The Fiduciary Mode.

At the close of my last Lecture/I completed my map of

intellectual performences and arrived thereby at s situstion in
which the necessity of a philosophlic enqguiry into the justification
of whet had Jjust been presented appeared ineébspabla. Tivbbo—aros
pu—fallewn, I pointed out thet in the drawing of my msp there was
implicit the distinction between true intellectual performances
and elleged, or apparent, but not actusl performances. My map
puarsorted to inci;dﬂ only instances of the fppT?r kind and to svoid
listing any of the latter. If this distinction between valid and
speclous sects of intelligence were chellenged, Eromid—jnstify sny

Conld ba Jurshied
particular intellectusl performﬁnceiby reconsidering the evidence

for it; but ME recopnition—which—T— it gromted comprehensively &
famce i :' ¢ .

whole classes of such acts - like science, law, history, etc.= would

require the justificstion of the very groun@s on which the recon-

a= - - ?z - ‘: . [
slderation of any single act would rely. s ication would
b e -

represent therefore an act of intelligence performed within s frame-
work not yet indicated on my mep; 1t lies outside seience, law,

¥ : : =
history, etc. 'and I identified it with 'philosophy'. I have ahigg
that the fundsmental chellenge which it is the function of philosophy

to answer, cannot be ignored todsy but mast be fully faced and

effectively met; if our baliefa are to be upheld both against dis-

integration within our awn minds and sgainst attack from outside,

“wonld hace

ThiEmBh ilosophic critique and Justification h&q’fﬁ?"ﬁﬁsie

process of mepdrewing, ms performed up to this point, ms ita object

and it seems ther=fore convenient to represent it on a different
IL we
level, situsted above the map which I have so far drswn up. Iéﬁhnii

¢all the pc“fDP1BHC§§flStE& on thﬁ% map the primary acts af
5-2 j‘md._ﬁ_

m is
intelligence, hilosophy 4 uhjgp primary acts,
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in the same way QJ tﬂezu acts themselves éz;:eaﬁee?ﬁeﬂ—ﬁiﬁi the

e i l‘nfh u‘.:- w F a7 a GLeomdav on falds 3
th in* ey m ::ﬂ pn41cscph3 may try gﬁ jnsu?ﬁy any pé inei plE“

of primary iﬂuﬁlll?EﬂFP which it acecredits, 1n consideration of

the relation between these acts of intelligence and the things

to which they refer. +0 ineclude the latter we ;;::; postulate

a logical level situated below that on which we have mapped the

primary acts of intelligence. %hat would meke three levels in all.
There is a painting by Matisse which 1llustrates this logiecal

stratification. It shows a palnter facineg his canvas on an easel.

The canvas on the easel represents & woman who is seen sitting as

a model to the painter on a couech beside the easel. The window




of the room (in which all this is shown) stands open and through

=

it one gets a glimpse of the streei outside. This picture b

Matisse is on a logical level above that of the painting represented
in it. The logical level of the picture within the plcture 1is

the same asg that of the image of the woman representing her as

situin;-a: a model. And fhe logical level of both these
repregentations of the woman is one grade above i;:"l'-_".:t of the real
woman as she actually sat there when Matisgse painted the scene
of her being painted. That makes three levels. We may call
the level of the model the Zero level and ascribe number One to
the pilctures of the model and number Two to the picture of its
picture.

These are the same three levels which I identified before,
so that according to my definitlion of philosophy Matisse's painting
shouwld be classed as philosophic. It does indeed indicate very
movingly, at least ﬁc me,, the pailnter's position as he faces his
model and his canvas in a room gquivering with his problems, while
the world's traffic passes sm by the open window, unconcerned
and ungquestioned, the unconscious background of all his active
thoughts. Yet Matisse's pieture is not philosophy/ for it does

not pursue these problems systematically, which can be done only
2 ¥ oy

by the use of language.

