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Introduction

When I wrote the first essay here reprinted, on Parmenides, I said that no
one (so far as I knew) had reasoned thus:

Only what can be thought can be,
What is not cannot be thought,
Therefore what is not cannot be.

I was forgetting the celebrated argument of the Sophists, recorded for us
by Plato:

He who thinks, thinks something,
He who thinks what is not, thinks nothing,
Therefore he who thinks what is not is not thinking.

which is certainly an argument for
What is not cannot be thought

understood in the sense: Whatever is going on, it can’t be thinking if, if it is
thinking, it is thinking what is not.

However, the ground for this is already that what is not is nothing, and this
would lead to ‘““What is not cannot be”’, unless we think that what is nothing
can be. It is more natural to hold that what is nothing cannot be than to go
via **‘Only what can be thought can be” in order to reach the conclusion that
what is not cannot be. Parmenides himself argues:

What can be thought can be,

What is nothing cannot be,

Therefore whatever can be actually is.
Therefore whatever can be thought actually is.

All these arguments, except the first one, use as a premise:
What is not is nothing

and hence do not derive the nothingness of what-is-not from its un-
thinkability, but rather its unthinkability either from its nothingness or from
its impossibility.

The impossibility of what is not isn’t just the impossibility of the pro-
position “What is not, is”’ ~ i.e. the truth of “What is not cannot be”, taken
in sensu composito. That could be swept aside as irrelevant. What is not can’t be
indeed, but it may come to be, and in this sense what is not is possible. When
it has come to be, of course it no longer is what is not, so in calling it possible
we aren’t claiming that “What is not is” is possible. So it can’t be shown to be
impossible that it should come to be just by pointing to the impossibility that
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it is. — But this can’t be the whole story. That what is not is nothing implics
that there isn’t anything to come to be. So “What is not can be’" taken in sensu
diviso, namely as: ““Concerning what is not, that can be” is about nothing at
all. If it were about something, then it would be about something thatis not,
and so there’d be an example of “What is not is” that was truc.

If 1 am right, the ancients never argued from constraints on what could be
a thought to restrictions on what could be, but only the other way round.

Only in one place Parmenides states the simple impossibility of the mental
condition: “You could not know what is not — for that is not feasible - nor
could you express it”. Knowledge of what is not is not possible, because
knowledge is only of what is, as everybody will agree. That is to say,
knowledge that p, when not p, is imp()ssible because it A knows that p, then
p. Thus the impossibility of knowledge here does not have to be based on the
impossibility of the suggested object of knowledge. But for thought the im-
possibility is based on the impossibility of the suggested object.

“What can be thought and thought's result are the same,” he says —and
that is nothing but being, or what is. **So anything mortals set up for
themselves will be a name — to come to be and pass away, to be and not, to
change place and to alter bright colour.” — Here the condemnation is not of
just anything that may be said about what is, but only of what involves
change and non-being. So Parmenides is willing to call his being *‘one”’ and
“changeless”” and *“continuous” and “like the mass of a well-turned ball”’,
i.e. uniform.

The fact that being is called by other names than “being”, such as “one”’,
will lead Plato to argue that one and is must be different: otherwise we could
as well say “‘one one” as “one is””. Similarly the fact that the one (which is
Parmenides’ being) has a name gives Plato his chance (o argue that the name
is not the same as the one: otherwise we could substitute in *“The name is the
name of the one’’ and get *“The one is the one of the name”. Of course this
sentence like “one one’” is nonsense, and so he thinks the non-identity of one
and being and the name of the one is proved. ‘

Plato’s ad hominem arguments made a breach in the wall. There is
something besides being, if “one’ and “being” both stand for something,
but not for the same thing, in the sense that one cannot be replaced by the
other; and something besides the one, if the name of the one is not the same
as the one itself.

We might get out of the difficulty by saying that “one”” and “‘being” have
different senscs but still mean the same object. Also, the name of the one has
not been proved to be different from the one by non-substitutability of the
name “‘name” and the name “one’’. Difference of sense for these two names
would suffice for non-substitutability in “The name is the name of the one.”
Similarly, if we have: “The law forbids Jane to marry John™ we might replace
either *Jane” by “his sister’” or “‘John” by “her brother” but if we replace

both at once we get the non-sense “The law forbids his sister to marry her
brother.”

Introduction ix

That this could make sense if, e.g., “his sister’” meant ‘‘that one’s sister”’ is
irrelevant. Just as a product of substitution the sentence is nonsense. But its
nonsensicality doesn’t show that, in the first sentence and the same sentence

- with “Jane” replaced by *“his sister””, “‘Jane’’ and *his sister’’ don’t mean the

same object.

So Plato’s argument fails, unless we may not make the distinction, on
Parmenides’ behalf, between sense and object meant. But some such distinc-
tion is necessary, or else Parmenides would hardly be able to say anything
about his one being. In particular, I think I made a false deduction that
negative predication was altogether excluded by the objection to not being.
1t is true that Parmenides tends to avoid it, preferring privative prefixes as in
“pnchanging” ; but he cannot do without it altogether ~ as when he says that
his being is not more here, less there. We may count this just as a rejection of
“more here, less there”. That being fire involves not being earth, being light
not being heavy, and so on, brings us into the domain of negative predicates
actually holding and so of there being such a thing as not-being such and
such; and this, it seems, Parmenides really did object to.

. If there is any thing that is not Parmenides’ being, then according to him it
is not being, i.e. does not exist, i.e. there isn’t any such thing. This suggests
that all the different names of things that there are are just different names of
that one being; if so there are not many beings after all. If we have two
names, phi and xi, such that being phi excludes being xi, then at least one of
.them cannot be a name of being, because together they will divide being from
itself. But there can be nothing against the one being having a multiplicity of
names — except that one name is not another. But that can be taken as a
difference of sense. All names which are names of the same mean the same
and the difference of sense can be taken as a difference in ways of thinking o;"
tlfe one object, not a difference in what is thought of. Sensibly apparent
differences of names will be illusory: this is perhaps the hardest con-
sequence.

’ Parmenides’ one being is like the one God, all of whose properties are
identical with his being. Or again like Spinoza’s one and only substance
except indeed that Parmenides has no room for different modes and aﬁcc:
tions of the one being.

Plato’§ escape comes in his Parmenides and Sophist. These are supposed to
be 'late dialogues, and so the escape was not a presupposition of his start in
philosophy or of his earliest theory of forms. He regarded forms as bein,
the o'nly beings; but he certainly thought there were many of them, and carisc;
to think they differentiated being into parts. He also took it at thi; late stage
that he had to give an account of not being and of the possibility thatga
:)hgug,ht or pr9posidon, being false, partook of notbeing, i.e. of ‘the other of
: :::gm?::;] :l:: gv:]a’si :Ot the same as what absolutely is not, it itself has being

One Platonic form was always different fr: i
object named by the name of theyfsorm. Thus th:r?o;:(::? arel:)‘;le:li:e:l)i'ﬂiiezr:
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from the form of being. When we say “one”” we are speaking of something
other than when we say ““is” or “same” or indeed ‘“‘other”’.

What Plato has in common with Parmenides is the assumption that a
significant term is a name of an object which is either expressed or
characterized by the term. For Parmenides, as for Plato, “being” is the only
term that cxpresses being, but for Parmenides such other terms as are not
names of nothing are other names of being. What they express is what is true
of being, so they characterize it as well as naming it. For Plato significant
terms other than “‘being”’ are names of beings which are other than being
itself but not themselves therefore non-existent, as Parmenides would have
it. For being ‘runs through’ them all. Itis thus possible for the same not to be
other, as well as being other — for it is other than other itself. Parmenides’
complaint is verified: being and not being are thought to be the same and
not the same.

If we take Parmenides as simply warning us off the path of thinking there
are things that do not exist, then he seems no more than good sense. But
when we combine this with the idea that being is an object, we get his wilder
results. However, we should not move slickly here: “‘being”’ might be an
abstract noun, equivalent to the infinitive “‘to be”’. But Parmenides does not
treat to be as an object, but rather being, i.e. something being or some being
thing. It is difficult to use the participle in English in the required way, and
we might get closer to the sense by saying “‘what is”.

There is a similar difficulty about Parmenides’ description of the two
paths for thought: “‘is, and cannot not be”’, and ““is not and needs must not
be”. In English the lack of a subject may be found disturbing. But the Greek
does not need a subject-expression. The subject - he, she, it, or they—is built
into the verb, which therefore does not seermn incomplete without a separate
word for a subject. Therefore it is often translated “Itis”. But there is no in-
dication in the Greek that ““it” is the right subject. Therefore I would rather
not give a subject word. “These are the only ways of enquiry for thought:
one ‘is and cannot not be’, . . . the other ‘is not, and needs must not be’.”
That is: Whatever enquiry one is making, one’s thoughts can only go two
ways, saying ‘is, and must be’, or ‘is not, and can’t be’.

The noteworthy thing about this is not so much the ungiven subject, as the
combination of “‘is”” with “‘cannot not be”’ and of *‘is not”” with “‘cannotbe”’.
This needs argument. We have seen what the argument is: what is not is
nothing, and it is not possible for what is nothing to be; and so both
whatever can be must be, and what can be thought of must be; for it is the
same as what can be.

After Plato, the problem of negation does not seem to have been so pro-
minent; perhaps Plato’s rebuttal of Parmenides was accounted sufficient.
But the identification of what is true with what must be true remained a focus
of discussion. This can be seen from Aristotle’s discussion of future con-
tingents and the Master Argument of Diodorus Cronus. It appears again in
Aquinas’ discussion of divine knowledge of the future. Aristotle and his
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greatest scholastic follower are marked by an indeterminism about such
future events as do not have necessitating causes already in the present: this
stance involves them in logical problems.

The assumption common to Plato and Parmenides is an ancestor of much
philosophical theorizing and perplexity. In Aristotle its descendant is the
theory of substance and the inherence in substances of individualized forms
of properties and relations of various kinds. In Descartes it is reflected in
the assertion that the descriptive terms which we use to construct even false
pictures of the world must themselves stand for realities —even if the pictures
are of nothing, the colours in which they are painted are real. In Hume there
is the asSumption that ‘an object’ corresponds to a term, even such a term as
“‘a cause” as it occurs in ‘A beginning of existence must have a cause.” And
he is also convinced that what can be lacking in a thought can be lacking to
the reality that the thought is of. Brentano thinks that the mere predicative
connection of terms is an ‘acknowledgement’ (Anerkennung): he apparently
forgets at this point both that predication need not be assertion and that
assertions may not be true. He would have done better to say, with Wittgen-
stein in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, that the proposition shows how
things are if it is true, and says that that is how they are (whether it is asserted
or not). Wittgenstein himself in the Tractatus has language pinned to reality
by its (postulated) simple names, which mean simple objects.

It was left to the moderns to deduce what could be from what could hold
of thought, as we see Hume to have done. This trend is still strong. But the
ancients had the better approach, arguing only that a thought was imposs-
ible because the thing was impossible, or, as the Tractatus puts it. “Was man
nicht denken kann, das kann man nicht denken”’: an impossible thought is an
impossible thought.

At the present day we are often perplexed with enquiries about what
makes true, or what something’s being thus or so consists in; and the answer
to this is thought to be an explanation of meaning. If there is no external
answer, we are apparently committed to a kind of idealism.

Whitehead’s remark about Plato might, somewhat narrowly, be applied
to his great predecessor:

Subsequent philosophy is footnotes on Parmenides.
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1 Parmenides, Mystery and
Contradiction

. Parmenides’ argument runs:

It is the same thing that can be thought and can be
What is not can’t be
.". What is not can’t be thought

This is valid only if the second premise is taken in sensu diviso. But it has no
credibility except in sensu composito. The conclusion is also incredible.

The first premise is false if either that can be thought which cannot be or
that can be which cannot be thought; though only the former is relevant to
Parmenides’ argument. Pictures of impossible states of affairs seem to
favour the former. Descartes would say these don’t give us clear and distinct
ideas. Where the picture can be grasped without oscillation of attention that
is difficult to substantiate. The impossibility of thinking that there is such a
thing as the picture presents cannot, of course, be offered as proof that the
idea is not clear and distinct. — But it must be granted that these are out-of-
the-way cases. Besides, Parmenides might be taken to mean: the impossible
can’t be clearly conceived to be.

He reaches a conclusion as to what cannot be thought. From this conclu-
sion or just from the second premise he is able further to infer:

(1) A false thought is impossible

(2) A negative thought is impossible

(3) Change is impossible

(4) Past and future, and so, we may add, past and future tensed thoughts,
are impossible

(5) Differentiation is impossible.

He might support the second premise taken in sensu diviso:
Concerning that which is not, it holds that that cannot be,

saying: What have you mentioned ? Nothing at all. And that’s my point! Ad-
mittedly the same holds of the conclusion:

Concerning that which is not, it holds that that cannot be thought.

But this is the difficulty any philosopher is in, rejecting, by reasoning, an es-
sentially incoherent thought. He has to formulate it somehow in order to
show it up as incoherent.

From Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society (196g).
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But we may reply: We didn’t purport to mention anything when we said
“Concerning what is not.”” Your premise comes to this:

(FXx) ~F x —» Nec ~Fx
or ~p —=Nec ~p

and that is not credible; nor can you appeal to your rejection ‘()l‘n‘cgalivcs o
protest against this way of putting the premise, for that rejection is based on
the conclusion of just this argument. o ‘
He might reply in turn: What do you mean, you didn’t purport to m.entufr;
anything? Take the first symbolic forinulation: you may not have mentione
non-existence, or the non-existent as such, as appears to be done in:

Concerning the non-existent it holds that that can’t be,

but you mentioned properties and objects. Can you allow your variable F to

range over non-existent as well as existent properties, any morc than }l'om
. . taere ) .

variable x to range over non-existent as well as existent objects: If not, then

(3F) (x) ~Fx

is impossible. So we have

Nec ~(3F) (x) ~Fx

and therefore

Nec (F) (3x) Fx

Now since, if negation is admissible, we can always fbrm a negative pre-
dicate, it will follow from this that no properties are umver.sa}, not even sell-
identity. Therefore your argument commits you to the belief, e.g. that thc:re
are things that aren’t identical with themselves. Or, to put th{e same p.(.)lnt
without mentioning negation, there are things that are different from
themselves. ‘ . o

Would you rather say - he might go on- that.the existence o(‘ properties js
something other than their holding of sor}mthmg? Only so, it seemi, can
there be a property which nothing has. Wﬂl you say, lhefl. that thou'g 1 yot;
can speak of non-existent objects, i.c. (?i there not t‘)cmg any ob‘]ci(.ts o.
certain kinds, you cannot speak of non-existent properties 9 Then a“'Pl.()pC'I -
ties exist, including the most self-contradictory ones? Self-contradiction in
what exists is just what I set out to avoid, and' you pretended that 1 cou‘l‘d do
that without accepting the conclusion ““What is not cannot be'lhoughy‘ ‘ But
your insistence that what is not can be has landed you in self-contradiction
after all. So pay that price, or go along with me. . o

And — he might continue — were you not labouring under an l“lJSIOI'l, ie.
failing to produce real thoughts, in fancying you C(?uld use these tefl?niq\}x?s
of a later time to show that my thought was fallacious? For Uperceive that
your thinkers introduce as existenta null class, as the class with no members,
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e.g. the class of things with such and such contradictory properties. So they
admit contradictory properties, i.e. use them to determine a class, and stop
short if anywhere only at paradoxical ones, which nevertheless they know
cannot be avoided as a possibility in natural languages.

To this we can reply: it is false that one mentions either properties or
objects when one uses the quantifiers binding property variables and object
variables; though it has to be granted that some authors, such as Quine, are
accustomed to speak of the reference of variables. But if this is given up, as it
ought to be, Parmenides is deprived of his claim that we are committed to
self-contradiction in existence just because we are willing to use a self-
contradictory predicate - e.g. in the sentence saying that nothing has a self-
contradictory predicate true of it - so that our property-variable is admitted
to range over self-contradictory properties.

So farewell Parmenides.

That other arm of his first premise, which he does not in fact use, remains
tantalizing. What he used was ‘Only that can be thought, which can be’; the
other arm of his premise is ‘Only that can be, which can be thought’.

We might call this arm of the premise the ‘No Mystery’ arm. If some way of
characterizing what can be thought could be found, then if this proposition
is true, there’s a quick way of excluding mysteries.

But here we badly need to distinguish the different things that may be
meant by the proposition “It is the same thing that can be thought and can
be.” To take first the arm Parmenides actually used, it seems it might mean:

(1) Only what can exist can be thought of

(2) Only what can exist can be thought to exist

(3) Only what can be the case can be thought to be the case
(4) Only what can be the case can be thought of.

On any of these interpretations Parmenides’ own argument is vitiated by
the requirement of the argument that the second premise be taken in sensu
diviso, in which it isn’t credible. i.e., whether we interpret the premise as
saying:

What doesn’t exist can’t exist

or as:
What isn’t the case can’t be the case

the proposition is not credible. Thus it wasn’t necessary to distinguish the
various things Parmenides’ “be’’ and “think™ might mean in considering his

actual argument, except that it might make a difference to our estimate of the
first premise.

“Only what can exist, or can be the case, can be thought of”’ seems refuted
by the argument from the impossible pictures.
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“Only what can be the case can be thought to be the case™ is evidently false
— if we aren't very restrictive on what we call thinking something.
“Only what can exist can be thought to exist” is false for the same reason.

However the impossible pictures show that something can be ('opcelved
which, justasitis conceived and understood, can’t be conceived to exist. And

what may be true is that:

Only what can be the case can, without misunderstanding, logical error,
or confusion, be thought to be the case

and:
Only what can exist can, without misunderstanding, logical error or con-
fusion, be thought 1o exist.

And this proposition is perhaps acceptablc.
y . .
But now let’s try the other arm, the ‘No Mystery’ arm:

Only what can be thought can be.

iff i i i i rtant:
The difference between the various interpretations becomes impo

(1) Only what can be thought of can exist '

(2) Only what can be thought to exist can exist

(3) Onl;' what can be thought to be the case can be the case
(4) Only what can be thought of can be the case.

If the thesis is going to be used in an argument somethmg'hkt;'
Parmenides’, we shall have a second premise (what is in fact Parmenides

conclusion):

Whatis not ,. ) be thoughtof
or is not the case or be thought to be the case

yielding as conclusion the Parmenidean premise ‘‘What is not (or is not the
case) can’t be (or be the case)”. ‘

This however is not a path anyone has taken so far as I know, t}?ough one
might, if reading inattentively, think that Parmen‘ldes.dld argue like that..

What people have done is to try some other subject m’fhe second premise,
i.c. not “What is not’’, as subject for “can’t be thought™.

Here are some resulting arguments if we try this task:

(1) Only what can be thought of can be
A seventh regular solid can’t be thought of
. A seventh regular solid can’t be

(2) Only what can be thought to be the case can be the case
The contradictory can’t be thought to be the case

.*. The contradictory can’t be the case
(3) Only what can be thought to be the case can be the case

Parmenides, Mystery and Contradiction 7

The unverifiable-in-principle can’t be thought to be the case
.". The unverifiable-in-principle can’t be the case

Presented with the first argument, one’s hackles rise. If the only reason for
saying a seventh regular solid can’t be is that it can’t be thought of, then
perhaps it’s just that we can’t manage the thought. And ina way, of course, it
can be thought of.

The second argument, about the contradictory, meets the difficulty that
the contradictory can be thought to be the case — and if we putin “‘wittingly”
the first premise with “wittingly” inserted becomes totally doubtful. For pre-
sumably it means:

Only what can be thought to be the case by someone who has in mind all
the implications of what he thinks, can be the case.

But since p —— pvy, it is impossible for someone to have in mind all the
implications of anything at all. So if the premise were true, nothing could be
the case.

But what are we to make of this first premise anyway?

It appears to draw attention to the possibilities for thought - and who
knows what they are? If I say I can think something, what of it? If I say I
can’t, does that mean I can’t manage to do what I do in the other case?
Again, what of it?

Let us try the negation of the proposition:

(A) There may be what can’t be thought.
(Not: what one can’t invest with the feeling of having thought it, but
what eludes explanation, what remains enigmatic.)

At first sight one might think one could disprove this by arguing that if it is
a thought, then its content is contradicted by the fact that it is a thought. I
can’t think of anything I can’t think of. But this is wrong. For in thinking (A)
one is not purporting to think the unthinkable, any more than, in thinking
that there is something one isn’t thinking of, one is purporting to think of
something one isn’t thinking of.

However, ‘was ich nicht weif, macht mich nich heif’. If the thought
“Something that can’t be thought may be” isn’t yet the thought of, as we say,
anything in particular, we've no need to worry. True: but wouldn’t it be
satisfactory if we could refute

There may be what can’t be thought
or:
Something may be which can’t be grasped in thought?

The idea has at any rate had a strong appeal. For then no one could have
any right to produce a particular sentence and say: this is true, but what it says
is irreducibly enigmatic. Of course if the sentence is mere abracadabra no
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one will take any notice. But suppose the sentence is not abracadabra but yet
there are difficulties about claiming an unexceptionable sense for it? If that
is the situation, can we dismiss the possibility that this enigmatic sense is a

truth? . '
1f we could prove Parmenides’ principle, or rather the arm of it that he did

not use, we might say:

Since the sentence cannot be taken as expressing a clear thought —i.c. a
thought which is clearly free from contradiction or other cor-lceptual
disorder — therefore it doesn’t say anything, and therefore not anythmg't.r}m.
And that would be very agreeable. We could perhaps become quite satisfied
that a sentence was in that sense irreducibly enigmatic — and so we could
convince ourselves we had the right to dismiss it.

¥, s

This suggests as the sense of “‘can be grasped in thought ; “ean be pre-
sented in a sentence which can be seen to have an unexceptionable non-
contradictory sense”’.

A form of: whatever can be said at all can be said clearly. .

Someone who thought this might think “There may be the inexpressible.
And so in that sense think “There may be what can’t be thought”’. - B\’n he
wouldn't be exercised by any definite claimant to be that which can t.be
grasped in thought. Mystery would be illusion — either the thought expressing
something mysterious could be clarified, and then no mystery, or the im-
possibility of clearing it up would show it was really a non-thqughl. ' ‘

The trouble is, there doesn’t seem to be any ground for holding this posi-
tion. It is a sort of prejudice.

2 The Early Theory of Forms

There is a philosophic theory which is accepted as certain by the participants in
the discussion in the Phaedo. This is the theory of forms or types (see 92d and
100¢). I use the word *‘type” on purpose, unfamiliar as it is in this context.
Nowadays when talking about words or letters people distinguish between
‘types’ and ‘tokens’; there may be 100 tokens of the type letter e on a page,
but e itself is just one letter. That gives one some conception of a Platonic
form. The theory is as follows:

(1) We ordinarily assume a single kind or type in connection with any
plurality to which we apply a common name F (Republic, 596a).

(2) This single type F, however, is different from the many Fs, to which the
common name F is applied (Phaedo, 74a, c). It is not to be identified as those
things, nor are any of those things to be identified with it (Republic, 476¢).

(8) The many Fs resemble, or are copies of the single type F (Republic, 402,
472, 484, 500, 501, 510, 520, 540; Phaedrus, 250, 251).

So much is regarded as obvious. To this we may add the following, which
are either supplementations to (1), (2), (3) from other dialogues groupable
with the Phaedo, or are expressly argued for in the Phaedo:

(4) It is characteristically human to understand according to such single
types (Phaedrus, 249b); each is a unitary object derived by contraction to a
single thing from a multitude of perceptions by the power of reason
(Phaedrus, 249b—c).

(5) This process of contracting into one (Phaedrus) or of acquiring
knowledge of F itself by seeing F sticks and F stones - e.g. of equal by seeing
equal sticks and equal stones (Phaedo, 74a-b) - is a process of being reminded
by the many Fs of the type, F itself, with which the mind has been acquainted
in previous existence (Phaedrus, 249c; Phaedo, 74d-75a).

(6) The mind is reminded of the type F by perceiving Fs because of their
resemblance to the type F itself (Phaedo, 74-5). :

(7) This resemblance is imperfect inasmuch as it often happens thata par-
ticular F thing — i.e. thing we call F - is also somehow not F. This affords a
further proof that no particular F is to be identified with the type F: for that,
F itself, cannot possibly fail to be F (Phaedo, 74-5).

(8) The relation of other Fs to the kind or type, that they have it (Republic,
597¢), or participate in it (Phaedo, 101¢), is quite obscure and naming it as
having or participation is not meant to be informative. Plato in the Parmenides
raised the question of how this ‘participation’ or ‘sharing’ worked — does
something sharing in F have the whole of F or part of it? Is participation

This paper has not previously been published.
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resemblance? (Parmenides, 132~3) The question is not solved by Socrates in
Parmenides.

{g) There arc no two distinct types F, where Fs are a plurality all calle'd by
the same name F, such that the many Fs participate in both, or either
{Republic, 597¢).

(10) The type F, F itself or F-ness (the abstract form occurs, though not as
often as the concrete “°F itself”) is F. Indeed it is the only thing that is, as
opposed to participating in, F (Republic, 597¢).

(11) The type F is eternal, simple and changeless (Phqedo, 7.8d). ‘

(12) The type F is thus non-temporal and not to be found in any place in
heaven or carth. In the Phaedrus Plato locates these objects beyond the
heavens: but this is in a passage declaredly figurative as far as concerns the
character of the soul, which comes to this place beyond the heavens to see the
types: and so the localization itselfl may well be figurative. .“A placePeyond
the heavens” might have the same ring as *‘Somewhere outside space” would
for us (Phaedrus, 247¢-¢).

Some people would add to this list of conceptions de.termining what Plfuo
meant by a torm, that there is a form wherever there 1s.a set 9f resemb}mg
objects. So far as [ know Plato does not use this conception. Since he thinks
that our souls resemble the divine and the types to a certain extent, 1t 1s n.o[ a
very probable foundation for the theory. It is memione('l in tl‘le P:zm?emdes;
Parmenides introduces it (Parmenides, 132 d-€), saying “Isn’t it very
necessary that resembling things should participate in a siflg‘;le type?” and
Socrates acquiesces. Socrates has just suggested that participation may be
resemblance; and certainly in the Phaedo and elsewhere hc': regar.ded the
many Fs as resemblances of the F itself, the type or for.m F. His acqunesce:'nce
in Parmenides’ suggestion is therefore disastrous; if all resembling things
are of a separately existing type, and all paftic‘ular Fs r.ese‘mble the type F, then
all particular Fs plus the type F must be of a further dlstmct‘type —and so we
are in for a vicious infinite regress. But I do not know of any other place
where it is suggested ~ as it seems to be in this place in the Parmenides - t.hat
some similar things, qua similar, must all be of one type F and ot.her similar
things of one type G and so on. That is, forms are not else-where m.tr.oduced
as different similarities — students of modern philosophy in the British F,m.-
piricist tradition need warning against this approachl. Thus it. loo!&s as if
Socrates ought to have repudiated the ‘great necessity o'f tl.ns’prmuplc,
except in the sense that similar things share in the‘ form‘ ‘sx.mllamy . 'Or.(as he
says earlier (129d5)), echoing the Phaedo doctrine, similars are similar by
similarity and not by anything else at all, o '

Not that in this way he can avoid all contradictions. For d"lere is another
such infinite regress of types previously extracted by Parmenides fI‘OITI pre-
mises, which he certainly does not foist on Socrates as I suggest he foists on
him the necessity for sets of resembling objects to b.e‘of' one type. 1f one
grasps a type F in connection with the many Fs, then, if F itself is F, one will
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grasp a second type in connection with the many Fs taken together with F
itself. And so on ad infinitum. If “F” should actually be “similar” the
argument will of course apply to it as to any other form: but Socrates need
not have admitted attack by two separate infinite regress arguments.

It is clear that in order to get out of this difficulty it would be necessary to
develop something already hinted at in the Republic, namely that the ways in
which the type F is F and in which a particular F is F are too different to allow
us to put F itself and the many Fs together into a plurality. Just as we should
not say that there were three beds in a room if there were an ordinary bed
there and also a picture showing two beds, so we can’t say that an ordinary
bed and the bed itself make two beds. This does not mean a retreat from Self-
Predication, it rather develops the suggestion of the Republic that the bed
itself alone is what is a bed (597¢).

The present-day theoretical concept most like a Platonic form, or type as 1
have called it, is the concept of a class. This will surprise only those who
suppose that a class is its members, that there is nothing to it but those
objects which are its members. Or again, that a class is composed of its
members as a wall is composed of bricks. It is this comforting picture that
gives the concept of ‘class’ as used among philosophers the deceptive air of
being both an impeccable logical notion and a down-to-earth sort of con-
ception with no ‘metaphysics’ about it. The class of people in this room at
present is simply . . . and now I give a list. One should realize that this is a
total misconception about classes when one encounters the null class; for in
the sense in which a class or set simply is that lot of objects, an empty class
does not exist, just because it has no members. But for purposes of logic the
null class is indispensable.

Or take the opening of Quine’s Set Theory and its Logic:

We can say that a class is any aggregate, any collection, any combination of objects
of any sort; if this helps, well and good. But even this will be less help than hin-
drance unless we keep clearly in mind that the aggregating or collecting or com-
bining here is to connote no actual displacement of the objects, and further that
the aggregation or collection or combination of say seven given pairs of shoes is
not to be identified with the aggregation or collection or combination of those
fourteen shoes, nor with that of the twenty-eight soles and uppers. In short, a class
may be thought of as an aggregate or collection or combination of objects just so

long as ‘aggregate’ or ‘collection’ or ‘combination’ is understood strictly in the
sense of ‘class’.!

A class in modern logic is thus something besides the things of which a
certain predicate holds, or, as Plato would say, besides the things to which we
apply the same name. This is the doctrine of separate existence which is the
great rock of offence in the Platonic Theory of Forms.

It might seem that Plato’s forms differed from classes by the Law of Exten-
sionality which applies to classes: classes which have the same members are

! Set Theory and its Logic (Cambridge, Mass., 1963), p. 1.
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the same. Surely, we may say, forms participated in by the same objects are
not thereby the same?

But we must scrutinize the Law of Extensionality a little more closely.
What classes do have the same members? Since a class is not the same thing as
its members taken collectively — is not just those objects but something besides
— it can matter how you lake those objects. And it does matter. This shoe is not a
member of the class one of whose members is the pair o which this shoe
belongs. The class of the fourtcen shoes and the class of the seven pairs arc
different classes with dilferent members. Now Plato explained a type as what
we customarily assume for each plurality to which we apply the same name;
and he argucd that there were never fwo types for such a plurality to be of. So
here again his concept of a type or form is noticeably similar to the modern
logician’s notion of a class. There are indeed several different class-concepts
for any class; it does not matter how you characterize a class so long as your
characterizations apply to just the same things as members of the class.
However, it does not look as if Plato’s conception of definition was other
than extensional — in the Meno Socrates simply looks around for a definition
of colour that will apply to all colour and in the Sophist Plato propounds
various definitions of the Sophist which do not supplant one another.

The puzzle about participation in a form recurs about membership of a
class. This velation is dark because as we have seen the members do not con-
stitute a class. ‘Membership’ of a class and ‘participation’ in a Flatonic kind
might be called the same notion, which no one has been able to explicate and
which people take as a rock-bottom notion — but which surely does need
explication if the class, type or form, is something separate.

This resemblance of the notion of a class to that of a Platonic Form is
recognized by those who have studied the matter. In Anders Wedberg’s
wonderfully valuable book Plato’s Philosophy of Mathematics® it is remarked
upon; Wedberg notices that the Law of Extensionality may well apply to
forms so that that does not differentiate them from classes. He says, however,
that classes are collections and forms are not; this is a failure to notice that
classes are only collections ““if ", as Quine says, “‘you understand ‘collection’
as equivalent to ‘class’”, i.e. in just as special a way.

still it would be wrong to think that there is no difference between
Platonic forms and classes, or that this is notin part connected with the exten-
sional conception of classes. For one thing Plato does not speak, so far as I
know, of forms in which nothing participates; so, just as the number o does
not occur in his mathematics, no analogue of the null class occurs in his
philosophy. This is a rather greater degree of what some call “meta-
physicality" on the part of the moderns.

There is this further point in favour of the feeling that the extensionality of
class concepts makes them contrast with Platonic forms. Plato would not
have forms red square or white man; but the meet of the class of red things and
of squares is itself a class. Similarly for the join of two classes: we have the

? Stockholm, 1955.
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class of things that are either men or horses, but “either a man or a horse”
would not F)e a designation of a distinct form. A thing isn’t either-a-horse-
or-a-man, it’s either a horse or a man! This attempt to say something breaks
(!own - which has made one think it unsayable - but perhaps we could say it
like this: A thing isn’t, e.g., either-a-horse-or-a-man, it either is a horse or?s a
man. 'I.'he contrast will not impress someone used to doing things as they are
, done in logic nowadays; but, whether there is anything in it or not, it has
;bf)ut it a strong flavour of Greek philosophy about forms, predicat,es and
eing.

Again, Plato would never - we may surely say with safety — give a form b
e{n.lmcrating the things that participated in it. This is one standard wa o);
giving a class. !

'.I‘}}e similarity, however, especially in the great rock of offence, is fairl
s.mkmg. The rock of offence is that a form is something ‘besides’,the ar)-,
th}llal‘ things that have it; that is the same as the doctrine of ‘sepaf;ate
existence’. It was this doctrine that offended Aristotle, who dwelt obsessivel
on the theory of forms and is apt to be found having a bang at it in everz
context: we may say the theory of forms was to him what private ostensive
de.ﬁnmon was to Wittgenstein. *‘Plato is our friend but truth is dearer”, he
sald.. E.ch.oing this there is a famous remark of Tarski’s “Inimicus Plato ,sed
magis inimica falsitas” — “We don’t like Plato but falsehood is worse”: an
acknowledgement of the common rock of offence. .

But the dislike of Plato is probably connected not just with the rock of
of'fence which the theory of classes avoids as little as the theory of forms, but
:;::15 ef:rther aspects of the theory of forms which are foreign to the theory of

First, The theory of forms is a theory of characteristically human un-
derstanding, as the theory of classes is not. Second, it is a theory of what are
the true objects of knowledge; it is not professed in set-theory that sets are
the only true and truly knowable objects. Third, the forms are supposed to
havt? a P\.xre and divine sort of existence; nothing like that holds of classes

Again, it is not heard of that, in general, members of classes resemble them—.
lfet. alone that the class of Fs is a kind of cause of an F’s being F. (Here I an-
ticipate a doctrine of the Phaedo which will get closer discussion.) Finall

many .class-conc_cpts are concepts of relation to individuals. Assuminy :
Asclepius to have existed, the descendants of Asclepius, for example woulg
form a clasf, but it would probably be quite foreign to Plato to admit’ aform
in connection with Asclepiads. Of course it is difficult to see why this
plurality w'ith a common name should not involve us in the assumptioz'n ofa
form: .but' it seems clear that this connection with an individual would be a
contam:natton from Plato’s point of view, incompatible with that ‘pure and
divine’ existence appropriate to the forms. Relations are indeed a difficult

for the theory of forms, a difficulty with which Parmenides presemz
Socrates: the master as such, he suggests, will be of the slave as such, or the
type: master, of the type: slave, and not of any individual slave. This l,cads to
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the conclusion that the world of forms is quite dissociated from f)ur world,
and the gods, who have knowledge which is knowledge itself, can neither know
nor govern our affairs. The conclusion is not satisfactory to Socrates but he
cannot solve the problem. '

In contrasting forms and classes I mentioned one point in the doctrine of
forms which I did not put into my list (1)~(11): that a form F i§ a cause o.f F
things being or becoming. I left this out because it is not part of the doctrfne
of forms that is accepted as obviously right, as the best possnble gssum}ftl‘on
one can make; nor is it an amplification that can readily be supplied. Itis in-
troduced in a rather special way, without argument but wi‘th a gooc? dea‘l of
Juss: Socrates says that in raising a certain doubt about the 1mmqrtahty of the
“soul Cebes is involving himn in a general enquiry about generation and cor-
ruption. He then gives us a bit ofautobiography, telling how as a young man
he was occupied with natural-scientific questions about the causes of things,

such as how {lesh grows:

It’s a very queer thing,

As queer as can be,

That whatever Miss T. eats,
Turns into Miss T.

After a lot of thought he came to the conclusion that he did not at all under-
stand certain seemingly obvious statements about how things come about.
He gives as examples that he did not understand how it is that:

(1) Flesh accrues to flesh out of food through eating and drinking.
(2) One man is taller than another by a head.

(3) Ten exceeds eight by two.

(4) The addition of one to one makes two.

(5)

5) The division of one makes two.

While in this perplexity, he heard that the philosopher Anaxagoras he!d
that mind was the cause of everything, and he thought that sounded splendid
and would mean that Anaxagoras explained everything in terms.of what. was
best. However, Anaxagoras’ book did nothing of the sort. This rer.named
Socrates’ desire, but, in default of supplying this kind of expla.natlon, ‘he
must he says for the present adopt another. Using his assumption, which
everybody grants him, that the forms exist, th‘e most powerful explana.tory
assumption that he can make is that, if something other thar'l the form Fis or
comes to be F, it is or comes to be F by the form F, or,an equnvale.n't formula-
tion, by participation in the form F. This is certaml.y an addition to the
theory as 1 have so far sketched it. That said that partlf:ular. Fs had, or par-
ticipated in, F itself, but not that this was a cause of their being F : .

Socrates does not intend this to exclude other types of causahty: He S.tlll
wants an explanation in terms of ‘the best’; and he calls explanations like

“food’, the addition of one to one, division, just too difficult for him —buthe ‘

does not imply that they are false.
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With hindsight we can see here the first adumbrations of the various kinds
of cause described by Aristotle. The explanation in terms of the best that
Socrates hankers after is something like an explanation in terms of final
causality; food and the two ones in two are material causes; eating, drinking,
digestion, addition and division might be efficient causes; and the sort of
cause which Socrates offers as the best he can do for the time being is what
Aristotle called the formal cause. ‘By a head’ and ‘by two’ in *“taller by a head”
and “‘greater by two”’ do not have an analogue that I know of in any causal
concept.

We come now to the most obscure passage in the Phaedo. The dialogue has
regularly spoken of assuming — the Greek word is the verb from which
‘hypothesis’ comes — the existence of the forms and the hypothesis of the
forms. This however does not imply any uncertainty; the participants are
very sure of this doctrine and its corollary, the pre-existence of the soul. Now
however Socrates speaks of assuming the strongest account available to him
— in default of an explanation in terms of good and mind; and in relation to
this hypothesis the word begins to get a more technical sense, in which an
hypothesis needs to be based on something else before it can be finally accepted.

This “strongest available hypothesis™ is that, if something other than the
beautiful itself is beautiful, then it is beautiful through the beautiful itself or
because it participates in that.

Socrates says he doesn’t know how this works —whether by presence of the
form or communion in it — but the safest thing to say about causes is:

What makes beautiful is the beautiful

What makes bigger is bigness

What makes smaller is smallness

What makes ten more than eight is multitude

What makes two when one is added to one is the Dyad —i.e. Two itself
Whatever is to be one will be one by the Monad ~ i.e. One itself.

