Phyeics in Soviet Russis by Prof.D.N.Nssledow, B

Addresg delivered by the Director of the Physicotechnicel
Institute of the Soviet Scientific Acasdemy. _ i
(published on 2,6,1950 in Prawda, Leningrsd. )

The level of ideoclogicsl educstion in the scientific resesrch
institutes had been very low until recently. The Marxist-Leninist theory
heg been secarcely studied., There were meny who sllowed i1deslistic snd
coamopolitsn provocations to pess without comment.

Too long were idealistic thoughts openly expressed in our Phy-

gicotechnical Institute, And st the same time, the possibility of a fruit4

ful spplicetion of the Marxist method to netural sciences wss denied.
These ideslistiec errors, committed by some scientists, were not sub-
Jected to 2 pearching and serious critique, .....
The protsgonlist of these 1deslistic sesertions was Professor

Frenkel, who showed a negative attitude towards dislectic msterislism
and went so Ter 88 to sect es & moanthpiece for the viewa of boorgeolis-
physiciets in some of his writings. The Seggg-of the Physicotechniecsal
end Polytechnical Institute hes now subjected Professor Frenkel's views
to & sharp eriticism, As 8 result of this discussion, Professor Frenkel
hes sdmitted his ideologlcal errors and declared in 8 statement his
conclusion that in the naturasl sciences and especislly in gh» gies,, the
Merxist-Leninist theory m is of decisive importence., He promised to
correct these openly sdmitted mistakes in his future work and to re-
write some of his textbooks in the apirit of meterislism., We consider
this declaration to be & great achievement of our Party administration,
which found the measns of showing such an eminent scientist as Prﬁfeﬂsor
Frenkel the right path. Our duty in fudure will be to assist Professor

Frenkel, in order that he should not stumble asgsin.
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22nd Mareh 1951,

Lecture 6.

Towards & Post-Critical Philosophy.

l. In my first three leotures I have given a survey
of man's intelligent performances which led up to ths formation
of soeisl lore. I deseribed three kinds of social lore: the
cognitive, the practical and the interpratative. These terms
were intendad to be usad (mather &as mere hemdingsvythan as proper
deserirptions of the matter to which they referred. The cognitive
group comprised a widely spread assortment of intellectual
performances from natural science to musie, the link between
these two extremes being formed by mathematits. These mental
gctivities have it in cOommon thaet they sare directed towards
gbjects pathey than persons. While patuaral science is
primarily interested in objects which are given by experience,
mathemetics enjoys greater freedom to create 1ts own objects
regardless of experience and thereby forms & bridge to music
and abstract painting. Under the heading of 'practical' lore
I have comprised the whole pormative framework of society, its
law, its moral valuss and scoial intercourse, ifs political
constitution and eivic wisdom. These are all interpersonsl
gets of intelligencs,. I'he third group contains sueh combin-
ations of cognitive interpersonal intelligence &as we have in
history and literaturs. This is the fleld of the liberal
arts by which mankind studies man,

I have pointed out that no reference to these great
systems of social lore is wnambiguous unlass it aceredits or
disecredits the claims made by them and heve urged that to
justify this distinetion is the task of philosophy, which 1%
must undertake in defsnce of the vital interests of fﬁk nindg.

In prepavation for this task I have sketched out a
series of logicel levels and obsarved that if philosophy is
to provide the altimate jastification of the acts of intelligence
on which it w»eflects, 1t must oeccupy the highest logical level
situated above them and evan try to take into account a
further indefinite sequence of reflections concerning its own

justification.
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Then I took stock of the limitations impused on the

scope of philoscphy as a branch of scholarship. 0f all
possible intellizent mctions the scholar is restricted to oOne,
naemely speech, and among all moods of speech he may, once more,
use only one, nemely the indicative mood. mm his toples
are restricted to mattsrs of general intsrest and on these
he must make statements of publiec facts, Wie may oall these
limitations the conventions of objectivism.

1t 3Lx+ﬁms.tns~awa thaet within the restrictions

imposed on 1t by objeetivism, philosophy cannot possibly
J )

fulfil the formidable task of justifying the whole realm of

valid thought. Yot such & conclusion would so swespingly

contradict the eritical principles on which our modern
eivilisation believes itself to be founded, that what may seem
obvious at first sight has to be meticulously argued in
detail if it is to be made secure as a8 firm ground for a new
ProZramnne .

For this purpose L concentrated in the first place
on a narrow buot distinetive section of the position under
review. L turnsd to declaratory statements of fact and
rarticularly to the system of such statements which form the
body of modarn observational scisnce. Science eclaims to
be objective and to represent the only objeetive approsach
to matters of experience. If that is trus, any systematic

justification of observational science which is to satisfy

the oclaims of objectivism must be in terms of observational
gseclenca; but since this procedure would carry forward the
gsoientific method it could not possibly justify the scientifie

me thod itself. Therefore, if anybody doubted that the results

of empirical science are unnigquely determined by evidenee, there

could be no answer to this within the restrictions imposed

by objectivism. The task of philosophy apppesared to be bloecked !

wiﬁgih-fng_framework of objectivism at a decisive point.