2. It is obvious that the kind of reflection symbolised
by Matisse's painting could be carried on to further stages,
indefinitely. He might have represented the painter producing

the picture on which he is shown painting a modelj and S0 ©on.

e

In such a series each higher level would differ from the lower
one. Something new would have been produced by ascending to it.
Though the process may soon lese interest it would not be

The matter might be different, however, if reflection were

|_.-

undertaken with a view to justifying the principles of some primary




tself, in which

hi i X
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no ng by this handling of

regress /defeating the purp

ose

rarelal 2

wrld achieveg nothing, for its aim

by the length of the step.

50 far as I have been speaking here in terms of philosophy,
my discourse was on Level Two, but while trying to define the
prineiples of philosophy I have already stood for a moment on

Level Three. that

logical level not yet explored

important. Philosophy mast 1

to avold that

fact that what is being said

reflection, the outcome of

3. For the moment we

three lowest levels and try to summarise their furnishings at least
in a preliminary manner.
1 Level Zero we have objects that can be localised in space.

Among these we can readily

but objects, like pebbles and

objects = and other objects wh

can only be observed, person

simple objeets can only be manipulated, while

adﬂreiiigjj

{PETSORE addressed or listensd to as persons Gesmad have M
asder—n well defined place on the Zero Level. In direct conwvivial
for example in an emb or a guarr there is no

exchallges,

I-It relation but an I-Thou relation which is fused into a }
We-comminion. Lo have a friend, a follower or a master is to

L]

v

friend, a master or
(we recatt]
persons may refer

be a

to

In the former case H=&¢ the objects wuhiah Zero Levels

while in the latter we have an extension of the We-commnity,

without any distinet differentiation between a Level One and a
= =gl deloe e, | T . s

We shea

any

1

which is
i

distinguish objects

follower.

One.
the same terms

L

he m would have advanced

sroble

% i1his would tute an infinite

COons
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for it

which undertaken. 1t

at each step precisely

i':::. receding

1 meet examples of this later.

present discourse ls always on a

=)

s

[

ours

| within the present disc

nain conscious of it

Py Tto et

could be discredited by

g to

necegsarily subject
85.-&5%"«!-1—(?. -
indete
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rminate.
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1imit our main inte st to the

*

that are nothing

&

planels - we may call them simple

T;'L! [ F u;tLﬂ'd‘“'-‘"l o .;-_._,J-h
ich are also persons. , Simple objects
can both be observed and listened toj

etween

ion U

Comminicat

to other persons as persons.

are on the
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may be described ms a gimple object, ss seen by 8 carter who has

cF

Another contreection of the object-directed I-1It relation

haes been mentioned before in Lecture 2 with reference to mathematies,
abstrect painting snd music, By these sctivites new things are
produced and mentally animsted, so that no divislon 1s possible

between the logicel level to which they are assigned and s logicsl

»

level of their objects., The relstionship between a creative
activity and that whieh it creates, will have to be discussed in

b

different terms,to be prnviiﬁlAby the concept of commitment.
The diviasion hetween the two levels is again absent,but for
- L |
the opposite reasson, in conditions of extreme passivity., Intense

suffering and other overwhelming effections mey overthrow entirely
lechiires
our intellectusl control of thefe cosntwwt and eliminate thereby
L
any dlstinction of logical levels/as between intellectual performance

ot

®

Thus the Zero Level with its content of simple obljects -

it

pebbles end plenets locasted in epece - is well defined only for

- -

clesrly object-directed ascte of intelligence., But this does not
effect our conception of Level One, Its furnishings ere the primary
gcts of intelligence described in detail in the previous lecture;
wrame. primery scte being defined as not hsving other scts of
intelligence as their object.

This will still leave us with certain complications the
importance of which will become clearer at s later sisge.