Socrates next says that if one is to follow him one must hang on to that safe
point in the hypothesis, and simply answer like that if asked about causes.
But if anyone hangs on to the hypothesis itself, one must make no answer till
one has tested it for consistency. If however one is asked to give an account of
that hypothesis itself one must assume higher hypotheses until one comes to
something adequate. Above all one must not confuse principles and their
consequences like the disputatious Sophists. This last remark is the one thing
that is clear about this difficult passage; and it shows Plato up as having a
very screwy idea of reasoning. For there is nothing wrong with mixing up
premisses and conclusions derived from them so as to derive fresh con-
clusions. Consider, if a.b. - cand c.d. - e one can puta.b.d. - e. Takea par-
ticular case of this ovv@erixov Gewpnua, where d = a: we have a.b ~ cand a.c
- €. So we can put a.b ~ e. This quite valid procedure Plato had apparently
decided was what was wrong with the arguments of some of the Sophists.
These people constructed arguments which, as Mrs Kneale put it in the



16 The Ancient Greeks

Development of Logic,® “would not deceive a child” ~ as far as believing the
argument goes, of course! But it is one thing to see that an argument must be
wrong, another to say accurately what was wrong with it. Here we have Plato
making a very general boss shot at characterizing sophists’ fallacies.

The rest of the passage is so obscure that many translators render the first
occurrence of one and the same verb éyeofa: “hang on to” and the next
occurrence, in the next line, “attack’’ — which is intolerably harsh. Nobody
makes such shifts to some quite contrary sense a verb may be capable of,
unless in a very pointed manner. It must mean “hang on to”” both times.

The puzzle is that evidently the person who is hanging on to the hypothesis
itself is doing something different from the person who is hanging on to the
safe point about it. Most wanslators take “the safe thing about the
hypothesis” — literally “‘the safe of the hypothesis” - to mean the salety of the
hypothesis, i.e. the safe hypothesis itself. However, the reading ‘“‘what is safe
about the hypothesis” appears to me a very possible way of taking the Greek
as Greek, and the only way of making sense of the passage.

This safe thing was of course the thing mentioned as “safe’”’ before, but
just in the particular instance that occurs in this paragraph: if thereisa result
two when one is added to one, or if anything is to be one, in every case this is
through the form,

Then what is the hypothesis as opposed to this ‘safe thing about it’ —for
only that has so far been introduced expressly as an hypothesis?

I can see no answer but that the hypothesis is: that there is a result two; or
more precisely that one being added to one, or divided, it comes about that
there are two; the text does not say this doesn’t happen, but that the only
cause one will be confident in giving will not be addition, or division. That is
the result Socrates arrived at when he puzzled about how the addition of one
to one should bring it about that there are two. And thisis a genuine difficulty.
Of course you can add one egg to another eggina basket and then where you
had one egg in a bashet, by the approach of one - other ~ egg you have two eggs
in a basket. But if you just say one and one are two and mean the number one,
not one of anything, then isn’t it nonsense? Or if you mean one and one of
anything you had, they were already two before, weren’t they? No need to
add them or bring them together. Does “one”’ mean the same both times? If
so why not say the moon and the moon make two? Does “one” mean
something different in its two occurrences? If so, what? And how is the
opposite process of separation also supposed to make two? Readers of Frege’s
Foundations of Arithmetic will recognize the source of my duplication of
Socrates’ difficulty.

In further defence of my interpretation, I appeal to two sources of help.
One is the Republic which has a passage so closely similar to the Phaedo
passage in certain points that it seems certain they relate to the same matter.
The other is some very pertinent information given by Aristotle in Metaphysics
XIiI about Plato’s teachings — which may of course be rather developed in

3 W. C. & M. Kneale, The Development of Logic (Oxford, 1962), p. 13.
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comparison with what we have in the Phaedo and the Republic; but it seems to

cast a great deal of light on these if we see in them the germ of what Aristotle
gives an account of.

‘ Aristotle says that Plato distinguished between two sorts of numbers. First
‘mathc?matical’ numbers, each of which had many instances and Whid'l wcrt;
combmal?le’ and composed of exactly similar units. Plato says
‘r‘nathematlcians are concerned with such numbers as these at Republic 52();'
If. someone were to ask them: what sort of numbers are you talking a,bout‘
w.hlch. cor.ltain one as you conceive it, every single one equal to every one no;
differing in the least, containing no parts? how would they answer? ,that
they are speaking of things which can only be grasped in thought.” Tl;é <;ther
sort were the numbers which were forms: there was only one of (;ach of these
and they were uncombinable and the units of which any one was composed
were all unlike one another and uncombinable. These would be ‘the ° d
the dyad’ of which Plato speaks in the Phaedo. monas
. .Combinability and uncombinability are readily explained. For exam lé
if in a more modern vein we explain the number two as the class of cou ll)es’
then any member of any couple will combine with any other member OfP an :
couple to make a couple and a set which is the join of one couple and anoth ¥
non-overlapping couple will be a set of four. But if you follow someone lilfe

vcl)ln Neumann and (?eﬁne o as the null class and each number as the class
whose members are its predecessors, you get:

o The null class

1 The class whose only member is the null class

2 The class who.se only members are: the null class and the class whose
only member is the null class

or

o The null class
1 The class whose only member is o
2 The class whose only members are o0 and 1, etc.

;\:_ (;\(:' uyct)rl; (t::l.'m;).t con;gine ‘tjhe members of these classes in the following sense
inking of the addition of two and three as a mat ining
ter of comb
the members of the classes two and three you will be trying to combinlertlng
2 The null class :
The class whose only member is the null class

with

8 The null class
:::ﬁe cllass wllllose only member is the null class
e class whose only members
only member 1y e cull o are the null class and the class whose

And that is like combining (A and B) with (A and B and C) - at any rate you
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won't get five that way! We indeed shouldn’t much object to spczakmg of
combining AB and ABC, the result will only be ABC still; but firstly the
ancients would probably have objected, and secondly, even if the}t would
not, at any rate combining here is not that join of non-overlapping sets
which yields a set of the appropriate number. o

1f we read Phaedo, 101c—¢ and Republic, 510b—11c we get a strong impres-
sion that they relate to the same matters. ’ ‘

Putting the two passages together we get as Plato’s doctrine:

(1) Ordinary mathematics postulates numbers (e.g. one and two),. it
postulates odd and even, figures, angles and so on (Phaedo and Re[mbltc?.
Perhaps we may say it postulates that two is generated (Phaedo). AF any rate it
postulates being one and becoming two (thze;do) angl gc.ometr?cal shapes’
(Republic). The development of the propositions of arithmetic and the
theorems of geometry goes forwards from these postulates or hypothgses,

(2) It is essential to mathematics to use drawings and physical objects;
these are mere images for what the mathematician is after: he uses therp o
try and see the forms, which, however we learn in the next b‘ook.of thF
Républic can only really be seen by pure intelligence engaged in dialectic

blic, 533¢-d).
(R?;I)I'I‘he\;z?ms are not the postulated numbers, angles, figures, etc. but are
the causes of these (Phaedo) if these exist.

I say “if they exist”’, because they are only the hypotheses' that Plato lS‘
speaking of, and he says that the safe thing about the hypf)thesm - andfht;]ncc
presumably the only sate thing aboutit— lsvthat'(he dyad is the cause of there
coming to be two, etc.; and also speaks of tesung the hypothesns, if anyone
holds fast to it, by seeing if it is consistent: thus it appears (hfit he d9§shn0t
regard the hypothesis itself as certair}, but only th}nks it certain that if these
postulated numbers, etc., exist, the forms are their causes.

(4) The philosopher who follows Socrates will react to the po§tulati‘on of
numbers, angles, figures, etc., by seeing if they are consistent notions; i.e. by
seeing if he can derive a contradiction from these hypotheses (Phaedo).

Plato seems to leave it an open question whether such a comradic.ti.on can
be derived or not. Ordinary mathematical reasonings to propositions of
arithmetic and theorems of geometry seem to be ;j\dmltted as cons:ste{:t
(533¢5) but, I suggest, thatis not the only qx.xesuon atissue. There (sieem tg e
strong hints that there are frightful diﬂicu.ltges about t.he pc‘)stulate | num e;s
and figures. For example, the mathematician, WhO'lS trying .to ghml;.)se the
square as such (Republic, 511a1) and so presumabl).' is fllso trying to glimpse,
e.g., the monad and the dyad of the Phaedo, says mdlgr}amly thaf he 1sh not
talking about visible bodies that have nur.nbcrs (Republic, 525d8): n(,)', € is
talking about numbers, in which each one is e)sactly the sam.e as ar;‘y other or‘;e
(526a2). There are thus several ones in any of his qumbers. S}nce t e}:e can el
only one monad in the sense of the Phaedo, this monad is not the actua
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subject of the mathematical reasoning; indeed Plato might not have noticed
this, but it is corroborated by (3) above. Similarly the square as such is only
one; but the reference to ‘the square and the diagonal’ (Republic, 511a) surely
contains an allusion to the theorem that the square on the diagonal of a
square is twice that square in area. This theorem mentions two squares.
Again, Plato might not have noticed this; but one should not pile up too
many discrepancies; and if he did think mathematicians grasped the forms,
" he contradicted himself flatly in the next book of the Republic.

Some have thought, and others have denied, that Plato introduced
‘mathematicals’ into the Republic. Mathematicals are not visible objects but
not forms either; for there is only one form of the circle, let us say — but a
mathematician has to speak of intersecting circles; yet the circles that he is
speaking of are not the marks on a particular piece of paper or the inden-
tations on a particular patch of sand; they are subjects of mathematical
reasoning. Against the view that Plato introduced mathematicals it is
objected that nothing like the foregoing point is made in the Republic; and
Plato says that the mathematician’s reasonings are “for the sake of the
square as such and the diagonal as such”. Nevertheless as we have seen he
expressly speaks of several identical ones which mathematicians claim are in
the numbers they are talking about. And in the passage about ‘the square as
such and the diagonal as such’ (510d7) he speaks rather ambiguously: he
does not actually say that these are what the mathematician is reasoning
about, but only that the mathematician’s reasonings are for the sake of these
and that he is trying to see forms.

Since, however, he later reveals that the mathematician is trying to see
what cannot be seen his way, but only by means of dialectic, what he actually
grasps in thought is different. But it would in a way be wrong to say that Plato
believed in the real existence of mathematicals. He only believed that
mathematicians did. The mathematician *“dreams of reality” but does not
really get a vision of it (533b8). Since he thinks, he does good by drawing the
soul away from preoccupation with the sensible world; but in relation to the
true objects of knowledge his thinking, Plato says, is like the seeing of
shadows and images in relation to the true objects of sense (534a5).

(5) So the philosopher who follows Socrates when asked to give an account
of the hypothesis, namely that something is one, or two, or that there is a
result 2 (2 comes about or something becomes two), will ‘postulate another
hypothesis’ from among higher ones, whichever seems best, till he comes to
‘something sufficient’ (Phaedo, 101d5). It seems safe to equate this with the
account in the Republic: he will make the hypotheses not into principles but
really into hypotheses, i.e. stepping stones and jumping-off points, up to
where he reaches what is unhypothetical, the principle of everything; he will
lay hold of that, and fasten on to the things that are made fast byit, and so he
will descend to the end, not using the sensibly perceived at all, but using
forms themselves, through forms themselves, to reach forms themselves,
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and so conclude with forms. The Republic reveals that this unlwlypothet.ical.
thing is the form of the good — thus claiming to sketch the fulfilment of
Socrates’ desire in the Phaedo.

Thus the postulated mathematical objects are themselves mere s.hadf)ws
and images of the forms — they do not get established l?y dialectic. They
remain only the hypotheses of people who do mad'wemaucs and do not‘dol
dialectic. They are what mathematicians use drawings and other physica
objects as images of (510d7) but are not the same as thfe forms the
mathematician is pursuing his reasonings for }he §ake of. When .thc
hypotheses are done away by dialectic .proceedmg from tbat Sl‘xﬁ.ime}rllt
unhypothetical first principle, and the philosopher advances from it in the
establishment of real knowledge, he does not come to them. In knowledge,
according to Plato, we have the unitary forms alone and. through these
discern that the mathematician in his reasonings was producing a mere con-
jectural picture of what we now possess. o o .

But of course this only means that Plato disbelieved in mathematicals as
Parmenides disbelieved in the various and changeable wor'ld. Sono woPder
we get the Academy developing mathematicals as Aristotle de:scnbesCi
although the pure form doctrine is the only theory of the really real, 'an ‘
a ‘two worlds’ dichotomy is constantly taught in the dialogues. :l"he obJeFta
of mathematics and geometry which are not yet forms aren't obtrusive
enough to qualify as a whole intermediary world. They are an unre?]l :.la“‘
way house, intelligible shadows of the real seen on the upwarfl pat ‘ ror'nl
things of sense to the forms, but it takes.m'athert?aucal‘ enquiry to reved
them. And naturally mathematicians remain in their hali-\fvay house, so it is

intelligible that belief in the mathematicals should bs: asc'rlbed to Plato. l;hs
attempt to derive numbers as forms in the Parmenides is a mere exercise,

sketchy and unconvincing.

3 The New Theory of Forms

I want to suggest that Plato arrived at a revised theory of forms in the later

. dialogues. Or perhaps I might rather say that he constructed a new under-
pinning for the theory. This can be discerned, 1 believe, in the Sophist, taken
together with certain parts of the dialectic of the Parmenides which use the
same language as the Sophist.

Here is an analogy for the new theory: a laminated sheet divided into two
halves which can be folded one upon the other so as to coincide in their
exterior boundaries. The whole represents the totality of beings. Let us
suppose this diptych to be lying open. The bottom layer corresponds to
being, the next to unity, the next to identity. These laminations are common
to both sides, which otherwise differ.

In the left half of the diptych patterns are stamped. Any pattern is stamped
right through all three layers. The patterns correspond to the forms of the
early theory — except, indeed, the form of the good. But patterns may divide
into parts which are also patterns.

The right half of the diptych represents the other, or being different from. The
bottom three laminations have no holes in them. But there are very many
further leaves on this side, as many as there are distinct patterns stamped on
the left side. Each such pattern has a leaf of the right side which corresponds
to it by having its shape cut out there, so that the shape of the pattern is there
a hole instead of a formation of the material, and so that this hole coincides
like a mirror image in position and shape with the stamped pattern on the
left side.

We now suppose the diptych shut. For every pattern the perpendicular
geometrical projection through the whole thickness gives us the part of being,
of the one, of the same, and the numberless parts of the other, that belong to it.

In offering this analogy I am treating as key themes:

(1) The study of one, whole and part in the later dialogues
(2) The conception of certain forms as ‘parcelled out’
(3) The problem of negation.

Plato’s writing touching the forms may be divided into the naive and the
sophisticated or reflective. ‘Naively’ he says that e.g. good itself is one and
simple and that the forms are being, or being is the forms. When he becomes
sophisticated he reflects immediately on his own formulations; for example
he applies his theory to what they introduce. Must not there be being itself?
This question would perhaps have greatly startled and perplexed him when
he wrote the Phaedo. “We say that Just itself, and beautiful, and good is

From The Monist 50, 3 (1966).
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something . . . I am talking about them all, about size for example, health,
strength, and, to give all the rest in a single word, about their being —
whatever each of them is.”” (65d) Forms were being; their general designation
was “that which itself is” (75d); the being of a thing is named after the expres-
sion “what is” (g2d).

Any thesis about being offered at that stage would be a blanket thesis about
the forms. In the Sophist Plato reflects on being as something other than what
is said to be, and in turn on other itself. Reflecting on the whole, on being, on
one, on same and other, he formulates a theory of the intercommunion of
certain forms. Being, same and other ‘run through’ all things; and, as I shall
argue, he regards them all as having parts. This doctrine of being, same and
other as ‘running through’ one another and everything else, is clearly the
origin of the Aristotelian Scholastics’ doctrine of ‘transcendentals’ which
‘run across’ all the categories. We can infer from Parmenides, 144, that one
should be added to the list.

Greek itself worked with Plato to produce the early theory of forms. Few
English words function grammatically so as to produce with a fair degree of
naturalness the kind of effect that Plato can produce with most Greek terms.
One that does is “fire”’. There are many fires, which get lit and put out; all
these are fires because they have the characteristics of fire. It cannot be
denied that fire itsclf is something, always the same. It is what fire is.

Fire, and substantial kinds generally (of which fire is one for an ancient),
are not typical examples of Platonic forms. (See Parmenides, 130c.) The
English reader must imagine that adjectives like “‘equal”, “big”, “just’,
could go naturally into sentences like the last four of the last paragraph. In
Greek the form “the g itself”” - functioning like “fire itsel”’ — is natural for
every noun or adjective @; Greek naturally forms “the many ¢'s” for any
noun or adjective . Adjectival predicates of plural subjects go into the
plural; they can also always form subjects without the aid of a word
“thing(s)”". In Greek a term functioning as a predicate is commonly without
an article. And finally, the Greek for *“‘what is”, which may be followed by a
predicate—cxpressi(m, is equally Greek for “‘what exists”.

Upon the whole I follow Geach! and Moravcsik? in preferring to avoid the
abstract nouns sometimes used by Plato and far more often used by his
translators to render his expressions for forms. The reason is that with such

nouns, self-predication, which for Plato is a constant feature of forms, often
seems too absurd.

When Plato speaks of ‘good itself’, or says that the beautiful itself exists or
is something, we have not yet got the theory of forms. This is supposed to be
a generally admissible starting-point. From it indeed, we pass over smoothly
into formulations that are explicitly theoretical, embodying the “worthwhile
hypothesis” of the Phaedo (9g2d). Of course, we might say, fire itself is

ed. R. E. Allen (London, 1965).

1 “The Third Man Again’, Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics,
(1962).

2 ‘Being and Meaning in the Sophist’, Acta Philosophica Fennica Fasc 14,

.
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Sf)mething. That fire is itself one thing, to which fires have an obscure rela-
tion, — to say this would be to set it up as a Platonic form.

The transition from “‘something” to “one thing” is easily made to seem
compulsory by Greek. The alternative to “‘something” is “nothing” — in
Greek, “not one” (Parmenides, 144b, 165€; Sophist, 237d—e). But even without
benefit of this trick of Greek the transition ‘not nothing — therefore
something with a numerical identity which one has before one’s mind’ ma
seem inescapable (cf. Wittgenstein meeting the accusation that he makes Z
se.nsation into ‘a nothing’, at Philosophical Investigations, 304). So we have a
slide from the innocuous-seeming “gitself is something”’ to a doctrine of the
separate existence of this unitary nature, g-itself. p-itself would be ‘simple’
in that .it is merely what being ¢ is; and changeless in that being-¢ is being, no;
b.ecommg. Hence we get the fuli-blown doctrine of a whole world of these
simple, unitary changeless natures. (This separateness, Aristotle’s bugbear
about the forms, is certainly indicated in the Phaedo. But I cannot find that
the word for it is used until Plato has begun to write critically about the
theory of forms.)

The doctrine of intercommunion of forms might not seem to belong es-
pecially to Plato’s ‘sophisticated’ thought. Was this intercommunion not
mentioned in the Republic (476¢)? And that is a ‘naive’ passage: each of the
forms is itself one, but appears many because of the communion of forms
with bodies, with actions, and with one another.

The contrast is this: in the Republic the intercommunion of forms is being
looked at only from the point of view of the form that is participated in by
othe.rs., S0 as to appear many. In the Sophist the interest is rather in forms as
participating in others.? Itis as if Plato had caught himself saying that the just
ftsey is and is one, and had realized that if ‘the just itself” was what he wanted
it to be in speaking of it — e.g. one - it was not the ‘simple’ form of the Phaedo.
Th?.‘:e h?’ would have said that the just itself simply was the being expressed
by “just” — but that is naiveté in using the word “being”.

In th.e Philebus we find this sort of sophisticated reflection on calling the
forms single. The passage (15a-b) is perforce obscure. It concerns the second
of the three serious problems which, Socrates says, arise if we try to postulate
one man, one ox, one beautiful, one good. “The first is whether we ought to
accept some such monads as truly existent. Next how these — each of them
being always the same and not susceptible of generation and corruption —
nevertheless are unshakeably this one.” The words “this one’’ are fel:nin'

ar.ld so must be understood to go with “‘monad”. The thought is hm‘d“tle
discern. The argument seems to run somewhat as follows: 0

'I:he 'ma.ny' men, oxen, beauties, and goods are subject to generation and corrup-
(t;on;hthls is one reason why they are not e.g. man, ox, the beautiful and the good
or these never change). Indeed they are not any of the things that are predicated of

$ Mr Ackrill has adequately refuted Cornford’s vi i
. ew that the interc i i
symmetrical. See ‘Plato and the Copula’, in R. E. Allen, Studies. ermunion ofthe forms s
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them; hence no puzzle about the contrary things that may be predicated of themat
different times, when the short grow tall, the light heavy, and so on. But those
others existing imperishably would have to be this one thing that we called them. We
called them single, each a monad. Perishing multitudes are not, any of them, any
one thing; but how are imperishable monads just that?

What then is the puzzle about many forms’ each being one? In Republic X,
when arguing for there being only onc of any form, Plato did not mention
generation and corruption as proof that @’s were not g itself; multiplicity was
enough; as soon as we have several ¢'s, we know there is further the form,
that one thing whose nature they have, which is the thing that is ¢. So
multiplicity of monads should be enough to prove that the forms are not one
itself. Why then does Plato in the Philebus suggest there is a difficult problem
about how they are monads? When he wrote the Republic he would
presumably have thought simply that the form one appeared many by being
parlicipated in by bodies, actions, and other forms.

If however we turn our attention to the forms that do the participating (as
opposed to the form that is participated in) we are struck by the fact that the
unity of each is cssential to its being characterizable as a form at all. In the
Republic itself, when the demiurge was supposed to have made two pattern
beds, it had to follow that another one appeared, which was the form that
both shared in; and here, in the Philebus, we are discussing the postulation ol
one — man, ox, beauty or good. No wonder “much zeal for division wrns into
perplexity” (the literal rendering of 15a7 as the MSS have it); for if we divide
the one from the man, ox, the beautiful and the good, ought we to say that those
monads really exist; and how can they be monads?*

1n the Republic Plato wrote as if the communion of forms in forms were the
same as the communion of anything else in forms. The later dialogues
suggest an eventual conviction that this could not be true.

As regards the Sophist it is fair to suppose that there must be a lot of con-
nection between the Eleatic visitor’s criticism of the Friends of Forms and
his criticism of Parmenides; i.e. that Plato believed both theories, though
superﬁcially unlike, to be really based on the same mistake. This mistake, and
hence the connection, is easy to discern: it is that of retusing to admit that ¢-
itself is ever also describable as not ¢. Parmenides himself had thought this
way about being, teaching that one must not include non-existents in what

is, or say that what is, is not. Similarly about same: he is reproachful about
saying that something is the same (as one thing) and not the same (as
another). He had inferred that there can be no variety, multiplicity or change

in being, which is wholly and thoroughly one.

s Editors have emended the text at scveral points without grounds in the MSS. because they
could not follow the thought. The text shows that there are supposed to be three ‘serious
questions'. The first is whether these monads must be judged to exist, and the third is how they
are related to the infinitude of becoming. Interpreters generally fail to distinguish the second
problem from one of the two others. My interpretation sticks closely to the text, which it leaves
intact, and discerns three quite distinct problems, the second of which it does indeed take

philosophical acuteness to notice.
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In the Parmenides Plato seizes on one, not on being for his exhibition of
‘dialectic’. Parmenides had not been concerned with any such notion as
t'hat of the one itself, but with being; thus the connection with him seems at
first sight rather associative and superficial, and one wonders why he is the
man who is made to indicate that the forms will be all right if backed up by a
proper dialectic.

The dialectic which follows doubtless shows, or is meant to show, much
that I have no grasp of. But two things emerge. One, that it is hopeless to
argue that whatever @ may be, being ¢ belongs only to ¢ itself among forms
and hence that ¢ itself cannot be . We must not suppose that Plato had’
thought this the right way to argue before the Parmenides; the parts of the
dialectic where this is assumed as a principle are an illuminating Gedankenex-
periment. Itis used, for example, in the first hypothesis (139¢): one will not, qua
one, be different from anything, because it does not belong to one gua ot;e to
be different from anything — this belongs only to the different from another. Thus
one will not be different by being one, i.e. not by itself: hence one in itself will
not be different. This is a conclusion we could more readily accept than the
n.lethod of proof; there is even something right about it, in that nothing, qua
§1ngle, is differentiated from anything else. But as a proposition abou’t one
itself it is insane and the argument for it is intolerable. The results of the first
hypothesis are indeed explicitly granted to be generally unacceptable.

lf: we could not ascribe anything to any form except itself, we might
straightway conclude that we could not say that ¢ is g~ for only being is. Thus
we could hardly say anything about anything. We might rather maliciously
truncate t.he argument by remarking that we can still say —and can only ever
say - “Pemg is.” Plato reaches the conclusion that we cannot say that one is or
is one in a more roundabout way and does not point out this truly Parmeni-
dean-conclusion. But it is pretty obvious and is one more pointer to the
genuine connection between Parmenidean thought and consideration of the
theory of forms. For the dialectic of the Parmenides is a contribution to the
question what can be said about a form.

To re.ject that insane principle is to accept the intercommunion or in-
terweaving of forms, and according to Plato the possibility of propositions
?‘nd.rea'son depends upon this. Parmenides himself said much more than

b.emg 1s’.’ such as “all else is mere names”, and it is easy to see he was thus
naive: he is here wide open to the typical criticism of the sophisticated Plato.
'!1:"?,;3{ ;h?(rlebare l:o much as names, there is something that isn’t being itself.
s uld be shown by the sort of argument used against Parmenides in the

phist, in relation to one. Is the name other than the one? If so, there is more
than t.he' one; but if the name is the same as the one, what must’in that caseb
permissible substitutions in “the name is the name of the one” vi lr the
nonsense “the one is the one of the name” (44d). The Pannenid)t':scof th:

dialogue produces a comparable, thou i

. . ) gh less witty argument: is and
must dlffc.r, od.lemse one could put “‘one one” for ‘tz:megi:". In co;:n;:ri::;
with the historical Parmenides this could be called sophisticated.

”
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Thus Parmenides is preparing the way for the Sophist, not merely by
showing the necessity of the interweaving of forms, but also by his con-
siderations about one, part and whole. This is extremely important. Not
merely is it of interest in itself, but Plato is going to use the concepts of part
and whole to explain the intercommunion of forms.

At 142d—c and 144c Plato’s Parmenides comes to apparently contradic-
tory conclusions about the relations of one, part and whole. In the first’
passage the one being is a whole of parts, one and being; the one in it has being
and the being is one, so each partin turn is after all not one but two, and so
on ad infinitum. 1t is only the whole that is one; any part is only part of a
whole.

In the sccond: if a part exists it must be one part. This unity of each of the
parts, being simply a case of “one found at once in many places”, will never
make a whole. Since, then, the infinite plurality of numnbers can be generated
by considering one as being, and being is divided up into as many numbers
as there are, one itself is infinitely divided, each of the numbers being one.

There are at least three antinomies in these passages taken jointly: the one
that exists both is and is not a whole; parts both are and are not unit parts;
parts both do and do not constitute a single whole. When considering parts
that are parts of a whole, Plato’s Parmenides cannot concede unity to them
severally because they are infinitely subdivided; when considering an infinite
set of parts of being, each single, he cannot concede wholeness to the set.

Combining the two sets of conclusions, he has the result that the one thatis
is one and many, whole and parts, bounded and infinite, but makes no
attempt to reconcile these opinions by showing how “‘one” could apply at
once to the parts collectively as parts of a whole, and to them severally when
cach was a distinct number. It looks as if “‘one’’ was supposed to apply only
one way at a time.

Certain sketches of philosophy, and of Christian theology, have been
bedevilled by a confusion about the question whether something was one.
For example, “Is God one?” is ambiguous between ‘‘Is there only one
God?" and “Has God internal unity?”’ We have been greatly helped, in
sorting this matter out, by the work of Frege. Following him rather than
Plato for the moment — though our purpose is to elucidate Plato — let us
attach “one” and “many”’ to concept-words and speak of one ¢ and many
@’s: one and many men, one and many squares, one and many positive
integers. Note that, lor this move to be useful, the predicate ‘e’ has to be
‘countable’; that is to say, it must be determinate what is one and what are
two quite distinct ¢'s.

We may speak indifferently of the form, or of the class, presented by the
open sentence “x is @”; for present purposes, any difference between Plato’s
forms and the classes of modern set theory is immaterial. But the relation of
whole and part, being transitive, is a quite different one from that of form
and particular instance, or class and member. Thus if we speak of one ¢
among many @’s, since we should not speak of the class of ¢’s as a whole

.
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composed of ¢’s as parts, the many ¢’s do not in general compose a whole of
any sort, let alone a whole . Frege objected to the question “How many?”’
or “How many things?”’ If asked “How many are there?”’ we need to know
““How many whats?”’ and the answer must be a countable predicate “9’’. We
must observe that the question “How many parts?” is just as objectionable
as ““How many things?” unless it is clear in context how parts are meant to
be counted.

If the noun after “one” or “many” is “part”’, we need to know ‘part of
what?’ Here we should notice two possible styles of answer, differentiated by
English (though not Greek) idiom. We may be told “of a ¢” or “of ¢": e.g.6
p.ieccs of an apple, or 6 bits of apple. Let us postulate an answer of the first
kmd: namely “of one ¢”” where “¢” is a countable predicate, and let us
consider one ¢ divided into several parts; each, we can say, is one separated
part~I suppose each to be quite separated off from the others. Itis clear that
the unity of the parts taken together, which is found in them because they are
parts of one ¢, is not a case of one being found ‘simultaneously in several
places’, any more than of ¢’s being found simultaneously in many places
?gt the singleness of each single part is of course a case of one being foun(i
simultaneously in many places’, and so is comparable to the singleness of
each (?f the many ¢’s in relation to the property of being ¢. Indeed, properl
§peak|ng it is an instance of that, because we have modified the ter;n “pau't"y
in “‘separated part” in such a way as to turn it into justsuch a countable pre-,
dicate ¢: the question “How many separated parts has this dismembered
watch?” is usually answerable without asking what is to count as a sing]
separated part. o

Plato is treating “one’ rather as if it were such a predicate ‘¢’ and notin
what results we get if we consider his ‘one that is’ as divided into parts. In thg
first argumen, his principle of division does not in any way characterize the
parts so as to give us a countable predicate; thus we may justify his sayin
that such a part is not one. The only one thing is the given whole of all thesg
parts from which he started. In the second, he has a principle of generatin
no end of parts, all of which are single numbers; so each of these parts is 5
bu‘tlvthe unity in question yields no whole. P o

€ come now to the discussion in the Sophi i
Characteristically, it starts from scratch, nih::sﬁir:ti;:ug;?a?\; ;i]rl:attl:‘:::;
bt?en made in the plausible seeming principle: “The truly one must be
without parts.” The argument goes as follows:

There is nothing against what has i j
: ! parts being subject to one as affecting all th
{)oa::‘sc, .angl fhus being a totality and a whole and in this way one. But what if.:xbj:cct
In this way cannot itself be one itself. If we reason right, we h
truly one is without any parts at all. The ion i, s being affeced by o e e
. question is, is being affected by one,
::i:;cs :::: : whole, or areﬂ_we to deny totality of being? This is diﬂia);lt fo,: ?ls )t;;
ow one 1s an affection of being, being is clearl th ‘ason
all will be more than one. Whereas (2) if be” s notaffected by e o
- Whe ing at any rate is not affected b

to be a whole, but the whole itself does exist, then being will be less thaz :‘I:::)i?
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and it will be deprived of itself and will not be being, and once more all becomes
more than one, with being and whole each having assumed its own separate nature.
But (g) if the whole has no existence at all, then the very same holds of being; and in
addition to not being, it will not ever come to be either. For whatever comes to be
comes to be as a whole (245a~d).

One’s first thought in reading this passage is that it trades sophistically on
the ambiguity between the question “Are beings wholes?”” and “Is there
such a thing as the whole of being?”’ But we are at the starting-post; the
differences between the working of such a word as ‘being” and such a word
as, say, “apple’” have still to be characterized.

Further observations on the passage: “the whole itself™ is a much pre-
ferable rendering to “‘wholeness”. The question is not one as to whether a
certain abstract property exists; otherwise there could be no inference trom
the non-existence of the whole to the non-existence of being at (3). We may
say: Isn’t this a frightful sophistry? Beings may well not form a totality;
therefore the question whether ‘the whole’ exists may be answered “No”
without implying that nothing exists. But that beings do not forma totality is
itself a very obscure thought: one might say that the beings that there are
must be all the beings that there are, so if there is not such a totality, there are
not any. We should have to determine whether a totality, in the sense ofall, is
different from a whole: a question raised explicitly in the Theaetetus, and im-
plicitly by Quine’s treatment of mass terms as proper names of single
scattered objects.’®

The whole passage is concerned with Parmenides’ one (i.e. sole) being and
seems directed first at proving that there must be more than one being. But
we must note that the issue of all the possibilities considered — and they are
meant to be all the possibilities — is intolerably paradoxical. The only way for
being to be a whole is for there to be more than this whole. Whereas, if being
is not a whole, whether there is such a thing as the whole or not, being will
not be.

We are not meant to be left with these results. These considerations show
that we have got to construct some sort of account of how one, being, part,
whole, and other forms presenting comparable difficulties are related among

themselves and to other ones. It is much as if in modern philosophy one
opened discussion with a set of propositions and reasonings about meaning
which were evidently unacceptable, but whose unacceptability showed that
our apparatus for handling the relevant questions needed to be amplified.

We have observed that the common feature of the early theory of forms
and the philosophy of the historical Parmenides is the interdict on any sort
of contradictory predication: whatever ¢ may be, @-itself cannot be in any
way describable by an opposite of @. In that part of the Parmenides which
deals with the forms we have Socrates saying that he would be utterly amazed
if “like and unlike, one and many, rest and motion could combine . . .”
(129€). But inthe dialectical exercises of the Parmenides the interdict yields

8 Word and Object (Cambridge, Mass., 1966), p. 98.
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such' hopeless consequences that the ground is well prepared for aban-
doning it. In the Sophist we have to judge that the same is different from being
rt?st, motion and difference. So the principle is infringed for same anci
different; as, also, for one and many (if these can be called contraries).
Nevertheless it is not wholly abandoned: it is five times insisted upon for rest
and motion.

Further, the Eleatic visitor wishes to say that he does not infringe it in the

 case of being: not-being is not an opposite of being, as, we may suppose
bléck is of white, or large of small. Not to be is to participate in the other 0;"
belr.lg: not to be g, to participate in that part of the other which stands over
against p.

I do not see that Plato distinguishes between ‘the copula of predication’
and .@entity by h_is theory that participation in a form ¢ is compatible with
participation in the other of . That could be said already to be done (if one is
very kFen on such a formulation) by his familiar distinction between par-
ticipating in ¢ and being ¢ itself. It is only in such more extreme,
experimental, passages of dialectic as Parmenides 139c, that we have
arguments suggesting that ¢ can be predicated only of ¢ itself. It is true that
once we have the apparatus, motion’s not being the same as such and such is
explained as motion’s participating in the other in respect of such and such.
But the means of making the distinction have not been lacking: motion and
rest cannot either of them be being, because being is ascribed to them and
neither can be ascribed to the other.

No: what Plato is concerned with all the time is the possibility of con-
tradfctory predication: that something may be both ¢ and not ¢ (and that in
particular sometimes g itself may also be not ¢). Thus motion is the same and
not the same; the same by participation in the same with regard to itself, and
not the same by participation in the other in regard to a host of forms. An’d sO
m(‘ieed, for all forms. There is, he says, nothing to object to in this. ,
‘ ‘Pfxrtlcipation in the other of ¢” is a formula used not merely for non-
identity with . This may escape one’s attention because participation in the
other of ¢ by a form is often non-identity with p. But we must not forget that
falsehood is to be explained as the mixture with saying of non-being

(ztfob—c), and that non-being has previously been explained as the other of
Pemg (259a8). This admixture of ‘the other of being’ cannot consist in non-
identity of the form saying with the form being. Rather, “the other of being”’
holds, i.e. is truly predicable, of what is said. s

Theaetetus’ flying is ‘being which is other than being’ (263b11), ascribed
to Theaetetus by the false proposition *“Theaetetus is flying” (263b). It is
clear tha.nt we can also put: “Theaetetus is not flying”’ i.e. “Theaetetus is other
thz.m flying”’ ; not meaning that he is doing something else, but that the other of
Jying holds of him. For Plato has told us that “not big” is not an expression
for the small or equal and that “not beautiful”’ is the name of the otll)wr of the
bea.uttﬁd, ‘which is precisely other than nothing but the beautiful (257). “Not
flying” then, we may infer, is the name of the other of fiying. .
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Thus “Theaetetus is not flying”” is not to be identified with ** ‘Theaetetus is
flying’ is false”. The former predicates of Theaetetus the other of flying, the
latter predicates the other of being of what is said about Theaetetus in
“Theaetetus is flying”.

This makes what is said a bit of non-being, i.e. of the other of being, when
“Theaetetus is flying” is said and is false. And, in one sense of “what is said”
this makes what is said different according to whether it is true or false. Not,
however, in any prima facie intolerable sense: we may rather compare Frege’s
doctrine that the false proposition is the name of a different object (the False)
from what it would have been a name of if it had been true (whereas he rejects
the intolerable supposition that sense depends on truth-value).

To refer to my diptych analogy, when we consider “Theaetetus is ﬂying”
we will look to the pattern of flying stamped on the left side. This will be a part
of being to which Theaetetus is related by the (unexplained) relation of par-
ticipation if the proposition is true. But if the proposition is false, no par-
ticipation of Theaetetus in any form corresponds directly to its being false;
the speaker has in fact (whether he knows it or not) named a bit of non-being.
That s to say, he has as it were hit that part of the outermost layer on the right
hand side of the diptych which would be marked out by a perpendicular pro-
jection from the ‘flying’ pattern. Thus the falsehood of the false proposition
has a close correspondence with the truth of the negative one. The lines of
projection from the pattern will pass on the right side through the boundary
of the hole in that lcaf which represents the other of the pattern.

1f 1 am right, then the idea of some forms as having parts is of extreme im-
portance. In the Sophist (258d—e) it is especially stressed that the other is
divided up into many bits and parcelled out among all things in relation to
one another, and we hear of the part of the other that stands over against the
being of each, or, if we follow Simplicius, of each partof the other that stands
over against being. 1 prefer the MSS reading, but on my interpretation it
makes no difference to the sense. For the language of being divided up and
parcelled out occurs also in the Parmenides in relation to one and to being
(144), and it seems immensely unlikely that this part of the argument there
was not also part of Plato’s final view. This gives us three points: (1) the being
and unity of each form are parts of being and of the one respectively; (2) the
one being is a whole of parts, among which are the existent unitary forms of
the early theory; (3) each existent formisa whole composed of the form and
its being. Thus there will be a part of the other (the bottom right hand layer in
my diptych as it lies open) which is a part of being that stands over against
being. This part of the other will itself be divided into parts each of which
stands over against part of being, i.e. the being in one of the forms of the
early theory. We may add that one will, like being, same and other, ‘“‘run

through” everything, and same, like being, one and other, will be “parcelled
out” among all things.