To resolve this impasse I made a step in the direction

whiech I shall presently outline more fully in this Lecture.
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I pointed out that the claims of observational science - and
indsed of all factual statements - to be strictly objective,
must be reduced, to allow for the part playad by the force of
personal convietion in constituting such ststements. Indeed,
all dsclaratory sentences (including mathematical propositions)
should be re-cast for the purpose of accuracy in a fiduciary
mode, which makes it elear that such & sentence stands for an
allegaetion made by the spsaker or writer of the sesntence.

Once it is accepted that the corrsct form for all assertions
hitherto exrressed in declaratory sentences ig to include the
fidueiary prefix 'I believe', the whole framework of objsctivism
is abandonsd in prineciple. For there is then no pronouncement
left that would cleim for itself the fulfilmsnt of objectivist

. standerds and the way may be opensd for & philosophy facing

&8 reduced tesk with greater freedom of action. It would no

——
longer have to account for & non-existent measure of objectivity

in science, nor limit itself to modes of spesch which imply thet

Clearly, tc admit that the scope of pwes intelligence ,
lhtes ﬁ chord o echiin'ly, >
= ‘-ra-etﬂr-i-a-t&-d nd o grant at the same time such

vast ‘and indsed paramount responsibilities to the force of
Le a Aaereoed e
our personal convietions, wuns—eoustesr—$o/the whole critical

f I endeavour pursued by modern thought since its epencip on
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sa—*ﬂ&&aasa that the progressive self-criticism of selence both

it claims sueh objeotivity for itself.

fhis survey smEmER

in its empirical and its deductive branches, had led to
philosophie positions wniuh:objscti?iat only in form,

| wt:ila in faect they TELW:.D!‘ such conviction as they command
ontnnteria“ belief in the validity of sciencs. The very
efforts which have been made to avoid admitting this fact, have
made it increasingly clear that the attempt of the scientifie

movement to repudiate altogether the Augustiniasn acceptance
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of belief a5 the primep; aet of intelligence, has proved logicslly
untenable end thet science iteelf cean be ssid to exist only to
the extent ae we declere our belief in its worth snd vselidity.

Then I gave to these Lectures the subtitle - 'A Qidest for
s Post-criticel Philosophy' - I had in mind thie turning point.
The eritical movement which seeme to bhe coming to en end todey
wae perhens the most fruiltful effort ever susteined by the human
mind The paat four or Tive centurles which have gresdurlly

}
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ENEPREREEERXRITEEExtR® encompassed the elmoet complete destruction
of the medilafivel cosmos heve snriched us by incomparable treast-
res, Think of our psinting, our mugie, our egcience, our philo-
sophies; muExmexEixyxaErxhizimxyx think of our Prayer Book, msmx
end our great political life; our novels, our history, our
medieine end ell our technical devices; look st ouftFlorence,
our Paris, our Oxford &nd our New York ... If the light of the
mind, c¢ould be observed by the eye, & digtant satronomer watehing
the earth during this period would heve misteken if for one of
those new-born stsrs which relesse the enerpies of e pervesive

&

internal commotion in the brillisnce of &2 million suns. No wonder
ljh‘-{-l- (g
thet this greet mentel aa-£:aé-q1:nﬁy be approsching st lest its

logicel ecompletion.™ T@e incendescenoces-of-modern thought. Liadmikad
an-the-conbuation of the Qhrietien-heritege-in-ithe oxygen.ofebpeelk
E1ITy. We-have mtili-plenty of oxypen—ileft;—but-ere-punning
put—of-Tonel,—Dari-barmt-out pﬁtﬁhea.ﬂf inteliectuead - desth nre
spreséding-over-the surface ef-our-planet.,” Finding nothing more

to Teed on, the criticsl movement has exhsusted 1te ecrestive
funcetions snd has begun to deatroy its own foundetions, The task
of 8 post-¢criticsl philosophy 1s to rescue our minds from this
peril. I shall urge thet it can attempt this only by essuming a
frenkly s fiducisry character. It must profess as wel