Take

for example Matisse's picture representing a painter in the aet of

painting. It portrays the painter as an obJect on the Zero Level
end simulteneocusly ss sn intelligent agent engaged in a performance;

namely of painting, 'on the First lLevel, We see that the different

m

aspects of the peinter are on different Levels, This ¢ ity 18

widespresd., A machine - for exsmple = typewriter or s bicyecle

to conaider only its weight, its shape snd the msterisl of which it J

is made, so &8 to pack it ssfely for transport. Alternatively, it

a

mey be understood and used as =8 machiney,and thirdly, it may b

characterised by the principlefd of its operation snd specified in
a patent covering this princhle, T

A " ol ot = Ty
01 t-l.J mMeEchine t-‘_\ tj.'ll-'lﬁ'::"‘-'?'f--"' -:1
‘.‘—h -E_J-C'-

11s distributes tiee three aspects |
e

~ k- '
CArver s point of
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| view ¥ 1is on Level Zero; the user's understanding and menipulation
of it is on Level One; and its snalysis by the patent lawyer is
on Level Two.
I hed previously described Level Two as furnished by
o mafosephwe
| genessl reflections on the velidity of the primary intellectual
srhaaled
activities, on Level One. However, the example of =2 patent specl-
fication has shown thst there are other secondary acts of intelli-
gence which we shall haeve to include on Level Two. Indeed, all
eriticsel and snelytical investigstions such as the criticisﬁ of
literature and srt, )the formuletion of grammar snd logic, hbe
e o ;!!i-
speeification of the prineciples of business mensgement, military

| strategy, =tc. must be asssigned to Level Two, | Such forms of criti-

ciem or enalysis are gsometimes seid to elucidate the 'philosoph¥'

{ & of the intellectunl processes which form their topic. But I shsll
prefer to reserve the term 'philosophy' for the exsmination of
the more fundamentel aspect of 1Atelligpnt gsets. Analyticsl
statements msde on Level Two would aéé;rdingly Btill reaquire
philosophiec Justificastion on Level Three,

This splitting up of philosophy between Level Two end
Three, =2nd possibly between a number aflfurther levels of h;gher
order,' is unwelcome but inebiteble, Th:?¥§$%irnf philosophy is

K indeed so far indeterminate: if it is to expreas the ultimste
Justification of éli acts of intelligence thet we recognise as

silcambid oy lower Man

genuine, philosophy 1B{n¢=iﬂﬂﬁ$‘0n Level Two,/but may be sghifted

indefinitelyy to higher levels. Philosophy - as I hsve already

hinted mmek earlier - must envisasge the possibility of its own

further philosophic reconsideration on an indefinitely ascending

flight of levels, s

engreir
4, With this genersl programme of philosophgm/in mind, I

shall now point out = striking_d%fficulty'nf sach an enquiry/end
suggest as e first step towards overcoming this difficulty tke

relsxation of certain conventions by which the scope of philosophy

has been hitherto restricted.




intellectusl .

3
:

{%ast disparity between ThH& mModes ol expression

si=present open to the philosopher snd the forme of intelligence

on which he is asked to reflect; the former n-azincomparﬁbly fewer

then the latter, I shall deseribe this disparity in three stages.

Consider in the first place the wide range of inarticulate

, beginning at the lowest levsl with the sub-

W' MANCSs

intellectusl scts of drive satisfaction and perception, /and
: - - T r
ascending to the more clearly intelligent achievements of the

obgervation of signs, the purposive manipulation of means/and the

understandling

of alternative paurt-relations. Primarily, the

process of artieulation is itself inarticulate, 'To i object-

directed acts of inarticulate intelligence/ we must udH the great

hogt of inarticulate convivialities, both of a practical and a

-

cognitive kind, and the process of articulating them. /Moreover,
wa have on a higher plane, an inexhaustible fund of cultural
tradition which alone gives weight and meaning to the u?ticxlute
lore handed on to Lh; suceeeding generationas. | Philosophy, by

uan;Luat, tries to restrict itself to articulate terms. Even
though its whole purpose were to direct our attention to the
contemplation of the inefiable = as may be sald of Bsrgson's
metaphysiecas - it gould itself not be a mute contemplation, The
restrictions within which a scholar's psrformance is hemmed in are

obvious enough from my own position at this moment of speaking.

ul

I may draw 8 crude dlagram on the blackboard or show an

oceasional slide; but on the whole I am limited to tslking to
you. Apart from slight gestures of my hands I must keep my
body quiet except for my vocel apparstus, with which I must go

on producing an incessant flow of speech.