In connection with negation, the very advantages for which Plato
embraces his theory pose a problem. Non-being is part of being; so to say
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something is not ¢ does not quite generally exclude its also being ¢. Of

course, this was just what Plato wanted: but now, if we have this, how do we

ever get exclusion? ’

We may pause to take very brief stock of the problem of negation. If
something’s not being the case is nothing, then we wonder how we are sa in
somethixfg true by saying that something is not the case. Again, if jar);nesg'
abser’lce is a2 nothing when James is absent, how is it distinguished from
John’s absence, when John is absent as well? On the other hand we must not
think that ‘A is not red” is without more ado equivalent to “‘A is yellow, or
blue 2 etc.”, to understand “‘not p”’ we cannot run to what is or may be ;he
case instead of p, and use this to explain why “not p” says something.

Suppose, then, we decide that there is something in the idea that “It is not
beautiful” says “Itis other than beautiful”’ or: the negative proposition uses
the nega'ted proposition to fix a possible being-the-case whose sole
charaetenstic is to be.other than what is said by the negated proposition. The
question then arises: why should we then not have both p and not p? .

If ‘tnot P says nothing about the subject matter of “p”, how does it say
anything? If it says something, how can that exclude anything else?

We saw t.hat Plato does not want automatic exclusion of bynot-¢. But he
d(?es want it sometimes. Take rest and motion. Rest participates in the other
with regard fo motion. That, however, may simply mean that it is not the
same as motion; it would leave it possible for rest to move, and this Plato
doesf not want. We seem left with having to say “‘Rest does not participate in

motion” in order to explain “‘Rest does not move”. But then either this, or
the language about being, is anomalous. *“x does not exist’’ was not “x d’oes
not partic.ipate in being”’ but *x participates in non-being”. At least in the
case of being it must be granted that “x participates in the other of ¢” does
duty_ both for “x is not the same as ¢” and “x is not ¢”’. If we take “Rest
participates in the other of motion”, in the same two ways, i.e. as meanin
either ““Rest is different from motion” or *“Rest participates }n non-motion’g’
rlre prob‘ably do no't dep‘art from Plato; if it is a fault not to distinguish these,
he ce_rtamly commits it in regard to being, and does not make out that being
is quite exceptional. But even if we have ““Rest participates in non-motion”’
th.at is still compatible with *‘Rest participates in motion”. Are we simply left
\.mth pon-participation, refusal to combine, or the part of these forms? \zhat
is being wholly other than — Plato’s expression for the relation of rest and
motion {225e)?

Further: what about Theaetetus not flying? That will present us with a
%roblem of hew to exelude “Theaetetus is flying” ? Why not both at once?
¢ Lz::?more. if not flying is a sort of form, then how does it exclude any

It is possible that the peculiarities of participation by forms in being, on
and same hold for all participation by forms in forms. That s to sa vfl’\en X
form A participates in a form B, this is by A’s being as it were a az:ern in .
part of B. B, let us say, the more generic form, is a sort of grain sta}r)nped on tz

.
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a part of one-being-same; and A a turther pattern stamped into part of this
grained area.

To adopt this suggestion would be to take up a hint from the first part of
the Parmenides. Parmenides asks whether when the many ¢’s participate in a
form, the relation in question is that of being covered by the form, one by
one part of the form and another by another. For forms and particulars the
suggestion seemed hopeless; for forms and forms it might be profitable. It
certainly fits Plato’s account of participation by forms in the transcenden-
tals: and there scems to be no reason to think that he did not regard these as
simply supremely generic, so that the same model ought o work for more
ordinary genera in relation to their species (certainly Plato was much con-
cerned with the proper division of kinds in all his later philosophy). Incom-
patibility — being wholly other than— will then be not being a part of. And, with
the exception of the transcendentals themselves, negative forms will be in-
compatible with their positive correlates in the same sense.

It nevertheless remains obscure why this last sort of incompatibility
should carry over to particulars; why Theaetetus cannot be flying and not
flying. He can be at rest in one way and in motion in another. Thus incom-
patibility of forms with one another does not automatically carry over; so
cannot Theaetetus be flying too, when he is not flying?

1 leave the question as it stands because my purpose is only exegesis and so
far as I know Plato offers us no solution. We know that Aristotle (Metaphysics,
IV, iv) had an immense struggle, alhmost incomprehensible to us, to argue
that being ¢ excluded being not ¢ and not being g, and that one of the ideas
he had to contend with was that being ¢ was compatible with not being ¢
because it was compatible with being y and being ¢ was not being .

In spite of these difficulties raised by his theory, Plato does not want to
canonize contradictory and opposite predications. Itis easy to find superticial
contradictions, he says, but this is childish, and it is no serious refutation of a
man to detect them in what he says. The serious business is to follow a man’s
arguments and show that he has said that the same is different in the relevant
way, and vice versa. That is: simply to show that the same is different and the
different the same, the big small and the small big, and so on, is a toolish
game anyone can play. And if a man is arguing, you don’t refute him by
showing he has treated the same as different, etc. But if he has taken two
things as the same in some particular way, to show that they are different in
that way, or that he has said they are: that is the serious refutation (259c—d).
Thus Plato’s aim is to restrict and clarify objectionable contradiction while
retaining an unobjectionable kind, rather than be stuck with Parmenides or
the early theory of forms.

The man who can do such refutation will be the dialectician. He is marked
precisely by his ‘adequate discernment’ of the different sorts of one-many
relation that we get when we consider different types of relations among
forms:
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D_ialectical science makes divisions according to classes, and does not take the same
kind to be different or a different kind to be the same. If you can do this, you will
a.dequately discern (i) a single form wholly penetrating many things, each found
sgngle and separate, (i) many forms, mutually different, comprised externally by a
single form, (iii) a single form constituted by many wholes in one, (iv) many forms
that are separate and wholly distinct. (Sophist, 253d)

This passage is obscure and of disputed interpretation. I believe it is

usually taken that (i) gives the relation species — individual, (i) genus —

speaes, '(iii) transcendentals — other forms, (iv) perfectly specific forms con-
sidered in themselves. This interpretation is indeed rather closer to the text
than others; yet I think it does not weigh every word sufficiently, together

with th_e arguments which we have considered as so important in the
Parmenides and the Sophist.

I suggest:

(i) and (ii) make the contrast between a form ¢ such that if a lot of things
are p each is one single distinct @, and such forms as ‘one’, ‘whole’ ‘being’
which do not function so, and are conceived to contain other for;ns in an,
external fashion. (See 250b where rest and motion are said to be comprised
by being; and for other relevant verbal and doctrinal echoes, Parmenides
142€, 14 5¢.) Thus genera in relation to individuals belong to (i) no less thar;
species do. (iii), on the other hand, appears to me to concern the
genus-species division though more obscurely: possibly we get (iii) wherever
one could .ﬁnd many wholes gathered together in some sort of unity, as:
many species in a genus, or many elements in a complex, i.e. letters in a
word or particular characteristics in a man (cf. Theaetetus, 209c). (iv) Finally
the many forms that are wholly separate and distinct apparently are so mud;
s0 as not to provide any sort of one-many contrast like the other three. It
appears to me that nothing discussed in the Sophist corresponds to this, but
something which I have already mentioned from the Parmenides does’: the
series of natural numbers is there treated as a series of such forms.
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Meno, 85dg9—86c2, Continued

Purcly by questioning Socrates has elicited from an uninstructed slave the
conclusion that the square on the diagonal of a square is twice the original
square in arca. Then comes a part of the dialogue which 1 translate:

Socrates. This knowledge, then, that he has now, he either got some time, or
always had?

Meno. Yes. ‘ '

Soc. Well, if he always had it, he was always a knower. But if he gotitatsome
time, he is not in a position of having got it in the present life. Or has
someone taught him to do geometry? For he will do just the same for the
whole of geometry and all the rest of mathematics. Is there anyone who
has taught it all to him? You ought to know, especially as he was born and
brought up in your household.

Men. I know that no one ever taught him.

Soc. But he has these opinions. Or hasn’t he?

Men. He must have them, obviously, Socrates. .

Soc. But if he did not get them in the present life, isn’t it clear that in some
other time he had them and had already learnt them?

Men. Obviously.

Soc. Well, isn’t that the time when he was not a human being?

Men. Yes.

Soc. If, then, true opinions are to be in him during the time both t?lxa‘t‘he wasa
human being and that he wasn’t, and these opinions when elicited from
him by questioning become knowledge, won’t his soul ha\'re been lfrarne.d
for the whole of time? For it’s clear that for the whole of time he either is

or is not 2 human being.
Men. Obviously. o
Soc. If then the truth about real things is always in our soul, the so.ul is im-
mortal. So oughtn’t you boldly to try to search out and be’ reminded opf
what you find you don't know now, which is what you don’t remember:
Men. Somehow you seem to me to speak well, Soc,rafcs..
Soc. And to myself, Meno. For the rest, I shouldn’t insist abso{utely on the
argument. But I should, if 1 could, absolutely do battle, both in argument
and in action, for this: that if we think that we must search out what

From Philosophy, 54 (1979).
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anyone is ignorant of we shall be better and braver and less lazy than if we
think that it is impossible to find out what we don’t know and that we need
not search for it.

I continue the dialogue:

Men. I am sure I agree with what you have just said, Socrates. But when I
think again of what I have already assented to, I feel a doubt. Though you
would not insist on the argument, yet it is not a small matter whether what
you said and I agreed to was right. Or is it?

Soc. No, far from small. So tell me your doubt.

Men. That the slave, before he was a human being, already had and had
learnt these opinions seems to me to be proved beyond doubt. But why
should you say his soul is therefore immortal? May he not have existed for
a little time before he became a human being, and in that little time have
acquired these true opinions?

Soc. Well, Meno, letitbe as you say. Butif he acquired these opinions at some
time, either someone taught him them, or no one, but he somehow
acquired them by himself. Do you agree?

Men. Yes.

Soc. Then if someone taught him, what kind of teaching do you imagine it to
have been? To explain what I mean, did you not tell me that no one taught
him geometry, and did I not learn this from you?

Men. Yes.

Soc. Then you taught me that?

Men. Yes.

Soc. And I understand it?

Men. Obviously you understand 'it, Socrates.

Soc. Do I just understand it, or do I also believe it to be true ? Wait a moment,
and you will see what I mean. Could I understand it and not believe it or
believe it and not understand it, or must I do both if I do either?

Men. If you understand that no one taught him geometry, you also believe it.

Soc. But what if you were to be deceiving me, and someone did teach him?
Should 1 be understanding nothing or something?

Men. I am in doubt about this, Socrates, because I have often heard that if
you say what is false ydu say nothing, and so it seems that if you are
deceived by me you have understood nothing. Yet in some way you have
understood something, for you have understood what I said and I said no
one taught him geometry. I don’t know how this is something if it is not
true, yet it seems to me I said something and you understood what I said
even if you were deceived.

Soc. Shall we then refuse to be tempted by this question, how what is false is
something, and say that nevertheless I understood something?

Men. Yes.

Soc. Is it not possible for me to have disbelieved you?
Men, Yes, indeed.
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Soc. And should I not be disbelieving what I understood as much as, if 1 had
believed you, I should be believing what 1 understood?

Men. Obviously.

Soc. Then when you tell me no one taught this slave geometry, I may under-
stand you and not believe you? But is it possible that without understan-
ding I should believe you?

Men. Surely not, Socrates, for what you believe you must first understand.

Soc. Who made me believe the slave had not learned geometry? You, or
someone clse?

Men. 1 did.

Soc. Then did you also make me understand what you made me believe? 1
mean, did you make me understand in such a way that I also could have
disbelieved ?

Men. No, for if I say I made you understand I make no difference between
understanding and belief, but it I make a difterence, then it was not I but
someone else who made you understand what I was going to say.

Soc. Then let us return to the geometrical truth which, you say, he acquired a
little time before he became a human being, and which we are both sup-
posing someone taught him. Did this person teach him just as you taught
me that he had never been taught geometry?

Men. 1 suppose so.

Soc. That is, by telling him?

Men. Yes.

Soc. But first he must have understood, must he not? For you said that one
first understands and then believes.

Men. Yes. That is, he understood in such a way that he did not yet know
whether it was true.

Soc. But when he was told it was true, and believed it, then he knew it was
true? What divine authority told him, Meno, and why should he have to
believe what he was told?

Men. 1 suppose he was not merely told but himself perceived that it was true.

Soc. Then it was not because he was told, but because he himself perceived
that it was true, that he knew? But if so, why did he need a teacher? Or
couldn’t the teacher have done what I did and so done as well as by telling

him or even better?

Men. Yes, that is clear. . ‘
Soc. Then if you suppose that he was taught, you will find that this teaching

could be nothing but reminding. Or if he did not himself perceive that
what was said was true, but nevertheless believed it and learned to say it as
a result of being taught, would you then say he knew?

Men. No indeed, he cannot know such things unless he himself perceives
that they are true, or get anywhere by only repeating what he has been
told.

Soc. Not even if he is told proofs and told that they are proofs?

Men. No, not if he only repeats it.
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Soc. But if he himself perceived that these opinions were true then these
opinions were already in himself and he was only reminded.

Men, Yes.

Soc. Then he certainly knew these things or had true opinions of them before
any teaching?

Men. Yes, certainly.

. Soc. Well, let us try the second possibility that I mentioned.

Men. The second? What was that?

Soc. That he was not taught but that he just at some time acquired these
opinions by himself.

Men. Yes, that must certainly be the case.

Soc. In what way do you think he acquired them? Or that they came to be in
him so that afterwards whenever he was taught or questioned he was
reminded of them, whether he was taught or questioned before he was a
man or afterwards? But before we ask this I think we have got to go back
onour tracks, because if I am not wrong we have made a mistake which will
mislead us. I mean when we said: a man first has to understand what he
afterwards believes, but when he understands he can deliberate with
himself or someone else whether what he understands is true or false.

Men. Why, Socrates, how could there be a mistake about that?

Soc. As far as concerned what you told me, when you said no one taught the
slave geometry, I do not know if there was a mistake, but if there is no
mistake as far as concerns geometry, then we shall fall into unsurmoun-
table difficulties, if I am not wrong.

Men. What difficulties?

Soc. Suppose that you were considering the proof of that same true opinion
that I recalled to the mind of the slave, do you think that you could first
understand the proof, not knowing whether it was true or false, and then
find out somehow that it was true?

Men. Yes, that is what I think.

Soc. Then you find out, from something or by reason of something, that the
proof is a true proof? :

Men. Yes, | suppose so.

Soc. But will not what you find it out from, or the reason by which you find it
out, be the proof that the proof is correct? Now do you see a part of the
difficulties we have summoned up?

Men. Yes, | see them, since you will ask about this proof in turn whether it can
be first understood and then seen to be correct. But why do you call this
only a part of the difficulties?

Soc. Because I believe there are many more. In a proof one says ““therefore”
and “if. . . then. . .”, and such things, does one not?

Men. Yes.

Soc. And what does one understand in understanding these words?

Men. That the truth of what is finally said follows from what is first said.

Soc. Does one understand that it follows, or that it is said that it follows?
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Men. Why, both.
Soc. Then one understands that it follows? _
Men. Yes, since one understands both that it follows and that it is said that it

follows.
Soc. But if it follows and in understanding what is said with “therefore” or “if
. .then. . .” one understands that it follows, then one knows, and all the

more believes, that it follows, as soon as one understands what is said and
not later. ‘

Men. That cannot be right, Socrates, since false proofs are giver‘l ot many
things and one finds out that they are false. If what we saifi was right a false
proof would be nothing. I want to deny what I said before, and say that
one understands only that it is said that it follows.

Soc. But does one understand what is said?

Men. Yes, certainly.

Soc. Namely, that it follows. '

Men. But we agreed, Socrates, not to be tempted by this Problem of the fqlsc,
and your argument now is just the one that we avoided about the fals.c
staternent that the slave had not learned geometry. One understands this
expression, ‘it follows”, but in such a sense that understanding does
not mean believing.

Soc. 1 believe we cannot avoid that problem here, Meno, whether or no w.e
were right before. But that we were then not altogether wrong 1s
something 1 think I can show, in a way that may persuade you that we
nevertheless cannot avoid the question here. For in the case of the slave,
when 1 understood you even without believing you, did I understand what
you said?

Men. Of course you did. .

Soc. And could I or could I not learn afterwards that what you said was true,
even though I now regard it as doubttul?

Soc. If it were true you could.

Soc. But if I afterwards learn that something does follow, when before [
regarded it as doubtful whether it followed, doesn’t that show that T was

wrong before?

Men. Yes. o ,

Soc. But in the case of the slave, was I wrong to think it doubtful:

Men. Yes, if it was in fact true. ' ,

Soc. Then 1 ought always to believe what is in fact true, even without reason:

Men. Yes, by my present argument. .

Soc. But don’t consider just your present argument, but what is rea!ly th.e
case. Is there such a thing as an irrational true opinion, as when a jury is
convinced by false rhetoric that something is the case, and it is in fact the
case, but not for the reasons for which they have believed it?

Men. Yes. . d be 1

Soc. Then someone who remained in doubt in such a case would be less
deceived than the others?
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Men. Yes.

Soc. But someone who thought it doubtful whether something followed that
did perfectly follow would be wrong, and would pass from error to truth
when he saw that it followed, while someone who was doubtful about the
guilt of a criminal who was guilty would not be wrong, and would pass,
not from error, but from ignorance to truth when he saw that the criminal
was guilty, real proofs turning up.

But what does one understand to be said, Meno, when one understands
“therefore”, or that it is said that it follows?

Men. Let me say for the moment, that one understands that this case is like
what really does follow, and like precisely in following.

Soc. Then in what really does follow, does one first understand and then
believe that it follows?

Men. Really I do not know what to say about that.

Soc. Will you not say with me that where one perceives following one does
not first understand what is said in “This follows from that” and then
perceive that it is true, though it might have been false without this making
any difference to what one understood in understanding it? As for the
cases where there is a doubt, the doubt comes of not understanding, not
from the doubtfulness of that which is understood. Though you under-
stand “‘since’” and “if then” and ‘‘therefore” and “follows from” and
though you understand me if I say that I am shorter than you, and also if 1
say that your slave is handsome, still you will not understand me if I say
that since I am shorter than you your slave is handsome; and either you
will never understand because there is nothing to be understood, or when
you understand at that same moment you will know the truth of what I
say, and not at separate moments. So what you thought absurd is in fact
true and a false proof is nothing though it pretends to be something. But I
spoke of many difficulties in saying that in proof and mathematics we do
not first understand and then believe, and I have mentioned only a few.
There is one other that I will mention.

Men. Wait, Socrates, if you do not mind.

Soc. No, why should I mind?

Men. What you have just been arguing concerns proof, not the truths of
geometry and the rest of mathematics. While I may agree that I cannot un-
derstand a proof and yet not know that it is correct, nothing you have said
obliges me to say the same about mathematical truths. Why do you throw
them into your remarks as if you had proved something about them?

Soc. I have heard it said, Meno, that mathematical truths are the same in this
regard as proofs, and that you do not understand them if you do not see
that they are true. You yourself have agreed that you cannot know them
from being told them. If you could understand them without knowing
them, couldn’t you know them simply from being told them by those who
do know? For everything that results from knowing depends on un-
derstanding, but can be known to be true if only you have information
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that what is understood is true; but once that information is given, un-
derstanding is enough. In that case, why should it matter how the infor-
mation is given, so long as it is given somehow? But if understanding and
knowledge are ever the same, then it will not be possible simply to be told,
and, whether it is proof or mathematics or some other subject matter as
well that we have not touched on at all - whatever cannot be known by one
who is merely told it and learns to repeat it will be such that understanding
and knowledge are the same and error is impossible: but what poses as
saying something and would commonly be called error is saying nothing.

Men. Well, what were you going on with when [ interrupted you?

Soc. A further difficulty about first understanding and then acknowledging,
which does bring in mathematics and does not only refer to proof. When 1
persuaded your slave to recall what he already knew, and he said that the
square on the diagonal was equal to twice the original square, about what
was he showing that he had true opinions?

Men. About squares and areas.

Soc. Which ones? Was it for example about these figures that I drew on the
ground?

Men. No, certainly not, for I noticed you drew them rather carelessly and
what was said was not true of them.

Soc. Would we have known it was true of them if I had drawn them with the
greatest possible care? Or should we have needed to have recourse to
something else to find that out?

Men. What else?

Soc. To measurement.

Men. Yes, that is what we should have had to do.

Soc. Then the squares and arcas about which the slave recalled his true
opinion were not these nor any he could observe either in this life or in any
other, if by observing you mean perceiving by means of the senses.

Men. This is quite familiar to me, Socrates. But why should he not, a little
before he became a human being, have seen with the eye of his soul the
real squares and areas that are the objects of geometry?

Soc. Wait, Meno, you are hurrying the argument on too fast. We are still
thinking whether understanding and knowing are the same or ditferent,
and if I am not mistaken, answering this question will help us with the
other. Do you imagine that when the soul’s eye looks atintelligible objects
such as the objects of mathematics, what it sees is related to it as colour is

to the natural eye or rather as are body and shape and everything else
besides colour that we learn to distinguish using our faculty of sight?

Men. Could you explain more clearly the distinction that you are making?

Soc. 1 will try, but I do not know if I shall succeed. What I have heard is that
colour and sight are connatural. If anyone sees at all, he sees colour, and
there is nothing else that he necessarily sees, not even figure or size. But

colour and sight are twins, generated together and inseparable. Hence if

sight could judge and say what it saw, what it would have to say it left un-
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instructed would be nothing but the name of the colour that it saw for the
moment. In this alone it would need no instruction and it would mean this
by whatever it uttered, without any danger of error, for it would mean the
colour that it saw and its understanding what it meant and knowledge that
what it theant was present to it would be the same thing. But anything else
it needs instruction to judge and it learns to judge rightly, and is also able
to judge wrongly and therefore understanding and knowledge are distinct.
What I am asking you is whether when the soul views intelligible objects it
views them as the eye views colour, or judges them as sight judges other
things?

Men. I have no idea what to say.

Soc. Try and see if you won’t find something to say. Did I not say that sight
needs instruction to judge anything but colour?

Men. You did.

Soc. But if one is instructed one is instructed by someone, isn’t one?

Men, Yes.

Soc. But did we not agree that the soul cannot be instructed by anyone in its
knowledges, because whatever instruction it can at any time be given will
only be reminder?

Men. Yes.

Soc..Do you not say, then, that the soul views all intelligible objects, when it
views them, as the eye views colour, and does not judge about them getting
instruction how what it says should be made to correspond to what it
sees? Therefore it is not able to judge rightly or wrongly about what it sees,
t‘mderstanding what it says without knowing it to be true and afterwards
finding out and acknowledging that it is true.

Men. Yes, it seems that I say all that.

Soc. But when the soul has forgotten what it once knew, then, when it is
reminded of it fragmentarily and with difficulty, its true opinions, which
have been quiescent in it all the time, are awakened and it knows them in
understanding them and could never be told them or made to understand
them without knowing them.

Men. Forgive me, Socrates, if I am willing to doubt what I have been most
sure of. But why should we not say that in what is called learning, the soul
is not reminded of what it once saw, but now for the first time opensiits eye
to the. objects about which it is taught? I was convinced that what is called
learning is not really learning but recollection by the arguments we have
gone through, namely that without being told a man discovers the truth
and, as we now have seen, that he could never be told cither in this life or a;
any other time but must perceive the truth of himself if he is to know it:

and further because those things about which he discovers the truth aré
not the things before his bodily eyes which the teacher poihts to, such as
diagrams. Since, then, these are all he has before him, but by the’: help of
them he is led to say what is true about other things, and can see how tl‘:es
objects here fall short of those other things, I agreed that he was reminde;
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of them. But now it has struck me that perhaps he has the real things
betore his mind’s eye, and the diagrams serve not as reminders but as sign-
posts. The reason why these truths cannot be taught is that a teacher can
only draw his attention to signposts and hints whereby he opens his in-
tellectual eye and looks in the right direction and now utters and sces the
truth of what he says about the real mathematical objects that he is looking
at. If it should be possible to say this, then it makes an end of all the
argument about the immortality of the soul.

Soc. Well argued, Meno. But you will not object it we scrutinize your
argument to see if we should keep it or reject it?

Men. Certainly I shan’t mind.

Soc. Didn’t you agree just now that when the soul saw the real, this could be
compared with sight when it sees colour and not with sight when it learns
to judge what an object is, as: a horse, ora man, or of what size or at what
distance it is?

Men. Yes.

Soc. Now answer this, if you can: does sight work to see colour? | mean, must
it labour and be trained and have practice and will it stumble and make
mistakes, producing utterances which mean nothing though it supposes
them to mean the colour that it sees? Or did we agree that if left only to
announce the colour that it saw, it would be without error, for there is no
place for error or instruction but what it utters means what it sees, and its
understanding of what it means and its knowledge that what it means is
present to it are identical?

Men. 1 think [ see what you mean, and that I must say that sight does not have
to do any hard work in order to see colour.

Soc. But doesn’t a pupil have to do a great deal of hard work in order to
master geometry, and still more to learn dialectics, and doesn’t he need
much training and practice and make what are commonly called mistakes
while he is learning, and still sometimes also when he is advanced?
(Though you and I have agreed that these so-called mistakes are
utterances in which he somehow fails to say anything though he seems to
be saying something.)

Men. Yes, that is true.

Soc. Then, Meno, he cannot have the forms and mathematical objects
present to his soul’s view when he has to work and makes mistakes, but he
stumbles and gropes like a person trying to remember, and what he does
manage to remember he remembers piecemeal and using many aids anda
great deal of hard work.

Men. Yes, Socrates, I only needed to be reminded in order to return to my
former conviction that what is called teaching is really reminding. But can
you show me how all this argument about knowing and understanding
helps the main purpose of our discussion? It still seems to me that we have
proved only that the soul must have existed for some time before this life,
and not that it always existed.
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Soc. Did we not say that sight and the object of sight were twins, generated
together?

Men. Yes.

Soc. And is there not a kinship between twins?

Men. Obviously.

Soi Then are not the soul and what it understands similarly twins? and so

in?

Mer.z. No, it is the soul’s understanding and its objects that are twins, as it is
sight and colour, not the eye and colour, that are twins.

Soc. ‘Very well. But now tell me this: do the objects of the soul’s understan-
ding come into existence? I mean, in the cases that we are talking about.
For that it comes about that the slave is taught or not taught in this life, is

something that comes into existence. But do the square and the diagonal
and their relations come into existence?
Men. No.

Soc. Then n,f the soul’s understanding and these objects are twins, neither did
the soul’s understanding ever come into existence.
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De Interpretatione, Chapter IX

(1)  For what is and for what has come about, then, it is necessary that affirma-
tion, or negation, should be true or false; and for universals universally quan-
tiied it is always necessary that one should be true, the other false; and for
singulars too, as has been said; while for universals not universally quantified it
is not necessary. These have been discussed.

For what is and for what has come about: he has in fact not mentioned these,
except to say that a verb or a tense — sc. other than the present, which he
regards as the verb par excellence — must be part of any proposition.

it is necessary: given an antiphasis about the present or past, the affirmative pro-
position must be true or false; and similarly for the negative. An antij)ha:sis isa
pair of propositions in which the same predicate is in one aflirmed, in the
other denied, of the same subject. Note that Aristotle has not the idea of the
negation of a proposition, with the negation sign outside the whole pro-
position; that was (I believe) invented by the Stoics. — What Aristotle says in
this sentence is ambiguous; that this is deliberate can be seen by the contrast
with the next sentence. The ambiguity is first sustained, and then resolved at

the end of the chapter.

for universals universally quantified: he does not mean, as this place by itself
would suggest, that of “All men are white” and “No men are white” one
must be true and the other false. But that if you take “*Allmen are white’ and
“No men are white” and construct the antiphasis of which each is a side,
namely, “All men are white — Not all men are white”’ and *“No men are white
—Some man is white”’, then one side of each antiphasis must be true, and the
other side must be false.

for singulars too, as has been said: sc. of ‘‘Socrates is white — Socrates is not
white” one side is necessarily true, the other necessarily false. (This is whata
modern reader cannot take in; but see the ‘Elucidation’.)

for universals not universally quantified : his example rendered literally is “man is
white — man is not white”’. From his remarks I infer that these would be cor-
rectly rendered “men are . . .”. For, he says, men are beautiful, and they are
also not beautiful, for they are ugly too, and if they are ugly they are not

From Mind, 65 (1956).
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beautiful. I believe that we (nowadays) are not interested in these unquan-
tified propositions.

These have been discussed.: i.e. in the immediately preceding chapters, by which
my explanations can be verified.

(2)  But for what is singular and future it isn’t like this. For if every affirmation
and negation is true or false, then it is also necessary for everything to be the
case or not be the case. So if one man says something will be, and another says
not, clearly it is necessary for one of them to be speaking truly, if every affirma-

(3) tion and negation is true or false. For both will not hold at once on such
conditions. For if it is true to say that something is white or is not white, its
being white or not white is necessary, and if it is white, or not white, it is true
to say or deny it. And if it is not the case, then it is false, and if it is false, it is not
the case; so that it is necessary as regards either the affirmation or the negation
that it is trueor false.

singular and future: sc. there will be a relevant discussion tonight; this experi-
ment will result in the mixture’s turning green; you will be sent down before
the end of term.

it isn’t like this: namely, that these propositions (or their negations) must be
true or false. Throughout this paragraph the ambiguity is carefully pre-
served and concealed.

it is also necessary for everything to be the case or not be the case: the Greek “or” is, like
the English, ambiguous between being exclusive and being non-exclusive.
Here it is exclusive, as will appear; hence the “or” in the conditional “if
every affirmation and negation is true or false” is also exclusive, and to point
this he says *‘every affirmation and negation”, not, as in (1) “‘every affirma-
tion or negation’’; that “‘or”’ was non-exclusive.

For both will not hold on such conditions: namely, on the conditions that every
affirmation is true or false. This condition is not a universal one; it does not
apply to the unquantified propositions, though if the “‘or” is non-exclusive
it does. But if the conditions hold, then just one of the two speakers must be
speaking the truth.

Itis true to say or deny it: v is the common philosophical imperfect.

(4)  So nothing is or comes about by chance or ‘whichever happens’. Nor will it
be or not be, but everything of necessity and not ‘whichever happens’. For
either someone saying something or someone denying it will be right. For it
would either be happening or not happening accordingly. For whichever
happens is not more thus or not thus than it is going to be.

‘whichever happens’: the Greek phrase suggests both “as it may be”” and “‘as it
turns out”. “‘As the case may be”’ would have been a good translation if it
could have stood as a subject of a sentence. The ‘scare-quotes’ are mine;
Aristotle is not overtly discussing the expression “‘whichever happens”’.
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is not more thus or not thus than it is going to be: as the Greek for “‘or” and for
“than” are the same, it is so far as [ know a matter of understanding the
argument whether you translate as here, or (as is more usual) e.g.: “isn’t or
(sc. and) isn"t going to be rather thus than not thus”. But this does not make
good sensc. Aristotle is arguing: ““We say ‘whichever happens’ or “as the case
may be’ about the present as well as about the luture; butyou don’t think the
present indeterminate, so why say the future is?”” Or rather (as he is not
talking about the expression): “Whatever happens will be just as deter-
minatcly thus or not thus as it is.”

() Further, if something is white now, it was truc carlier to say it was going to be
white, so that it was always true to say of any of the things that have come
about: “itis, or will be”. But if it was always true to say: “‘it is, or will be”’, then:
impossible for that not to be or be going to be. But if it is impossible for some-
thing not to come about, then it is unable not to come about. But if something
is unable not to come about it is necessary for it to come about. Therefore it
is necessary that everything that is going to be should come about. So
nothing will be ‘whichever happens’ or by chance. For it by chance, then not by

necessity.

{6
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But if it is impossible for something not to come about, then it is unable not to come about:
the reader who works through to the end and understands the solution will
examine the dialectic to see where it should be challenged. It will turn out
that the point is here, in spite of the equivalence of the two Greek
expressions. The dialectic is very powerful; in spite of having familiarized
myself with the artfulness of the chapter, I cannot read this passage without
being momentarily convinced.

Still, it is not open to us, either, to say that neither is true, as: that it neither

(7) wilt be nor will not be. For firstly, the affirmation being false the negation will

not be true, and this being false the affirmation won’t be true. - And besides, if

it is true to say that something is big and white, both must hold. And if theyare

going to hold tomorrow, they must hold tomorrow. And if something is

neither going to be nor not going to be tomorrow, ‘whichever happens’ won’t

be. Take a sea-battle, for cxample: it would have to be the case thata sea-battle
neither came about nor didn’t come about tomorrow.

Still, it is not open to us, either, to say that neither is true: and yet Aristotle is often
supposed to have adopted this as the solution.

For firstly: this goes against what he has shown at the end of (g): “if itis false, it
does not hold”. So much, however, is obvious, and so this is not a very
strong objection if we are willing to try whether neither is true. What follows

is conclusive.
And if they are going to hold tomorrow: from here to the end of the paragraph the

argument is: if it is the case that something will be, then it will be the case that
it is. In more detail: you say, or deny, two things about the future. If what
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you say is true, then when the time comes you must be able to say those two
things in the present or past tenses.

‘whichever happens’ won't be: i.e. ‘whichever happens’ won’t happen.

(8)  These are the queer things about it. And there is more of the sort, if it is
necessary that for every affirmation and negation, whether for universals
universally quantified or for singulars, one of the opposites should be true and
one false, that there is no ‘whichever happens’ about what comes about, but
that everything is and comes about of necessity. So that there would be no need
to deliberate or take trouble, e.g.: ““if we do this, this will happen, if not, not”.
For there is nothing to prevent its being said by one man and denied by another
ten thousand years ahead that this will happen, so that whichever of the two
was then true to say will of necessity happen. And indeed it makes no differ-
ence either if people have said the opposite things or not; for clearly this is
how things are, even if there isn’t one man saying something and another
denying it; nor is it its having been asserted or denied that makes it going to
(10) be or not, nor its having been ten thousand years ahead or at any time you

like. So if in the whole of time it held that the one was the truth, then it was

necessary that this came about, and for everything that has been it always held,

so that it came about by necessity. For if anyone has truly said that something

will be, then it can’t not happen. And it was always true to say of what comes
about: it will be.

€

These are the queer things about it. And: 1 have diverged from the usual
punctuation, which leads to the rendering: “These and similar strange
things result, if . . .”’. This seems illogical. '

e.g.: often rendered “‘since”: “since if we do this, this will happen, if not,

" :
not”. This does not appear to me to make good sense. The Oxford translator
sits on the fence here.

So.y in the whole of time it held: one must beware of supposing that Aristotle
thinks the conclusion stated in the apodosis of this sentence follows from the
condftion. It only follows if the previous arguments are sound. He is going
to reject the conclusion, but there is no reason to think that he rejects the

condition: on the contrary. The last two sentences of the paragraph are in-
contestable.

(11) Now if this is impossible! For we see that things that are going to be take
their start from deliberating and from acting, and equally that there is in
general a possibility of being and not being in things thatare notalways actual
In them, both are open, both being and not being, and also both becomin :

(12) an.d not t?ccoming. And plenty of things are obviously like this; for exam lcg
this coat is capable of getting cut up, and it won’t get cut up but will wcarl:)u;
first. And equally it is capable of not getting cut up, for its getting worn out first

(13) would not have occurred if it had not been capable of not getting cut up. So this
appl.ief 100 to all other processes that are spoken of in terms of thif.kind of
possibility. So it is clear that not everything is or comes about of necessity, but
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with some things ‘whichever happens’, and the affirmation is not true rather
than the negation; and with other things one is true rather and for the most
part, but still it is open for either to happen, and the other nor.

take their start: literally: “there is a starting point of things that are going to
be”’. The word also means “principle’’. A human being is a prime mover (in
the engineer’s sense), but one that works by deliberating. As if a calculating
machine not merely worked, but was, in part, precisely qua calculating, a
prime mover. But Aristotle’s approach is not that of someonc enquiring into
human nature, but into causes of events and observing that among them is
this one.

acting: he means human action, which is defined in terms of deliberation; see
Nichomachean Ethics, V1, 1189: there he repeats the word “dpxn”: “jj roravty
dpyn dvBpwmoc’: the cause of this sort is man. An animal too, or a plant, isa
prime mover. Hence his thought is not that there are new starting-points
constantly coming into existence; that would not matter. It is first of all the
nature of deliberation that makes him think that the fact of human action
proves the dialectic must be wrong. I cannot pursuc this here; though I
should like to enter a warning against the idea (which may present itself):
“the nature of deliberation presupposes freedom of the will as a condition.”
That is not an Aristotelian idea.

things that are not always actual: things that are always actual are the sun, moon,
planets and stars. Aristotic thought that what these do is necessary. The
general possibility that he speaks of is of course a condition required if
deliberation and ‘action’ are to be possible. If what the typewriter is going to
do is necessary, I cannot do anything else with the typewriter. Not that this is
Aristotle’s ground for speaking of the general possibility.

in terms of this kind of possibility: I take it that we have here the starting-point for
the development of Aristotle’s notion of potentiality. The sentence confirms
my view of the point where he would say the dialectic went wrong.

with other things one is true rather and for the most part: as we should say: more

probable.

(14)  The existence of what is when it is, and the non-existence of what isn’t when
itisn't, is necessary. Butsstill, for everything that is to be is not necessary, nos for
everything that isn’t not to be. For it isn’t the same: for everything thatis to be
of necessity when it is, and: for it simply to be of necessity. And the same for
what isn’t. And the same reasoning applies to the antiphasis. For it is necessary
that everything should be or not, and should be going to be or not. But it is not

(15) the case, separately speaking, that either of the sides is necessary. 1 mean, e.g.,
that it is necessary that there will be a sea-battle tomorrow or not, but thatitis
not necessary that there should be a sea-battle tomorrow, nor that it should
not happen. But for it to come about or not is necessary. So that since proposi-
tions are true as the facts go, it is clear that where things are such as to allow of
‘whichever happens’ and of opposites, this must hold for the antiphasis too.
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The existence of what is when it is . . . is necessary: i.e. it cannot be otherwise. A
modern gloss, which Aristotle could not object to, and without which it is
not possible for a modern person to understand his argument, is: and
cannot be shown to be otherwise. It will by now have become verycleartoa
reader that the implications of “‘necessary” in this passage are not what he is
used to. But see the ‘Elucidation’.

simply to be of necessity: there is a temptation to recognize what we are used to
under the title “logical necessity” in this phrase. Wrongly, though: Aristotle
thought that the heavenly bodies and their movements were necessary in this
sense. On the other hand, he seems to have ascribed something like logical
necessity to them; nor is the idea as undiscussable as it seems at first sight.