-

enalyse; it mast be prophetic ss well e snalytic.
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There exist scientific statements and these are of
two kinds, empirical or deductive. The first constitute the
natural sciences, the second the science of mathematies,
ineluding formal logic, H—-s—she—distinctivemaric—el

vL wid
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Roxal-Soclety—at—i-bo—foumrdation., Ty ”:} statenent can
claim acceptance in science except on the geownds of haviug

been scientifically proven. This—vomains—tfrae—nomatte—how

W

Teswemay padunce the -stetus sotertifio e =IO VIETD of

sedence-itsalf, e way Terseluladmit—thet—aeo—proot whetaa T
besed obn-—experisnos—Lr Sp-methomatiotdemonstTETL : D

gbsclute;—ead—wemay-altlow-scitentific—ia e rezarded s
ne-re A8 seripti-ons Oor convendien ks nie-5-O he fagts. fn

methematieal-—theomane a6 U8 vz to-lok-ieg—=t-hi-a-—wouli—in-—ne
way—altse $ne Feot Thal you—oud R

axcapt-on—theTrpiraofmEvineg—proved—the z.;’e%;u;f:;-.h mirrehr—yet
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ars—puttine—forwardy An assertion which is admittedly

anproven mey be regardad as a versonal view or, if Known to
be accented by a considerable group of people, may be
described as a dogma and possibly condemned as mere superstition =
but in any caese it e¢an never be said to form part of science.

The logical analysis of science has revesled, however
¥ ]

that the ooncept of scientific proof is applicable only within

o

the L*'mmw rk of
uhllﬂ i wheb-oxaoddly those affirmations are -
gither those which form the {ramework of mathematics or those
whieli onderlie natural science - the necessity of
LE:EJ.
such unproven Tramework is ebwieuss Momeover, there is no
réason to assume that the affimmations contained in this {rame-
work are self-evident, and they are not in fact considsred

.

indabitable, The acceptance of any secientifioc proef implies
therefore the acceptance without proof of a system ol bare
affirmations of a largely indeterminate character.

However, if the acceptacnce of any procf requires the

acdeptance withoat proof of some presuprositions Trom whieh

the proof 1s ultimately derived, it follows that the prineipls
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of r8jeoting any unproven statement impliss thse
galso of all proven statemer ts. An objectivism whiech denies

&

nee to any bare unproven asseriions must deny acceptance

o

accapt
both to nstursl sclence end mathemetics, and since it is
itself unproven it must deny acceptance also to itself.
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objeotivism and t
extent the conventions hithsrto govarning the funetions of an
_,a_ declore /5 SN § .F-"{ ’W"'-
academic lesctursr. I -do-ne—intendt4 Limit myself to strietly

objective statements. ihils I shall continue to argue my points
and adduce evidence for my affirvmations, I shell wish it to be
clearly undeystood that in the last resort my statements always

affirm my own beliefs. Neither science, nor nn; other of the

graat intellectual systems which i d“ﬂ““t as bLndLng on me, can

be justified either by statements of fact or in temms of
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deductive infersnce, since these can nsver form &n ultimate

logical lavel, If an ultimete level is to be attained it can

= E—— -

only consist in an explicit dselaration of my ‘personal beliefs.

1 believe that the functions of philosophiec peflesction consist

in bringing to light and affirming as my own the beliefs implied

in such of my thoughts and prectices which I believe to be valid.

Accordingly, my aim should be to discover what I truly believe

in and to formulate the basic convietions which I find myself

holding.

‘. Ibeliave—that shilosophy must—pe-sstablish—iteeif-undes

t is triae thet by becoming openly fiduclery,

[ e |

HrteTIEW oIt ™

philosophy sssumes a liberty of action which might prove iangerous.

- 4

But I believe thint these dengers are inherent in the condltion ol
human thought matured by the eriticel process of the. psat centuries.
This process hes endowed our mind with s capacity for self-irsnscen-
dence of which we can never egain divest ourselvea, We have plucked
from the Tree m second apple which heas mortelly imperilled our know-
ledge of Good snd Evil, snd we must lesrn to live henceforth in the
rtieal powers which we have thus scquired.
Humsnity has been deprived a second time of its innocence; and been
driven out of a Garden which, st any rete, a FoRl's Parsdise,
Innocently, we had trusted thet we could be relieved of all personal

regponeibility for our belisfs by esipémg—em objective criteris of

it;j\ﬁnﬂ itical powers mw hsve shattered this

A% in some T -éEi}H,ﬁf’ﬂihiliﬂﬂ.