This limitation plasces speech in a singular position,

It 18 only one among meny intelligent sctioms yet it is the only

e

————
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action open to the philosopher. Allkind of intelligent actions '

are among his topics; he must mention all thesg but speech 1is

the only one he may bl bt . He has to reflect on speech

itseiffincluding its inarticulate premises and what he says
of spéech nust be consistent with his own use of &peech/in
sgying it.

Secondly, the forms of speech that are open to the
philosopher are much fewer than those employed in the various
intellectual performsnces on which he is expected fo rellect.
Pnilasuphy.must be in orpdinary lenguage. It must speax of
nunbers, of painting, of musi}, but all its reflections must
be expressed in verbal terms, relying mainly on tﬁe vocabulary
ana grammar of comunon usage.  And there is a 1UdeLP restriction
to be observed. OSpeech may be animated by = yariste of emotionse
which are somelimes expressed by interjections or reflected
in distinctive moods in which semtences are set. Cheers, grosns,
emiggers, 'oh'-3 and tah'-3s are but 2 few sanmples of the

d AL W ¢
exclamatory lamguege. In Latin there is an Dpt“*lvn mood for
use in seuta1ces referring to hoped for events. While thEs #hZtie
’h--i! wvofar sTand

N be—applied purely object-directed oaagzzaﬂa other
moods, like the imperative and the interrogative are by their
very nature addressed to persons. There are actually many
other moods of this kind that ere not distinctly formulated by
grammar. There is an invective mood in which we abuse people,
a2 jocular mood in which to amuse them an indignent m;;; to
reprove them and se on inuefinitely. These moods are usually
conveyed by appropriate inflections of voice and accompanying
fapial expressions. They transmit an infinite variety of
emotional impacts.

The peresenl conventions of philosophy/as a parct of
academic studies would preclude me from stirring up any emotions,
and indeed from making any personal demands on you. I may issue
no commands hers, noc¢ enqulcee about anything or reproach
anyone. I must not accuse, cummiaernte,-eurse or cajole.

There 15 in fact no form of speech that I am entitled to use




but that of making assertions. /I am supposed to justify

_| Jthe whole range of both tacit 'and articu%ate forms of
intelligence, which are pervasively animated and indeed
ultimately sustained by amotiunal.forces of an inexhaustible
variety,;bf uttering a series of totally dispassionate
observations. I am restricted to the use.cf declaratory
sentences of the type "It rains", Napoleon is dead! or
Biue syuafe COUL UL £ 45 an irfCatliulias uum;ur". .

And, once more, I must refleotllu the terms to which
I am thus restricted, also on the use I am mseking of these
terms. I must generally Jjustify declarations of tne type that
I am making in terms of my own declarations; for if I came to
the conclusion that such deglarsations sre in general
unjustifisble I would discredit all that I am saying here,
not only about such declarations but about any ether topic
Aas well.

_Thirdiy. The range of assertions that I can properly
make here is much more limited than what is otherwise
admissible. Conversationally, it would be quite‘nocmal to
mention that I have a toa;hacne, or that I am hot or feel bored.
But such references to my private affairs are excluded here.
What I say here is expected to be of public and indeed of
Hu¢V¢fuuf“}uh=f;uL- Wy westlliuiie als w ;e feeuvlfiClod WO
topics on which I can speak impersonally, in the form of
statements claiming to be uﬁjeﬁti;ely valid.

imdicats T wesk Leclune
5. I shall briefly bkh:stmmﬂet&:ﬁﬂﬁ@ how
these—eonventions have gained acceptance. TFor the moment it
will suffice to say that they reflect the cucrrent conception
of sclentific statements. oOSeclences 1s supposed to consist of

declaratory observations that are precise and impersonal, and

this implies that they are wholly, or at Least as nearly as

matters,_explagit and universally valid. Therefore, what I

- 4 .
have described as the position of philosophy is its being

placed under the obligation to be scientific, in the sense of




9.

these supposed characteristics of scilence. This amounts 1o
saying thet philosophy ought to be superseded by science, since
sclence comprises all authentic modes of valid systematic
assertions, including any that it may be the task of philosophy
to make. This contention coincides in fact with the argument
ased on the affiemation that meaningful assertions must be

either empirical oc t'-'ui:.clogical; for 2 preclse end impersonal

statement can be valid only either if it is uetamnined by

. it
gvidence which is independent ol the gerson um_u the

e

statement or if it merely asserts the equivalence of two

suata:tent according to rules conven tionally e.-:ce_pted within

i M - :

e — I

g group ol persons.