But it is not the case, separately speaking, that either of the sides is necessary: the am-
biguity of the opening “it is necessary that an affirmation (or negation)
should be true or false” is here resolved. And we learn that when Aristotle
ssf\id that, he meant that if p is a statement about the present or the past, then
cither p is necessary or not-p is necessary. But this means that in order to
as.cribe necessity to certain propositions (the ones, namely, that are not
‘simply’ necessary) we have to be informed about particular facts. So, one
may ask, what has this necessity got to do with logic? — Aristotle, however,
states no facts, past, present, or future. (I do in what follows; I hope this will
not prove misleading: the purpose is only didactic.) His results could
Rerhaps be summarized as follows; we use indices » and to the propositional
sign to indicate present and past time references on the one hand, and future
time reference on the other. Then forall p, p vel not-p is necessary (this covers
the unquantified propositions too) and p s necessary vel not-p, is necessary;
butit is not the case that for all p, #yis necessary vel not “pris necepssary. '

This is how it is for what is not always existent or not always non-existent
(16) For such things it is necessary that a side of the antiphasis should be true o;
false, but not this one or that one, but whichever happens; and that one should

be true rather than the other; but that does not mean that it is true, or false

So it is clear that it is not necessary for every affirmation and ncgatio;x that thi;

one of the opposites should be true and that one false; for it does not hold for

wl}:t does not exist but is capable of being or not being; but it is as we have
said.

whichever happens: sc.: it is a matter of whichever happens.

that one should be true rather than the other: cf. ‘rather and for the most part’
above; note that this is governed by ‘it is necessary’; I infer that Aristotle
thought that correct statements of probability were true propositions.

but that d?fs not r?’ean: #én, logical, not temporal;' #6n works rather like the
German *‘schon (on.ly h.ere of course it would be “noch nicht). #énin a
non-temporal sense is, like odxer, frequent in Greek literature. English

mlmslat.ors of philosophical texts usually either neglect to translate it or mis-
1 am indebted to Miss M. Hartey of Somerville College for pointing this out to me.
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translate it. For examples, see Theaetetus, 201e4; Physics, 187a86; De Inter-
pretatione, 16a8, Metaphysics, 1006a16. Bonitz gives some more examples.

AN ELUCIDATION OF THE FOREGOING FROM A
MODERN POINT OF VIEW

A. The Vice Chancellor will either be run over next week or not. And
therefore either he will be run over next week or he will not. Please un-
derstand that 1 was not repeating myself!

B. I think I understand what you were trying to do; but I am afraid you

were repeating yourself and, what is more, you cannot fail to do so.

Can't fail to do so? Well, listen to this: The Vice Chancellor is going to

be run over next week . . .

Then I am going to the police as soon as I can.

You will only be making a fool of yourself. It’s not true.

Then why did you say it?

I was merely trying to make a point: namely, that I have succeeded in

saying something true about the future.

What have you said about the future that is true?

I don’t know: but this I do know, that I have said something true; and

know that it was either when I told you the Vice Chancellor would be

run over, or on the other hand when I said he wouldn’t.

B. lamsorry, but thatis no more than to say that either he will or hewon’t
be run over. Have you given me any information about the future?
Don’t tell me you have, with one of these two remarks, for that is to tell
me nothing, just because the two remarks together cover all the
possibilities. If what you tell me is an Either/Or and it embraces all
possibilities, you tell me nothing.

A. Canan Either/Or be true except by the truth of one of its components? 1
seem to remember Quine speaking of Aristotle’s ‘fantasy’, that “It is
true that either p or ¢” is not a sufficient condition for ““Either it is true
that p or it is true that ¢”. Now I will put it like this: Aristotle seems to
think that the truth of a truth-functional expression is independent of
the truth values of the component propositions.

B. But that is a howler! The ‘truth’ of Either p or not p is determined, as
you know very well, by its truth value’s being T for all possible com-
binations of the truth possibilities of its components; that is why its
‘truth’ gives no information. Having set out the full truth-table and
discovered that for all possibilities you get T in the final column, you
need make no enquiry to affirm the truth of pv~p — any enquiry would
be comic. If on the other hand you tell me pv~g¢ (¢ being different from
p) you do give me some information, for certain truth-combinations are
excluded. There is therefore the possibility of enquiring whether your
information is correct. And that I do by discovering which of the truth-
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possibilities is fulfilled; and if one of the combinations of truth-
possibilities which is a truth-condition for pv~g¢ is fulfilled, then I
discover that your information is correct. But to tell me “It will rain, or
it won’t”, is not to tell me of any truth-possibility that it is — or, if you
like, will be-satisfied. Now will you actually tell me something about the
future?
Very well. Either you are sitting in that chair or it will not rain
tomorrow.
I agree, that is true, because I am sitting in this chair. But still I have
been told nothing about the future, because since I know I am sitting in
this chair I know what I have been told is true whether it rains tomorrow
or not - i.e. for all truth possibilities of ““It will rain tomorrow”’. But do
you mind repeating your information?
Either you are sitting in that chair or it will not rain tomorrow.
(Having stood up.) I am glad to be told it will be fine—-but is it certain? Do
you get it from the meteorologists? I have heard that they are sometimes
wrong.
But surely we are talking about truth, not certainty or knowledge.
Yes, and 1 am asking whether your information — which I agree is infor-
mation this time — is true.
I can’t tell you till some time tomorrow; perhaps not till midnight. But
whatever I tell you then will have been so now - I mean if I tell you then
‘True’, that means not just that it will be true then but that it was true
now.
But I thought it was the great point against Aristotle that ‘is true’ was
timeless.
Yes — well, what I mean is that if I tell you — as I shall be able to - ‘True’
tomorrow — I mean if I am able to, of course — why, then it will have
been, I mean is now correct to say it is true.
Iunderstand you. If it is going to rain tomorrow it is true that it is going
to rain tomorrow. I should be enormously surprised if Aristotle were to
deny this.
But Aristotle says it isn’t true that it is going to rain tomorrow!
I did not read a single prediction in what Aristotle said. He only implied
that it didn’t have to be true that it will rain tomorrow, i.e. it doesn’t
have to rain tomorrow.
What? Even if it is going to rain tomorrow?
Oh, of course, if it is going to rain tomorrow, then it necessarily will rain
tomorrow: (p > p) is necessary. But is it going to?
I told you, I can’t say, not for certain. But why does that matter?
Can’t you say anything for certain about tomorrow?
I am going to Blackwell’s tomorrow.
And that is certain?

Yes, 1 am absolutely determined to go. (Partly because of this argument:
it is a point of honour with me to go, now.)
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Good. I fully believe you. At least, I believe you as fullyas I can. Butdo!
— or you — know you will go? Can nothing stop you? _
Of course lots of things can stop me — anything from a change of mind
to death or some other catastrophe.
Then you aren’t necessarily going to Blackwell’s?
Of course not.
Are you necessarily here now?
1 don’t understand you. .
Could it turn out that this proposition that you, NN, are in All Souls
today, 7 May 1954, is untrue? Or is this certain? . 3
No, it is quite certain — My reason for saying so is that if you car?d )
suggest any test, which could turn out one way or the other, I can’t sce
any reason to trust the test if, situated as I am, I have any doub’t t?lat I 'fxm
here. 1 don’t mean I can’t imagine doubting it; but I can’t nmagine
anything that would make it doubtful. . ' ’
Then what is true about the present and the past is necessarily true?
Haven’t you passed from certainty to truth? o .
Do you mean to tell me that something can be certain without bmpg
true? — And isn't what is true about the present and the past quite
necessary? . ’
What does ‘necessary’ mean here, since it obviously doesn’t mean that
these are what we call necessary propositions? 3
I mean that nothing whatever could make what s certa.in untrue. Not: if
it is true, it is necessary, but: since it is certainly true it is necessary. Now
if you can show me that anything about the future is so certain th_at
nothing could falsify it, then (perhaps) I shall agree that it is necessarily
true that that thing will happen.
Well: the sun will rise tomorrow.
That is so certain that nothing could falsify it?
Yes.
Not even: the sun’s not rising tomorrow? o
But this is absurd! When I say it is certain 1 am here, am [ saymg_lt
wouldn’t falsify it for me not to be here? But I am here, and the sun will
rise tomorrow. .
Well, let me try again: Could anything that can happen ma.lke it unn:ue
that you are here? If not, I go on to ask: Could anything that can
happen make it untrue that the sun rises tomorrow?
No. ] . v
If we continued in darkness, the appearance of the night be.mg con-
tinued for the rest of our lives, all the same the sun will have risen; and
soon?
But that can’t happen.
Is that as certain as that you are here now?

1 won't say. - But what does Aristotle mean when he says that one part of

the antiphasis in necessarily true (or false) when it is the present or the
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past that was in question? Rightat the beginning, when I said “The Vice
Chancellor will either be run over or not, therefore either he will be run
over or he will not” you said that I was repeating myself and could not
fail to be repeating myself. And then you referred to the truth-table-
tautology account of that proposition. But does not precisely the
same point apply to what Aristotle says about “Either p or notp” when p
is a proposition about the present or the past?

B. You could have avoided repeating yourself if you had said “The Vice
Chancellor will either be run over or not, therefore either it is necessary
that he should be run over or it is necessary that he should not be run
over”. But as you would have been disinclined to say that - seeing no
possible meaning for an ascription of necessity except what we are
used to call ‘logical’ necessity — you could not avoid repeating yourself.

Aristotle’s point (as we should put it) is that “Either p or not p” is always
necessary; this necessity we are familiar with. But—and this is from our point
of view the right way to put it, for this is a novelty to us — that when p
describes a present or past situation, then either p is necessarily true, or~p is
necessarily true; and here “necessarily true’” has a sense which is unfamiliar
to us. In this sense I say it is necessarily true that there was not - or necessarily
false that there was - a big civil war raging in England from 1850 to 1870;
necessarily true that there is a University in Oxford; and so on. But
“necessarily true” is not simply the same as ““true’’; for while it may be true
that there will be rain tomorrow, it is not necessarily true. As everyone would
say: there may be or may not. We also say this about things which we don’t
know about the past and the present. The question presents itself to us then
in this form: does “‘may” express mere ignorance on our part in both cases?

Suppose 1 say to someone: “In ten years’ time you will have a son; and
when he is ten years old he will be killed by a tyrant.” Clearly this is
something that may be true and may not. But equally clearly there is no way
of finding out. (Unless indeed you say that waiting and seeing is finding out;
but it is not finding out that it will happen, only that it does happen).

Now if I really said this to someone, she would either be awestruck or
think me dotty; and she would be quite right. For such a prediction is a pro-
phecy. Now suppose that what I say comes true. The whole set of cir-
cumstances — the prophecy together with its fulfilment — is a miracle; and
one’s theoretical attitude (if one has one at all) to the supposition of such an
occurrence ought to be exactly the same as one’s theoretical attitude to the
supposition that one knew of someone’s rising from the dead and so on.

As Newman remarks, a miracle ought not to be a silly trivial kind of thing
—e.g. if my spoon gets up one day and dances a jig on my plate, divides into
several pieces and then joins up again, it qualifies ill as a miracle, though it
qualifies perfectly well for philosophical discussion of physically impossible
but imaginable occurrences. Similarly if one were discussing impossible pre-
dictions one would take such an example as the following: every day I receive
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a letter from someone giving an accurate account of my actions and
experiences from the time of posting to the time 1 received the letter. And
whatever 1 do (I do random, absurd actions for example, to see if he will still
have written a true account) the letter records it. Now, since we are dealing
in what can be imagined and therefore can be supposed to happen, we must
settle whether this would be knowledge of the future and whether its
certainty would be a proof that what I did I did necessarily.

It is interesting to note that Wittgenstein agrees with Aristotle about this
problem, in the Tractatus. “The freedom of the will consists in the fact that
future actions cannot be known. The connection of knowing and the known
is that of logical necessity. ‘A knows that p’ is senseless, if  is a tautology.”
We are therefore presented with the logical necessariness of what is known’s
being true, together with the logical non-necessity of the kind of things that
are known. The ‘logical necessity’ of which he speaks in the remark on
knowledge is thus not just truth-table necessariness. It is the unfamiliar
necessariness of which Aristotle also speaks. “‘A knows that " makes sense
for any p that describes a fact about the past or present; so it comes out in
Wittgenstein, and in Aristotle: past and present facts are necessary. (In more
detail, by the Tractatus account: if Aknows p, for someglg > p)isa tautology,
and g expresses a fact that A is ‘acquainted’ with.)

Then this letter about my actions would not have been knowledge even if
what it said was always right. However often and invariably it was verified, it
would still not be certain, because the facts could go against it.

But could the facts go against the sun’s predicted rising? Is there not a
radical disagreement between Wittgenstein and Aristotle here: Aristotle
thinks that it is necessity that the sun will rise, Wittgenstein says that we do
not know that the sun will rise; and that the events of the future cannot be
inferred logically from those of the present. But he also says that we could
not say of a world not going according to law how it would look. So though
he thinks that anything describable can happen, he would enquire whether
the sun’s not rising tomorrow is a describable event. So why does he say we
do not know that the sun will rise? Not, I think, because the facts may falsity
the prediction, but because there may not be any more facts: as in death the
world does not change, but stops.

HISTORICAL TAILPIECE

The De Interpretatione was much read in the Middle Ages. In 1474 the follow-
ing propositions on the truth of future contingents, put forward by Peter de
Rivo, a university lecturer at Louvain, were condemned in a bull of Sixtus IV.

(1) In Luke, 1, when Elizabeth speaks to the Blessed Virgin Mary saying:
“Blessed are you who have believed, because the things that have beensaid to
you by the Lord will be effected in you”, she seems to suggest that those
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propositions, namely: “You will bear a son and call him Jesus; he will be
great” etc., did not yet have truth.

(2) Christ, in saying after his resurrection: “It is necessary that all the
things that are written about me in the Law of Moses and the Prophets and
the Psalms should be fulfilled”, seems to have suggested that such
propositions were devoid of truth.

(3) When the Apostle says in Hebrews 10: “The law having the shadow of
good things to come, not the very image of the things themselves”, he seems
to suggest that such propositions of the Old Law as were about the future did
not yet have determinate truth.

(4) It is not enough for the truth of a proposition about the future that the
thing will happen, but it is required that it should be inevitably going to
happen.

(5) One of two things has to be said: either that there is not present any
actual truth in the articles of faith about the future, or that the things they
mean could not be prevented by the power of God.

These were condemned as ‘scandalous and devious from the path of
Catholic truth’ and the said Peter withdrew them.

Thus the misunderstanding dates back at least to the fifteenth century.



Appendix

A Note on Diodorus Cronus

The question is, how the three propositions:

(i) What is true and past is necessary
(ii) The impossible doesn’t follow from the possible
(iii) What neither is true, nor will be, is possible

are supposed to be incompatible.

The key to this must be found by considering how to use thc'unexccp-
tionable (ii). Let us take something false, but possible if (iii) is right; then
assurne its truth and see what follows.

Take something of a kind to happen only once if it happens at all.
Someone losing his virginity will do. Now let the case be that a given person
neither is nor ever will be a non-virgin. However, it is apparently possible for
him to lose his virginity. So we frame the proposition that he will. Does

something impossible follow if this proposition is true?
It does follow that it will be true that he has lost it. But from the staterent

of the case this proposition, that he has lost it, will always be false and so, by
(1), impossible.

There is a concealed assumption, namely:

If it always will be impossible that something has happened, then italways
is impossible that it will happen.

This principle is highly specious, plausible. lt.may c'asily be_ assume(! t.hat
something impossible at every point of time is simply impossible. But it isa
false assumption. And itis notan impossibility tout court ?f)ut 9nly a future im-
possibility that can be derived from the proposition which is contrary to the

case.

A

6 The Principle of Individuation

(1) I wish to express grateful admiration for the extreme clarity with which
Professor Lukasiewicz has written.
He follows Aristotle in first taking:

Matter =material or stuff (e.g. bronze)
form= shape,

but his example of the same shape in different matter is a statue of bronze
and a statue of stone. For Aristotle two bronze statues would also, and in just
the same sense, be the same shape in different matter, and
Professor Lukasiewicz’s example is misleading because it naturally suggests
that in calling bronze matter Aristotle is saying: “‘At this stage think of
‘matter’ as if it meant ‘kind of stuff’.” Aristotle says “This . . . individual,
Callias or Socrates, is like this bronze ball, while ‘man’ and ‘animal’ are like
‘bronze ball’ in general”,! and soon after comes the passage that Professor
Lukasiewicz quotes: “The whole thing, such-and-such a form in this flesh
and these bones, is Callias or Socrates; and they are different owing to their
matter (for this is different), but the same in form (for the form is in-
divisible).” These passages show that two bronze balls would be a suitable
example of the same shape in different material. Of course, both the concept
of ‘material’ suggested by Professor Lukasiewicz’s example, and the concept
Aristotle is here concerned with, are familiar ones; both occur in Aristotle.

(2) The absurdity of the idea of matter. The hypothesis that things contain
something which isn’t anything and has no properties is certainly a senseless
one, which, as Professor Lukasiewicz says, could not serve to explain
anything. A book on logic by a philosopher Joseph, who used to be well
known, expounds an argument that there must be an ultimate subject of pre-
dication which itself has no predicates. This parallels the Neo-Scholastics!
The idea that what changes must be something that doesn’t change precisely
because it is what changes, is very like the idea that what has predicates must
be something without predicates just because it is what has the predicates:
both being based on inadequate reading of Aristotle.

(3) I am always uncertain what it means to call a concept “metaphysical”’.

' Metaphysics, Z, 1038be4: 10 8¢ dxav rd6e Kalllag § Zoxpdrne éotiv donep 4 opalpa ) yaixh
184, 6 5’ dvBpanoc xal 10 (pov Borep opalpa yaixh ddax.

From Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, supplementary volume 27 (1g53).

Jan Lukasiewicz’s contribution to the symposium precedes G. E. M. Anscombe’s in the same
volume.
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But the concept of matter which Aristotle works on is at least an cveryday
one. 1 you show me a lump of stuff and tell me that it can be moulded into
various shapes, that if you heatitit will turn into a gas, and if you electrify itit
will turn into something else, I understand very well what you mean. Let me
supposc that you show me a bottle of wine; you heat it, and it expands; you
leave it, and after a while it has turned into vinegar. Now someone asks “‘But
what is it all the time?"” Some Greek philosophers would have wanted to say
it was water or air or fire or something in between. “[They think that] there
must be some nature, whether one or more than one, out of which the rest
come to be while it remains constant.”’? Aristotle however wants to say:
“There isn’t anything which it is all the time. It was wine, and is vinegar, and
there isn’t some third thing that itis all the time.” He says in the Physics, in the
course of arguing against such philosophers: “Water and air aren’t, and
don’t come, out of one another in the same way as bricks out ot a houscand a
house out of bricks.”® (One gets the point of this only by assuming with him
that water and air [mist?] do in fact turn into one another.)

(It may be that we have a theory of chemical elements, so that if - to make
the case simple — we identify something as a pure sample of an element, we
go on saying that it is that element whatever happens to it. But any such
theory — whatever its validity - is beside the point in our discussion, for it is
necessarily based on the possibility of identifying the same bit of matter in
our initial experiments: on our having the idea of ‘nothing added and
nothing taken away’.)

(4) We can see now why this matter (e.g. the stuff I have gotin this bottle) is
not as such a given kind of stuff (zi): for the same stuff was wine and is
vinegar. Nor can we say that it is as such not a certain kind of stuff - for that
would mean that it could not be, e.g., wine, and of course, when it is wine, it
is wine. Similarly there are notany properties, either qualities or dimensions,
which you can say it has — or lacks — qua this bit of matter. For example, if you
told me that the process of change from wine to vinegar involved expansion
or contraction, I should understand you, just as 1 understand the informa-
tion 1 have about the expansion and contraction of water at different
temperatures. So not even the volume determines the bit of water that we are
talking about. This is what I understand Aristotle to be referring to when he
says that matter is not as such (ka8 adriv) so much (woodr).* Not that matter
is: not even extended! — but that I cannot define the stuff (the bit of water,
e.g., that | am talking about) as, e.g., “a pint hereabouts”. It will perhaps be
more than a pint if I cool it or less if T heatit. And the pointabout negation is
clear here too: I cannot say that this stuff is as such not a pint; for perhapsit is

? Met. A, 983b17: ddet yap elval rva pdaw ) plavi) nlefovg mag &¢ dv piyverar rdAda owlopuévng

éxetvng.

® Physics, 1, iv, 188a15: o0x 6 adtdg 1pdmog ¢ mAivBot & oixiac xal oixla éx nAv8uv, olTw b€ xat
Uwp xal dnp é£ dAAjAwy xal elol xal ylvovrar.

1 To be precise: not characterized by a particular answer 10 the question “How much?”
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a pint, or I can make it a pint without addition or subtraction of matter.

That last word was being used in a completely familiar sense; and it is what
Aristotle means by “01n”. (Only he tries to use it by analogy in all sorts of
contexts, to extend its application away from where it is so to speak in-
digenous. I do not know or understand enough to have a general opinion
whether the concept, in these extended applications, is so useful an instru-
ment as Aristotle clearly thought it was. Certainly I feel only impatient when
he considers calling units the matter of numbers. Nor, for instance, can I
make anything of such an idea as ‘place-matter’.)

I have approached Aristotle’s idea of matter by way of ‘this matter’. He
himself approaches it, in the first book of the Physics, in the context of dis-
cussions which are not alive for us and of most of which it would not be
possible to give more than an external account. ‘This matter’ is, however,
Aristotelian. — Aristotle says that matter cannot very well be substance
(ovata), because what specially belongs to substance is being separate and
being a ‘this something’ (1dée 11)*: e.g. ‘this man’, ‘this cabbage’. Now ‘this
matter’ is Téd¢, but not 1i: that s, it is designatable, identifiable, but is not as
Slilch of any specific kind or necessarily possessed of this or that property or
dimensions, as I have explained. And it is of course not separable: that is,
you could not entertain producing a specimen of it, which contrived to be of
no kind (to be not ri). It is important to understand that this is a conceptual
statement. That is, if I tell you that the stuff in this apparatus has changed
fro.m being water to being hydrogen and oxygen, you will show yourself
quite at sea about the sense I am using the word “stuff”’ in, if you ask me to
shov;; you the stuff as it really is in itself, apart from being the various things it
can be.

(5) I feel doubtful about Professor Lukasiewicz’s comments on “matter in
itself”". For “matter in itself”’ does not seem to be used as a name or descrip-
tion by Aristotle, as I gather that ““Ding an sich” may have been by Kant. You
have to take the whole sentence in which “#Ap ka6 asrijy”’ occurs. Professor
.Lukasiewicz’s comments strike me a little as if I were to say ‘A chair as such
isn’t upholstered or not upholstered”, and were to be laughed at, not for the
pedantic style, but for inventing such a strange object as ‘a chair as such’,

Wi’t:ds|UCh extraordinary properties, whereby it defeated the law of excluded
middle.

(6) Thus I do not think it reasonable to take exception to such statements
as that matter is in itself indefinite and unknowable: it “*has to be understood
in what changes”.® The change in question is substantial change: “For the
rest (of the predicates) are predicated of the substance, while it is predicated
of the matter.”’” That is, we say that milk, e.g., is white and liquid, and this

3 Met. Z, 1029a26-30.

¢ Met. a, 994b26: v 6Anv év xwovuéve voely dvdyxn.
? .
Met. Z, 1029a22: vaudv ydp dAda the odofac xarnyopelras, adry 5& ric OAnc.
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stufl is milk. But this stuff may be changed from milk into junket; nor apart

from such changes should we have any such concept as ‘this stufl”, as opposed

to ‘this milk’.
In all changes between opposed characteristics the subject of change is something:
e.g. with change of place it is what is now here now there, with change of size what s
now so much, now bigger or smaller, with change of quality what is now healthy,
now sickly. Similarly with substantial change it is what is now in process of genera-
tion, now in process of destruction, now the subject as a ‘this something’ and now
the subject in the way of privation.®

The last phrase is obscure. In order to explain what 1 think Aristotle
means by it, I will consider a passage in Professor Lukasiewicz's paper. “It
seems to be evident that all these things (bronze statues, stone balls, etc.) are
individuals owing to their matter, as every bit of mater has at any time its
own proper place and is different from all the other material things in the
world.” This leaves it open whether a given bit of matter, which at a given
time has its own proper place and is different from all the other material
things in the world, must be supposed always to have had, and always to be
going to have, its own proper place and distinctness. If, that is, a given bit of
matter is mixed and fused with, or absorbed by, another mass of matter,
must we a priori suppose it to consist of particles retaining their identity?
Aristotle’s view of matter is a rejection and criticism of any such belief.
Matter only has identity inso far as it is designate, earmarked; initselfitis in-
definite (ddprorog). Suppose 1 throw a cupful of milk into the sea. It is no
longer this milk; and if I ask where and what the stuff that I threw into the sea
is, there is no need for there to be an answer beyond that it became part of the
sea. And if in such cases there is an answer, this is because the particles
continue to be identified by some property. For, if they are not marked out
by anything, we cannot mark them out: if we do, they are marked out, And
yet no one wishes to say that the stuff itself has been destroyed. We know no
application for the idea of annihilation: by which I mean, not that we do not
know of any case of it, but that we have — even side by side with a strong
feeling of meaning for the word — hardly the vaguest notion what we should
call a case of it. (Perhaps the total disappearance of a solid object, without a
ripple in the surroundings except the inrush of air to take its place.)

Matter only exists as somehow designate; but that is not enough to secure
the permanent identifiability of a once designate bit of it. And ‘this matter’ is
matter thus designate. (The usual criteria for speaking of the same stuff.) But
when this matter loses its identity we do not speak ofits being destroyed; and
we say that it has lost its identity. Thisis what take Aristotle to mean when he

8 Met. H, 1042a83: év ndoaic yap talc dvuxeipévaic peraporal éotl T 19 omoxelpevoy 1aic
uerapolaig, ofov xatd rdrnov vd viv uév évradla, adAw 8 dAAob, xal xat adinow &viv uéy TnAikdvéde,
ndhv 8'érarrov # pellov, xal xat’ didolwory 8 viv pév oyrés, mddw 6¢ xduvov. duofwg 8¢ xal xat’
odafav 8 vby uév év yevéoer, mdAw &' év @00pd, xal vbv pév vroxeluevov dg 763 Ti M &’ dmoxefpevor
dic xatd orépnow.
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The difficulties that Aristotle gets into come out most clearly if we consider
the following:

(1) A thingand its rd 7/ /v elvaiare the same'® (Anti-Platonic).

(2) 10 tf v elvar dvBpdne and 10 dvBpdne elvar are clearly equivalent
expressions.'

(3) dvBpwmoc and dvlpdne elvar are not the same unless you make
dvBpwmoc=yuyxif; which is right in one way, wrong in another.' It is
clearly something special about ‘soul’ and ‘circle’ that they are the same
as yoxp elvarand xvxdg elvar.'

All this is supposed to be resolved'® by the consideration that the form and
the matter are the same, but one dvvdue: (in potentiality) and the other
évepyela (in actualization). But this is still Greek to me.

To translate “16 tf §v elvar”: “the essence” produces gibberish - e.g.
“(allias is of himself Callias and the essence of Callias.””'” It is clear that the
correct gloss on 16 7/ fv elvar KaAAfg in this passage is “‘man”: “Callias is of
himself Callias and a man’’. i.e. Callias is of himself that, to be which is being
for Callias. Proper names do not, as some philosophers have said, ‘have
denotation but no connotation’; the criterion of identity for Callias is the
criterion for there being the same man as the man we called *“Callias”.

I have mentioned so much about form, only because I want to consider
the “grave inconsistency”’ which Professor Lukasiewicz ascribes to Aristotle.
The inconsistency was this: Aristotle says that individuals are indefinable,
but he also says that they consist of matter and form and that whatever has
form has a definition. I do not think that Aristotle is in fact at all inconsistent
at this point. The individual ~ say Callias— is indefinable, in the sense that
there is no definition of him as opposed to another individual of the same
species; his definition is the definition of the form. ‘“Of the concrete sub-
stance in one sense there is an explanation (Adyoc), in another not. For
together with the matter there is none (for itis indefinite), but there is one ac-
cording to first substance: e.g. the explanation (1dyoc) of man is that of the
soul.”"® But this passage and its context are thick with the difficulty that I
have described, of which 1 do not understand the resolution. Hence the
defence against Professor Lukasiewicz’s particular charge is not worth much.

(11) I have the impression that Professor Lukasiewicz equates *‘this matter,

1S Met. Z, 1031217: €xaotdv 1€ ydp odx dido Soxel elvar rijc éavrob odofag, xat 10 7 v elvar
Aéyetar elvai 1ff exdotov odofa. éni uév 5) 1w Aeyouévov xara ovupepnxds ddlerev Av Exepov elvai,
olov Aevxdc dvBpwmoc Erepov xal 1o Aevx(p dvBpdng elvai.

14 Met. H, 1043bs : puxi) uév yap xai poxil elvas radrév, dvlpidne 6 xal dvBpdmoc od tadrdy, el i)
xal ) gix) dvBpwnog Aexfoerar: 00w 5¢ Tivi pév rvi 8’ ad.

15 Met. Z, 10g6a1 : 10 pap koA elvat xai xbxdog xal puxj) elvat xai puxi radzd.

1 Met. Had fin.

17 Met. 4, 1022a26: 6 KadAlag ka8’ adrov KaArfag xal 10 r(ijv elvar KaAllg.

18 Met. Z, 1087226 Tadtnc 8¢ y' [sc. tijg ovvéAov ovdotac) ot mwc Adyoc xal o0k Eaviv- petd pévydp
ti)c OAnc 0Ok Eotiv(doprarov ydp), xatrd iy npdtny & odofav éontv, olov dvBpdinov é tijs puxits Adyog.
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taken universally”’, and “intelligible matter”. This seems to be a mistake.
“Intelligible matter”” has to do merely with mathematical objects: on the
analogy of sensible matter Aristotle invents ‘intelligible matter’ to account
for the plurality of geometers’ circles (e.g.). For when a geometer speaks of
two intersecting circles he is not talking about, say, wooden rings. ‘Intelli-
gible matter’ isan absurd and useless device, of no importance for Aristotle’s
account of material substance; and it is not ‘intelligible matter’ but ‘this
matter taken universally’ that is said, together with the definition, to form
universals like ‘man’ and ‘horse’.

(12) Luckily it is possible to understand what is meant by calling matter the
principle of individuation, without understanding about form.

Itis not off-hand clear that there has to be a principle of individuation. If
X and Y are different, the difference may be made clear by appropriate
elucidation of the meaning of “X” and “Y”".

Consider:

(1) “X and Y are numbers.” - “Which numbers?”’
(2) “X and Y are men.” - “Which men?”

Both might be answered by giving a ‘definite description’. For example
“the even prime”; ““the smallest integer, greater than one, that is both a
square and a cube”; ‘“the philosopher who drank hemlock”; “‘the
philosopher who wrote the Republic”. Before we accept the definite descrip-
tion we have to be satisfied that it applies, and in only one case. But, for (1),
what satisfies us shows that a man will be contradicting himself, or talking
nonsense, if he says “But still there might be another . . .”’. For (2) this is not
s0.

But isn’t there pointing? - if, at least, the man is there to be pointed to?
Po.inting doesn’t discriminate: you must know what you are pointing at. If I
point, and say “That is X", and point again saying ““That is Y”, nothing in
this situation shows that X and Y are not the same. It is of no use to say “But
suppose I point to something different?”’ - for that is just what is in
question: what is something different?

.lt is also of no use to appeal to definition by means of place and time; for
this you require points of origin, and for points of origin you have to
mention actual objects and events: individuals. No individual is pre-
eminent. If I define an individual X by describing its spatial and temporal
relation to another individual Y, and Y has no definition, then my definition
of X is infected by the lack of definition of Y.

An individual can be defined by pointing and saying what (e.g. a man) you
are pointing at. But this means that there is no difference between the defini-
tion of two individuals of the same species. You cannot say it lies in the
dlﬁ'er.ence between two acts of pointing, for nothing prevents one from
pointing twice at the same thing; and you cannot say: but the difference is
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that you were pointing at different things; the different is not first merely a
different thing, and then, in virtue of this, a different X.

Thus there is no definition of individuals except the definition of their
kind. What, then, is the ditference between two individuals of the same kind?
1t is difference of matter; and if I am asked to explain that, all I can do is, e.g.,
to cut something up and show you the bits. That is what is called material
difference. This is what is meant by calling matter the principle of individua-
tion. To me this truth seems clear and evident.

(13) The statement that matter is the principle of individuation does not
mean that the identity of an individual consists in the identity of its matter.
Thus it is not an objection against it that the matter of a man’s body changes
in the course of his life."

I don’t think that “principle of individuation” is an expression any
counterpart of which is in Aristotle. So far as I know, the statement that ac-
cording to Aristotle matter is the principle of individuation is based only on
his saying that Callias and Socrates are “different in matter, for it is
different” (sc. in each of them).

Clearly what is in question here is contemporaries. There is no question of
saying that Professor Popper and Socrates differ materially. But Professor
Popper and 1, for example, differ in matter.

If I say this, I am not saying that Professor Popper is who he is because of
the matter of which he is composed; so it is not a difficulty for me that he is
materially in a state of flux. But of course if by “What is the principle of in-
dividuation?”’ you mean, or include, the question “What makes a man the
same man at different times?”’ — then the answer “matter” is an absurd one.
But as we are talking about Aristotle we have no right to take the question in
that second sense at all. And I should say there were two quite different
questions here which we ought not to mix up.

Aristotle writes very interestingly about nourishment and growth in the De
Generatione et Corruptione 1, 5: **Someone may wonder whatitis that grows? Is
it that to which something is added? For example, if someone grows in the
leg, this gets bigger, but not that by means of which he grows, i.e. the food.
Well, why don’t both grow?"'

He goes on to say, isn't it because the substance of the one remains, and of
the other not??! i.e. the food turns into the man. Further: *. .. flesh and
bone and the rest are twofold, as is everything that has form in matter. For
both the matter and the form are called flesh and bone. Thus it can be taken
that every part grows —and grows by the accession of something — in respect

1% This paper originally ended here. Professor Popper asked me to elaborate this section; but
what follows reached him after he had completed his paper.

1 e Gen. et Corr. 1, 5, 321a30: dnopfoete §dv 1ic xal i éatr 10 adla
olov €i tiy xviunv adldver, adrn pel{wr, & 8e adldver,  Tpogif, ov. i 1{ 67 odv otk

véuevov, ndérepov '3

npoatiferal 11,

dugw ndinrar;
21 1bid. g4 ) 1t rob uév uévet iy ovola, Tob &' ov, ofov thic tpo@iic;
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of its form, but not in respect of its matter.”’?* That is, we say that the hand
grows, or the flesh or the bone. (Think of the ambiguity of the question *“Is this
thf: clay you were using last week ?” - Aristotle would say that when we speak
of ‘this (bit of) clay’ the word “‘clay” refers both to the form and to the
rpatter.) Now matter can be added or taken away, but cannot be said to grow
tor growth is by addition of matter. Thus it is that we use the term designating’
the kind of thing, to stand for the subject of growth. And then he adds: “It
should be thought of like measuring water by the same measure. For
somf:thing else keeps on becoming (the thing).”? That is, Aristotle compares
.the form to, say, the mile that we speak of when we say *this mile of river”,2*
into Yvhich and out of which different water is constantly flowing. I find thi;a
very illuminating comparison. It suggests the following picture to me: let us
suppose that we could tag (as medical researchers speak of tagging) eve
particle of matter that went into Professor Popper — say by makit:z
everything that might go into him radio-active. After a few years had gone by
\flouldn’t he be a reach of a stream of radio-active particles? I think of it
literally quite pictorially: a stream of silvery particles with Professor
‘Po'pper.’s outline drawn somewhere in the middle of it. Of course we mark
thlS' mile of river’ by landmarks, as water does not change on entering and
leaving it. But food and so on change substantially when they get into
Professor Popper, so his form (the flesh and bone of a living man, to put it
roughly) does the marking off; and corresponds to the mile of riv;r.
! think this demonstrates quite clearly that if you mean anythin

Aristotelian by calling matter the principle of individuation, you do nogt

mean that the identity of a person is the identi . .
composed. P entity of the matter of which he is

2 [hi .

. Ibid. b19: 0dp¢ xal doroiw xal Exaorov 1w totodrewy uoplwy éotl birrdv, donep kal i dAdwy
1w év 0Ap eldoc éxdvrwv. xal yap i BAn Aéyerar xal 10 €ldog 0ap{ xal dotobv. 16 odv dr10v uépoc
adf;i:::gat xal xpoaidvrog Tivdg xard uév 10 €iddc éoriy évbexduevor, xara e tiy dAny ovk Eativ

1d. 24: Oel pap vohoat donep el ric uerpoln 1o adrd ué ' .
g, poln) 1 adrd uérpe Odwp: del yap dido xai dAdo 10
Py . . .
- Il am mdcbt.cd f(l))r this interpretation to Mr P. Geach, who threw it out almost as a joke in
sual conversation: but I think it is obviously correct. I am gratef i
C s ul to h: i
reparing o oo y gr: o0 him also for other help in
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7 Thought and Action in Aristotle

What is ‘Practical Truth’?

Is Aristotle inconsistent in the different things he says about npoaipeoic,
mostly wranslated “choice”, in the different parts of the Ethics? The followmg
scems to be a striking inconsistency. In Book 111 (1113a4) he says that what is
“decided by deliberation” is chosen (to éx ¢ fovAns kpibev mpoalpeTov
éonv), but he also often insists that the uncontrolled mar, the .dmpamcr does
not choose to do what he does; that is to say, what he doesin dom.g'the km(.l of
thing that he disapproves of, is not what Aristotle \{nll call exercising choice;
the uncontrolled man does not act from choice, éx npoaipevew, or
choosing, mpoaipovpevoc. However, in Book VI (1 1f42b18) he menuo.ns c;he
possibility of a calculating uncontrolled man who will get what he alr{)lve a(tl
by calculation, éx tov Aoyiouov tevéerar, and so will have deli erfxt(e
correctly: dpfac ¢orar feflovdevpevoc. Thus we have the three theses: (1)
choice is what is determined by deliberation; {2) what the uncontrolled man
does qua uncontrolled, he does not choose to do; (3) theluncontroll'ed m;n,
even when acting against his convictions, does on occasion determine what
liberation.
© \(/{V(:t::zjte a doubt the set of passages is inconsister'lt if we are to uflderstan(}
that any case of something being determined by dell.bera:flon at'all isa caze l())
choice, as seems to be suggested by the formulation “what is decided by
iberation is chosen”. o

de]llil",)ethen, Aristotle is consistent, perhaps his “choice’ is not stmpl?r ‘(‘le;]e:r-‘
mination by calculating or deliberating. Thefe is some reason to thin tlls,)
though he says that what is determined by deliberation ( kpifev €x 1.r;c ﬂa.v (;)c
is ch(-)sen, we may say that the context shows that he himself has in mxr.x a
deliberation what to do with a view to one’s ends, and‘ that ends are things
like being honoured, health, the life of virtue, or material prospt(elrlty, or e:-
joyment of knowledge, or sensual pl.eastfre. The l{nc?ntroll.tfe r?an, t el
dxparng, is not one whose general object is, say, en]oyfng a_ll e ? :gnsuz,\s
pleasure; he simply has the particular purpose of seducing his neighbour
w“gn this view, we remove the inconsistency -by saying that"chm.ce’ : of
something determined not just by any deliberation, but by dehb:ratu,)nd o:;
to obtain an object of one’s will (BovAnaic) rather than merely oh olr‘le s .esz
{(émBupa): there will be a contrast here even for the drfolaamc, t e 1ct:r.mous
man. For his will is to satisfy his desires, his sensual appetites; and his decision to

From J. R. Bambrough (ed.), New Essays on Plato and Aristotle (London, 1965).
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seduce his neighbour’s wife, say, is a ‘choice’, as well as being an expression
of his lusts, just because his end in life is to satisfy his lusts; this has to be
shown before one can say that a man who is going after objects of ‘desire’
evilly, has a bad ‘choice’.