f’_.r"," fe B, L8
Max_ Stipnen-bo..BPs \th& offier slternstive, which I shsd
— _,-/ -
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gl ia to ﬁ@éént once more a personal responsibility
/ - L
a0

for the deliberate ?1r)1r'!15_,/‘” ?f-‘;}’?"::i. We may thas gein the power
of professing openly the beliefw which could be tacitly taken for
grented in the days before modern philosophic criticlism had schleved
its present ineisiveness. This is certainly dangerous, but its

peril is inherent in the condition of man snd is not avoided bat

only concesled by a screen of objective/ pretences.
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4, It might have been more propsr to state hia*frcm the

very start of my Lectures. I have preferred to postpones the
declaration to this stage where its significance may be more
understandable. But this necessarily involves & revaluation
of all thet has been said before. I wish explicitgly to
disclaim for it the quality to which in my belief no reasoning

shonld ever aspire; namely that i1t proceeds by & logiecal

process, the acceptance of whieh by the sxpositor and his

recommendation of which for acesptance by others, inciude no

glement of his own perscnel convietions, In faot the whole

vocabulary which I have used in describing intellectual
pverformances 15 pregnant with implicit beliefs that are denisd
by important schools of psychology. 1 spoke there, for example,
of animals acquiring understanding of & maze and deriving there=-
Trom an indefinite renge of particular infersnces. I accepted
the existence of emotions in other persons and of communications
between pepsuns. I mentioned the intellectual beauty which
suffuses the body of such mental achievsments as science, etc.
I spoks respectfully of law and popular wisdom. These
references have expressed some of my strongest beliefs before
I even began my argument. My wvocabularly has begged from the
start a whole vange of highly controversial questions. I want
to point this out now and take the respensibility for heving
dona it.

5. My decision to embody my philosophie outlook from
the start in the vocabulerfy in which 1 couched my argument,

was teken in the convietion that such & frank admission of
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my preconceived beliefs is consistent with these beliefs and
indsed flows inevitably from the eonseious holding of any system
of fundamental unproven beliefs. T'hese should be breadly
indicated at the beginning of a philosophic work and must be
henceforth taken for granted and continuously relied upon in
the course of the argument which develops and expounds thnem.

An example of a logieally consistent sxpostion of
fundamental beliefs is that of St. Augustine's Confessions.
Its first ten Books contain an account of the period before
his conversion and of his stroggle for the faith which he
was yet lacking. Yat the whole of this process is interpreted
by St. augustine Tfrom the point of view which he reached after
his conversion. He sesms to recognise that you cannot expose

an error by interpreting it from the premises whieh lead %o 1i¥%,

g

but only from premises which are held to bs true. His principle
'eredo ut intelligem' expresses this logical requirement, it
says, as 1 understand it, that the process of examining any
topiec is as much an exploration of the topie as an exezfsis of
our antecedent belisfs in the lizht of which we approached it;
it is a dialectical combination of exploration and exsgesis.
Our antecedeant belisfs are continuously re-considered in the
course of such a process, but only within the scope of their own
fundemental premises.

6. The axiomatisation of deductive sciences - like geometry
or apithmatic - which initislly states certain fundamental
axioms and undefined terms, which are henceforth toc be used

8 &

jo

without ever arguing in favouyr of their acceptance,
modern counterpart of St. Augustine's method. The similarity
to the Augustinian position has bsen despened by the result

of G8dsl's work of 1831 which proved that no system of axioms
¢ean completely comprise the premises of arithmetic and that

any system which is broad enough to serve as a basis for
dedueing the simplest arithmetical rules will present us with
an inexhaustibls prange of problems beyond its own scope. This
corresponds to the position accepted by St. augustine in

respect to his own beliefs; as he recognises that the revelation
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| of Christ which he embraces is of indsterminate scope and

|

| £ ( raises an indefinits range of problems bsyond humen understand-
{
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The axiomatisation of aritmetic, falls short in logleal

consisteney of the Augustinian position, by failing to acknowledge
explicitely the fiduciary status of the premises laid down by

ite Their true character is actuelly disgulsed by thelr
presentation in form of bare declaratory sentences which,

though stated without proof, revezl no personal act responsible

for their pronouncement.

7 1 have said that I shall bresk hers with the
tradition of science and modern critical philosophy by
abandoning from the start, as self contradictory and therefore

absurd, the ideal of strict objectivity. 1 acknowledge

| i

| - . = ’ :

- aceordingly that L am professins here my own parsonal convictions,
l 1 shall tyy to explain later why I believe that in doinz so

I I may hope to fulfil, to the measure of my ability, the

obligations arising from the situation in which I find myself.
At the momsnt 1 am anxious to make it clear that there is a
meaning of the word 'objectivity' which I accept as significant.
It has its place on what I have called Level One where there
are mathematical procfs, scientific demonstrations, judieial
findings, newspaper reporis. On this level the conception
of fairness, of unbiasssed and disinterested enquiry command
respect, ie may speak here of detachment and indesd demand
it in verious peculiar senses prescribad within different
approaches, Take the juryman, the judge and the member of
parliament., In a cartein sense all three should bs squally
disinterasted. None must accept bribes or practise favourltism.
l But while the jury and the judge must come to their decision
without fear or favour, the politician in parliament is to some

extent responsible for safeguarding particular interests.