———————— —  —-

I can now sState more substantizlly than before the
grounds on which I propose to contradict this argument, so
as to liberate philosophy feom the stifling restraints which
1t would impose on it. I shall deny that science is exzct 2nd
impersonal and shall propose that this should be expressed
w'nenev.ev the true naturle of science 1s to be made clear, by

tr:msiati_‘l; sci@nce from the misleadaing idiom of declaratory

5a=11ter1n,e; l_'ltﬂ the more correct teems of a 'fiduciary mode.‘

Dnce science is stripped of its cJ.aJ.m to be unic uely scler-tific

in the currently accepted sense, the other forms of humean

tﬂ.L.:.i-r.nr_e will no lon fer | ue mtimu:teu into & universal

imltution of scrmce. Philosophy in particular will cease

to accept the limitations imposed on its scope by the supposed

St:‘:;_"ld{':l‘dﬁ of science. Havj_u& recognised thc covert fluucz.ary

character of all sciance, it will take caurabe: to ruliil its oum

functiuna by thﬂ- I‘nmulatien of Dp&ﬂ y{‘DlESSLOn‘E o.f.‘ belief.

e ———————————— —_—— = ——

To & technical preparation of this programme I shall now turn.

Wﬁmﬂ&r—%@ﬂy field shall be
limited for the moment to articulate reports on observed

events as e.g. 'it rains' or 'Napoleon is dead'! or statements
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of signeevent observations, like 'plamets move on elliptic

orbits! or '"blood corpusecles cant;in haemozlobin'. The latter
class may be taken to include the former, for to observe a

fect like rain or the death of Napoleon reguires an intelligent
interpretation of evidence, which relies on previously
established conmnections between signs and events. As the
cnoice of my examples indicétes I wish to exclude at this

stepe eny veports on private evemts, such as 'I feel hot'.

The reports with which I am concerned here are paradigmatically
illustrated by the contents of natural science and what follows
may be considered without loss ol generality to &apply

particulaerly to seientific statements. A statememt such as

Tplanets move on elliptic orblts' may be designated by p.

It involves two logicel levels: the Level One on which the
statemtnt p 1s made and the Level Zero containing the objects
of scientific study, the planets etc., to which the statement
refers. Conslider the case that we have accepted p and that we

challenged to Justify this. Our response may consist

ER]

ar

either in a reconsideration of p or in a reflection on p; the

two kind of responses may be combined but at the moment I shall
be only concermed with drawing & distinction between them.

lelte the case that p stands for'pisnets move on elliptic
pAths!, Kenler darived this law firét from a numnber of
planetary positions obseceved by Tycho Brahe. Its reconsideration
hased on new aobservations has since led to its confirmation
fopr moS5v pianets PUL n&as &lsSo revealed deviailons, pariticulacly
for Mercury and Uranus, In the latter case the explanation was
found by the discovery of Neptune, in the former it had bto wait
for the advent of General Relativity. The result of this
recongideration of p forms now pact of secience, just as Kepler's
original Fiest Law formed part of it at an earlier date. A |
chénge has teken place on Level One inveolving no ascent to

higher logical level.

R

Contrast with this what I shall call a2 peflection on p.
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We ask: how do we know that from observations of the kind as
we possess in this field we are justified in deriving any
laws of the kind represented by p? OSuppose we respond to this
by & series of sclentific observations comparing the relation
between p (on Level One) and the evidence for p (on Level Zero)
with the relations between other scientific statements

(pl P «ss) and the evidence on which these respectively rest.
Ind suppose that such a study of the series p, Pls P2 e«

revealed that the empirical foundation of p is similar to that
of the whole system of scientific statements of which it foms
part. Bueh a result would suffer from a weainess which h&as

two aspects. Firestly, (as was pointed out by Hume) it does

HUL Jupsbidsy vul cligplauce va g ao Voaolud, wue wsloiy Likus

that this scceptace conforms to the general habit of scientists.
(A justification of this habit could be derived from this result
only by assuming the justification of the same habit for the
derivation of the result itself; &and this would be circular.)