Now — though I think this does represent Aristotle’s view — an objection
that strikes one is that people’s ‘ends’ aren’t in general nearly as definitely
one thing or another as Aristotle makes out. If ‘will’ (BovAnatc) is simply the
type of wanting (dpedic) that one has in relation to one’s final objective in
what one is deliberately doing at any time, then there seems no objection to
saying that the weak man at 1151a¢2 (the uncontrolled man who calculates
how to get what tempts him, for he is surely a man of the weak rather than the
impulsive type) has a will to seduce his neighbour’s wife, or a will for the
pleasure of it, at the time when he is cleverly reckoning how to do it. The fact
that he has a bad conscience about it doesn’t seem to be either here or there

Jfor determining whether he is making that his aim for the time being; but this fact,
that he has a bad conscience about it, is just what makes him uncontrolled
rather than licentious, dxparncrather than dxolaoroc.

There is, however, another defence against the charge of inconsistency,
which perhaps is not open to the objection that it requires an unrealistic idea
of the clearcutness of people’s ends. Not all deliberation is with a view to
making a ‘choice’, forming a mpoaipeoic, where none has yet been made;
some deliberation is with a view to executing a ‘choice’. This is made clear at
1144a20; “Virtue makes one’s choice right, but as for what has to be done
for the sake of it, that doesn’t belong to virtue but to another power —
cleverness.” (tnv pev odv mpoaipeaty dpny moier i dpern. 1o &8'doa éxewnc
évexa mepuxe mparteofai otk éoti Tnc dpetnc dAN érepac dvvauewc.)

But also in Book III Aristotle speaks of trying to do the thing that a
deliberation has terminated in: “‘if it seems possible, they try to do it
Possible things are the things that might come about through us” (111¢bg6).
So we might say that something that seems to be a way of achieving your end
and to be possible may be decided upon; that you will do this (or at least will
try) is a ‘choice’; and now there may be further deliberation just how to
manage that possible-seeming thing. Now in Book 111 there is no suggestion
that wanting (dpeéic) of the more immediate means (adopted to execute the
remoter means that have already been decided on) is not itself also a ‘choice’,
npoatpeaic. But if we are to reconcile the denial (which also occurs in Book
III, 1111b14) that the uncontrolled man in acting, is choosing so to act
(mpoaipovuevog) with the account in Book VI of a calculating uncontrolled
man, then we must say that when deliberation how to execute a decision ter-

minates in an action — the man contrives a skilful approach to the woman -
this will not be a case of ‘choice’ if the decision itself was not reached
by deliberation.

Thus the passages in which Aristotle describes deliberation as going on till
we have reached something we can do here and now, and describes ‘choice’
as being of what deliberation has reached, must not lead us to think that
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matter for a ‘choice’ has only been reached when there is no more room for
deliberation of any kind.

On the other hand, just as the first defence left us wondering what
Aristotle supposcd a PovAnoig, a case of ‘will’, 1o be, since apparcmly the
pleasure sought by the uncontrolled man who calculates is not an object of
his will; so this defence leaves us in the dark as to what a ‘choice’ is. Wenay
well have thought we knew this; for ‘what you can do here and now, which
you have reached as a result of deliberating how to achieve an end’ - the first
cause (mpwtov aitiov), the last thing in analysis and first in execution ~ did
seem a relatively clear notion. But if, as must be admitted on the basis of the
text, there ig room for calculating how to exccute a ‘choice’, then just where
in the chain of deliberations from an end to the immediate thing that I can
do without having to consider how to do it just where in this chain does the
first ‘choice’ come?

It must be admitted that Aristotle’s account of deliberation (Bovievarg, or
BovAn) often seems to fit deliberation about how to execute a decision, and in
particular to fit technical deliberation, better than deliberation which is
about the means here and now to ‘living well in general’ — mpoc 1o €0 {npy
ddwc. 1t seems at its clearest when he is describing the doctor deliberating
how to restore health by reducing the imbalance of humours by . . ., etc,,
But this is a picce of technical deliberation.

I am not saying that Aristotle so uses “mpoaipeaic’ (*‘choice’) that the
termination of a piece of technical deliberation isn’t a ‘choice’. On the con-
trary; that would, I think, be quite inconsistent with the treatment in Book
I11. But Book VI teaches us, as I think we might not have realized from Book
111, that there is no such thing as a ‘choice’ which is only technical (I use
“technical”” 1o cover practical cleverness in bringing particular situations
about, even when it's not strictly a technique that’s in question). There is
always, on Aristotle’s view, another ‘choice’ behind a technical or purely ex-
ccutive ongu(1139b1-8). That is why he denies the name of “npoarpeots’,

“choice”, to the technical or executive decision, even though this is the fruit
of deliberation, if that particular thing for the sake of which this decision is
being made is not ifself decided upon by deliberation.

To return to the weak, calculating, uncontrolled man, who disapproves of
adultery but is tempted about his neighbour’s wife: he gives way to the temp-
tation and sets out to seduce her; then he calculates how best to do this and
shows plenty of cleverness in his calculations. If he had been a licentious
man, an dxolaorog, the decision to seduce her would have been a ‘choice’,
and the volition to perform each of the steps that he reckoned would enable
him to succeed would in turn each have been a ‘choice’ too. For the decision
to seduce this woman was simply the particular application of his general

policy of pursuing sensual enjoyment. But although the uncontrolled man
perhaps reckons how to proceed —once he has given way to the temptation to
go after this woman — in exactly the same way as the licentious man, his
volitions in performing the steps that he calculates will enable him to succeed
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are not ‘choices’. (Aristotle, of course, does not set up a word for ‘volition’ as
I hav.e been using it.) So we have to say that the uncontrolled man carries out
a deliberation how to execute what would have been a ‘choice’ if he had been
an drolaorog; this, however, is something for which Aristotle has no regular
name — for he has no general use of a psychological verb or abstract noun
corresponding to  “éxoveiov” (usually translated “voluntary”) as

. “mpoaiperofar” (“choose”), “mpoarpeaic” (“choice”), correspond to

“n[.malpewv" (“chosen”). Of course he regards the uncontrolled man as
acting voluntarily. When he describes this man as calculating cleverly, he
says .he will get what he ‘proposes’ (xpori8erai); and this verb ex: res);’cs a
volition, or perhaps rather an intention. Aristotle ought, we may sa P to have
:;f::in tha:i he was he.re employing a key concept in the theory of actio);’l, buthe
‘ ;O "r]u})]tl mc.> so; the innocent unnoticeable verb he uses receives no attention
l..elt us return to the point that a technical ‘choice’ is never the only ‘choice’
that 1s made by the man who makes it. The definition of ‘choice’yas dpeé
po.v,levﬂxn ~ deliberative wanting — would not at first sight seem to 'l.lpsti;c
this. The calculating uncontrolled man choosing means of seductiogl - hz
war'us thf:m, surely, i.e. has an dpeéic for them, and this is a result of
de.h.b'erauon. However, there is — what may give us pause in making this
criticism — a puzzling remark in that passage in Book VI (1139a1 Ebt )
:rhere Ari'stotle devotes most discussion to this definition of ‘choice’ l-7le sass
.+ . choice does not exist without intellect and judgement, nor yc't withoz;t
moral character”. (. . . 007’ dvev vou kat Stavotac od1’ dvev r)oc;cm; éomv é¢
1 np'?alpﬂftc.) That sentence, in fact, starts with the word “&i0”’ — “Th:tw' y
why”. It is puzzling, because while the previous sentences give am lls
grounds for saying that choice involves intelligence, they don’t sgcm to e
any gro.und for saying that it involves moral character. Howev gll‘x'e
s\lxcceeflmg ;entex;ice starts “For” - so perhaps we should iook for fhr’e ;xe
planation there first. “For doing well, and its opposite, doe: st
without judgement and character.” (eon, 0 tvaviios & mpatu
ﬁ::l'u ?zav}:nac xmh )@ovc odx éoriv.) That f;:)’,:: :::, s't‘:::n"t)oé‘}:'l’;“:; :l’:f:(:
e .art er on, however, he tells us “The end, absolutely speaking. i :
xxyd‘uni one Mes, but something one does. For doing lel ln)s the e%;(;’;::;
at is t e object of the wanting ( 6'dpeéic rovrov). That is wh cho’i i
aP_Il)‘le]t'ltll\)re.(dpexnxr;) intelligence or intelligent wanting.” ! “r
i ;se ’ il;riltg:su;fb:lc; :: ?:rt :,i:“ tt)i.efence; namely, that something is onlya
however much calculation may h(;vj:;:nz izt‘: 3“ . W.l“. (ﬁ'.’vl"lf'"f); e
is only a means to the objects of a man’s ém@ eter}:fn{lms_ . :f“ bsofwhat
his ‘will’ in life is to satisfy these desires (as hovl’:lm"f ll: d'es"e? e s
not a ‘choice’. Thus the second defence resolvess ‘i)nt e praous man) tis
fic;f:;c(: :r;:“ th::j since sott)ne deliberation is done wi:z ;h:i::stt(; :)l::c:net::: :
g niﬁca’ g ething xy e reached as a result of deliberation even when the
g nt decision what to do has already been made; and if this has not
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been made by deliberation (xpi8ev éx 17 fovdnc), then it was not a ‘choice’,

and the results of deliberations how to execute it won’t be ‘choices’ either.

Well, the question whether the significant decision is reached by deliberation

seems to reduce to the question whether it is made with a view to the objects

of the man’s *will’ (BovAnaic). Now our question about this was: what does
Aristotle suppose ‘will’ (BovAnorc) to be? Why, we asked, shouldn’t we say
that the uncontrolled man has a ‘will’ for the pleasure he hopes to obtain
from seducing his neighbour’s wife? The answer we get suggested by the
passage in Book V1 is: the uncontrolled man is not prepared to say: “This is
my idea of good work (évrpadia), this is the kind of life I want.”” Whereas, of
course, that is the attitude of the licentious man, the dxolaorog: a life spent
doing such things is his idea of a well-spent life - and a fig for moral virtue. It
is not that the licentious man thinks licentiousness is moral virtue; what he
thinks is rather that this is a good way to carry on. “One should pursue the
present pleasure”, et ro mapov §ov Srwkew, doesn’t mean: it’s virtuous, or
morally obligatory, to do that — but: that's the thing to do!

Now, why can’t one have ‘choice’ without moral character of some sort? |
think Aristotle does not explain this, beyond saying that ‘doing well’, ‘a good
way of carrying on’ is the end of any ‘choice’; i.e. any sort of decision which
does not have in view what one thinks of as a good way of proceeding in one’s
life, does not qualify to be a ‘choice’.

His thesis, then, clearly is that there is no such thing as your acting with
evnpadia, ‘doing well’, in view unless you have some sort of moral character,
virtuous or vicious. Now, how is this? Let us imagine some cases.

Someone thinks that it is a good sort of life always to get the better of
people by tricking them, taking them in, defrauding them; to do thatis to be
strong and not soft and not a sucker oneself, and to get the best of whatever’s
going; whereas the honest man is weak and soft and a fool, and always gets
the worst of things. A particular decision to cheat X will be a ‘choice’ of
something here and now which he makes for the sake of doing well as he
conceives it.

Another case: someone thinks that he will do well if he spends his life in
scientific research; to do this he must have leisure; to get the money for his
living expenses he does a disgraceful but not time-consuming thing: one
great fraud.

These are two rather different types of casé; however, in both of them it
would be natural enough to say that the man is described as having a sort of
moral character. On Aristotle’s view, a character exists only when there is an
habitual performance of the typical acts of that character. Now 1 have
described the cases so that the men’s ends are clear, but I have put in only
one act for each. The first case is not credibly described on the supposition
that there is only one such act. This one act with a view to this sort of ‘doing
well’ —what is supposed to have preceded it? Has he done things of the same
sort, but not done them under any such conception? under what concep-
tion, then? — say in obedience to a mentor, or attracted by the particular
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gains o.f each.action? Very well; but what is to make us call this the first act
done with a view to that sort of ‘doing well’ ? It is not enough for the agent to
have those thoughts; suppose he had them on just one occasion —that would
not s'how that he was acting so as to ‘do well’ in that kind of way, only that he
hac.i indulged in a certain picture of his actions. Only if they are the thoughts
w.hlch come to habitually inspire those actions shall we be able to say: that is
. his end, that is his idea of a good way of going on. If, on the other hand, he
had not done any actions of the sort before, then still more one would x«:ant
plenty of actions performed under the influence of his new thoughts before
one could recognize one as done with a view to this sort of ‘doing well’ rather
tha_\;;1 as, ::hay, an experiment in wrongdoing.
he other case is different; here the single act which is j

cl}ox'ce is not the kind of act which the agegnt supposes to :)(::l:l::}::a‘;t:ie:t 0:3
his life well. If fhe agent had never done any scientific research or study al?;ll
then the qesmption of the case would be suspect. Either it would be non-’
sense, or. it would be a description of someone under a fantastic illusion
Pcrha_ps itis possible to conceive something as the activity you aim to s end.
yout: life at even though you never do itatall, even in a feeble and clemc::ta
fa.shlon. But then either it would have to be something you could undcrstanrc)il
without doi.ng it (like riding horses, say), or you could only want the name
no doubt with some piece of imagination attached — as if, e.g., someone who,
had never learnt any mathematics wanted to become a mathematician

because of the expression on the face of a mathematician he knew, and had

;ﬁi:thﬂ lc(;mc:hptiogl of la good way of spending his life: that was it, for him
would rather be a lunatic obsession than i rtai '
of dong el oy oe | a conception of a certain sort
ilf', then, ‘choice’ is only of those things which are done as means to ‘doing
well', we may concede that Aristotle is right in saying that it does not occur
yvlthout moral character, i.e. without good or bad habitual action. But there
:)se m;] reason to say that the action which is the subject of ‘choice’ must itself
‘ ht‘e ,act of a virtue or a vice. That will only be so where the objects of
(c oice’ are (in Greenwoqd’s phrase) constitutive means towards the
fput:\lml/e) good way of going on. In the second case I described, the
f:":::dulcnt act w&:; a productive means; and if the man did not perform t;ther
ulent acts, this act would not mean that he i
thathhe had the vice of being fraudulent. wesa fraudolenc man .
The notion of ‘choice’ as conceived b i poaipe:
; as Yy Aristotle, his », o, i
opecuth erh::.i o:let. : used to think it spurious. If it had been a winncr'clik:as:;r:
stotelian concepts, would “ ic” ’ ili
o 08 3 “omticals s ep uld not “prohaeretic’” be a-word as familiar
Th:t any rate,l'choice’ cannot do all the work Aristotle wants to make it do
he :;c«:intro leddma:n who has ﬁ:lrther intentions in doing what he does'
o w(;u :;:s argﬂ'ehberate, although the deliberation is in the interests of ;
desire :;‘n icts with what hc. regards as doing well - to describe his
we need a concept (our ‘intention’) having to do with will or
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appetition: not just émfuuma, ‘desire’, fo‘f that may b; Onll])', a f:::ll"g;
Aristotle talks as if ‘desire’ were a force (1‘147334)’, ut this is nyc,s
metaphor. He will have it that if one acts 3Sa'f‘5t Ol"lCﬂS Co"v:c);.l?(?:;i:e, or
judgement has always failed in some way under the in }l:en:; of desire’ or
some other passion. One fails to know or remember either lt : “El n, e
or, possibly, the conclusion. There are such Casesif or e’}‘?t-r}llph:’casil e
disapproves of adultery may fail to.hn;l (;:::rsyot'l?:;ulgl;lgc‘:l;; blo ignor?a]n-ce o
have found out, and so may commit adu c ‘

i remise: “This woman, whom I have ‘pncked up at a‘par(y. is
:J::Z:.c:l::vﬁe ~ his failure to find out being explained l_))'d h}sl pas;w:r-‘gxi
similarly for failure to get or keep clear b.e*Off“Olle s ml(;l ‘ :nrj?oz'“cs o
facts, with their implications for action in VIEW 0 Oﬂz sen Sr.‘ o s one
may tell inwardly or outwardly when (.)ﬂe‘ wants to do ‘g’r:{ g. o He-
writes as if these were the only cases of doing what Y{?U elieve Lf o Cgle -
apparently cannot admit the case whert?‘a Pefsfm‘ orm(s) a Pt;:‘ G;C] teyr o
headed intention of acting contrary to his convictions. On or . I(Jther
tion the trouble always concerns one of the particular Pflell:llsesi)tm i;ln 1)1 fai|;
Aristotle allows a case where the sinner i$ C'leal” about al. t ese,k ut tle‘ - 0‘[
to draw the conclusion; at most he draws 1t verbally, without knowledg

saying. ) ,
WhTa}t\: :n;:xaill);xpglanations of this are that A"“Olkf was a (';lf.eek;;}:;;tt ‘Zii
still under Plato’s influence, etc. {Qo df)l:lb“‘:‘te: :p:::r:;;lﬂl‘?fg’ o ic:s%usz
ticularly when he restricts the explanauoft ¢ m 5]
babble )l’ike a drunk man reciting Empcd':t'lisrel‘;’ t:nc s:;tl;t:;;:)};f:j:l;: ;t(;:
ssibly to that and the conclusion. 1t 15, S »an tte

f\(n)ited t)c') enunciation of the universal premise, ffl}’l 1:0 one Shl?:::i :l())oﬂ‘l:lntl;
adultery” or “‘Itis disgraceful to get very df‘;ﬂk ’lel the rpa:r:zral ¢ rinciple
do it. Aristotle explicitly walnl:s to cl:xeert nowiedge ol g P

i ‘being dragged about like a slave . ‘ ‘ .
‘m:o\l::\lr:rg, I sugsiecl that he was also influenced byl bis oqucozcg:ﬁr:::

ractical reasoning. To set out the form ‘:‘f practica reas;fn_n ( g1 (o "

the form of deliberation (fovAevarg). If it 1s all ma;lc CXS‘::: :)St ;]Je e
hardly would be in real life, since. onT d:cigzt;::e alC; :t o premises sarting
its £ I character becomes quite clear: ! : ‘
lvtsi:l(l);ﬂ:iversal one to the effect thata kin.d Offhmg. Ais, SaYvif;:lf;;Zl?}z i(;rri
kind of being B, and proceeding through 1ntem’x’cdna:ltiprel:)l o e e
As” and “a C can be obtained by a procedure D and “a prthi: o e e
carried out by doing E”, together with a:::::: ge;nl;s.eat:d e action);: "
o (0‘;1_907“':;’:: “:)l:xos;srggf l:)hzzuir[cis clear that tile conclusion of thi.s
:'(e);nsz\i:‘gg is for )y"ou to do E. But let us cons|d.er what (h': :;“)C;';S;\lz;?dlcl
mean that if you have embarked on the réasoning you mus do‘ b
seems to have thought so. At least he thO‘fSh‘ YO“hm::;ve ey
something prevented you — the something m}Sh‘hbe f‘t;‘ ave examples o{"
émiBupia, against doing E. When making this point, he ofteng
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practical syllogisms in which there is a certain necessity about the conclusion
— "It is necessary to taste everything sweet, and this is sweet” (1 147a29);
“Every man must walk, and I am a man”’; “Now no man must walk, and I
am a man”. The last two examples come from the Movement of Animals,
Chapter VII. The man does the thing in question (walks or halts) at once, if
not prevented from walking in the one case, or forced to walk in the other.

. There are two features suggesting the necessity of the conclusion - the gerun-

dive form, and the type of universality in the premise.

Every man has got to walk
Iam a man
I have got to walk

is a formally valid deductive argument - I will call such an argument a proof-
syllogism. I mean that it is a proof of the conclusion, if only the premises are
true. Now Aristotle had special ideas about proof, so he would not have
agreed to say what I have just said. “Every man has got to walk” is not a
changeless truth, so he would have said this is not apodeictic (see, e.g.,
1140a33-5). Disregarding this let us merely note the formal validity of the
reasoning as a deduction. Further, let us grant that if I agree to the premises
and therefore to the conclusion, and say “I have got to walk”’, speaking quite
seriously, it would be queer of me not to walk, if nothing prevented me.
Now let us look at another example from the Movement of Animals:

I need a covering,

A cloak:is a covering,

I need a cloak;

I must make what I need,
I need a cloak,

I must make a cloak.

The conclusion, that a cloak must be made, Aristotle says, is an action: 7o
ovurepaopa o ipatiov wointeov npadic éori. So here is a ‘choice’. But, he goes
on, action has a starting-point - and so he sketches the reasoning with a view
to execution of the ‘choice’: “If there’s to be a cloak, first such and such is
needed, and if such and such, so and so” (e? luatiov éorai, dvaykn rode
npwrov, €l be rode, rode), and this last the man does at once. Now it is hard to
tell whether Aristotle reflected that “I need a cloak” is not a formally valid
deductive conclusion from “I need a covering and a cloak is a covering”. The
fact that it is not, is, I should contend, no criticism of the syllogism as a piece
of practical reasoning. But it is possible that if he had been challenged about
this, he would have said one could amend the syllogism by putting in that a
cloak was the best covering or the easiest to make or something of that sort
(cf. Nicomachean Ethics, 1112b16). For he is marked by an anxiety to make
practical reasoning out to be as like as possible to speculative reasoning.

“They work just the same”, he says in the Movement of Animals (éoixe
rapaninoing ovupaven), and seems to be referring to a necessitation of the
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conclusion. But you do not get this where various ways of obtaining theend
: ssible. o
dri\pf:rther sign is that when he is looking at practical syllogism in this .hght-i
as necessarily yielding the conclusion - his ex.am;')’lei of the first u:wc;;sad
premises always go “It’s needed”’, “It’s_ cxpedle.nt p such and such a kin
of being ought to do such and such a kind of thing E Hc.: wants a must’ in
the conclusion in the verbalized form in which he gives it in the M oveme'nt of
Animals, though each time he gives the conclusion he a‘dds - a:nd that’s ar}
action”’. But when he is not talking about this automauc-ma.chmc.f aspect 0
the practical syllogism — which he is keen on because he thlf\ks it helps. to
make it clear how the syllogism xiwver, how it sets the human animal in motion
— then we have such a universal premise as “Heavy waters are un-
wholesome’. Here the De Anima formulation (of a doctrine also expresse_d in
the Nicomachean Ethics at 1140b16, though not so clearly? that the starting-
point of the whole business is what you want (the dpxn is t_he dpexrov). can
come into play. And we may remark that the.re are two possible concllu;lons
of the reasoning about heavy waters, according as You want t‘? be healthy ?r
not. That, of course, sounds absurd; but let the umvers'al be Stropg allfna hls
are deadly poison”, and it is easy to spell out the [.)rz.ac.tlcal reasoning 'o t xe
suicide. Aristotle recognizes this two-way possibility at Metaphysics IX,
-8. ' '
10‘11:3 l:(foks as if, in his enthusiasm for making pra'cticall reasoning like
theoretical and explaining its power to set one.in motion (alded,. no doubt,
by his own picture of proof and by the Platon'lc conception of sin as .(;‘:"ror,
which he did not entirely shake off), Aristotle dl('i not notice some signi can‘:
features of his discovery; the fact that though it is perfef:tly correc't to ca
practical reasoning ‘reasoning’, and though some prac.ucal syllolglsms .avrel
also (in my sense) proof syllogisms, i.e. are entatlm.ems, in general practica
syllogisms have a different form from proof syllogisms.
Consider:

Owning a Launderette would make me wealthy.
There is scope for opening a Launderette in such-and-such a place

and so on down to where I might get going. This is practic.al rt.tasf.')mlr:g}and
given all the premisesitisa formal matter what the concl\.mon is,int he orm
‘so I'll.. . .". Whether, if it is | who have put out t'hc sy.lloglsm, 1draw ; e con-
clusion, depends on whether I actively aim at being .nch and am wg: (;ng Ol;:
this one of the many possibilities with a view to action - I might oulgas
idly, or as an academic example. Ifbya pracncal .syllog|.sm yo.u meamd 2

Aristotle did (De Anima, 433a15) — one that tem?mates in action, an : e
purpose of which is to act, then this won't be practical; but if yc;.u r:eat:‘a,cy{);
of reasoning — i.e. reasoning reaching from a general' sor‘t1 (l;c o Jet' ;a o
something one can choose to do here am{ now - then it will be practi ot
Thomas would call it ““theoretical de practicis” (Summa Theologica, 1a. 14, art.
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16¢.). In general, people would not trouble to work such things out except
with a view to action.

We have seen two strands in Aristotle’s thought. First there is the explana-
tion of how the human being is set in motion by thought, and second there is
the idea of the thing wanted as the starting-point for such thought. For the
first he seems to have wanted not only a necessity in the connections which is
not always present in practical reasonings, but also a compulsiveness about
the universal premise, a ‘must’ about it: that s, it seems he wanted a univer-
sal premise acceptance of which implies intellectual acknowledgement of it
as the guide to action. The need for necessity in the connections can fairly be
discounted. Then we can happily combine the two strands by postulating at

" the back of all these premises a first premise to the effect that only such-and-

such is doing well, is happiness or blessedness, ‘the good for man’.
Aristotle’s grand universal premise is that blessedness is activity in accord-
ance with virtue, especially intellectual virtue. The argument for this as the
true premise is the Nicomachean Ethics itself. If the truth of this premise is
acknowledged, then it is itself acknowledged as the ultimate guide to action.
For blessedness, or doing well, is the end that anyone must have so far as he
has a rational end, that is to say so far as he has ‘will’, i.e. the kind of wanting
that belongs in the rational part, at all (cf. De Anima, 432bs~7).

Here we touch on the difference between Aristotle and Hume. Hume’s
doctrine that reason is inert, that for considerations to lead to any action a
sentiment, a passion, is required may be compared to Aristotle’s “It is not
reason as such that sets in motion; but reason which is with a view to
something and is practical” (1139ag6). Aristotle’s ‘will’ will then be a ‘calm
passion’ in Hume’s terminology. But they disagree about the applicability of
the descriptions “‘in accordance with reason” and *‘not in accordance with
reason’’ to actions and wants.

I'suggest that the idea of rational wanting should be explained in terms of
what is wanted being wanted qua conducive to or part of ‘doing well’, or
blessedness. If one admits that what one wants is no good, but still one wants
it, it is, in Aristotle's conception, merely the object of a passion; when the
thing that one so wants is a pleasure, though it is no good (like smoking in
some people’s view) then one is being led simply by ‘desire’, émfuma. For
though what constitutes blessedness is necessarily utterly pleasant, it isn’t
something one wants because it is a pleasure even though it should be no
good; on the contrary, it is the object of will as the best possible thing for a
human being, being the actualization of his rational part and an actualiza-
tion that is an end, not a means.

For as seeing can be seen to be what the eye is for, so understanding — the
enjoyment of the truth — can be seen to be what the mind is for. But here we
must note a certain splitin Aristotle’s thought. For the highest blessedness he
thought of as something divine, which we should grasp at to the poor extent
that we can — taking the side of and imitating the immortal. He coins a word
for what we should do, namely “to immortalize” (d@avarilev 1177bgs),
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sounding like an echo of “‘to Medize’’ which means to be on the side of and
imitate the Persian. But he acknowledges that in the ordinary course of life
for most people ‘doing well’ amounts to something more mundane: a
successful and honourable conduct of life, the heart of which is, if one judges
vightly, action in accordance with moral virtue.

Apart from being ruled by passion (this is what I want, even if it is no good)
‘doing well’ is what anyone wants in some obscure and indeterminate way.
One could call it that part of blessedness for which one’s own action is essen-
tial. Aristotle’s unrealistic conception of the clearcutness of people’s ends
seems on investigation not to be so bad as it looked. For the many objectives
that are no good are allowed for in his thought. The assumption of clear-
cutness is the assumption that people generally know what they count as
‘doing well’ — i.c. that they definitely so count being rich or being famous or
the life of knowledge.

My eventual goal has been to expound the concept of ‘practical truth’ and
the discussion of Nicomachean Ethics, Book V1, Chapter I1 on ‘choice’. T will
start from 1139a21. “What affirmation and negation are in judgement,
pursuitand avoidancearein desire.” That is, one can say “‘yes” or “‘no” both
to a statement and (0 a proposal. Suppose, then, that the statement should
say that doing such and such is ‘doing well’. There is the “‘yes”” in judgement
and the *‘yes” in the will, meaning that one wants to do that sort of thing. For
to characterize it as ‘doing well’ is eo ipso to propose it as an object of ‘will’ -
to put it up as a candidate for ‘will’, fovAnorc.

“So,” Aristotle goes on, ‘‘since moral virtue is a disposition of one’s
choice, while choice is deliberated wanting, these things show that the judge-
ment must be true and the wanting right, if the choice is tobe sound, and the
one must say and the other pursue the same thing.”' We may remark that the
one must say and the other pursue the same thing if there is to be any ‘choice’
at all, sound or unsound. So far we have only mentioned the judgement on
what esnpadia, doing well, is. A false judgement on this necessarily means
that if there is a ‘choice” at all the wanting in it is wrong. To make this clear,
imagine a worldling’s idea of doing well. If the worldly man has any wants
that are right, they don’t occur in his ‘choices’. Any ‘choice’ that he makes,
since in ‘choice’ the wanting goes after what the judgement declares to be
doing well, must involve wrong wanting.

Can the judgement be false ata lower level than one’s idea of doing well,
without the wanting being wrong if they are in accord ? Suppose the man has
judgéd truly, as Aristotle would say and as I want to say, that to act justly is
necessary for doing well, but falsely that justice would be done by dividing all
the goods available in the country into equal shares according to the number
of the population and assigning each share to one person by picking name
and number of share out of a hat; or that it is justice for a poor man to be
punished for assaulting a rich one, but not vice versa. I am not speaking of
particular procedures, but of judgements about what sort of procedures are
just.
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It appears to me that only when we get to questions where it is difficult to
know the truth, or questions as to facts which the agent can’t be expected to
have found out, is there any chance for the wanting of what is judged a means
to doing well to be right when the judgement itself is wrong. This then will be
why Aristotle said in Book I11 (1110bg1) that ignorance in choice, 7 év 7p
npoaipeoet dyvora, is the cause not of involuntariness but of scoundrelism.
He himself laid down the rule about difficulty at 1113b3g-1114a2.

. We now approach the great question: what does Aristotle mean by
' practical truth”? He calls it the good working, or the work, of practical
Jufiger‘nent; and practical judgement is judgement of the kind described, ter-
minating in action. It is practical truth when the judgements involved in the
forma.tlon of the ‘choice’ leading to the action are all true; but the practical
truth is not the truth of those judgements. For it is clearly that ‘truth in agree-
ment with right desire’ (dApfeia duoloyws éxovoa 1y dpeler 1 dpbp)
(1139ag0), which is spoken of as the good working (ev), or the work (épyov)
of practical intelligence. That is brought about — i.e. made true - by action’
(since the description of what he does is made true by his doing it), provided
that a man forms and executes a good ‘choice’. The man who forms and
executes an evil ‘choice’ will also make true some description of what he does
He will secure, say, if he is competent, that such and such a man has his e es.
put outor his hands cut off, that being his judgement of what it is just to Zilo
But his description “justice performed’” of what he has done will be a lie He.
then,. will have produced practical falsehood. o
“Su’me everything that is done about them is false, how should these be
gods?”’ — The notion of truth or falsehood in action would quite generally be
coumefed by ffie objection that “‘true’”” and “false”’ are senseless predicates
as a‘lpphed to what is done. If I am right there is philosophy to the contrary in
Arlsto'tle. And if, as I should maintain, the idea of descriptions under ;I):ich
what is dope is voluntary is integral to his notion of action (praxis), then
these predicates apply to actions (praxeis) strictly and properly an,d not
merely by an extension and in a way that ought to be explained a’way.
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8 Necessity and Truth

What is known must be true; hence it readily appears that only the
necessarily trie can be known. This is probably one root of the Greek
conception that knowledge is of the changelessly true. Nowadays an un-
dergraduate early learns to criticize the passage from ““What is known is
necessarily true” to “Only the necessarily true is known”’; thg former is
correct only in the sense that if something is not true then my certainty that it
is the case is — necessarily — not knowledge; and from this nothing follows
placing any restriction on the objects of knowledge.

One is likely to learn this criticism in connection with Plato’s doctrine that
only supra-sensible forms were objects of knowledge properly so-called,
and Aristotle’s doctrine that the sphere of knowledge was only: the kind of
thing that cannot be otherwise. The appearance of the first volumes - of a set
of sixty - of a new translation of the Summa Theologiae (sometimes called the
Summa Theologica) of St Thomas Aquinas prompts one to ponder St Thomas’s
attitude to this question.

We find it presented in him in a heightened form: must not God’s
knowledge be only of what is necessarily true? — so that either there is no
contingency about the future, or God does not know all that is to come (1a,
14, art. 13). St Thomas is indeed partly caught in the trap of argument with
which we opened. He escapes from it — without fully realizing this — by an
appeal to the distinction between necessity de re and necessity de dicto, as we
did. For that is what our argument was, though the point may be obscured
by the fact that the res in question, the things that are known, appear
themselves as dicta, such as that so-and-so will win the next election (known only
to God) or that I shall not find that pot of coffee at my elbow too hot to drink (known
well to me). The compatibility between the contingency (non-necessity) of
these known res and the necessity de dicto ““What is known is true” is the right
way out of the trap . . . But one goes straight back into it like this: must not
the fact of the knowledge of such a contingency itself be equally contingent?
That is to say, must it not always be capable of turning out false, that such-
and-such a way for the future to turn out is known to be the way it will turn
out? For, being contingent, this thing may not happen.

Many might want to accept this so far as concerns human knowledge, and
so hold that there is after all no escape from the trap. St Thomas was stopped
from accepting it for divine knowledge, which thus, as so often, assumes the
position as it were of a pure sample in a thought-experiment. (As when
Professor Ayer in his youth, in spite of Language, Truth and Logic, was
observed rocking on the floor in a discussion and exclaiming “God doesn’t

A revised version of the article that appeared in the Times Literary Supplement (14 February 1965).
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know any negative facts!”) In this case we come up with the result: 1f it was
known that p is unalterably true (because a past fact) still it does not follow that
necessarily p is true even when the truth of p follows with logical necessity from
it was known that p. This appears to St Thomas far too paradoxical for human
knowledge; he thercfore infers that humans cannot know future contingents
and makes a suspiciously facile use of Boethius’ definition of eternity as inter-
minabilis vitae tola simul et perfecta possessio (the complete possession all at once
of endless life) in order to compare God’s knowledge of future contingents
t0 our knowledge of present facts. Our own knowledge of future events is
only in their present causes; when these do not absolutely necessitate their
effects, so that the effects are contingent, he thinks we cannot know them.
But, we might argue on his own principles, what causes in the world cannot
conceivably be tampered with, at least by divine power? Thus we can know
nothing of the tuture.

St Thomas surely did not need to adopt these devices: he had put his hand
on the solution in the distinction between the truc de dicto necessity whal s
known is true and the false de re pronouncement what is known is necessary. And
this can be applied to human knowledge no less than to divine. Knowledge is
not restricted to what could not imaginably turn out mistaken: given that
there are not more specific grounds for refusing the title “knowledge” to my
claim that something is true, it is sufficient that the claim does not turn out
mistaken. It may be that I can conceive circumstances that would prove me
wrong; that does not show that I may be wrong. G. E. Moore was labouring
to this conclusion in his last years, but — he felt — could not get it out satisfac-
torily.

“But,” someonc says, “if the coffee can turn out to be hot after all, then
you may be wrong in saying it won’t.”’ Well, if it turns out hot I shall grant I
did not know it would not; but I say it will not. And why should its being
possible to imagine my being wrong, prove me not to know, in the case
where 1 turn out to have been right? “But that makes any proof that you
know capable of refutation, if on examination the coffee turns out hot.”” So it
is: I cannot have a better proof that I know the coffee will not be hot, than I
could have that the coffee will not be hot: and no proof of that would with-
stand its actually turning out to be hot. “But the reasons for present
knowledge must be present reasons, and if these do not prove the future con-

tingent assertion, the alleged knowledge is not knowledge!” This is again
the requirement that the object of knowledge be necessary. None of this
shows me not to know now. To adapt to our own purposes the last sentence
of Aquinas’s article:

Since the expression “known’” refers to the actual context of knowing, the thing
that is known, even though it is known now, can be characterized in itself in a way
in which it cannot be characterized qua belonging to the actual context of knowing
(namely, as future): in the same way, materiality is attributed to a stone as it is in
itself, but not as an object of thought. (1a, 14, 1 gad 8)
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‘Thomas's own consideration would put “contingent” where 1 put
“future”. Thus he says that qua object of God's knowledge the future is
necessary, when in itself it is not. The comparison with the immateriality of
rpatcrial things in thought shows that the divine mind does not take the
future to be necessary. But the conception seems too difficult; it has to be
c;ked out by that of a point of view outside time. The contingency of the
lutur.e events in themselves is said to derive from the contingency of their
proximate causes, which I take to mean the non-necessitation by those
causes.