The position of all three 1s quite different in respect to the
law, Whatevdr the jury may think of the interpretation given

to the law by the presiding judge, it must set aside its

---‘ﬂ‘ﬁ—ﬁ?,"“ ~ e
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opinions on this matter and bring in its verdiet on the basis

of the judge's instruoctions, The judge in his turn must put
aside his opinions about the rightness of the existing law and
give his rulings in eccordance with ths law as it stands, though
he may and should interpret it freely within certein limits.
Lastly, the politieian is responsible for judging the law itselfl
and veforming it or maintaining it anchanged as he deems rizht.
Bach of the three must make up his mind within a pre-existing

constitutional framswork which is different lfor esach. do long

as we ourselves accept these several frameworks as valid, we
shall not describe their acceptance on each respective proper
occasion as bias or pre judlice, but will derive on the contrary
our standards of fairness or objeotivity, and our criteria of
bias or prejudice, from one of these frameworks in respect to
the particular occasion to which it is appropriate.

The conception of objectivity which serves &s our rule in
deciding fregmentary issues within a relatively fixed and

implieitly granted fremework, always depsnds on OuZM;§ZEHﬂﬂ¥

acceptance of this framework; this conception can therefore

have no bearing on the task of reflecting on the Tramework
we orden B m.ﬂmu, o jeceds; ke
1t5*‘*& It is, “the nath ire of' ell altimate reflections that

e e e e,

q--—___-k_,- -

they can vecnfnise for tlelv own guidana only such rales which

i ————— — S ———— e ————————————— e ——

thny themselves have accraultad. My ultimate rEfLBCtiDQS mu st

L] —— e

be a compass to thﬂ 18elve

Baf when I accept responsibility for the pointings of
my own compass my speech must become frankly flduCl&? fE L

ﬂu.l undertake td®n a task which transcends scholarship and should
not be performed under the cloak of scholarship.
: s Vit

The true fanction of pnilosapE}:;s t;“;each what the
philosopher believes. But only & philosophy which teaches that
we may accept unproven belisfs can perform these functions
without discrediting its statements by their own content.
And apeing conversaly:A31pca 1 say that my affirmations can
be completsly expressed only and should be always taken to

stand in the fiduciary form "I believe p", I am entitled on .

these grounde to spesk of what I personslly believe.
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B, I have hithert

position of mathemstics and netursl science within =a framework
sf fundemental objectiviem. And even this reference has 80 far
dees not
been auite cursory. A demand for etrict objectivity econflictw

rﬁ ASLL
of

no warrent, kxk

this snd reaches the wvery substance of science, passionstely
insisting on a particuler epprosch to the subject of enquiry,
W
Whiﬂhkﬂiﬂnﬂ b pwcagnisa& an yjective and scientifie. This
o
tengion meakes itaself mirmmity felt to some extent in %&e study

of ==y blolog

g to be described.
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functions and 1is

every part of
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o based my srgument almost entirely on the

fact thet all science is based on some set
for the holding of which objectiviem gives
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purpose
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every biologlst speaks of organic

d his agssumption that
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B e and somewhat

uch final caus ls grudging
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8t & higher stasge of encuiry where it has led to sewdq TOHIrO=-
niey ccagasl
vergies, Such controversies have $ﬂﬂrﬁaﬂﬂlL*~nﬂﬂﬂf between
psychologists since the beginning of this century when Bathe

and von Ugksk{ill in Germsny issued their obJectivist manifesto,
which adisted the use of any words referring to states of mind -
such as memory, emotion, volition, understsnding - in formulsting

e

t results of

experi

menifesto followed in the United Stetes in 1912 snd todey, it
would seem to me, the behaviocupist approseh has still - or perhsps
one may sey once more - the strongest sppesl on psychologists.
Clark L.Hull in his 'Prineciples of Behavioup'(1943) has
formuleted this doctrine most forcefully. He admits thet we masy

nnderstsnd other

imputing to them such
their places. He would

pbout in A preliminspy

peaople's

mental paychology. Watson's behaviourdst
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- and even an enimal's - beheviour by
feelinge and motives as we would have in

to
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use

even allow ASuch methods
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f nﬂiiﬁﬁ of what these persons
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are doing, but the finsl result can/be strictly geientific only iT

it entirely eliminstes such results of 'subjective intultive
He deplores the almost irresistible fendency of

.

performances’.,
ours to think of other people and of snimels as conscious beings,
¥4

feeling and reescting as we do. "The only cure (he writes) for this

unfortunste tendency to which all men sre more or less subject is
s grim snd inflexible insistence that sll deductions take place

funetional

aecording to the explicitdly formulated rules stating the

reletionshivs of A to X and X to B, This letter is the assence

of the scientifically oblective, A genuindy scientifiec theory no

more needs the snthropomorphic intuitions of the theorist to eke
out the deduction of its implicetions than an sutomatic caleculating

machine needs the intuitions of the.pperator in the determination

of 8 ouotient, once the keys representing the dividend and the
divisor heve been depressed.”" "Objective scientific theory 1a
necesgary becanse only under objective conditions can a principle
be tested for soundness by means of obsgervation,"

