. 5% x 8'%. 26507-2 Pa. $9.95

THE PRINCIPLES OF PSYCHOLOGY, William James. Famous long course com-

plete, unabridged. Stream of thought, time perception, memory, experimental meth-
ods; great work decades ahead of its time. 94 figures. 1,391pp. 5% x 8%. 2-vol. set.

Vol. I: 20381-6 Pa. $14.95

Vol. 11: 20382-4 Pa. $16.95

THE WORLD AS WILL AND REPRESENTATION, Arthur Schopenhauer.
Definitive English translation of Schopenhauer’s life work, correcting more than
1,000 errors, omissions in earlier translations. Translated by E. F. J. Payne. Total of
1,269pp. 5% x 8%. 2-vol. set. Vol. 1: 21761-2 Pa. $12.95

Vol. 2: 21762-0 Pa. $12.95

MAGIC AND MYSTERY IN TIBET, Madame Alexandra David-Neel. Experiences
among lamas, magicians, sages, sorcerers, Bonpa wizards. A true psychic discovery.
32 illustrations. 321pp. 5% x 8%. (Available in U.S. only.) 22682-4 Pa. $9.95

THE EGYPTIAN BOOK OF THE DEAD, E. A. Wallis Budge. Complete repro-
duction of Ani’s papyrus, finest ever found. Full hieroglyphic text, interlinear translit-
eration, word-for-word translation, smooth translation. 533pp. 6% x 9'%.

21866-X Pa. $12.95

MATHEMATICS FOR THE NONMATHEMATICIAN, Morris Kline. Detailed,
college-level treatment of mathematics in cultural and historical context, with numer-
ous exercises. Recommended Reading Lists. Tables. Numerous figures. 641pp. 5% x 8%.

24823-2 Pa. $11.95

PROBABILISTIC METHODS IN THE THEORY OF STRUCTURES, Isaac
Elishakoff. Well-written introduction covers the elements of the theory of probabili-
ty from two or more random variables, the reliability of such multivariable structures,
the theory of random function, Monte Carlo methods of treating problems incapable
of exact solution, and more. Examples. 502pp. 5°/s x 8'/.. 40691-1 Pa. $16.95

THE RIME OF THE ANCIENT MARINER, Gustave Doré, S. T. Coleridge.
Doré’s finest work; 34 plates capture moods, subtleties of poem. Flawless full-size
reproductions printed on facing pages with authoritative text of poem. “Beautiful.
Simply beautiful.”—Publisher’s Weekly. 77pp. 9% x 12. 22305-1 Pa. $7.95

NORTH AMERICAN INDIAN DESIGNS FOR ARTISTS AND CRAFTSPEOPLE,
Eva Wilson. Over 360 authentic copyright-free designs adapted from Navajo blankets,
Hopi pottery, Sioux buffalo hides, more. Geometrics, symbolic figures, plant and animal
motifs, etc. 128pp. 8% x 11. (Not for sale in the United Kingdom.) ~ 25341-4 Pa. $9.95

SCULPTURE: Principles and Practice, Louis Slobodkin. Step-by-step approach to
clay, plaster, metals, stone; classical and modern. 253 drawings, photos. 255pp. 8% x 11.
22960-2 Pa. $11.95
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THE INFLUENCE OF SEA POWER UPON HISTORY, 1660-1783, A. T. Mahan.
Influential classic of naval history and tactics still used as text in war colleges. First
paperback edition. 4 maps. 24 battle plans. 640pp. 5% x 8'%. 25509-3 Pa. $14.95

THE STORY OF THE TITANIC AS TOLD BY ITS SURVIVORS, Jack Winocour

(ed.). What it was really like. Panic, despair, shocking inefficiency, and a little hero-

ism. More thrilling than any fictional account. 26 illustrations. 320pp. 5% x 8%.
20610-6 Pa. $8.95

FAIRY AND FOLK TALES OF THE IRISH PEASANTRY, William Butler Yeats
(ed.). Treasury of 64 tales from the twilight world of Celtic myth and legend: “The
Soul Cages,” “The Kildare Pooka,” “King O’Toole and his Goose,” many more.
Introduction and Notes by W. B. Yeats. 352pp. 5% x 8. 26941-8 Pa. $8.95