He is dismissive of a number of logical suggestions, such as that “God
knew this future contingent thing would happen” turns out contingent on
analysis. These dismissals are intriguingly obscure; the whole passage is in
any case immensely interesting.

ltibelonged to the temper of St Thomas’s time and to his own not to
prof?ss originality but rather to agree with previous authorities as much as
possible. And there was a long tradition, limiting human knowledge to the
necessary. Accordingly we find St Thomas maintaining this opinion. Of itself
this wou'ld not exclude history from being known since Aristotle held that
the past is necessary; but St Thomas goes farther than this in his adherence to
the Greek conception of knowledge; in the field of speculative reason, he
says everything derives from some first, indemonstrable principles which,are
}l:pown f’f th:msclves. Indeed in at least one place (1a2ae, 94, 2c) we find

im R " .
him ::();:rclg ‘;na.lt everything in this sphere is “founded upon” the principle of
‘ These views put forward in this manner certainly appear archaic; but, on
further reflection, are they so after all? Indeed if one speaks in the m;nne,r of
Plato of *“objects of knowledge” and “objects of opinion” it will be replied
by everyone that these things do not have to differ in their objects. Butup toa
sh(?rt whi'lc ago it was extremely common in effect to distinguishiuch
objects: did not Professor Ayer, in common with many others, teach that all
thaf was certain was either a truth of logic or an expression of immediate ex-
perience like “I am imagining a red circle” - all else being at best merel
probable? These doctrines indeed are now not so much taught; but it is ,
standard method to test any philosophical assertion - e.g. “Emot’ion alwa 2
has an object”, “A cause must be prior to its effect” — by considering whechr
a cou.nter-example to it can be conceived without contradiction. Contradic-
tion l.ndet‘td may have to be rather generously conceived: not every in
conceivability can be displayed as of the form “both thus and not trlz »
where Fhe two occurrences of the word *““thus’’ are replaced by the same te.::n,
‘S‘omem’x’xes an inconceivability seems irreducibly of the kind where the tw .
thuses” receive different substitutions as in “both coloured and not .
tended” or - to take examples claimed by Aquinas — “both a hum (:):x-
anfi lacking any potentiality for laughter”, “both an existent b shan' i
existence and uncaused” (1a, 3, 6¢c and 44, 1ad). yshanng

Thus what might at first seem archaic turns out on reflection to conform to
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very general philosophical practice: philosophic understanding, we tend to
think, concerns what must be so. Or if philosophic understanding is
achieved by a successful delineation of concepts, of how they happen to be in
this our — or any human -~ culture, then our great interest is to note what
could not be supposed changed about a concept without quite changing
what we are talking about in using it, as we change the propositions of geo-
metry by changing from one geometrical system to another — what, that is,
belongs to what St Thomas calls the ratio formalis obiecti. Such a phrase, it will
be clear, is difficult to explain or to translate very directly, unless one is to
employ the gobbledegook of mere transverbalization —~ the original tech-
nique of the Latin translations of Aristotle and the first English translation of
St Thomas. The present translation is very different; one translator offers us
what is rather an explanatory commeritary than a translation, a course it is
difficult to approve. But the fact that it is now not so difficult to explain such
phrases marks some change in philosophy. We are nowadays in some ways
closer to the ancient and the medievals than we are to, say, Kant and Hegel.
There are doubtless many points which go together to form this situation:
but if the reviewer were challenged to name what most strikes him he would
point to the eclipse in recent philosophy of the notion of “‘the given and the
manner of the current gradual redeparture from atomistic conceptions.
Asked what was given, a present-day English speaking philosopher would be
very likely to say ‘the lot’. We start mediis in rebus; our philosophic activity is
one of describing and clarifying this milieu to ourselves. What we believe to
exist we credit and what we do not believe to exist we discredit, not on
grounds of any a priori conception of knowledge, language, meaning and
truth. On what grounds, then? Why do we not, if we do not, believe in the
Evil Eye? — in which St Thomas, like many present-day Neapolitans, did
believe, giving a rationalistic account of the phenomenon (13, 117, 3, ad 2).
Itis to be feared that the reason is often, largely: because the people around
us do not. But perhaps we are not all entirely lazy: there is a great deal of
work to do before we can face such questions. We want to get clear about the
concepts we habitually use before we trust ourselves as philosophers to use
them for purposes beyond our immediate ken. So we accept common views,
or remain in views not arrived at by philosophy while we work at concepts;
and it is noteworthy that concepts of experiencing are only some — equal
citizens, no more — among those that we want to understand. The logical
features of concepts, which we want to describe, are such as to make us need
tools of philosophic description not always unlike those used by a medieval
philosopher. We can often see what he was at where our great-grandfathers -
sometimes even our fathers — could see nothing but useless subtleties and
distinctions. The sorting out by Aquinas of the de re and de dicto necessities
confounded in ‘what is known is necessarily true’ is something a present-day
English philosopher can appreciate.

The retreat from atomism, though it is easy not to realize this, is far more
difficult to carry out successfully than might appear. Indeed it is well es-
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tablished now that we cannot regard the emotions as merely contingentl

connected with the kind of objects they have and the aims they tend to makz
us have. And it seems equally clear that thoughts are characterized by what
'they are of, with no substantive being of their own; but how this is so is so
fnter}sc.el.y obscure that one surveys the obscurities of the scholastic esse
intelligibile, whose actuality is the same thing as the actual occurrence of a
thought of such-and-such, with a not totally unfavourable eye. The medieval
concept of intentional existence, called ‘intentional inexistence’ by the
scholastically trained philosopher Brentano, may even be making a czme-
back, a reappearance in modern dress. But these matters are still vciy dark.




9 Hume and Julius Caesar

Section 1V of Part 111 of Book I of the Treatise is a doubly unusual piece of
philosophical writing for Hume. Read very casually, all seems uncommonly
smooth and acceptable. A little attention, and it collapses. Revision is incon-
trovertibly needed to secure coherence. The needed revision then reveals the
position as incredible.

The topic is our helief in matters falling outside our own experience and

memory:

When we infer effects from causes, we must establish the existence of these causes

. . either by an immediate perception of our memory or senses, or by an inference
from other causes; which causes we must ascertain in the same manner either by a
present imprcssion, or by an iaference from their causes and so on, until we arrive
at some object which we see or remember. *Tis impossible for us to carry on our in-
ferences in infinitum, and the only thing that can stop them, is an impression of the
memory or senses, beyond which there is no room for doubt or enquiry. (Selby-
Bigge’s edition, pp. 82-3)

Now this is a credible account of a kind of prognosis [rom what is seen or
remembered. That once noted, what must be our astonishment on obser-
ving that in illustration Hume invites us

To chuse any point of history, and consider for what reason we either believe or
reject it. Thus we believe that Caesar was kill’d in the senate-house' on the ides of
March; and that because this fact is established on the unanimous testimony of
historians . . . Here are certain characters and letters . . . the signs of certain ideas;
and these ideas were either in the minds of such as were immediately present at that
action; or they were deriv’d from . . . testimony . . . and that again from another
testimony . . . "till we arrive at . . . eye witnesses and spectators of the event. "Tis
obvious all this chain of argument or connexion of causes and effects is at first
founded on those characters or letters, which are seen or remember’d.

This is not to infer effects from causes, but rather causes from effects. We
must, then, amend: “When we infer effects from causes or causes from
effects”, etc. For historical belief:

When we infer causes from effects, we must establish the existence of those effects,
either by perception or by inference from other effects; which effects we must

! Stickling for accuracy, 1 believe this is false, if by ‘senate-house’ Hume meant to indicate a
building. The Senate was not meeting in the senate-house.

From Analysis, 34, 1 (1973).
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ascertain in the same manner bya present impression or by an inference from their
effects and so on, until we arrive at an object which we see or remember.

For Hume, the relation of cause and effect is the one bridge by which to
reach belief in matters beyond our present impressions or memories. (That
is why the Section ‘“On the idea, or belief”’ is in the middle of the Part which
we would think of as the Part on cause.) But also, cause and effect are inferen-
tially symmetrical.

The historical example is an inference of the original cause, the killing of
Caesar, from its remote effect, the present perception of certain characters or
letters. The inference goes through a chain of effects of causes which are
effects of causes, etc. What is its starting-point? It is natural to say the
starting-point is the present perception.

But that cannot be a sufficient exegesis! For what on this account has
become of the argument that we cannot go on in infinitum? The end of the
chain is now the death of Caesar or the perception of its eyewitnesses, not our
perception. But it has to be our perception. What is in question isn’t a chain
nailed at both ends, but a cantilever.

The impossibility of running up with our inferences in infinitum was not
occasioned by our incapacity or exhaustion. The chain of inference has to
stop or else *‘there wou’d be no belief nor evidence. And this actually is the
case with all hypothetical arguments; there being in them neither any present
impressions, nor belief of a real existence”. (ibid.)

“Tis impossible for us to carry on our inference in infinitum’ means: the

Justification of the grounds of our inferences cannot go on in infinitum. Where we have

chains of belief on grounds believed on grounds . . . we must come to belief
which we do not base on grounds. The argument here is that there must be a
starting point of the inference to the original cause, not that inference must
terminate. Indeed, one reason why this passage of Hume’s seems fairly
ordinary and acceptable at first sight is, that he strikes one as just making this
point, together with the one that the starting-point must be perception.

Does our original amendment “When we infer effects from causes, or
causes from effects . . .”” still stand? Yes, it must. But Hume is arguing not
merely that we must have a starting-point, but that we must reach a starting-
point in the justification of these inferences. He would have been clearer if he
had said, not “‘we cannot carry our inferences on in infinitum’ but “‘we cannot
trace them back in infinitum”. But as we have said, cause and effect are taken
by him to be inferentially symmetrical. So for him the tracing back is in-
ference too. But note that it must be purely hypothetical inference.

Let us see what this looks like in the case in hand.
Let

P = Caesar waskilled

¢ = There were [at least ostensible] eyewitnesses of Caesar’s killing
7 = There was testimony from the eyewitnesses

s = There were records made, deriving from the testimony
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t = There are characters and letters to be seen which say that Caesar was
killed.

We must suppose that we start (how? — but let that not delay us) with the
mere idea of Caesar’s death. Perhaps we really do infer an eftect from it as
cause: ‘‘There will have been chaos and panic in the Senate when Caesar was
killed.” But ““we must establish the existence of this cause’’. As we have seen,
this will not be as (at the beginning) Hume suggests, by deriving it as an eftect
from a cause; we shall rather have to derive it as a cause from an effect. So we
reason — and here our reasoning must be “purely suppositious and
hypothetical" —t if p, then ¢; if ¢, then r, then s; if 5, then . Not all these
hypothetical propositions are equally convincing, but only this is a chain of
inferences through causes and eflects such as Hume envisages. It terminates
in something that we perceive. That is the last consequent. We can assert this
consequent. Now we go in the other direction: since ¢, 5; since s, r; and so on
back to p.

So Hume's thesis falls into four parts. First, a chain of reasons for a belief
must terminate in something that is believed without being founded on
anything else. Second, the ultimate belief must be of a quite different
character from the derived beliefs: it must be perceptual belief, belief in
something perceived, or presently remembered. Third, the immediate
justification for a belief p, if the belief is not a perception, will be another
belief ¢, which follows from, just as much as it implies, p. Fourth, we believe
by inference through the links in a chain of record.

There is an implicit corollary: when we believe in historical information
belonging to the remote past, we believe that there has been a chain of
record.

Hume must believe all this: otherwise he could not, however confusedly,
cite the chain of record back to the eyewitnesses as an illustration of the chain
of inferences via cause and effect, with which we cannot run up in infinitum.

But it is not like that. If the written records that we now see are grounds of
our belief, they are first and foremost grounds for belief in Caesar’s killing,
belief that the assassination is a solid bit of history. Then our belief in that
original event is a ground for belief in much of the intermediate transmis-
sion.

For let us ask: why do we believe that there were eyewitnesses of that
killing? Certainly for no other reason than that we believe it happened. We
infer ¢ from p, not p from g¢. I have heard that the Rabbis held that the
600,000 witnesses (o the crossing of the Red Sea must be credited.? 600,000
witnesses! That’s a lot. But now: why does anyone believe there were 600,000
witnesses? — Because he believes that 600,000 passed through. And let us
make no mistake: it is not otherwise for belief in there having been

eyewitnesses to Caesar’s assassination.
Compare one’s belief in the spatio-temporal continuity of the existence of

1 1 owe this information to Dr Stephen Katz.
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a man whom one recognizes and identifies as a man seen last week. We don’t
believe in the identity because we believe in the spatio-temporal continuity
of a human pattern from now here to then there. It is the other way about -
On the other hand a proof of a break in the continuity—a proof that this man
was in New York in between, while that man was not — would destroy our
belief in the identity. Mutatis mutandis the same holds for the chain of
transmission of historical information.

Itis so also with proper names. In using proper names that we take to be
the names of people we don’t know, or people in the remote past, we im-
plicitly depend on an ‘apostolical succession’ of users of these names ~ or
linguistic transforms of them - going back to original users, who knew the
people. We do not, and usually could not, trace the chain of use of the name.
But a discovery that a name belonged originally to a period later than the
life-time of the supposed bearer of the name at any rate reduces the status of
the name: it becomes equivalent to some set of definite descriptions.

Belief in recorded history is on the whole a belief that there has been a chain
of tradition of reports and records going back to contemporary knowledge;
it is not a belief in the historical facts by an inference that passes through the
links of such a chain. At most, that can very seldom be the case.

I1

f\ll this is not just catching Hume out in a mistake. That would not be very
interesting or important. The mistake — which I think it is now not a bit of
patronizing superiority more hodierno to refer to as such — has the rare
character of being easily demonstrated while yet it touches the nerve of a
problem of some depth. It is a lot more difficult to see what to say, than it is
to point clearly to error in Hume.

One of the rare pieces of stupidity in the writings of Wittgenstein concerns
this matter: '

That it is thinkable that we may yet find Caesar’s body hangs directly together with
the sense of a proposition about Caesar. But so too does the possibility of finding
so{nething written, from which it emerges that no such man ever lived, and his
existence was made up for particular ends. (Philosophische Bemerkungen, 1V, 56)

What document or inscription could be evidence that Julius Caesar never
existed? What would we think for example of an inscription saying “I
Augustus Caesar, invented the story of the divine Julius so that Caesars
shc'mld be worshipped; but he never existed” ? To ask a question Wittgen-
stein asked much later: what would get judged by what here?®

Takc-something a bit less extreme: 2 document recounting a conversation
about siege-engines between Caesar and Archimedes. We will suppose that
the document itself gets acknowledged by experts in such matters as a

In Certainty. ote On Certainty Wittgenstein would not ha d
‘ uch
suggestion. 1 am a good deal indebted to On Certainty in this article. ot have made such a
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genuine old MS. Dispute exists, perhaps, whether it was made in the tenth or
eleventh century and it comes under much critical scrutiny. (Itis no Piltdown
skull.) The Hellenicity or Latinity is authentically ancient; it seems
reasonable to place the writing of it in the first century BC. The style is such as
might fit, if possible, with its being a piece of historical writing. (Xenophon’s
Cyropaedeia® is an example of such writing.) The content proves it to be
fictitious.

It might well be that the discovery of such a piece would compel some
adjustment in our picture of what was ‘on’ in the literature of the time. It
could not force an adjusument in our idea of the relative dates of Archimedes
and Caesar.

Of course Wittgenstein doesn’t tell us from what character of document
that could ‘emerge’. I do not believe he could.

If you go to an expert on Julius Caesar, you will find he is an expert on
whether Caesar conducted such and such negotiations with Pompey or when
he wrote his books, for example. Not on whether Caesar existed. Contrastan
expert on King Arthur.

I was taught, I think, that when Lucretius was first published during the
Renaissance, the De Rerum Natura was suspected of being a forgery; but its
Latinity and the absence of ‘giveaways’ won its acceptance. That means that
there were standards by which to judge. The ancient Latinity of Horace,
Ovid, Virgil, Cicero and Caesar was such a standard, itself known by tradi-
tion and never subject to question. The attempt to construct a serious doubt
whether we have writings of Cicero — how could it find a ground from which
to proceed?

We know about Caesar from the testimony of ancient historians, we even
have his own writings! And how do you know that those are ancient
historians, and these, works of Caesar? You were told it. And how did your
teachers know? They were told it.

We know it from being taught; not just from explicit teaching, but by its
being implicit in a lot else that we are taught explicitly. But it is very difficult
to characterize the peculiar solidity involved, or its limits. It wasn’t an
accident that Hume took the killing of Caesar as his example; he was taking
something which existed in his culture, and exists in ours, with a particular
logical status of one kind of certainty. And yet he gota detail wrong! And yet
again, that detail’s being right would not be an important aspect of what he
knew. I mean, if he had been careful, he could have called that in question;
he could even perhaps have called the date in question (might it not have been
a false accretion?) — but that that man, Caesar, existed and that his life ter-
minated in assassination: this he could call in question only by indulging in
Cartesian doubt.

1 cannot check that there was such a person as Julius Caesar. No one can
except by finding out the status of the information about him. 1 mean:
suppose there were a schoolchild who first ran into Caesar through

1 Thought to be history in a time of very sketchy impressions of ancient Persian history.
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ShakesRcare’s play. Somehow he doesn’t learn at once that this is not a
purely hctitious story. He refers to Caesar as a fictitious character, and then
someone tells him Caesar was a real historical character. He can check this;
he can look into history books and find out that that’s what Caesar is. But I
cannot. I already know — I can at best remind myself of - the status of ““Julius
Caesar” as a name of an immensely famous man ‘in history’. (To be sure
these things can change.) ’

Or again: suppose a Chinese man, of a time when there was little contact
who hears of Caesar from a traveller. He is accustomed to chronicles ami
traditional information. (But we should not forget that it is by traditional
oral, information that one knows that these are chronicles, or are editions o,f
ancier}t books.) He learns that Caesar is supposed to be such a character in
our history. He can check on it. He can learn our languages, come to our
countries, find out that the corpus of solid historical information belonging
to our culture does indeed include this. But I cannot. The most I can do is:
trame the hypothesis that Caesar never existed, or was not assassinated, and
see that it is incapable of status even as a wild hypothesis. So I do not mean
that it is vastly improbable. I mean that either I should start to say: “How
could one explain all these references and implications, then? . . . but, but
b.ut if I doubt the existence of Caesar, if I say I may reasonably call itin (’:lues-,
tion, then with equal reason I must doubt the status of the things I've just
pointed to” - or I should realize straight away that the ‘doubt’ put me in a
vacuum in which I could not produce reasons why such and such *historical
facts’ are more or less doubtful.

1 once asked an expert on Galen how he knew that his subject existed. His
reaction was to consider the hypothesis that Galen did not exist. “It wouldn’t
do, you know,” he said; “‘we know too much about him ~" and went on to
mention Galen’s connection with Marcus Aurelius as an example. The
response was surely a correct one. What does the hypothesis amount to in
tace of our information about the time? But if all that is irrelevant ~ as we
c'oulfi have no reason for doubting the existence of Caesar, say, but con-
tinuing to believe in Cicero and Pompey ~ then the effect of the hyi’mthesis is
to make a vacuum in which there is nothing by which to judge anything else

The hypothesis about Galen is merely one that ‘won’tdo’! That is: one car;
relate him to better known historical matters. But in face of .such an
hypothesis about Caesar one would have to ask: “What am I allowed to
count as evidence, then?”’

I.’cople ‘in history’, as we say, are notin any case hypotheses which we have
al:rlvcd at to explain certain phenomena. No more than is the fact of m
b.xrth or the existence of my great-grandmothers . . . Though I have nevez
given the question any thought before this, I know I had more than one. Dol
know I had four? I would have said so. But not in the sense tha.t th
hypothesis that one of my grandfathers was a half brother, say, of the other i:
such fhat the. suppositi?n of its truth involves destroying bases,and standards
for discovering any historical facts at all. — And so also about people ‘in
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history’ there are gradations; and there is the possibility of discovering that
some obscure supposed historical figure is probably mythical, or is a confla-
tion or the like. Things get corrected or amended because of inconsistencies.
But not everything can be put up for checking. Neurath’s image is of a
ship which we repair — and, I suppose, build on to - while it is afloat: if this
suggests that we can go round tapping every plank for rottenness, and so we
might end up with a wholly different ship, the analogy is not good. For there
are things that are on a level. A general epistemological reason for doubting
one will be a reason for doubting all, and then none of them would have
anything to test it by.

10 “Whatever has a Beginning of
Existence must have a Cause”

Hume’s Argument Exposed

In A Treatise of Human Nature, Book 1, Part III, Section 1I, Hume dis-
tinguishes two questions, the one: Why a beginning of existence must necessarily
always have a cause? and the other, a double one: Why we conclude that such par-
ticular causes must necessarily have such particular effects; and what is the nature of the
inference, from the one to the other?

Not only are these distinct questions but a person may consistently hold
that a beginning of existence must always have a cause, without holding that
*“such particular causes must have such particular effects” (or that such par-
ticular effects must have such particular causes). It isn’t clear whether Hume
saw this.

His most famous thesis is that the ideas of cause and effect are always
separable; that is, that one may, without contradiction or absurdity, suppose
a given sort of cause to occur without its characteristic effect, and vice versa.
This seems to be very generally true. There is a counter-example. If I ask how
something comes to be in a certain place, I may learn that it arrived there
from somewhere else; i.e. it travelled from point A to point B from time¢to ¢
and 5o was at point B at #'. This is a causal explanation of its coming to be at
point B at ¢’ and it cannot *“without contradiction or absurdity” be supposed
to happen without the thing’s coming to be at point B - an event that might,
however, have occurred otherwise, if for example it came into existence at
that moment at that place. Thus, we can’t accept Hume's principle as im-
pregnable. But it is prima facie true in a vast number of cases.

Section 111 of Part I11, Book I of the Treatise is devoted to proving that
“Whatever begins to exist must have a cause of existence” is not intuitively or
demonstrably certain, i.e. is not what would nowadays be called a proposi-
tion whose truth is logically necessary.

What Hume calls “intuitively certain” is a proposition whose truth is dis-
coverable purely from examining the ideas contained in it, and what he calls
“demonstrably certain” is apparently a proposition which follows from
something intuitively certain,

He first produces a ‘proof’, which we shall soon examine, that that first
‘principle of causality’ cannot possibly be intuitively or demonstrably
certain; and he devotes the rest of the section to disposing of such arguments

From Analysis, 34, 5 (1974).
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as he knows, purporting to demonstrate it. He considers four arguments, of
which he is able to refute the last three quite easily; indeed they do not
descrve attention. One says that something that came into existence without
a causc must produce itsell, which is impossible; another, that it is produced
by nothing, which is incapable of producing anything. As Hume says, these
arguments assume what they set out to prove, and so can hardly prove it.
This is not “just reasoning”. The point is obvious indeed. Not that the
arguments are invalid; but they cannot prove the conclusion, if they cannot
prove it except to somcone who already accepts it. Another argument Hume
reasonably calls still more frivolous: every effect must have a cause, since
cause and cffect are relative teris. As he says, this does not show that every
beginning of existence must be an effect, any more than the truth that every
husband must have a wife shows that every man must be married. His
making this point will be of some importance for our understanding of his
positive argument that this ‘principle of causality’ cannot possibly be in-
tuitively or demonstrably certain. So much for the second, third and tourth
arguments which he considers.

The first argument, however, is obscure and is dealt with rather sketchily.
Itis that “‘all the points of time and space, in which we can suppose any object
to begin to exist, are in themselves equal; and unless there be some cause,
which is peculiar to one time and to one place, and which by that means
determines and fixes the existence, it must remain in eternal suspense”.
Hume replies:

Is there any more difficulty in supposing the time and place to be fix’d without a
cause, than to suppose the existence to be determin’d in that manner? The first
question that occurs on this subject is always, whether the object shall exist or not:
the next, when and where it shall begin to exist. If the removal of a cause be in-
tuitively absurd in the one case, it must be so in the other: and if that absurdity be
not clear without a proof in the one case, it will equally require one in the other.
The absurdity, then, of the one supposition can never be a proof of that of the
other, since they are both upon the same footing, and must stand or fall by the
same reasoning.

Why does he say “The first question is whether an object shall exist’’ ? This
seems to consider the matter from the point of view of a creator, which
suggests that Hume is consciously in Leibniz country; for Leibniz argues for
the identity of indiscernibles on the ground that God must have a reason for
putting A here and now, and B there and then, which there could not be
unless something distinguished A from B. Yet Hume doesn’t consider this.
The questions are not easy to reformulate and seem better left out.

What is Hume’s argument? He is saying: You cannot argue to the absur-
dity of p, from the fact that it entails ¢, which is absurd, for if someone saw no
difficulty in p, he'd see no difficulty in ¢. (Rather as if the argument were a
shaggy dog story.) This is somewhat cavalier. The arguer is not saying “There
is no absurdity in p but there is in ¢”, but rather ““There is at any rate this
absurdity in p, that it entails ¢, which is absur. .
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Hume is saying “But why should I find ¢ absurb, if I don’t already find p
absurd?”’ And to this there may well be an answer in this case. It is not fair to
say: you cannot argue like that, because you are initially supposing that p is not
absurd. One is not initially supposing anything of the sort. Well, Hume says,
by producing an argument instead of simply saying p is absurd, you are con-
ceding it is not intuitively absurd; now if it is not intuitively absurd, then
neither is ¢. Well, even that is not clear, but anyway, perhaps ¢ is not ‘in-
tuitively’ absurd but there are further arguments to show that ¢ is absurd.

And this is indeed the case. Without existing at a definite place and time, a
particular finite and non-eternal thing won’t exist at all. Hobbes’ argument,
as cited by Hume, seems to go on as follows: Antecedently to a thing’s ex-
istence at a place and time nothing can connect it with that time and place
more than with any other, unless something already existent makes that the
time and place of the thing’s existence. This argument indeed seems very un-
certain. Hume could say: the thing is and can be connected with the time and
place only by the brute fact of existing then and there: you can think of that
without invoking something else that makes it exist at that time and place.

But the argument suggests another one. Namely: space and time are
relative, that is, antecedently to a thing’s existence at a place and time, there
can be no distinction of that place and time from any other unless something
else distinguishes them. In this passage, Hume writes as if the place and time
for a thing’s existence could be specified independently of its existence. The
argument that he is considering assumes that too; and also it is the truth.
Since, then, space and time are relative, this specifiability requires a determi-
nant other than the thing which is supposed to exist, or to have existed, in the
place and at the time. .

That is the argument, and Hume does not deal with the questions
suggested by the argument he cited from Hobbes, which give rise to this one:
he has apparently not seen that the question arises what the requisite
specification of place and time could mean without a prior existence. Or at
least some other existence. For as far as concerns time, it may not be prior; it
might be posterior. Thus we specify a time as n years ago. This is not to givea
cause, but the requirement of other existences by which to specify time and
place does disprove Hume’s great principle ““That there is nothing in any
object consider’d in itself, which can afford us a reason for drawing a conclu-
sion beyond it” (Selby-Bigge’s edition, p. 139). Or if he should say: “‘con-
siderd in itself”’ excludes *‘consider’d as existing at a given time and place”,
then, if a thing that comes into existence must come into existence at a given
time and place, ‘consider’d in itself it can’t be considered as coming into
existence at all. But as soon as you consider it as existing at a given time and
place, the question arises as to how that time and place could be specified.

This is a very obscure topic, and we will leave it, with the observation that
Hume has hardly done it justice. Let us now attend to our main business: the
argument, already given by him, to show that a beginning of existence
without a cause is not demonstrably absurd.
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It is an argument from imagination.

As all distinct ideas are separable from each other, and as the ideas of cause and
effect are evidently distinct, "twill be easy for us to conceive any object to be non-
existent this moment, and existent the next, without conjoining to it the distinct
idea of a cause or productive principle. The separation, therefore, of the idea of a
cause from that of a beginning of existence is plainly possible for the imagination,
and consequently the actual separation of these objects is so far possible, that it
implies no contradiction or absurdity. (pp. 79-80)

His argument is rather prolix — more so than my quotation shows. Let us
set it out proposition by proposition.

(1) All distinct ideas are separable.

(2) The ideas of cause and effect are distinct.

(3) .. It will be easy to think of an object’s coming into existence without
thinking of a cause.

So far, so good: *‘separable” presumably means “such that one can think of
one without eo ipso thinking of the other”’.

We might query (2) on the grounds that cause and effect are correlative,
like husband and wife. But from Hume’s giving an example of an effect in
(), and especially in view of his calling “frivolous” the argument that the
ideas of cause and effect are correlative, we must take him to mean that the
ideas of whatever objects are causes and effects are distinct from one
another. The next step is the crucial one:

(4) .. The separation of the idea of a cause from that of a beginning of
existence is possible for the imagination.

What does this mean? There are two possibilities: that it is possible to
imagine a beginning of existence without imagining a cause, and that it is
possible to imagin ne a beginning of existence without a cause. The first cer-
tainly follows from (g) but is too close to it in sense for us seriously to suppose
it is what Hume means. He must, then,mean the second, so we have

(4a) .. It is possible to imagine something’s beginning to exist without a
cause.
From this he draws the conclusion

(5) .. The actual separation of these objects is so far possible, that it
implies no contradiction or absurdity.

This makes one ask “What objects?”’ The answer, as far as concerns one of
them, is plain: it is “a beginning of existence”.

For example, I imagine a star or a rabbit beginning to exist. To supply
such a particular case is both reasonable and conformable to Hume’s
doctrine of abstract ideas; for neither in reality nor according to Hume can
there be a bare image of a beginning of existence which is not the beginning
of existence of anything in particular. But what is the other ‘object’? The
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only answer we have is “a cause”. Now we can go two ways. We can either
forsake the doctrine of abstract ideas and say that that is to be a sufficient
description of our image in the particular case, or we can, as we did with “a
beginning of existence”, supply a specific cause, as, another rabbit, or the
compacting of nebulous material. And here arises the difficulty. For the
argument from imaginability to possibility has a good deal of force on the
second interpretation: let me imagine any event — say the boiling of a kettle -
and any particular cause of it - say the heat of a fire, and not only can I
imagine the one’s happening without the other, but the imaginability is of a
sort to convince me of the possibility in the sense of ‘implying no contradic-
tion or absurdity’. “I know what it would be like to find a kettle boiled
without a fire,” I may say, and even "I know what it would be like to find a
rabbit coming into being not from a parent rabbit”. So here the argument
from imagination is sound. But this sound argument does not yield the
desired conclusion. Let it hold for any particular cause I care to introduce.
Let us even suppose that Hume is right in saying it holds universally. Then I
can say

(6) For any beginning (or modification) of existence E and any particular
cause.C, I can imagine E’s happening without C,

and infer from this

(7) For any beginning (or modification) of existence E, and any particular
cause C, E can be supposed to happen without C: i.e. there is no con-
tradiction or absurdity in the supposition.

But the proposition does not give me the possibility of imagining an effect
without any cause at all. That is, it does not give me:

(8) I can imagine this: there is a beginning (or modification) of existence
without any cause.
For quite generally from

For amy, it is possible that not . . .
there does not follow:

It is possible that for none . . .
For example, from:

For any colour, I can imagine that a rose is not that colour
does not follow:

I can imagine that a rose has no colour.

Itlor dogs, (6), the possible exclusion of any particular cause in the imagina-
tion, or what (we are granting) follows from it, (7), the possibility of a begin-
ning of existence without any given cause, yield

T
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(9) A beginning of existence can happen without any cause,

i.e. this supposition is without contradiction or absurdity.

So if we go this way we have (perhaps) a sound argument from imagina-
tion. “This can be imagined, therefore this is possible,” but the this is not the
desired conclusion, but is only the conclusion that the effect can occur
without any particular cause which you have imagined it without.

We must, then, try the other tack, in which we forget Hume’s doctrine of
abstract ideas, and accept that the second ‘object’ is just ‘a cause’ and no
more. Then the argument is simply:

We can imagine something’s coming into existence without a cause.
.. Itis possible (i.e. there is no contradiction in supposing) that something
comes into existence without a cause.

If this is the right interpretation, one wonders why Hume did not give the
argument straight in this form. The trouble about it is that it is very uncon-
vincing. For if I say I can imagine a rabbit coming into being without a
parent rabbit, well and good: I imagine a rabbit coming into being, and our
observing that there is no parent rabbit about. But what am I to imagine if I
imagine a rabbit coming into being without a cause? Well, I just imagine a
rabbit appearing. That this is the imagination of a rabbit coming into being,
and without a cause is nothing but, as it were, the title of the picture. Indeed I
can form an image and give my picture that title. But from my being able to
do that, nothing whatever follows about what is possible to suppose “without
contradiction or absurdity” as holding in reality.

Hume’s argument can be rendered more intelligible to us it we attribute
to him the following principle:

If a circumstance need not be thought of in thinking of a thing, then that
thing can be thought of as lacking that circumstance and hence can exist
without it.

The attribution is probably correct; for we know that Hume thought that
““the mind cannot form any notion of quantity or quality without forming a precise notion
of degrees of each” (p. 18). His argument for this is that, e.g., the ‘precise
degree of any quality’ cannot be distinguished from the quality. Holding it
obviously absurd to suppose a quality to exist, though in no particular
degree, Hume thought there could be no such thing as an idea of it which
was not an idea of any particular degree of it. Generalizing, we may put it:

If something cannot be without such and such, it cannot be thought of
without thinking of such and such.

The principle we have auributed to Hume as inspiring the argument we
have been examining is essentially this one contraposed, though an extra
step has been put in.

With some caution and restriction, we may grant the Parmenidean prin-
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ciple that “It is the same thing that can be thought and can be””. But Hume's
extension of it is certainly wrong. It is even wrong in the particular case
from which we formed the generalization. I can imagine or think of a sprig
of leaves as existing without there being any definite number of leaves that I
think of it as having. Naturally, this does not mean that I can think of it as
existing without having a definite number of leaves.



11 Will and Emotion

Brentano’s Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt is a work which belies its
title. It would perhaps be correct if “empirischen”” had been altered to “‘em-
piristischen”. — It labours on the one hand to separate imagination and judge-
ment into two fundamental distinct classes of psychological phenomena,
and on the other to associate will and emotion or even to identify an act of will
as the occurrence of an emotion, though Brentano will grant that people will
hardly call it emotion. The former enterprise is vitiated by his failure to dis-
tinguish between predication and assertion. He says of the copula that it
... nur den Ausdruck von Vorstellungen zum Ausdrucke eines aner-
kennenden oder verwerfenden Urteils erginze....” (Bd. 2, Kap, 7)
However, this was an almost universal error; it took Frege to distinguish
predication from assertion, and Brentano is surely right in combating the
Humean thesis that there is no difference between mere images, and, say,
propositions or their content. Brentano’s second enterprise is to my mind
the more interesting and powerful. He puts the act of will (in a particular
case) at one end of a spectrum of emotions:

Betrachten wir als Beispiel die folgende Reihe: Traurigkeit — Sehnsucht nach dem
vermiften Gute — Hoffnung, daB es uns zuteil werde — Verlangen, es uns zu
verschaffen — Mut, den Versuch zu unternehmen ~ WillensentschluB zur Tat. Das
cine Extrem ist ein Gefilhl, das andere ein Willen; und sie scheinen weit
voneinander abzustehen. Wenn man aber auf die Zwischenglieder achtet und
immer nur die nichststehenden miteinander vergleicht, zeigt sich da nicht iiberall
der innigste AnschluB und ein fast unmerklicher Ubergang? (Bd. 2, Kap. 8)

The list doesn’t include fear, but might easily have done so: it could go in
after longing. Now, he says, isn’t the act of will which he puts in as the last
member of the series, and which comes after ‘Mut’, that is, spirit to make the
attempt — isn't it extremely like that spirit, that sentiment of l‘)oldness. or
courage, that nerving of oneself, as we say? In illustration, imagine a young
person standing outside the door of someone alarming, whom he ls'sum-
moning up the courage to beard. He has just nerved himself to walk in, he
has arrived at the state of ‘Mut’. Now consider the next thing, before he
actually pushes the door open and steps forward. If we can inst;rt somethir?g
psychological, something inner, in there at all - something which belongs in
the development which is to culminate in action, won’t it be almost t!le saime as
the ‘Mu’ itself, only more committed to the action? To see that we might do‘so,
consider that he might summon up the ‘Mut’ and then realize that the action
was impossible — he perceives that the swing door is locked. He physxcal‘ly
can’t push it open. Now if that’s what happens, he hasn’t even tried to doit.

From Grizer Philosophische Studien, 5 (1978)
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In just the same situation, in which however he doesn’t notice the metal
tongue of the lock in position, given that little extra, the act of will itself, he
won’t indeed push the door open (for he can’t) but he will have tried. So
there is a difference between this last term and the ‘Mut’, but how small! And
aren’t they obviously the same in kind? If there is that last term there at all, it
clearly belongs to the same class as the ‘Mut’, and hence in the same class as
all the rest. And so we have will assimilated to emotion. This is developed
into the characterization of emotions (and therefore will) as a set of states or
events whose common theme is acceptability or unacceptability, not as true
or false but in another way, of possible contents of judgement. These states
or events are differentiated from one another by the peculiar colouring
associated with each.

Note that we are persuaded to make the assimilation by a rather special
type of example. Where no ‘Mut’ is needed one couldn’t find a likeness, even
if one assumed an intercalated act of will, when one was describing some act
like picking up a glass of milk to drink it.

Brentano however is pointing to some conceptual relationship—in him it is
an assimilation — between will and the emotions. Nor is he alone in this.
Augustine makes a certain assimilation too:

Voluntas est quippe in omnibus: immo omnes nihil aliud quam voluntates sunt.
Nam quid est cupiditas et laetitia, nisi voluntas in eorum consensione, quae
volumus? et quid est metus et tristitia, nisi voluntas in dissensione ab his, quae
nolumus? Sed cum consentimus appetendo ea quae volumus, cupiditas; cum
autem consentimus fruendo his quae volumus, laetitia vocatur. Itemque cum dis-
sentimus ab eo quod accidere nolumus, talis voluntas metus est; cum autem dis-
sentimus ab eo quod nolentibus accidit, alis voluntas tristitia est. (De Civitate Dei
Lib. XIV, Cap. V1)

“There is will in all of them,”” he says, ““Nay, they are nothing but wills.” You
may think this isn’t like Brentano, who is talking about a will that occurs just
prior to an act: Augustine calls the principal passions all will and Brentano
would like to call will a passion, one member of that class. But look a little
more closely. The contrast isn’t so great. Augustine is concerned with just
four generic emotions, fear and desire, distress and joy. “For what are desire
and joy but will, saying yes [consenting] to the things we want? And what are
fear and sorrow but will, saying no to [dissenting from) the things we don’t
want? When we consent, seeking what we want, that’s desire, but when we
consent, having the things we want, that is called joy.” And likewise, he goes
on, (mutatis mutandis) for fear and distress.
We find Augustine’s ‘yes’ and ‘no’ in Brentano too:

Wenn etwas Inhalt cines Urteils werden kann, insofern es als wahr annehmlich
oder als falsch verwerflich ist, so kann es Inhalt cines Phanomens der dritten

Grundklasse werden, insofern es als gut genehm (im weitesten Sinne des Wortes)
oder als schlecht ungenehm sein kann,
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The comparison had already been made in respect of desire, orexis, in a very
generic sense of the term, by Aristotle:

éa11 6’ dnep év Sravola xardpaoic kal andpaoig, rovt’ év opélet Slwéic kal puyif
(Whatascription and denial are in judgement, pursuit and avoidance are in desire.)
(Nicomachean Ethics, 1139a, 21-2)

Aristotle’s orexis covers sensual desire (epithumia) and anger (thumos) as well
as wish, decision and choice. In the passage I quote some might claim that he
doesn’t mean to refer to the passions, because the passage is leading up to the
explanation of choice. But since the passions are certainly causes of pursuit
and avoidance this doesn’t seem sound. So we can after all put him with
Augustine and Brentano here. All of them speak of, or make a comparison
with yes and no when they consider will and desire.

As soon as you make this comparison you are faced with the equivalence
of “no”, in response to a negative, and “‘yes” in response to the correspon-
ding positive. Does this carry through to emotion and will? Here we can ask
various questions:

(1) Is pleasure (‘Lust’) at the idea of something’s occurring equivalent to,
or does it necessarily involve pain, distress (‘Unlust’) at the idea of its not oc-
curring? To this the answer seems to be clear, that there is no such connec-
tion.

(2) If you are willing that something should happen, must you be unwill-
ing that it should not happen? Obviously not.

(3) If you want something to happen, must you want it not to fail to
happen? Here the answer is positive. Though, by the way, this doesn’t mean
that wants must be consistent — nothing is said about whether you can also
want it to fail to happen. Similarly when we say that one who believes p dis-
believes not p we haven’t said yet whether he can also believe not p.

(4) 1fyou hope that something will happen, must you fear that it will not?
Here (pace Spinoza) the answer seems to be: not generally. But hope and fear
are tied up with expectation in complicated ways, and there is no doubt a host
of cases where hope of something does involve fear of the contrary, at least if
the thought of that is entertained. Nevertheless, one character may be fearful
more than hopeful, and another the opposite.

Belief equals disbelief in the contradictory and any proposition can be
given a negative form. Therefore to say that someone is characterized by
believingness rather than disbelievingness is to say nothing. Unless it means
that he tends — more strongly than most people — to believe what he is told
rather than to disbelieve it.