Notice the words 'grim'and inflexible' by which we ere
nrged to repudiate as scientificelly unsound eny knowledge of our
fellowbeings that we acquire of them as our fellowbeings., Only
by reducing them to robots with which we have nothing whatever in

common - says Hall - can we be said to understend them objectively ,

that is genuinely. On this kind of knowledge must we ultimately
rely in order that our knowledge may be uniquelp {%ermined by the
evidence. For only then have we got rid of all personsl responsi-
bility for believing whet we do, snd of this responsibility we

must rid onrselvee at all cost,

LA L
Ll

. 9. Yet this passionste attempt made by psychologiate to
o X rtcLse
E?ift&ﬂ1_ﬁnf coniception of consciousness from their picture of
animal and humen behavioud; is but = small pample of the parsmount
arge of modern msn to restrict his acceptence of reality to a

minimume requiring Mo effort of belief on his part to uphold it,

I have said in my last lecture that when man loses his capacity
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consciously to eccept a belief as & belief, and beses his intellec-

: fidaciary Q|

tusl self-respect on the anxious avoidsance of any GﬁbLLaii
commitment, he sdopts & variety of slternative positions whiech,
while widely divergent in content, are but several expressions
of the seme deliberately cultiveted d#ficiency. There is not =
particle of our civilisation which does not show some symptoms of
this besic deficiency snd the mere catalogue of these symptoms
would fill & volume. Yet some illustration of the kind of disor-
ders, to which ® rehebilitetion of belief should offer a remedy,
must be sttempted -~ however-skebeohddbyw- &t this point. And sz a
very rough guide we may clasgify the conditions in auestion under
the three headings of Futility, Inhumanity and Confusion,
10, If it is the purpose of philosophy to fulrfil¥ by
cereful deliberstion our ultimste responsibility for expressing
our hhaic beliefs, then 2 philosophy which restricts itself to
objectivist stenderds must necessarily remain futile. It can
analyse the linguistic procedure by which beliefs are formulsted,
but ean never embrace and profess eny beliefs, The hope thst by
such linguistic analysie ell philosophic problems may eventually
be dispelled might not have appesred extravagant at s time;such a8
he turn of t?eﬁ!cz‘-rnt‘m;{, when our civilisstion seemed a asmoothly
running concern and was certainly not seriously challenged by
any sherp vhilosophic sntegonists. At that time we could regard
our essentiasl beliefs as founded on §§§$ common sense., Hence
by translating philosophic problems into simple terms of common
genee, we could expect to expose their artifiecisl charscter and
8 dipaolee home — Enltpg;;t a6 _
mepsge—teo-keep philosophérsyoul of -misehdef. But if todey, when
what sppesred ss ungueationable common sense & generstion ago is
exposed to annihilaeting eriticism from every side, philosophers
still restrict themselves under the spell of objectiviem to the
snelysls, purification and classification of linguistic gsages, one

loskiin

ig reminded of e surgeon who would go @ -
(WP TS -

i::ranning his HﬁiﬂaafTE#%jP hope that this will eventuslly cure

his patient, suifealngefrom-oenons.
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For & Chreistian will still

respect moral forces, while to the historicsl materislist the
elimination of any assumption of such foreces from history and
political theory repressnts the very essence of scientific
enlightenment, It sesms indeed inevitable thet whenever morel
action is identified with the operation of objeotively defined
forces, moral aspiraticns are cut off from the springs of
personel consciesnce and ars turned into mére fusl for the
propulsion of a bHlind mechanicel process. fhen applied in
this manner, the sclantillec method sanctifies nakxed force

(o Than gt b alea A
as the ultimate goode ' - e total inversion

of man. In such a man physical force 1s no longer justified
by morality, but hes gathered on the contrary all moral Fovoas
(Se ok lova

into its quﬁndlis now exerclsed as an embodiment of, and a

complete substitution for morality. L
10, There is a2 vast middle-ground between the

irrelevance resulting from a strict application of objectivism
in philosophy and the sanctification of viclence resulting
from the eomplete substitution of objectively defined snds

for the dirsctives of human consciencs. This consists of a
great volume of contemporery writings by psychologists and
sociologists, who analyse human affairs within the ramework

of obsservational terms which evoid any mention of good and evil.

st B 1 587 WL

aal o
A ?;zsu deal of fascinating and often u.safz:%l informetion has

been gained by this method, but there is resl danger of con-

fusion, If not worse, when it is mede %o function in placs of
moral iodeement. I ean only 1llustyate here very brielly this

tendeney which today is rapidly bescoming dominant in the dis-
cussion of human problams.