BUDDHIST MAHAYANA TEXTS, E. B. Cowell and others (eds.). Superb, accu-
rate translations of basic documents in Mahayana Buddhism, highly important in his-
tory of religions. The Buddha-karita of Asvaghosha, Larger Sukhavativyuha, more.
448pp. 5% x 8. 25552-2 Pa. $12.95

ONE TWO THREE . . . INFINITY: Facts and Speculations of Science, George
Gamow. Great physicist’s fascinating, readable overview of contemporary science:
number theory, relativity, fourth dimension, entropy, genes, atomic structure, much
more. 128 illustrations. Index. 352pp. 5% x 8%. 25664-2 Pa. $9.95

EXPERIMENTATION AND MEASUREMENT, W. J. Youden. Introductory man-
ual explains laws of measurement in simple terms and offers tips for achieving accu-
racy and minimizing errors. Mathematics of measurement, use of instruments, exper-
imenting with machines. 1994 edition. Foreword. Preface. Introduction. Epilogue.
Selected Readings. Glossary. Index. Tables and figures. 128pp. 5°/s x 8'/2.

40451-X Pa. $6.95
DALI ON MODERN ART: The Cuckolds of Antiquated Modern Art, Salvador Dali.
Influential painter skewers modern art and its practitioners. Outrageous evaluations of

Picasso, Cézanne, Turner, more. 15 renderings of paintings discussed. 44 calligraphic
decorations by Dali. 96pp. 5% x 8'%. (Available in U.S. only.) 29220-7 Pa. $5.95

ANTIQUE PLAYING CARDS: A Pictorial History, Henry René D’Allemagne.
Over 900 elaborate, decorative images from rare playing cards (14th-20th centuries):
Bacchus, death, dancing dogs, hunting scenes, royal coats of arms, players cheating,
much more. 96pp. 9% x 12%. 29265-7 Pa. $12.95

MAKING FURNITURE MASTERPIECES: 30 Projects with Measured Drawings,
Franklin H. Gottshall. Step-by-step instructions, illustrations for constructing hand-
some, useful pieces, among them a Sheraton desk, Chippendale chair, Spanish desk,
Queen Anne table and a William and Mary dressing mirror. 224pp. 8% x 11%.
29338-6 Pa. $16.95
THE FOSSIL BOOK: A Record of Prehistoric Life, Patricia V. Rich et al. Profusely
illustrated definitive guide covers everything from single-celled organisms and
dinosaurs to birds and mammals and the interplay between climate and man. Over
1,500 illustrations. 760pp. 7' x 10%. 29371-8 Pa. $29.95

Prices-subject to change without notice.
Available at your book dealer or write for free catalog to Dept. GI, Dover Publications, Inc., 31
East 2nd St., Mineola, N.Y. 11501. Dover publishes more than 500 books each year on science,
elementary and advanced mathematics, biology, music, art, literary history, social sciences and
other areas.



LANGLUAGE TRUTH E LOGIC
Alfred Jules Ayer

First published in 1936, this first fulllength presentation in English of the
Logical Positivism of Carnap, Neurath, and others has gone through many
printings to become a classic of thought and communication. It not only
surveys one of the most important areas of modern thought; it also shows
you how to apply analytical methods to your own field of work and dispel
the confusion that arises from imperfect understanding of the uses of
language. A first-rate antidote for fuzzy thought and muddled writing, this
remarkable book has helped philosophers, writers, speakers, teachers, students,
and general readers alike.

Mr. Ayer sets up specific tests by which you can easily evaluate statements
of ideas. You will also learn how to distinguish ideas that cannot be verified
by experience—those expressing religious, moral, or aesthetic experience, those
expounding theological or metaphysical doctrine, and those dealing with a
priori truth. The basic thesis of this work is that philosophy should not
squander its energies upon the unknowable, but should perform its proper
function in criticism and analysis.
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