But does it mean nothing to say someone’s belief attitudes are positive
rather than negative? Well, it seems to mean something in the following
way: someone may be little interested in what is not the case, and only in-
terested in what is the case. But didn’t we say that anything can be given a
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negative form? It makes no sense to say that someone is interested by the fact
that some man is alive and not by the fact that he is not dead. Thus we might
make a classification of certain pairs of contraries as ones which exhaust the
possibilities for their subjects, when they exist and are capable of having the
predicates hold of them, e.g. ‘blind’, ‘sighted’.

It does make sense to say of someone ““He’s interested in what colour
something i, not in what colours it is not”. And it might be complained
against me, if I say what ‘will’ is not, but not what it is. Thus it does make
sense to speak of a man’s opinions, of his belief, as tending in the positive
direction: he says what exists, what qualities things have, what they are,
rather than what doesn’t exist, what qualities things don’t have, and what
they aren’t. Geach has written against the idea of there being any sense in
positiveness of belief — with which he wants to contrast will - but he has, I
think, not noticed this aspect. Belief is as its objects are. We may accept the
idea of certain objects of belief as positive (whether or not their expression
contains a negation) though we need have no general theory of all
propositions as ultimately positive or negative in sense. Aristotle’s theory of
the categories is a theory of things which are positive in our present sense. (It
is certainly not a theory of all predicates.)

This is the only way in which it makes sense to speak of belief as positive:
‘positive’ belief must mean belief in positive things. In this way belief that
someone was dead could be called negative, belief that he was alive positive.
And it might be a characteristic of someone always to relish believing
negative things. But disbelief would not as such be negative, only disbelief in
something positive.

Turning back to will and emotion, the idea of positive attitudes, as Geach
says, is readily acceptable. Love, pleasure, joy, cheer, curiosity, hope,
friendliness, surprise, admiration, gladness on anyone’s behalf, ‘nerve’ —all
these anyone will call positive. Whereas hatred, distress, ‘sadness, gloom,
depression, lack of interest, hopelessness, dislike and spite, contempt, scorn,
envy (in the sense of disliking another’s gain or good), fearfulness — all these
will readily be counted ‘negative’, ,

But perhaps this is no more than a ‘taking as’ which comes naturally to
everyone? Hatred, one may say, seems a pretty positive thing when con-
sidered in itself, but when offered the choice: how will you distribute the
terms “positive” and “negative” between hatred and love, then one will
retreat and call hatred the negative emotion. Why? Mephistopheles says in
Faust: “Ich bin der Geist der stets verneint’’ — but how does that fit with our
observation that affirmation and denial of the contradictory are equivalent?
If that spirit will keep a promise to say “no” to everything, we can get what
concessions we like out of him, like the young man in the English song “O
no John no John no John, No!” Goethe’s line is very evocative: is it more? -
Once again, the answer is yes, if we think of that spirit as the spirit of destruc-
tion of positive things. And that is the reason for the ‘negativeness’ of hate.
Love and hate take personal objects; hating a person, one wishes that he may
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be destroyed or diminished. And so the ‘Geist der stets verneint’ thinks that
‘alles was entsteht ist wert daB es zu Grunde geht’ — everything that comes
into being deserves to be abolished. The roots of a real polar opposition of
emotions are surely to be sought here,

So long as you stick to propositions in general (or other possible objects of
judgement) as giving the objects of emotion and will, you may indeed say
that there is yes and no in them; you may compare pursuit and avoidance to
affirmation and negation; but you are going to get pursuit and avoidance as
equivalent to one another according as the same matter is itself presented
negatively or positively. You aren’t going to get any real contrast of positive
and negative, or pursuit and avoidance, and it is useless to look here for the
explanation of negativeness in will and emotion.

Yet it is precisely here that there is a logical similarity between will and
emnotion. Even emotion such as love, which doesn’t ‘take’ propositional
objects, involves desires which do. And the logical similarity is in the
language connected with e.g. desire on the one hand and will on the other.
In this resides the sum of correctness in Brentano’s assimilation of the two
kinds of thing, emotion and will.

Now I am in opposition to Brentano in respect of his assimilation. I would
quite radically distinguish will and emotion and I say that Brentano
assimilated them because he didn’t realize how unlike they are. I'd want to
distinguish soap from washing. — At least, the need to do so would never
arise; but if anyone did assimilate soap and washing I'd want to oppose it.

In spite of this, I need not deny one similarity at all - I mean the similarity

in language. One regrets, finds bad that someone is ill, one wills, takes steps,
to bring it about that he not be ill. I don’t deny this similarity, rather I
energetically draw attention to it. For it’s a necessary and useful point for
helping to distinguish between emotions and complex bodily sensations
such as dizziness, nausea, thirst, itches, weariness, sleepiness, being on edge,
feeling inert, feeling full. One doesn’t want to call these “‘emotion”. But why
not? The answer is that these sensations don’t involve reference to good and
evil, that admixture of reasons and thoughts which is so characteristic of
human emotion. Nausea, for example, is a feeling of being liable to throw up
soon, it is not a feeling that it would be good or lovely to throw up. Nor even is
thirst a feeling that it would be lovely to drink ~ even though one might give
expression to it by saying so and thereby become emotional about it. This
point is by itself enough to show Brentano radically wrong in his explanation
of the ideas of good and evil. (If I have understood him.) If we have to use
them to differentiate emotions from psycho-somatic sensations, then they
cannot be explained to us by pointing to the emotions. The genetic explana-
tion by reference to familiar objects of experience: *‘You know what fear and
hope, love and hate are, don’t you? Well, the ideas that can be got from
having all of these in your repertory are the ideas of good and evil”’ — this
won’t work because we will already have to mention good and evil in
explaining what we meant by the words for the emotions.
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Brentano knows quite well that will is not a feeling: “daR er einen
WillensentschluB fithle wird wohl keiner sagen.” It is a point that somewhat
embarrasses him, I think, and that he forgets from time to time, as when he
says that inner experience shows that there is nowhere a sharp boundary
between feeling and will. That suggests that he sees or wants to see an act of
will as itself a content of consciousness and thinks that feeling merges into it.
Indeed that was rather suggested by his spectrum. And he speaks of a “seed”’
of striving as already there in the feeling of yearning, of this “‘seed” as
“sprouting” in hope, “‘unfolding” in wishing and in getting one’s courage
up, and “ripening”’ in the decision of the will:

Aber liegt nicht demungeachtet schon in der Sehnsucht ein Keim des Strebens?
und sprieft dieser nicht auf in der Hoffnung, und entfaltet sich, bei dem Gedanken
an ein etwaiges eigenes Zutun, in dem Wunsche zu handeln und in dem Mute dazu;
bis endlich das Verlangen danach zugleich die Scheu vor jedem Opfer und den

Waunsch jeder lingeren Erwigung dberwiegt und so zum Willensentschuf gereift
ist?

Once again, we seem to have our attention directed to a very special sort of
example. Not to such ordinary examples as the following ones: 1 feel
inclined to shut the window and 1 do shut it; I have made up my mind to
catch a certain train and I leave in time (or not quite in time). The idea of
neighbouring members of a series which can hardly be distinguished from
one another seems quite inappropriate to these cases.

That an act is voluntary doesn’t mean that it is preceded by an act of will,
but that it is itself an act of will. In proof of this, consider how, whatever inner
event precedes an act, one can still ask if it was voluntary when it occurred.
Crouching down on the edge of the swimming bath I had just nerved myself
(Brentano’s ‘Mut’) and positively determined to roll head first into the water
- suddenly you pushed me. The physical event was almost the same. What
matter that I find the nerving myself and the decision extremely alike? Neither
of them was the will in the voluntary act of rolling into the water — for ex
hypothesi there wasn’t any such voluntary act.

Neither of them would have been the will in the voluntary act if the act had
been voluntary. The voluntariness of the voluntary act doesn’t consist in
anything of the sort. Brentano, who assumes it does, finds something in-
trospectively almost indistinguishable from something else, something in
.the line of feelings (the ‘Mut’) which he also finds present. But the whole idea
is an error, a confusion of radically different kinds of thing, of elements in a
flow of feelings with the voluntariness of an act. It is in fact as odd as iden-
tilfying hunger with the voluntariness of eating, or putting them in the same
class.

There is another reason for the error of psychological confusion here. We
all know it is difficult to find the evem which shall be the act of will within a
volt.mtaty action. But it is equally difficult to find the event which is the
feeling, the emotion, once we examine the situation in detail. “I’d just
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nerved myself,”” we say: but what was that? A certain tension of the muscles,
drawing in of the breath, a thought? “I was very angry,” or “very
frightened”. What was that? Was there a feeling of anger or fright which
occurred at a particular time? Well, yes, if you mean that at some particular
time it was true that I was angry (frightened). But what was the feeling of
anger or fright itself? One may find certain physical sensations — but they
can’t be the anger or fright, for one can ask someone “How does (or did)
anger (or fear) take you? Where did you feel it? In your chest? In your head?
In your legs?”” Now suppose someone says: With me then it was a constric-
tion in the chest and a trembling in my knees. ‘‘How did you know that was a
sensation of anger — or fear?”’ ~ for I have deliberately chosen what might
easily be either. At this point one wants to say: The feeling of anger (or fear)
suffuses the physical sensations and the reactions in thought and action. That
is why I say that this sensation was a sensation belonging to my being angry,
whereas a tickle that suddenly perhaps attacked my nose at the same time
had nothing to do with it. And this metaphor of suffusion is a very powerful
one. Brentano himself implicitly uses it: he keeps on speaking of the different
colouring of the different emotions ~ leaving one to understand perhaps that
the will has yet another colour. I don’t think, however, that he noticed the
elusiveness of the feelings themselves, which is quite like the elusiveness of
the act of will. These things elude one when one approaches the matter with a
certain expectation of what one will be able to find.

This point of similarity, however, would be no ground for an assimilation.
The states of emotion, whether or not they are states of actual excitation, un-
doubtedly cause both voluntary and involuntary actions. Also the emotion is
mentioned as a reason or ‘motive’ for some actions, as well as a cause of
others. Examples: I upset the coffee — involuntarily - because I was so angry;
1 abandoned a proposed outing because I was angry—anger had taken away
my inclination to make it; I wrote that letter because I was angry — i.e. anger
inspired it. It would be of interest to discuss the causality - i.e. how many
different types there are here. Lack of space prevents this. But at least the
effect is of a quite different kind from the cause: the effect is a voluntary
action taking place no doubt at a definite time; the cause, a state which lacks
a central core and the assignment of which to a definite time, though
sometimes possible, is by no means necessary. There need be no answer to
the question when one began to fear something, or when one stopped;
though it may be certain that one did fear it at a certain given date, and that
this had certain consequences, some of which can be called effects.

It is difficult for Brentano not to turn out to be an emotivist. For he thinks
the source of the ideas of good and bad is purely experiences of love and hate
(taken very broadly). Thus he quotes with approval a remark -of Kant’s in
Untersuchungen itber die Deutlichheit der Grundsitze der natiirlichen Theologie und
Moral, to the effect that only now are we at last realizing that, as knowledge
(Erkenntnis) is the source of the power of imagining what is true, so feeling is
the source of the power of experiencing what is good:
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Man hat es in unseren Tagen allererst einzusehen angefangen, daf das Vermégen
das Wahre vorzustellen, die Erkenntnis, dasjenige aber, das Gute zu'empfinden,
das Gefiihl sei, und daR beide ja nicht miteinander milssen verwechselt werden.

So we see the drive behind his contention of the identity in kind between
will and the emotions: it doesn’t belong to the intelligence to frame the ideas
of good and evil. But the contention fails, is void for uncertainty, because
will is far more different in kind from the emotions than he ever even con-
ceived as a position for his opponents to take up. To will is either (a) to make
some decision — but no such thing as a distinct mental act is generally
necessary when one acts voluntarily — or (b) to have a certain intention ~ as,
e.g. 1 have an intention of returning to England this month, and have had it
all along without thinking of it (otherwise than by booking the passage: cer-
tainly that is nothing of the same kind as a feeling) or (c) to try to do something
fwhich is usually to do something else) or (d) to act voluntarily. The last is the
important case for us — the others are side issues. A positive act of mine is
voluntary, not because it is accompanied or preceded by an act of will, but
because it is done by me either for its own sake or for the sake of something
else. This new dimension of ‘What for?’ enters into the description of the act
and belongs to the intelligence of the agent. It belongs to intelligence in two
ways: one, that intelligence grasps what conduces to what and what the situa-
tion is in which it operates; and two, that it frames the conceptions of those
generic (right or wrong) ends which are characteristic of human beings. I
mean that e.g. other animals may be dominated by an appetite for pleasure;

but it takes intelligence of the human sort to be an akolastos in Aristotle’;
sense and make pleasure in general one’s goal.
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12 Retractation

Here is a striking fact about the Tractatus: the question whether the objects
spoken of there are individuals only or are also universals seems not to have
crossed Wittgenstein’s mind. This fact has always made me uneasy over
exegetes’ taking sides on this question: Erik Stenius giving one answer, and
Irving Copi and myself, for example, another.! Professor Stenius does
indeed cast some doubt on the suitability of the traditional term “‘univer-
sals”’; but he says it is a term used for what he calls “predicates” (relations
and properties). And he insists that there are these two quite different kinds
of ‘objects’ — individuals and predicates. This leads him to a really
monstrous piece of exegesis: he simply overrides Wittgenstein’s statement
that names resemble points in that they lack Sinn, reversible polarity, i.e.
negatability or, in Stenius’ phrase, directed meaning. Referring to the way in
which predicate-expressions, unlike names, admit of negation, he says
“Thus Wittgenstein is wrong when he says in 8.144 that (all) names resemble
‘points’. Names of predicates are more like ‘arrows’ because their meaning is
‘directed’”” (p. 175).

1 still think Stenius quite wrong about this; but I now think that Ramsey
was righter than [ ever realized.? Ramsey disputed the distinction between
individuals and universals on the ground that there was no less reason to
speak of Socrates as attaching to wisdom, say, than to speak of wisdom as at-
taching to Socrates. Wisdom is found in many objects; but equally Socrates
has many things true of him; the one-in-many theme does not come out in
only one way as between Socrates and wisdom.

What Ramsey failed to see was the distinction between the sign of a
function and a name; he did not perceive that what signally distinguishes
names from expressions for predicates is that expressions for predicates can
be negated, names not. I mean that negation, attached toa predicate, yieldsa
new predicate, but when attached to a name it does not yield any name.
0ddly, too, he seems to have thought of “f! (b)”", one of the notations for an
elementary proposition in the Tractatus, as if the possible atomic fact it would
symbolize must consist of two objects, f and b. These errors can be avoided,
however, while Ramsey’s essential idea is kept.

Frege had distinguished concept and object; concepts, the reference of
predicates, were essentially ‘unsaturated’; a concept had as it were a hole in
it, waiting to be filled by an object. Ramsey objected to this idea, whose

t Erik Stenius, Witigenstein's Tractatus (Oxford, 1960); Irving Copi, ‘Objects, Properties, and
Relations in the Tractatus’, Mind, 67 (1958); G. E. M. Anscombe, An Introduction to Wittgenstein’s

Tractatus (London, 1959).
! F. P. Ramsey, ‘Universals’ in The Foundations of Mathematics (London, 1931).

From Analysis, 26, 2 {(1965).
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exposition he found in Russell. He said that both parts of the proposition -
name and predicate-expression — stood for incomplete objects and that
there was no essential difference between universals and particulars. Both
could exist only in facts, i.e. in combination.

Protesting that “f (b)”’ need not for Wittgenstein represent only a two-
object atomic fact, I myself came to think that there could be no such fact -
though, mysteriously, the Tractatus forbids one to say so. In Wittgenstein, 1
maintained, predicates, concepts, or universals are not just more objects, as

'Ramsey took it, nor yet another sort of object, as Stenius takes it; rather,
Wittgenstein made the gulf between concept and object far greater than
Frege did. So far as concerned the meaning of a functional expression, this
was simply objects; but in respect of having argument-places, concepts go
over entirely into logical forms; the completely analysed proposition is, as
Wittgenstein himself later put it, “a logical network sprinkled with names”’.
It is this logical network alone that is ‘universal’ and in its connection arises
the possibility of negation, logical product, logical sum, etc. This view still
appears to me to be correct; but I see no reason to insist that a functional
expression always ‘covers’, as I put it, more than one name. This expression
is mine, not Wittgenstein’s; but I think it is justified, e.g. by that phrase “a
logical network sprinkled with names”, which he later used to characterize
the Tractatus position.

There is an ambiguity of the word “predicate” that needs clearing up.
?redicate-expressions, I hold, are not names, and the only objects admitted
in the Tractatus are the bearers of names. Now if predicates are what is sym-
bolized by the remainder of a proposition when one or more names are
del.eted, then there will be predicates of different type—-monadic, dyadic, etc.
This, however, is not the way in which “predicate” was used in early Russell.
'l.'here a “subject-predicate proposition’ was a non-relational one; a proposi-
tion in which a non-relational property was ascribed to a subject. This is
Wlt.tgenstein’s usage in 4.1274: “one cannot ask: are there unanalysable
subject-predicate propositions?”” Hence he implies here that one cannot ask
u(hether there are possible atomic facts containing just two objects. This pro-
hibition worried me; for at that time it certainly appeared to me that one
must say there could not be; any predicate would have to cover a plurality of
names. I complained that Ramsey wrote as if, say “a-b" were a specifiable
ﬁlems’mary proposition, which Wittgenstein chooses to write as, say, “f(b)”".
“{(b)”, I said, symbolizes an elementary proposition, but not necessarily one
in wh?n sense only two objects occur. This still seems certainly right; but
there is nothing against a functional expression “f”’ covering oniy one name.
Ihus:’lf an elementary proposition could be reached in a particular case, and

a~b were the elementary proposition fully analysed into a concatenation
of names, it could be regarded as the result of completing a function “f(x)"
Ey” b” as giving a value of “x”, or a different function “g (x)”’ by “a”. Here
"f v,f'ould not b?’anothcr name of a, or “‘g” another name of b, though both
f(b)”” and *‘g(a)”” would be equivalent to “‘a~b"". But logic has nothing to say
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as to whether there are or are not such _elememary propositions, and
ordinary language uses propositions of the subject-predicate form without
enquiry into their analysability.

There is indeed the contrast, strongly insisted on in the Tractatus, between
name and function. This contrast is disregarded by both Stenius and
Ramsey; and I thought it was the same as - or simply the ‘formal mode’ for—
the contrast between individual and universal, and so failed to take Ramsey’s
point. The fact that we must contrast name and function does not in the least
oblige us to deny that the objects (whatever they are) covered by “‘red” in “A
is red” could also enter into the fact that B is red. (Even if A and B are different
and widely separated things.)

Denying this, I wrote of it as a purely Ramseyesque view:

The question arises whether the objects that would be named in place of our using
the colour-word “red” in the two cases, would be different. I think Ramsey would
have supposed they would be the same. And no doubt he would have poo}?-
poohed the feeling that in that case these objects would have the character of uni-
versals rather than ‘individuals’: we don’t think A is a universal because it can enter
into a variety of facts, so why should we think this ofred—or, ifred is composittf, (.)f
the objects into which red is analysed? This is perhaps a proper rePly; yet it is
difficult not to feel that an object that can exist all over the world in different facts
has rather the character of a universal.®

I went on to say that this Ramseyesque view was not Witt'genstein’s: “i.t is
only the logical network that is ‘universal’’. But I had no evidence for saying
the view was not Wittgenstein’s: I mistakenly thought this followed from the
fact that “only the ‘logical network’ was universal”. '

That is to say, because Ramsey failed to distinguish name and‘ funcuor}, I
thought that in spite of all he said those objects which, accordlqg to him,
were represented by functions would have to be ‘universalsj; I dl('i not ap-
preciate the force of his argument that they were no more ‘universal’ than the

“bearers of the names of the Tractatus theory.

Now let us consider the objects covered by ‘red’ and ‘green’ in “Aisred”’,
“Aisgreen” and “Bisred”. “Red” and ‘“‘green” must in any case each cover
a plurality of objects, for as “material properties” they are “first formed bya
configuration” (2.0281). I have also always thought thz.t.t exact!y the same
objects were involved in the sense of “A is red” and A is green™": the same
objects in a different configuration. This solves the problf:ms r.alsed by the
incompatibility of the two propositions.* However !' did think that the
objects covered by “red” in ““A is red”” and “B is red”” would be d.lﬁere'nt
where A and B were different, because the objects must be individuals. This point
is of course independent of the other. o . o

But suppose after all the objects covered by *red” in “A is red. 'and Bis
red” are the same. Does that make them into universals? Well, if it d(?es O
simply because they are found in a nexus with A in the one case and B in the

% An Introduction to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, p. 109.
! See Edwin Allaire, ‘Tractatus, 6.8751", Analysis, 19 (1959).
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other, then equally A and B, or the objects constituting them will be univer-
sals. That is Ramsey’s argument, and it appears to be correct. There is no
ground for a distinction of types of object.

But if the features of negatability and of having argument places are what
mark the expressions for universals, then these objects will not be universals,
even if they do exist separately all over the world at once. “Universal” in this
sense is a term applicable only to functions; not to any sort of object. And
functions are purely linguistic; nothing in reality except the objects
themselves, in logical configuration if they are plural, corresponds to a func-
tion; but there is no place in logical enquiry for the question whether func-
tions might or could not ‘cover’ single names.

Thus far exegesis. It should be clear now, if I am right, that from the Trac-
tatus point of view the distinction between individuals and universals - in-
dividual things which are the bearers of singular names and universal things
which are the bearers of general names — is meaningless. The concept of a
universal is a bastard progeny of two quite distinct concepts — those of

Junction and of the existence of an object in many facts. The former is
linguistic; the latter, not peculiar to these objects which are involved in
expressions for properties and relations.

It appears to me that the point is of far more than exegetical interest. But
for the moment let this suffice.
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13 The Question of Linguistic Idealism

I

“If anyone believes that certain concepts are absolutely the right ones, and
that having different concepts would mean not realizing something that we
realize — then let him imagine certain very general facts of nature to be
different from what we are used to, and the formation of concepts different
from usual ones will become intelligible to him” (Philosophical Investigations
(P1), 11, X1D).

This is one of the passages from Wittgenstein arousing ~ in my mind at
least — the question: have we in his last philosphical thought what might l?e
called a linguistic idealism? Linguistic, because he describes concepts in
terms of linguistic practices. And he also wrote: “Essence is expressed by
grammar” (PI, 1, §371).

Now, we might accept this dictum in the following way: as Plato suggested
in the Cratylus, words for the same thing in different languages — e.g. equus,
cheval, horse, inmoc — are like the same tool made of different materials, say
iron, steel, bronze, brass. A tool which is designed to catch hold of
something will perhaps have a shape corresponding to the sh'apc of the
object. So a word has something, which we will call its logical shap?,
answering to the essence that it catches hold of (or expresses). In the?r
sensibly perceptible aspects those words differ from one another; their
logical shape is the same. This logical shape is the grammar of the words.
This isn’t a matter of the most superficial grammatical features, as that the
word for something is inflected, or that certain phrases containing the wor.cl
are compounded in certain ways, as may happen in one language and not in
another (as: in English there is or was a call “To horse!”’) - not a matter of
the fine details that would be described by a commentator on Panini. But
there is a crude grammar common to all, by which each is e.g. a count-noun
which is the name of a kind of whole living thing.

Suppose we accept this last, and do not here pause to show that the fixing
of a word as such a word is done by its grammar. But what I mean by
“linguistic idealism’ would go further and say “Essence is created by gram-
mar”’, For the ‘essential’ is ““the mark of a concept, not the property of an
object”.! . '

If we assent to “Essence is expressed by grammar’’ we may very likely say
“The words for what I am talking about have to have this grammar.” E.g.:

! Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics IRFM), 1, 73 (any edition). “Mark of a concept” is of
course an expression taken from Frege.

From ‘Essays on Witigenstein in honour of G. H. von Wright’, Acta Philosaphica Fennica 28, 1-3,
(1976).
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The language for talking about sensation must have firstthird person
asymmetry. But here we don’t mean: This property (say, of first—third person
asymmetry) is rightly ascribed to this kind of thing (say, sensation). For the
property mentioned is a property of language. So we should rather say:
Language that doesn’t have these features, this grammar, is not about sen-
sations but about something else, and if you took language about sensations
and changed this aspect of it, it would cease to be language about sensations.
Now language is certainly at least a complicated set of proceedings, mostly
with articulate noises. So now it looks as if either the grammar corresponded
to something of the object, its real essence, which it has whether there is
language about it or not, or the ‘object’ were itself dependent on language.
The first is like the suggestion made by Plato in the Cratylus; the second, if it
applies through and through, I call “linguistic idealism”.

Going back to my opening quotation: someone might say “I don’t want
to say that such-and-such concepts are absolutely the right ones; I only want
to know if they are right ones at all.” To take Wittgenstein’s own example, in
a world where colour and shape were not independent, people might have
some colour-shape concepts, and none of colour or of shape. We don’t have
to suppose, even, that they ‘fail to realize what we realize’ - e.g. certain
similarities of colour. For do we ourselves havea concept wherever we notice
a similarity? (See Zettel, § 380) What we want to be assured of is that ‘what we
realize’ actually exists and is not a mere projection of the forms of our
thinking upon reality.

Wittgenstein appears to suggest that what ‘corresponds to’ our concept of
colour is not (as we might have wished to say) a distinct feature of things, but
rather the ‘very general fact of nature’ that colour and shape are indepen-
dent.

This suggestion, whatever its merits, is not the suggestion that the essence
expressed by the grammar of colour-words is created by that grammar. Yet it
does head one off from an attempt to concentrate on and state the essence
that the grammar expresses. A scholastic statement about colour, for
example, was that it was “whole in the whole, and whole in every part”. This
would appear in Wittgenstein as, say: “We call something dividing up a
square, for example, but nothing dividing up its colour.” Or: “Nothing is
called a part of red, which appears in one place and is not red, while another
part, also not red, appears in another place, so that the two together are said
to make up the red.” And these are grammatical remarks, remarks about the
way in which words are used. “If you talk about essence - you are merely
noting a convention” (RFM, 1, 74).

But now: if we say the essence expressed by the grammar of the word
“red” is itself the creation or product of that grammar aren’t we saying that
nothing would have been red if there had not been human language? If,
more particularly, there had not been that linguistic practice with a word,
whose existence shows that the users of the word have the concept ‘red’. And
that we do not want to say.
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Wittgenstein imagined a tribe with a different concept of pain from ours:
their concept applies only where there is visible damage, such as a wound.
This is where he answers the question. “But don’t they notice the
similarity?” (sc. to pain without wounds) by saying ‘‘Do we make a concept
wherever we see a similarity?”’ Similarly he says *‘You learned the concept pain
when you learned language.” That is, it is not experiencing pain that gives
you the meaning of the word *“pain”. How could an experience dictate the
grammar of a word? You may say: doesn’t it make certain demands on the
grammar, if the word is to be the word for that experience? But the word is
not just a response to that experience at that time: what else is the word to
apply to? The experience can’t dictate what is to be put together with it. “The
answer to that is surely: Whatever is the same as it.”” — What sameness have
you in mind? You will say: “The sameness that is expressed by the word.”
But do you know what sameness that is before you have the word? The
experience at any rate does not tell you the limits of use of the word or what
sort of instrument it is to be — whether it is to be an exclamation or to have a
syntax, for example, and if the latter, whether that of a property of objects
perceived. Thus a tribe can be imagined with a different concept of pain,
though it overlaps with ours sufliciently to call it that.

Now what is there in all this to make a difficulty about saying: “Even if
there had never been any human language so that there was ‘no concept of
pain’ at all — still, if there were animals, there would have been pain?”
Nothing. — *‘But which ‘pain’ are we talking about — pain according to our
concept or according to some other possible concept, say the one
described?” Well, we are talking our language. So it is pain as we mean
“pain’’ that we are saying would have existed anyway.

And similarly, if there never had been humans around talking about
horses, that is not the slightest reason to say there wouldn’t have been horses.
These essences, then, which are expressed by grammar, are not created by
grammar. It must be a misunderstanding of ‘essence’ to think otherwise: to
think, for example, that though there doubtless would have been horses, the
essence expressed by ‘“‘horse” would not have existed but for human
language and thought.? Could we follow the suggestion of my opening
quotation and imagine ‘general facts of nature’ so different that people did
not have the concept ‘horse’ — although there were horses around? That

might be difficult. But when Wittgenstein deprecates thinking that people
with different concepts must be missing something that we realize, he pre-
sumably doesn’t mean that they could not be supposed to miss something
that we realize. It would, rather, be an open question whether they did or
not. Suppose, for example, that there were not a great variety of species of
mammals, but only horses and humans, and there were no count-noun cor-
responding to **horse”, but some verb form signifying something like horse-
presence, we might not find here the concept “horse” and yet we might not

? Such an error was committed by Locke: according to him essences are general ideas, and
general and universal are creations of the mind.
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suppose that they ‘fail to realize something that we realize’. Or again, having
a count-noun, they might apply it to cows on seeing them.

I suggested saying that language about sensations had to have a certain
grammar — had to have the first-third person asymmetry. But am I not
saying here that language about horses doesn’t have to have the grammar
that expresses the essence, horse; e.g. doesn’t have to contain a count-noun
which is the name of a kind of animal? It seems that I am; should I not then
give up my idea about sensations? It seemed that language may at any rate
relate to horses without having a word for a horse; so may not language
similarly relate to sensations without expressing or reporting them? Sensible
properties, for example, may be mentioned and scenes described, and the
reports be differently treated according as they are first-hand of things
currently present to the reporter or as they are second-hand or only
remembered, but there are no words for the sense modalities and the words
for the sensible properties have no purely ‘subjective’ use: I mean no use in
which they are not subject to correction by other people. The first-hand
reports of sensible properties, when counted wrong, are treated as personal
stupidity.

To sum up: Essence is expressed by grammar. But we can conceive of different con-
cepts, i.e. of language without the same grammar. People using this would then not be
using language whose grammar expressed the same essences. However, they might not
thereby be missing anything that we realize.

It is enormously difficult to steer in the narrow channel here: to avoid the
falsehoods of idealism and the stupidities of empiricist realism.

I understand or mean or think of a kind of animal when I hear, read, or
say “horse”. But those terms don’t signify a mental act such as forming an
image or having a representation before me. No image or representation
could determine future or pastapplication of the word, i.e. what I and others
have called and will call a “horse”. This is determined by the grammar’s
expressing an essence. I am master of this grammar: it is by that grammar’s
expressing an essence that the word I am using means a kind of animal, and
hence that 7 mean that. The essence is not what I mean or am speaking of: it
is rather that through which I understand or think of (mean) etc. That is to
say, it is that because of which my use of the word is a case of meaning a kind
of animal. Locke’s error was first to think that the ‘idea’ was the object of
thinking; was what a word stands for and so what we mean when we use it,
and second to think that when we speak of ‘a kind of animal’ we must mean a
general idea, which he identifies with a ‘nominal essence’ and calls a creature
o.f the understanding. Whereas, if asked to explain what the word **horse”’

signifies, we may point to a horse saying “That is a horse” and to another
one saying ““So is that”’, from which, if our hearer understands our explana-
tion, he will grasp that the word is the name of a kind. If, then, seeing a
donkey, he supposes it too is a horse, he might say “‘But isn’t it the same as
you pointed to before?”” showing that the identity in question is identity of
kind. “‘Pointing twice to the same” is an expression that does not yet deter-
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mine what counts as that: the question only has a determinate answer when
we know what identity, what method of counting, is relevant. A horse has
been counted and another horse comes along; if the procedure is to say
“we've counted that one”, but to assign a new number to, say, a giraffe (a

- giraffe not having been counted before) — then it appears that one is coumir'\g
kinds. But what one is counting is in any case out there before one, and not in
either case a ‘creature of the mind’. If anything is the creation of the mind it
is the grammar of one’s expressions. If what we mean by “ifiea” is the
essence expressed by that grammar, then in the case of the idea of a horse that
is no creature of the mind. Nor is it the object of thinking; itis that about the
grammar of the word, by which horses are spoken and so also thought of by’
means of the word. And it is common to otherwise dissimilar words of
different languages. ‘ 4 .

But so powerful is the suggestion of the superficial forms of grammar, thaf
when we speak of ‘counting kinds of animal’ as opposed to ‘cour3tmg horses
(for note that the former expression is ambiguous), it sounds as if the former
expression introduced some new objects to count over and ab.ove horses and
giraffes and men, for example; as if some new reality were .bemg po:f»tulated.
Whereas we have only introduced a different way of counting what is before
us. It is as with letters on a page. Told to ‘count these’ one assumes or neec!s
to be told some particular method of counting. \"Vlth thfe method is
associated a concept C which is used to say ‘what’ one is counting. .Separate
marks? Physically separate letters? Letters of the alph'abet Qf dlsu.nct type
fount? Type founts? Etc. — The rock-bottom explanation of counting each
of these is the counting procedures themselves. : .

When the view is introduced that counting kinds is counting a different
sort of objects from counting individuals (forv after all, the grflmma‘tical
object of the verb ‘to count’ is different!) then of course the‘ question arises:
where are some of these objects to be found? In the realm of Platonic forms?
In the mind? o

It is astonishing how deeply people are sunk in this bog, which is c.reatcd
by pure grammatical misunderstanding. One will not understand Wlt‘tgen~
stein well unless one notices that he has not anywhere so much as got his fect
muddied by it. Somewhere in one of his notebooks he ‘»‘vrote:.“Numenc’a:l

identity: a bad concept”. As indeed it is; for if you say *'same in number. ,
i.e. “same for purposes of counting”’, the question still is safne what in
number?” or *“same for purposes of counting how?” — The.re is only one
letter ¢ in the Roman alphabet, for example. Any e is numerically the safne
letter of the Roman alphabet as any other. Greek, on the other hand, has twoe’s—
€and n. .

The foregoing considerations lead to the following test, ifwe wantto know
whether Wittgenstein is a ‘linguistic idealist’. We shal.l ask'th.e question: Does
this existence, or this truth, depend upon human linguistic pracuce?. Tha;
the meaning of expressions is so dependent is evident; that human possc;ss\:r} o
concepts is so dependent is not quite so evident. A deaf-mute untrained in a
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language with a syntactical organization or even in any conventional system
of signs may have dealings with his fellow-humans which clearly involve his
making and complying with varied requests, the earning and spending of
money, the response to and joining in various other specially human ac-
tivities; it is not surprising to learn that such a man can make or laugh at a
joke, for example, a visible, acted joke. On the other hand we take it as
obvious that there is a host of concepts and considerations which are quite
inaccessible to him; also it is fruitless to speculate how much of his capacity is
dependent on the existence of the language-using life of those he lives
among. The competent use of language is a criterion for the possession of the
concepts symbolized in it, and so we are at liberty to say: to have such-and-

such linguistic practices is to have such-and-such concepts. “‘Linguistic prac-

tice” here does not mean merely the production of words properly arranged

into sentences on occasions which we vaguely call “‘suitable”. It is important
that it includes activities other than the production of language, into which a

use of language is interwoven. For example, activities of measuring, of
weighing, of giving and receiving and putting into special places, of moving

about in a huge variety of ways, of consulting tables and calendars and signs

and acting in a way which is connected with that consultation. Itis plausible

to say that we would have no concept of length apart from some activity of
measuring, and no concept of precise comparative lengths of distant objects

if the activity of measuring had not a quite elaborate use of words interwoven
into it.

When Kronecker said “‘God made the whole numbers, all else is human
construction” what can we take him to mean? At first sight, little. Humans
would not, I suppose, have had the concept of the natural numbers if they
had not had the practice of counting objects. (What do I mean by this? I
suppose something like the following: if there isn’t a practice of counting
objects, it is difficult to see how anything could be identified as.a series of
natural numbers.) But this fact does not dispose us to think that there could
have been no such event as that a wolf killed three deer in seven days, before
there were humans with their linguistic practices. So the natural numbers
were no more a human invention than wolves, deer, or days. But the same
sort of thing holds for facts involving fractions. Why then are they more of a
human invention than natural numbers?

Did he mean: the natural numbers are (as it were) given: we could do what
we liked with them, and mathematical ¢truths are human inventions? Humans
invented such a thing as ¢ x 2, though they didn’t invent 2. And though they
didn’tinvent halves, they invented 4. They invented doing that with the ideas
of one and of fwo (there was no similar representation of a half in the
Roman numeral system®) and they'invented treating it as a representative of
half of anything. They invented treating half as a number. You might say they

* See Karl Menninger, Number Words and Number Symbols, M.L.T. Press, Cambridge Mass.,
1969.
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invented halt’s being a number. — Probably this is the right direction to look
in.

And now this leads us on to the possibility of what we might call a partial
idealism. We have agreed (with small reservations) that the existence of
human concepts can be somewhat generally equated with the existence of a
great variety of human linguistic practices. But that, we have remarked, by
no means implies any dependence on human thought and language, on the
part of the things that fall under the concepts.

But there are, of course, a great many things whose existence does depend
on human linguistic practice. The dependence is in many cases an un-
problematic and trivial fact. But in others it is not trivial — it touches the
nerve of great philosophical problems. The cases I have in mind arc three:
namely rulcs, rights and promises.

With each of these there is associated a certain use of modal notions.
Because of the rules of a game, or of any other procedure, you ‘have to’ do
certain things, you ‘cannot’ do others. When someone has a right to do
something, you ‘can’t’ stop him. If you have made a contract, then under the
contract you ‘have 10’ do this, or again ‘cannot’ do that.

Both a rule and a contract, of course, are themselves either possibly or
even necessarily linguistic instruments. If one stares at such instruments ina
spirit of philosophic enquiry, one may become puzzled at how they can
generate necessities. One may then become equally puzzled about \?rl?at they
are. It is cvident that they contain descriptions of cqnducl, po§|t'|ve and
negative, or descriptions which look like descriptions of states of aﬂalrsl, such
as the membership of a committee. These descriptions may occur in the
present or future tense or in a peculiar mood which we may c:all the man-
datory tuture. Or they may apparently be ‘permissive’, their main verb !:relpg
modified by ‘may’. But this mandatory or permissive style does not signify
that someone is ordering or giving permission to do anything. Were that the
situation, the peculiar philosophical problems that arise ellbout rules and
promises would not arise. Someone is told to do somethlng by someone
else; he gives signs of understanding and he complies or disobeys. That
situation we understand.

The case of the promise or contract is different. It is not justa question of a
description which someone then makes come true — or else df)es not. T'he
significance of the promise is the imposition of a kind of necesssity upon him
to make the description come true. But what can this necessity l.)e? We may
say: it is of either making the description come true, or bcm.g guilty o'f anin-
justice. But what injustice? — That of breaking a pr.ox.ms?! Making the
‘promise consisted in giving a sign of generating a new injustice: one (_)f not
making a description come true which one was otherwise at perfect liberty

not to make come true! That is the meaning of a promise. But how can the
meaning of a sign be that as a result of its being given, something is to l')e an
offence against its meaning? Its meaning has not proper!y been explained.
This was one of Hume’s greatest observations: he called it the “natural un-
intelligibility’’ of promises.
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Hume divided the problem up into two: first, the problem of meaning,
and second, even if we grant there can be such a meaning, of how any
‘obligation’ could be generated. Now it may seem to be a question how there
are two distinct problems here. For since the first question was how the
meaning of the sign of promising could be that by giving it an obligation was
generated, it might be thought that if for the sake of the argument it was
granted that there could be such a meaning, the second question is already
answered: if the meaning is that an obligation is generated, then the obliga-
tion is generated by the utterance of a sign with the meaning. But Hume is
right; the two questions are separate. For let us suppose that instead of pro-
mising, I say “‘Let there be a constraint upon me to act thus and so.” That of
course is perfectly intelligible, since it lacks the peculiar character of the
promise by which the sign itself is supposed to be a profession of generating
the constraint (obligation). But if I do say that, it will be a question whether
there then does come about any such constraint. And similarly, even if per im-
possibile the promise was after all ‘naturally intelligible’, so that the first
problem of its meaningfulness was solved, the second question would still
arise; does the supposed obligation come about? And if so, how?