The first point to cbserve 18 that the detachment of
the social selentist or psychologist is always essentially
incomplets. While they deal with primitive sccieties Tor
affairs of which they feel no responsibility, their moral

responses are effectively subdued, but as soon as they pass oOn

to the observation of thelr own scoiety they inevitably give
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axpression to their moral judgement, even though they continue
to use the observational framework which offers no rationszl
grounds for them. A8 an example I may quote so distinguished
& writer as Ruth Denediet who insists on & most rigorous
detachment from any fixed moral standards in the comparative
study of different socisl patterns, yet when she comes to speak
of the American businessman's way of life, inveighs passionately
against its morsl shorteomings in the form of the scientific
observation that no system of social values, of which this

way of life is an instance, has ever gained more than temporary
senp briioem el wmadal wavaldedlaly all Ceelad ,'r"' mpeats Lo,

o

aecaptance.f P = R AT e sotun  wepueploads)

et

I can ses little to be gained and much that can be lost
by aiming at scisntifiec detachment in the study even of

. the more primitive socisties. Cruslty, treachery, the bullying
and grinding of the weak are evil prectices. Why should we
construct a concaptual framework from which these condemnatory
terms are eliminated and repleced by supposedly neutral terms
like competitivensss, aggressiveness, ete? It seems to me
that the social anthropologist who, equipped with this voeasbulary,
describes without any signs of repulsion soms most vieious
and eor~upt primitive people, denies them his sympathy in
their problems and is likely to miss by hies ecientific accep-
tance of the existing pattern any internal ferment which
might struggle against its evil featuras. Aand again, when
the anthropologist treats other tribes of almost saintly

gantleneés and sensibility on the same footing of detachment,

he sacprifices to the scientific pose the bensficdent influences

-

whieh we misht gein fvom such an example if we regarded it
with the respect and affection that is dwe to it:ﬂ

) Actually, in his own ambiguous way, the snthropologist
“i;hcsa work I am here using as an illustration) keeps his

A% mopal sentiments lurking behind the scenes. They are manifested

N Nuov :
4 to some extent already in the desire to find ont the causes
- } which lead fo such extremely disparate culture-patters. The
-l S ssason is found within a psychoanalytic fremework in the
ifpﬂf e : differencs of upbringing in early echildhood. A gentle
| / .’ﬂ'r-' 4 o I - P e LA YWy 1 ('J 3 A _f-g- | { A T
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character is supposed to ensue if nothing 1s ever denled to the
infant and no habits of c¢leanliness are imposed upon him, while
'agmressiveness' is the inevitabls consequence of refusing any
wish to him or snforcling any restraints on him,

The morel sentiments disguised behind these austersly
unfeslins tewms, unhesitatingly spring to life the moment the
social psycholgist epplies them to the contemporery scene.

Not for a moment does he regard lynching, the torture of
prisoners or the mass-extermlination of the Jews as just another
calture pattern, equal in thelr right to the practices of
kindness, tolerance and peace. It quickly turns out that he

detests oppression and cruslty, and loves justice and mercy

as much as his unscientific fellow-man. But his objsotivism
forbids him to say so in these terms. In his study of

primitive people ecruslty, oppressicn, injustice, were called
'‘aggressivensss', or by some other strietly observetionel name.

ned
These names are again @Pprlied as before, but are saddely

charged with the Seds force of condemnation which thelr objects
el

e
dessrve. Nor iqkthe oeclal scianaisthfh the least embarrassed

o

e
by thds, exposure of his lack of detachment; for a public
Hadibimal weorelly
which has learnsd to distrust its mosal=hatiefs is only too

1]

ager %0 receive thamiback from his hands in a scientifically
respectable wrapping. It will look up to the social scisntist
for two remssons, both for his moral sentiments and for his

pretence of lacking them.

%

This masquerade is not harmless for it replaces a delicate

moral voeabulary - which appeals to our consecience - by a clumsy
scientific nomenolature which mekes us look for c¢linical
remedies. A term like 'aggressiveness' can be used to condemn
or deplore almost anything that we dislike. Wars, revolutions,
ideological confliets ave indiseriminately huddlsed under the

headinz of 'eggressivensss', without any question being asked as

to the justice, right or truth of either side or about our doty .

r‘L; ﬁhrsff & Fase.
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gl arhrres Lepes
scientific detachment, from which the whole scuaé;arieavs as one
vast promiscunous brawl end whesnce we can view with squal
supsriority the figures of Hitler and Charchill, of Stalin and
Attlse, as persons afflicted with the same unfortunate
aggressivensss. Which may cause us to reflect that all these
troubles could have been avoided if these men and their Tollowers
had in their infancy been nursed whenever thsy felt hungry and
not bsen subjeeted to any early diseipline.