Hume’s discussion is primarily in terms of the ‘act of mind’ supposedly
expressed by a promise, but the essentials of his argument do not depend on
that and are reproduced in such an exposition as I have given. His chapter is
celebrated and has led to a large literature on the substantive question: what
account to give of promises and the obligation arising from them. Hume's
own conclusion was “That promises have no force antecedent to human
conventions”’. If moralists have found this offensive, this will have been by
misunderstanding it. The rightness of this conclusion is independent both of
Hume’s psychology and of his theory of the foundation of morals in a
peculiar sentiment. For it can be derived purely from consideration of the
meaning problem that he uncovered, and from seeing that here linguistic
practice creates the essence which grammar expresses.

We have to draw attention to the use of modals: “must”, have to”, etc.,
which is far more extensive than has usually been considered in philosophy.
There is a game played with children in which people’s hands are
successively laid on top of one another. The one whose hand is at the bottom
‘has to’ pull it out and lay it on top: This is one of the primitive uses of “you
have to”, it is accompanied by making the learner do what he ‘has to’. Thusat
first, as we might say, he ‘literally' hasto, thatis, he is complelled. But then, if
he reacts to the training with human intelligence, the “you have to” itself
becomes an instrument of getting him to do such things.

One such use of “you have to” is associated with ‘keeping your word’, i.e.
(in some circumstances) making your word come true. Another is associated
with giving details of ‘how to’ do various sorts of work where others are to
learn from your explanation. Another with more or less elaborate perfor-
mances of a great variety of kinds — games, rituals, etiquette, ceremonious
proceedings. Consider the utterance ‘“You have to move your king”, said
perhaps to a learner in chess. This is indeed equivalent to “The rules of the
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game require that you move your king”. But a child who is learning may not
yet grasp the concept: ‘The rules of the game require . . .” Accepting You
have to move your king, he’s in check”, and internalizing such acceptance, is
part of learning the concept “The rules of the game require . . .” ‘Requiring
is putting some sort of necessity upon you, and what can that be? In another
sense, unless someone compels you, you don’t *have to’ move your king. You
can easily move another piece instead, for example. “But that wou.ldn'f be a
move in the game!” True: but that only means: no other move at this point is
called a “‘move of the game”. Learning the game, learning the very idea of
such a game, acquiring the concept of the ‘you have to’ whiclf is‘expr.ess‘ed,
grasping the idea of a rule: all these hang together, and there isn’t a distinct
meaning for “being a move in the game”’ (unless by analogy from ?ther such
games) which explains or logically implies the ““You have to” which comes
into the learning, .

The parallel between rules and promises is obscured by the iac.t that a
promise is a sign, whereas we want to say thata rule is nota sign t?ut is rather
the meaning of a sign, and that it may be a rule without being (ormul‘ated.
That was why the problem of meaning was felt so acutely in the case of pro-
mising; for everyone would agree that the necessity of acting so beca‘use ofa
promise was supposed to be generated by its being given. The requirement
of acting so because of a rule is not generated by the ru!e's being uttered.
Nevertheless the problem is parallel; for the ‘necessit‘y is supposed to b.c
generated by the existence of the rule, and in cxpla.mmg wh'fu a rule‘ is
beyond a mere regularity, one will say, e.g., that it is given ina formula tor
acting, whose meaning is that one must act in accordance with it. .And why.’
Because it is a rule. We move in just such a circle as Hume complained of for
promises. Hume might ask what act of mind the assent to a rule is, beyond a
resolution to act in a certain regular manner.

Where the regular manner of acting defines a practice, we may ayoid the
problem by saying that the rules of course don’t it}\pose any necessity upon
you, except that of acting so if you wish to engage in the practice. E.g. if you
want to dance a certain dance, you will make the steps and other movements
which belong to that dance. Here is a description of .thc b?havmur c.allefi
“dancing this dance’’ and you look to the description with a view to making it
a true description of your behaviour. But this account neglects th.e rc?lg ot
rules in a practice in which something’s being a rule is }supposed to justify or
necessitate this action. In the one case it’s “If you don’t make these steps you
won'’t be doing that dance”’; in the other: “‘If you don’t treat these rules as

- binding, you aren't playing chess.” But isn’t the latter an odd thing to say —

especially if someone is only making correct moves? _In what move is he
‘treating the rules as binding’ or failing to do so? The difference will appear
in his attitude to ‘incorrect’ moves. In the dance an incorrect step means that
you aren’t doing what you are trying to do, and acceptance of it is just not
minding doing it wrong or not minding a casual variant. In chess the
question would be: “Is he changing the game? If so, what are the new
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rules?”” The incorrect move ‘isn’t aliowed’. The rules forbid it. It is this
concept that marks something’s being treated as a rule rather than as a
description of behaviour that you may want to engage in. And it s this that is
in Hume’s sense ‘naturally unintelligible’.

When the rules define a practice which we are free to engage in or not as we
like, and of which we may after all construct new variants with different rules,
the point excites no anxiety. But when it comes to rules of logic, it is
otherwise. Of course if we speak of rules, some people will entertain the idea
of constructing variants; and if we speak of logical truths, some people will
think of these as perhaps up for revision, on the grounds that anything
supposed to be known is supposed to be revisable. Both ideas are a mere dis-
traction. Valid inference, not logical truths, is the subject matter of logic;
and a conclusion is justified, not by rules of logic but, in some cases by the
truth of its premisses, in some by the steps taken in reaching it, such as
making a supposition or drawing a diagram or constructing a table. If
someone invents variant rules, e, 8. a system with more than two truth values,
there is the question whether these rules have been followed in some exer-
cise. According to what rules is the deduction, the transition, made from
given rules to particular practice? Always there is the logical must: you
‘can’t’ have this and that; you can’t do that if you are going by this rule; you
must grant this in face of that. And just as ““You can’t move your king” is the
more basic expression for one learning chess, since it lies at the bottom of
his learning the concept of the game and its rules, so these “You must’s” and
“You can’t’s” are the more basic expressions in logical thinking. But they are
not what Hume calls “naturally intelligible” — that is to say, they are not
expressions of perception or experience.* They are understood by those of
normal intelligence as they are trained in the practices of reasoning.

Another sort of practice with a use of modals interwoven into it generates
customary rights such as are to be found in any human society that I ever
heard of; the concept ‘a right’ may indeed not exist, but the restriction on

doing what it is another’s to do (for example) or on preventing him, which
are accomplished by the art of linguistic practice — these seem to be found
everywhere. The concept ‘a right’, like that of ‘a relation’, is the product of
sophisticated reflection on the data.

“Is this truth, this existence, the product of human linguistic practice?”’
This was my test question. 1 should perhaps have divided it up: Is it so ac-
tually? Is it so according to Wittgenstein’s philosophy? Now we have partial
answers. Horses and giraffes, colours and shapes — the existence of these is
not such a product, either in fact or in Wittgenstein. But the metaphysical
necessities belonging to the nature of such things — these seem to be regarded
by him as ‘grammatical rules’. ““Consider ‘The only correlate in language to
a necessity of nature is an arbitrary rule. It is the only thing one can milk out
of a necessity of nature into a proposition’”’ (PI, 1, § 372). This is a form in

‘Humemveruvthh:tohiminferendemdjudgememmdthegrupofucrmmall
equally ‘idea’. See Troatise of Human Neture 1, 111, V11, the long footnote.

e
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which Witigenstein advances propositions about which he finds something
convincing but which he is worried about. Could he say that quite generally?
Is it really ‘arbitrary’? He always seemed to say in particular cases that
something that appears as a metaphysical necessity is a proposition of
grammar. Is grammar ‘arbitrary’? (See his remarks on “Every rod has a
length” [P1, 1, §251).) However this may be if there is such a thing as idealism
about rules and about the necessity of doing ¢his if you are to be in confor-
mity with ¢his rule, then here Wittgenstein was a linguistic idealist. He insists
that these things are the creation of human linguistic practice. To repeat, this
does not mean just the practices of arranging words together and uttering
them in appropriate contexts. It refers e.g. to action on the rule; actually
going this way by the signpost. The signpost or any directive arrow may bein-
terpreted by some new rule. When I see an arrow at an airport pointing ver-
tically upwards, I mentally ‘reinterpret’ this, and might put my interpreta-
tion in the form of another arrow,.horizontal and pointing in the direction 1
am looking in when I see the first. But the arrows with their interpretations
await action: what one actually does, which is counted as what was meant:
that is what fixes the meaning: And so it is about following the rules of correct
reasoning. One draws the conclusion as one ‘must’. That is what “thinking”’
means (RFM, 1, 131). Il so, then what will Wittgenstein say about ‘illogical’
thinking? As I would, that it isn’t thinking? At the Moral Science Club he
once quoted a passage from St Augustine about God which with the
characteristic rhetoric of St Augustine sounded contradictory, Wittgenstein
even took ‘‘he moves without moving” as a contradiction in intent, and was
impatient of being told that that at least was not so, the first “‘moves” being
transitive and the second intransitive (movet, non movetur). He wished to take
the contradiction as seriously intended and at the same time to treat it with
respect. This was connected with his disi'ike of rationality, or would-be
rationality, in religion. He would describe this with a characteristic simile:
there is something all jagged and irregular, and some people havea desire to
encase it in a smooth ball: looking within you see the jagged edges and
spikes, but a smooth surface has been constructed. He preferred it left
jagged. I don’t know how to distribute this between philosophical observa-
tion on the one hand and personal reaction on the other. In the Catholic
faith, certain beliefs (such as the Trinity, the Incarnation, the Eucharist) are
called “mysteries”; this means at the very least that it is neither possible to
demonstrate them nor possible to show once for all that they are not con-
tradictory and absurd. On the other hand contradiction and absurdity is not
embraced; “This can be disproved, but I still believe it”’ is not an attitude of
faith at all. So ostensible proofs of absurdity are assumed to be rebuttable,
each one in turn. Now this process Witigenstein himself once described:
“You can ward off each attack as it comes” (Personal conversation). But the
attitude of one who does that, or wishes that that should be done, is not that
of willingness to profess contradiction. On the contrary. On the other hand,
religious mysteries are not a theory, the product of reasoning; their source is
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quite other. Wittgenstein’s attitude to the whole of religion in a way
assimilated it to the mysteries: thus he detested natural theology. But again,
what part of this was philosophical (and therefore something which, if right,
others ought to see) and what part personal, it is difficult to say. In natural
theology there is attempted reasoning from the objects of the world to
something outside the world. Wittgenstein certainly worked and thought in
a tradition for which this was impossible. If something is a logical inference,
then “no experience can contradict the conclusion without contradicting the
premises. But that means that you are moving about within your means of
representation” (RFM, 2nd edn, VII, ¢5).

The last statement is not precise, but doesn’t it imply the ‘no new informa-
tion’ thesis about logical inference (narrowly construed)? Elsewhere (RFM,
2nd edn, V11, 64), Wittgenstein proposed the following: if one could learn to
characterize the presence and absence of colours by truth-functional
formulae like “Either no green, or white”’, might there not be three distinct
observations which would correspond to an inconsistent triad of such for-
mulae? But if they are distinct observations, then it must be possible that ali
of them should occur. The ‘no new information’ thesis could hardly be put
more strongly: that is to say, just because a logical conclusion contradicted a
possible distinct observation, he is willing rather to allow that an actual
observation may contradict another actual observation, than to allow that
one observation should - logically - exclude another. But might it not be that
we don’t let any situation be characterized as one in which there are these
t!lree — accurate ~ observations? Of course we have ‘means of representa-
tion’ at our disposal here: we can talk of ‘appearances’; aren’t there even
single impressions, and pictures, of impossible states of affairs? And so in
fact Wittgenstein’s characterization of the three ‘observations’ would be
cha}lenged. But he could deny that this was a case of rightly claiming to
derive new information; of ‘logic dictating’ what an observation must be.
For he could say what I just said. Logic then dictates our refusal to call
something an “observation”.

The dependence of logical possibility on grammar, and the arbitrariness
that thf:n seems to belong to what is counted as logically possible, are can-
vassed. in the following passage: “If a proposition is conceived asa picture of
a posslble.state of affairs and said to show its possibility, still it can at most do
what a painting or relief or film does: and so at any rate it can’t put there

what is not the case. (I take this to mean: what is not the case, if what it
represents is the case.] So does it depend wholly on our grammar what will be
called (logically) possible and what not —i.e. what that grammar permits?’’ —
But thzft is surely arbitrary! — Is it arbitrary? — It is not every sentence-like
forman.on fhat we know how to do something with, not every technique has
its application in our life; and when we are tempted in philosophy tg count

R . .
1should stress that my considerations here only concern Wittgenstein’s attitude to logic~to

logical inference as a practice — and do not deal with his vi
a ' his views on mathematics, which f;
more complex. For it is obvious that mathematics is a huge structure, or complex of su'u:t:xcre:r
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some quite useless thing as a proposition, that is often because we have not
considered its application suthciently (PI, 1, §520). o

The non-arbitrariness of logic, therefore, is not a way of ‘bargaining its
rigour out of it' (PI, I, §108). And yet it, with its rigour, is quite clearly
regarded as a linguistic creation. - .

Wittgenstein invites us to compare ‘logically possible’ v'v}th chcmlca'lly
possible’. A compound might be called chemically possible if a formula with
the right valencies existed, e.g. H-O-0-0O-H. “Of course the compound
need not exist, but even a formula HO, can’t have less than no compound
corresponding to itin reality” (P1, 1, § 521). This is an interesting illustration.
The notation enables us to construct the formula HO,, but the system then
rules it out. Impossibility even has a certain role: one examines a formula to
see that the valencies are right. The exclusion belongs to the system, a huma.n
construction. It is objective; that is, it is not up to me to decide what is
allowable here.

I1

This leads us on to another way of raising the question of asort of idealisn'\.
““So you are saying that human agreement decid.es what is true and v»fhat is
false? — It is what humans say that is true and false, and they agree in the
language they use. That is not agreement in opinions . . .” (P, 1, § 241). What
are the implications of ‘agreement in language’? , . .

It runs through Wittgenstein's thought that you haven’t got a mistake just
because you have as a complete utterance a string of Yvorc%s contrary to one in
which some truth is expressed. I can be accused of making a ‘mtstake W)hefl 1
know what it is for a given proposition (say) to be true, anq things aren t like
that but I suppose that they are. (There is a correspond'mg condition fo:
being right.) This means that I have to bf? actually operating the langua.ge..
My proceedings with it have to belong in the system.of thoug{lt. that is l1)n
question. Otherwise such an utterance may bf: nothlng‘z}t all., it may be
‘superstition’ (PI, 1, §110) or ‘a queer reacno‘n or a~mafni‘esta‘non.of .some
different ‘picture of the world’, or of a special form of beliet V{hlfﬁh ﬂ‘les in the
face of what would be understood to falsify it but for its peculiarity; it may be
some strange secondary application of words; it may l?c a mere .mamfesta-
tion of ignorance like a child’s. It may be ma«%ness. Butin none of these cases
is Wittgenstein willing to speak of a ‘mistake’. o

That is not to say that he never sees grounfis for criticism. To say
something is ‘superstition — not mistake’ is c‘crtamly a reproach. It was a
criticism of a particular kind of philosophic thougl‘\t. YVhat he calls a
‘mistake’ is something for which there are unsatisfied criteria of correctness,
criteria which correspond to the intention of the speaker. .(!n this sense
Aristotle might have called Plato’s Theory of For.ms ‘.‘sup.ersn’t,lon, not mis-

take”: superstition “‘itself produced by grammatical illusions”.

® On Certainty |Cert.), § 676: He who says ““I'm dreaming” ina (!re?m, even s?eak?n.g audibly,
is no more right than when in a dream he says “'It's raining” while it actually is raining.
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Now our question is: outside this one example, does Wittgenstein’s view
preclude our saying ““They are utterly wrong, they are in darkness?’’ Does it
preclude objecting to e.g. a different picture of the world, such as is evinced
by the Aztecs in their quinquagesimal fear that the course of nature would
change? Or a strange belief like those of Tibetan Lamaism? Or to magical
beliefs and practices? Of course, in one way it can’t preclude objecting; but
does it preclude having grounds, being right?

As readers of the ‘Notes on Frazer’ will know, Wittgenstein rejected the
idea that ‘our science’ shows that magical practices and beliefs are errors.
Above all, he thought it stupid to take magic for mistaken science. Science
can correct only scientific error, can detect error only in its own domain; in
thoughts belonging to its own system of proceedings. About the merits of
other proceedings it has nothing to say except perhaps for making predic-
tions.

Talking about these matters I once asked Wittgenstein whether, if he had a
friend who went in for witch-doctoring, he would want to stop him. He
thought about this for a little and said *Yes, but I don’t know why.” I believe
that the objection is a religious one. A scientist cannot condemn
superstitious practices on the basis of his science. He may do so on the basis
of a ‘scientistic’ philosophy. But there is no need for him to hold such a
philosophy in order to pursue his science. Now it is clear that Wittgenstein
himself did not hold such a philosophy and did not think it belonged to
respect for science and interest in scientific matters to do so. In his work up to
On Certainty we might think we could discern a straightforward thesis: there
can be no such thing as ‘rational grounds’ for our criticizing practices and
beliefs that are so different from our own. These alien practices and language
games are simply there. They are not ours, we cannot move in them.

In On Certainty Wittgenstein was led to consider Moore’s claim to know,
among other things, that he had never been far from the surface of the earth,
and that the earth had existed for a long time before he was born.
Wittgenstein’s considerations about never having been on the moon have
constituted a fool-trap which a surprising number of people have fallen into.
At the date at which he wrote the certainty of never having been on the moon
was altogether different from, say, the certainty of never having been in
China. * ‘I know I have never been on the moon’. That sounds quite different
in the circumstances which actually hold, to the way it would sound if some
men had been on the moon, and some perhaps without knowing it. In this
case one could give grounds for this knowledge . . . I want to say: my not
having been on the moon is as surea thing for me as any grounds I could give

for it” (Cert., §111). The situation he imagined in this remark has come
about; but that should not incapacitate his readers! What he wrote was true
when he wrote it, and was not supposed to be necessarily true for all times.

In 1871 a Russian explorer, Nikolai Miklouho-Maclay, visited New
Guinea and thereafter lived there for two periods (1871~2, 1876—7) of more
than a year each. He had a Polynesian servant who died, and whom he
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buried at sea. When the people asked where the man was, he gestured
towards the horizon. They, it is said, believed that he meant that the man had
flown away over the sea. They also believed that Maclay himself had come
from the moon. He told them that he was a man from a place called R.ussm,
and so they supposed that Russia was in the moon. They held a meeting of
senior people to ask him questions, among which was ‘‘whether he could or

would ever die”’.’

It is a similar tribe that Wittgenstein imagines in the following:

I could imagine Moore being captured by a wild tribe and their expressing the
suspicion that he has come from somewhere between the earth and t‘he moon.
Moore tells them that he knows etc. but he can't give them the grounds for his cer-
tainty, because they have fantastic ideas of human ability to fly and know nothing
about physics. This would be an occasion for making that statement (Cert., § 264).

That is, the statement: I know that never . ..” Here, Moore has a real
occasion for saying that. Witigenstein goes on to ask: *‘But what does it say,
beyond ‘I have never been to such and such a place, and have compeiling
grounds for believing that’? And here one would .have to say what are com-
pelling grounds” (Cert., §§ 264—5). Now compelling gr9unds are object.we
(Cert., § 271); in the sense that it is not up to me to decide what is a telling

ground (Cert., § 272).

What we believe depends on what we learn. We all believe t'h:.u it’s r}ot possible tf’
go to the moon; but there might be people who believe that it is posstble and that it
sometimes happens. We say: these people do not know a lot thatwe kTIOW. And, let
them be never so sure of their belief - they are wrong and we 'kn'ow it.

If we compare our system of knowledge with theirs, then theirs is evidently by far

the poorer one. (Cert., § 286)

Now let us contrast these passages with the following ones, also from gn
Certainty, which are on the same theme but have important differencesand a

different moral:

Suppose some adult had told a child that he had been on the moon. The C}Tlld tells
me the story, and I say it was onlyajoke, the man hadn. t betfn_o.rl the mf)on ; NO f’";
has ever been on the moon; the moon is a long way off and it is |mposslb.le to climl :
up there or fly there. — If now the child insists, saying perhaps tl?erg is a way cl)

getting there which I don’t know, etc. what reply could I make to hlrfl. What rephy
could 1 make to the adults of a tribe who believe that people sometimes go to ;\ e
moon (perhaps that is how they interpret their drcams): and who indeed gra.tll(ti t al:
there are no ordinary means of climbing up to it or ﬂylng there? — But a chi “ lvln

not ordinarily stick to such a belief and will soon be convinced by what we tell him

seriously. ' o
Isn’t tyhis altogether like the way one can instruct a child to believe in a God, or

! See Peter Lawrence, Road Belong Cargo, Manchester, 1964. .We know that tho‘se people were
fantastically wrong, that there is no question of its being possibly true that Maclay was ever on

the moon.
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that none exists, and it will accordingly be able to produce apparently telling
grounds of the one or the other?

But s there then no objective truth? Isn’tit true, or false, that someone has been
on the moon? If we are thinking within our system, then it is certain that no one
has ever been on the moon. Not merely is nothing of the sort ever seriously
reported to us by reasonable people, but our whole system of physics forbids us to
believe it. For this demands answers to the questions “How did he overcome the
force of gravity?” “How could he live without an atmosphere?”’ and a thousand
others which could not be answered. But suppose that instead of all these answers
we met the reply: “We don’t know how one gets to the moon, but those who get
there know at once that they are there; and even you can’t explain everything.” We
should feel ourselves intellectually very distant from someone who said this. (Cert.,
§4 106-8)

There is a great difference between the tribe described in § 106 and the
tribe that captured Moore in § 264. In one case Wittgenstein says ‘‘He can’t
give them the grounds”’; in the other: “What reply could I make?” But here
it isn’t that he can’t ‘give them the grounds’; those grounds pass them by,
don’t convince them. (And they mean something different by ‘getting’ to the
moon from what he would mean. )* The grounds were not beyond their grasp
= which was why Moore couldn’t explain to the savage tribe. And similarly
for the man in § 108 who says “‘We don’t know how one gets to the moon, but
those who get there know at once that they are there, and even you can’t
explain everything.” Wittgenstein comments: “We should feel ourselves
intellectually very distant from someone who said this.” But there’s no
refuting such a man. What count as reasons for us, do not count for him. We
may ‘just have to put up with it’ (Cert., § 258). This is because (a) thereisa gap
between reasons and conviction. Reasons, like explanations, justifications,
interpretations of a rule, come to an end - and then one is convinced, or one
acts, goes this way. And (b) because this is not one of those cases where “if
someone gives signs of doubt where we do not doubt, we cannot confidently
understand his signs as signs of doubt” (Cert., §154). Not a case where the
hypothesis that someone believes something can’t be sustained, because we
wouldn’t know what to identify as someone’s believing that. And not a case
where the mere idea of accepting this (namely what he thinks) destroys the
whole business of judging anything.

Let us consider the child who goes on believing the story in §106.
Wittgenstein asks: ‘“What reply could I make to him?”’ — the same question
as in the case of the tribe. There is no demonstration against him. But a child
is not as strong as a tribe, is more malleable and “will not stick to such a
belief, but soon be convinced by what we tell him seriously”’. — What do we
“tell him seriously’? That it’s all nonsense and that these grounds were sufficient

$ 1t changes the situation once people have goné to the moon by spacerocket, and the people
of the strange tribe know this. Various developments are possible: they wonder if they will ever
meet the cosmonauts on the moon. Or: they dismiss the idea of such an encounter as a mis-
understanding. Etc.
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for saying so? Why can’t we say that to the man? In his case, it seemed, we ‘had
to put up with it’.

Suppose 1 were to say: “‘Wittgenstein, you show quite clearly that that

would be lying to the child.” Could he reply: *“‘No more than 1 lie to a child

whom 1 teach arithmetic, and insist that he see only this as the way of -

following a given rule”’? He could not fairly make that reply. just that was
learning to follow rules. The “must” in “You see, if this is the rule, you must
do this here” was itself the creation of language, and the child’s acquisition
of this ‘must’ is, as we have seen, partand parcel of its acquiring concepts and
practices which it belongs to the human intelligence to have. But the same
thing can’t be said here.

What then? Are we not to tell him ‘seriously’ not to believe the story? Are
we to encourage him to ‘have an open mind’, to work out every possibleicon-
ception and entertain every strange possibility? Absurd! That idea is based
on a false picture of how people can learn; of how they can become compe-
tent to entertain all sorts of possibilities. No; we tell him not to believe the
story, and we give the reasons: we thereby tell him implicitly not to form and
stick to an idea of getting to the moon for which these grounds against its
having happened would be irrelevant. Or again: we tell him that there is (can
be) no truth in the story, and that is an implicit directive not to believe it and
not form such an idea.

§107: The comparison with “‘the way one can instruct a child to believe in
a God or that none exists” derives its interest from the rest of the paragraph:
“and it will accordingly be able to produce apparently telling grounds for
the one or the other”’. Examining the parallel, we can find an analogue for
the objection to the story of the man who had been on the moon. The child
has heard that someone made the world, keeps it going and runs it. The
objection is that of Lucretius:

Quis regere immensi summam, quis habere profundi
Indu manu validas potis est moderanter habenas?

Namely “Who could ~i.e. how could anyone - possibly do so?”” —There was
no analogue in the moon story for the ‘apparently telling grounds’ on the
other side.

It is at any rate clear that this is a quite different treatment of ““No one has
been on the moon” from the case of the savage tribe. They had a poor system
of knowledge. These people might not: they might have the same physics as
we do. What has physics to do with transport to the moon in dreams?

Turning now to the example of the earth’s having existed for a long time:

" I can imagine a man who had grown up in quite special circumstances and been
taught that the-earth came into existence 50 years ago, and therefore believed this.
We might teach him that the earth has already . . . fora long time ~ We should be
trying to give him our picture of the world.

This would happen through a kind of persuasion. (Cert., § 262)
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Tl.lis‘idca of one’s ‘picture of the world’ did not come into play in the same
way in Wittgenstein’s considerations about never having been on the moon
never having been very far from the earth’s surface. For about that he say;

What could induce me to believe the opposite? Eithera memory, or having
been told. ~ Everything I have seen or heard gives me the conviction that no
man hzfs ever been far from the earth. Nothing in my picture of the world
spea.ks in favour of the opposite” (Cert., § 93). That s, it is not an actual part
of h.xs picture of the world’ — that “inherited background against which 1
distinguish between true and false” (Cert., § 94) that he had not, that no one
had, been far from the earth. On the other hand the statement that someone
had done so raised difficulties from his system of Anowledge. The ‘picture of the
wor{d’ is not the same thing as the ‘system of knowledge’. But there afe con-
nections: the ‘picture of the world’ acquired by the man in the paragraph 1
have just quoted could hardly co-exist with our physics, and a picture that
couldn’t co-exist with our physics might well facilitate a belief in some
pef)ple’.s visiting the moon. But our teaching of that man will presumably be
primarily of history: “The earth has been inhabited for a long, long time. We
know what people have been doing for thousands of years. Here are the
buildings that were built hundreds of years ago. Etc.”

Inanother passage Wittgenstein imagines Moore arguing with a kingwho
was brought up to believe that the world began with him.

Could Moore really prove his belief to be the right one? I do not say Moore could
not convert the king to his own view, but it would be a conversion of a special kind:
the king would be brought to look at the world in a different way. '

. Rgrpmbcr that one is sometimes convinced of the correctness of a view by its
simplicity or symmetry, i.e. these are what induce one to go over to this point of view.
One then simply says something like “That’s how it must be”. (Cert., § 92)

This is again different from the case of the previous man (and indeed from
the man at the beginning of the same paragraph). For this king has been
brought up to believe, not just that the earth has existed for only a short time,
but that the world began with him. That is, he is given a superlative position in
tlfe world. And if Moore converts him, he is brought to ‘see the world in a
different way’. This is not just the same thing as his ‘being given our picture
of the world” perhaps in connection with learning our physics. He could
perhaps be given that and still retain the idea of his superlative position.
Whm did he come to be? If, in the conception of himself that he has been
g_lven, he has lived only as long as his apparent age, then there is a peculiar
h{lc flrawn at a recent date. What we would say happened before his time, to
him is part of the scene that came into being with him. If the scene in various
ways included suggestions of a past, that ‘past’ was supposed to be merely
part of the scene as it came into being then - as Philip Gosse thought the
ff)ssnls were created in the rocks in 4004 BC. The king’s rejection of this base
!me and of such a position for himself in the world is rightly described as
conversion’. And these considerations show why Wittgenstein should make
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those remarks about simplicity and symmetry. The other men who believed
that the earth had only existed for a short time were comparabl.e to th,e
savage tribe. Their knowledge system would be very poor. But this king’s
knowledge system need not be poor at all. May not the D'ala'i Lama lcarp our
physics and astronomy and history, and yet go on believing that he is the
same person as all the previous Dalai Lamas?

A main theme of On Certainty is the ‘groundlessness’ of one’s w.or‘ld-
picture. Finding grounds, testing, proving, reasoning, conﬁrfn‘ing, \.lerlf).'m'g
are all processes that go on within, say, one or another living lmgu‘l‘stlc
practice which we have. There are assumptions, beliefs, that are the ‘im-
movable foundation’ of these proceedings. By this, Wittgenstein mean.s only
that they are a foundation which is not moved by any of these pf”oceedmgs. 1
cannot doubt or question anything unless there are some.thmgs I do not
doubt or question — e.g. that I know the meaning of some o.l the v-/ons thatl
use, that if I need to check on others by looking them up in a dictionary, I
really am using a dictionary, and so on. And among .thesc would be such
facts as belong to my ‘picture of the world’ — e.g. that it makes sense to ask
whether such-and-such a volcano was active a thousand years ago.

Not everything that is ‘unmoved’ is a foundation. Again, there are some
propositions which are quite solid for me, but I do not learn them explicitly:

1 can discover them like the axis around which a body rotates. This ‘axis’ is not
fixed in the sense that anything holds it fast, but the movement around it deter-
mines its immobility. ‘

No one ever taught me that my hands don’t disappear when I am not paying
attention to them. (Cert., §§152-3)

I want to say: we should not regard the struggling investigations of On C er-
tainty as all sa);ing the same thing. Doubts whether this is atreeor whether his
name was L. W. or whether the world has existed a long time or whether the
kettle will heat on the fire or whether he had never been to the moon are
themselves not all subjected to the same treatment. N(?t all tl.xese things, for
example, are part of a ‘world-picture’. And a wot.'ld-plc.tur.e is not the same
thing as a religious belief, even though to believe is not in elt.her case to sur-
mise. Wittgenstein thought of a motto once: *“I'll show you.dlfferences. We
cannot get him right, but only commit frightful confusions, by making

assimilations.® . .
But to return to the question with which I started: it may seem that if ever

¢ Thus Norman Malcolm in his paper “The Groundlessness of Bcli.cf ** which c‘cmtains a ﬁncf
exposition of some of Wittgenstein’s thought and an imercs'ting th'eﬂ's' about. ti‘lc patho!ogy o’
philosophy’, spoils everything by assimilating rcligious'behef. belief in one’s wo'rld-plcu‘:”ricd;
belief in a system of knowledge, and the confident action of a shopkeeper scrvm‘g onfth "
apples. Wittgenstein wrote: “If the shopkeeper wanted to investigate each of his app les witho "
any reason, in order to be certain of what he was doing, whydoesn'the (‘(hcn) have to |;wcls.n.ga i
the investigation? And can one now speak of believing here (I mean in the sense of re |g|ou)
belief, not surmise)? All psychological words here distract from the 'mau‘\. pom,t.' ’ (Cert., § 459
His answer to *Can one now speak of believing here?” is rather plainly “Don’t™.
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world-pictures are incompatible, Wittgenstein rejects the idea of one of
them’s being right, the other wrong. A world-picture partly lies behind a
knowledge system. One knowledge system may be far richer than another,
just as it may be connected with far greater capacities of travel, for example.
But when, speaking with this knowledge system behind one, one calls
something error which counts as knowledge in another system, the question
arises: has one the right to do that? Or has one to be ‘moving within the
system’ to call anything error? “Even if I came to a country where they
believed that people were taken to the moon in dreams, I couldn’t say to
them ‘I have never been to the moon — Of course, may be mistaken.” And if
they asked ‘May you not be mistaken?’ I should have to answer: No.” (Cert.,
§667). That is to say: even if he might come to count the idea of visits to the
moon when dreaming as possibly part of their system of knowledge, even then
he could not call his present view of the hypothesis that he’d been on the
moon a mistake. Now is that a personal profession or a logical point? Cer-
tainly it is the latter. But, “If we call [what they think] ‘wrong’, doesn’t that
mean that we are starting out from our language-game and combating
theirs?’’1? This is put as a question, but his answer is clearly “Yes”, for this
has to be the back-reference of *'I said I would ‘combat’ the other man - but
wouldn’t I give him reasons? Certainly, but how far do they go? At the end of
reasons comes persuasion.” (Cert., § 612)

So what is in question here is not: cultural relativism. For the assumption
is of “‘two principles which really meet and can’t be reconciled”” and “each
man declares the other a fool and heretic” (Cert., §611). That is to say, we
have a “disagreement in the language they use” — but it really is a disagree-
ment. The conflict between the principles of Western medicine and acupunc-
ture medicine might serve as a good example here. But how can it help us
with our problem to say “At the end of reason comes persuasion’’ ? Is it futile
to say here: But won’t the persuasion be right or wrong, an intellectual
disaster or intellectual enlightenment?

Or is it really another form of: Rules, with their interpretations, cannot
ﬁnally dictate how you go, can’t tell you what is the next step in applying
them? In the end you take the rule this way, not in the sense of an interpreta-
tion, but by acting, by taking the step. Rules and the particular rule are
defined by practice: a rule doesn’t tell you how you ‘must’ apply it;
intepretations, like reasons, give out in the end. - In all this I did see a sort of
‘linguistic idealism’.

NO! ~It is not the same. For those were cases where the ‘doubt’, which in
fact, of course, I hardly ever have as I apply a rule, has no real content, and
disagreement is just imagined by the philosopher. Thus the assumption of
Descartes’ deceiving demon is not indeed excluded: “If were to awake from
the enchantment 1 should say ‘Why, was I blind"’” (cf. RFM ,» I, 185~6).
Similarly he entertains the same sort of idea about things like knowing his
own name, about which “If that’s wrong; I'm crazy” (Cert., § 572), yet: might 1

1 Cert., § 60g. The reference here is to people who consult oracles instead of physicists.
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not wake up, have my eyes opened, have to learn from ‘a higher authority’?
(Cert., §578).

But the doubt is empty: ““What difference does it make for me to ‘assume’
this [ the deceiving demon]? I might say “Yes, sure, the calculation is wrong —
but that’s how I calculate” (RFM, 1, 135-6). He could say the same in the case
of knowing his own name. It is only in face of the ‘presumptuous’ use of
“know” by Moore that he wants to exclaim: “You don’t know anything!”
(Cert., §407) “When one hears Moore say “I know that that’s a tree” one
suddenly understands those who think that that hasn’t been made out at all.
... Itis as if ‘I know’ does not tolerate a metaphysical emphasis” (Cert.,
§§481-2).

In short, these were illegitimate doubts. He concedes them only in face of
a false picture of legitimate certainty. They are unreal; but they would
legitimately arise if the false picture were true. (Like the doubt whether
another means the same as I by *“red”, which is aroused by the picture of the
private object.)

It is quite otherwise either when there is a conflict of irreconcilable prin-
ciples in real life, or again when I have said I can’t be wrong” about the kind
of thing [ have a right to say it about — and now it actually looks as if T were
wrong (Cert., § 641). The situation terminates, in the one case in persuasion,
in the other in decision. And now isn’t it as if Wittgenstein were saying: there
isn’t a right or wrong — but only the conflict, or persuasion, or decision?

Suppose he has said “I can’t be making a mistake” — of course, in the sort
of case where that’s an appropriate expression.

Certainly one can imagine cases, and there are cases, where, after ‘waking up’ onc
never doubts again which was fancy and which was reality. But such a case, or its
possibility, does not discredit the sentence *‘I can’t be making a mistake”.
Otherwise wouldn’t it discredit all assertion?
I can't be making a mistake — but I may indeed sometime, rightly or wrongly,
believe I realize that 1 was not competent to judge. (Cert., §§ 643-5)

* . .. rightly or wrongly . . .”” - that is the hard part. That I may come to
think I was wrong, not competent to judge, is not news. But to say [ can’t be
making a mistake and yet to add: I may rightly or wrongly come to believe 1
wasn’t competent to judge — isn’t that saying ‘‘I can’t be wrong, yet I may be
wrong”’? The distinction between mistake and something else that can’t be
called “mistake” just rescues us from the contradiction. But—how much use
is that? “I can’t be making a mistake’ expresses certainty: doesn’t that
consort ill with the thought, “‘I may — rightly — come to believe I wasn’t com-
petent to judge”? True, I don’t usually look at that possibility. But 1 can’t
deny it. NB: this is “may”, and not “might”. The arguinent from mere con-
ceivability leads only to empty, ornamental doubt, as in face of the idea of
the deceiving demon. But here, certainty is defended in face of ‘legitimate’

doubt (Cert., § 375).
In the next entry (Cert., § 646) the two phenomena are contemplated just as
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pl‘lenomena: the “I can’t be making a mistake” and the coming to believe
(rightly or wrongly) that I was then not competent to judge. Wittgenstein
now makes the observation: “If that always or often occurred, that would
indeed completely change the character of the language-game.”

‘With that observation, this particular battle has been fought out. The con-
clusion is not an idealistic one. That one knows something is not guaranteed by the
language-game. To say it was, would be linguistic idealism with a vengeance.
But here Wittgenstein has at last succeeded in his difficult enterprise, he has
attained ‘realism without empiricism’ (RFM, third edn, VI, 23).

That one knows something is not guaranteed by the language-game. This is so, even
though there are occasions on which, if someone with our normal education
says “Idon’tknow. . .” (e.g. “I don’t know if there ever was such a person as
Queen Victoria™), one would want to ask: What do you mean? How are you
using the word “know”? What would you call “knowing that”? This
explains why Wittgenstein sometimes dwells on the possibility of sub-
stituting “I believe . . .” for “know” in such cases, or always putting it in
front of one’s assertions, and asks “How much difference would that
make?” But still: it is “always by favour of Nature that one knows
something” (Cert., § 505). But the ‘language-game’ of assertion, which for
speaking humans is so important a part of the whole business of knowing
and being certain, depends for its character on a ‘general fact of nature’;
namely that that sequence of phenomena is rare.

The case of conflict remains unfinished business.
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