Owingz to the good sense of social anthropologists, social
paychologists, ste. and of the publie responding to them, this
sclentific masguesrade may csuse comparatively little harm. The
men who fought the Battle of Britain did not stop speculating
on the early repressions which generated the aggressiveness of
the Gevyman eirmen. And modern parents seem sctually to wespond
more veedily when taught by psychology that their children need

a gsensa of sscurity, than following their traditional duty to

{ ]
1
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homs . But nsvertheless,

" ha

provide them with a peacsful and lo

rin
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this objectivi st disguise of our moral delibsraticns is b
to be degrading and capnot fail to be mischievous to the exten

t0 whieh it is not futile.

11. The pshabilitation of belief by a fiduciary philosophy

may hope to restore the balance bstween observation and moral

S

judgment in our approach to human affairs. For this we must

learn fully to countenance the emotional liabilities incurred

by believing. Baelief is a desire. a cognitive desire: 1t
implies the wish of seeing my bsliefl corroborated. 1), g £

believe p and it turns out that p is false, this 48 a blow to

my person, of which & belief in p fomus part. For by the
refutation of p, 1 loose the hold which I had felt to possess
on the subjset of p and am thus deprived of & power in whieh I

had hithe=to mentally induolged.

T e Illllllllllllllilllll
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A solita»y beliefl lacks force and raality; belief

is corroborated if others will come to agree with 1it. Therelore

the desire to see our beliefs verified inevitably makes us

desire also that others should share them. To believe p

involves to same extent the desire to belong t0 & commanity H

of belisvers in p.

This is strictly true in sespect to interpersonal
beliefs which imply the desire of coreating a soclety of
nstice o» of

believers. A belief in the reality of legal

& public opinion guided by pricneiples of fairness and mutasl

raspect, affirms the possibility of a certain Torm of sccliety;
and insofar as the terms 'justice', 'fairness', 'mutual respect’
implioitly commend what they refer to, the expression of my

L
T

&

lief in them is & plea for a society which r»elles on these

things 1 declare to be both psal and good. Ly belief

justifies the establishment of an independent judiclary and of

nee of these institutions where

ck

A froe pross, and impliss a def

@

they already exist. Indeed, as a rule such abstracts as

reality of law, faivrness and mutual rsspect, ocan be sald to

be belisved iy only to express cur affection Tor & coumunity
ﬂrr.q.g;» Ly, Sli,
whose practice cenbe desprpibed, however ipadequate ly, o6
Y '|,<,LI.«

pelpisg-on the weality of law, fairness and mutual respect.
T - ]

-

iy profession of these beliefs may be little mors than a

philosophic summary of my patrictic devotion to the eivilisation

which I am determined to defend.

Once the soeiel rootedness and responsibility of all our
conceptions regarding humen affairs is elearly envisaged and
accepted, we shall ceese to espire at a detachment which would

A

lead to altogether meaningless results if adhersd strictly

to its prograome, and which must rely lor making any efTectlve
econtact with its subject on an ambiguous and often extravagant ]
use of ite conceptions.

12, However, a fiduciary philosophy which professss a

belief in the reality of t=uth, justice, fairness or any other

universal prinecipls is in danger of iovolving itself in a

- : — TR T T T TWF
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logical paradox. If such things were universally real, then

———— - = -

we could discover them by an objective and detached enquiry and

e no justification laft for expressing parsonal

there wounld

=3

beliefs, admittedly animated by our desires and by the lnteresis

of a community to which we bslong and wish to belong. But
actually we cannot affirm these things to be real except in

the form of a profession of our belief in them, which is inter-
woven with a whole realm of inarticulste cravings, both personal
and communal., Nor can 1 evade the issue by taeking the validity
of these principles simply for grented; for even if 1 could
neglsct my own philosophic seruples, I would have to reply

to a8 formidable challsnge which e¢nlls in question the existence
of any such universals. S50 thet if I am to uphold thsse at
all, I am thrown back on affirming them as my personal belisls,

even at the risk of aprearing to admit that they are merely
the ideology of a particular group which upholds them as
part of its gzroup interests.

Objectiviem - we have seen in the previcus Leclture -
involves itself in self-contradietion by setting up criteria
of validity in thse light of whioh theres remains nothing valid -
not even the setting up of these criteria, Fiduciarism seems
to be in danger of defining its own position in a manneyr which

eprives itself from the justification of exprassing its beliefl

o

in any objlective terms. It is the task of the conceptual
reform to be undsrtaken in these pages to find & mannsr of
exprassing a be lief in the existence of something, which will

allow meé to countenance my belief as a belief, without

discrediting its content or the act by which I affirm 1%,