The second aspect follows from the fiest. Oince the result of
our reflection ignores the issue in question, it leads to an
infinite regress. OSuppose we designate the statement of this
result by p'. ©Since p! articulates & secondary act of
iﬂtEiLiJiﬂC;, it :

ta_Lthe Rexéi-hizoor loxdical -aua";’ZEGEl T™wo.,. It is &n

observation muade on Leveli Two by the methods of natural
science, concerning the relation of the statements of natural
Selence on Level One to the evidence on Level Zero o611 which
they rest. As such p' 15 open to challenge on exactly the
Same grownds o4 n"4;4-4?u CaE SL=lewenss 0L ScieulCec g wolco
it refers and which it tries to wvindicate. p' has supplied
some information about the methods of Empiric;¢ science, but
it leaves the guestion ol the justification of these methods
to whien our reflection was directed exactly where it was to
staert wlthe I1 there was any recson to ralise this guestion in
pespect Co p or any other scientifie statement there is the

same reason ior re-opening it in respect to p'3 and if we




regponded to this once more as we did in the flrst place

further scientific observations receding to Level Three, th
process would have to be repeated ad infinitum without ever
approachineg any nearer to its aim.

The futility of justifylng the validity of sclentific |
procedure by reflection based on scientific procedure may be ‘

expressed in the sympols of Boolean algebra. Suppose we confront

L=
L
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the statements p p; p2 ... On Level

twe=btpal the test of reconsideration with the evidence on Level

e wi—guidence dg gimilar 31 |
gupporting evidence and tThat on these groun they are severzlly
accepted. ihey would Then all appear to have 1n common something
that y Statements lack Accordingly, P, D1,

P> ... will be said to be demonstrable and true while the

The two serles "p =1y «e. etc. and not-p = 0y .. ete." would be

sltuated on Level Two. However (as has been pointed out) thess

statements merely add further items to tThe previously accepted |

to a eritique of the scientifiec method as were the items on that

isbta ~hus 1f our reflections 1in respect o 1 PO sen BEE
E ' H
A S 1. i
wvere justified, we would have to repeat them in respect to

p=1y pp =1, pte. and not=p = 0 not=p; = 0 ete. The result
wonld be a* further series of statements once more removed to a

higher level) Level Three, of the form (p =1) =1, (pj =1) =1

not{p = 1) = 0, not(py = 1) = 0, etc.we would also have

(not=-p = 0) =1, (not-p; = 0) =1 ete.
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contradictories not-p, not=py which have peen disproved, Dby

o

observing the relation which the former bear to the evidence in
contrast to the corresponding relation for the latter, we shall
enter on a process which, If justified in the first place, will

lead to an infinite regress that can be symbolised by this table

sumber of '
Level One Two Three Four |
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(not-p=0) =1

not(not-p=0) = 0

It makes no difference for this conelusion in what words we

choose to edpress the result of a sclientii

.whether p =1 shall be read as 'p is true! or 'p is probable' or

'p 1s the simplest desceription ol the facts!' or else 'p is the
y b 111l deserintion f +he Panete! T™e atatement =1 3 r
.1\3,{:!\.- sellll '.LE-.::L,-J j__t..ila.'_’_‘.:l_; L kil 1 1C | P " LIS o Let LEDICEEL p st -ﬂ;

' standg for the attribution to p of any quality which generally

applies to a sclentifically demonstrated proposition and p =0

L for its deniszl. Any such attribution if required in the first
place will continue to be required for an indefinitely regressing

: series of statements produced oy the process of the attribution

itseli. If the process was iInitiated for the purpose of justifying

the scientific method, this purpose recedes at every step by th

7. +Lhe @ifficnlty which we have met in the attempt %o

justify scientific assertions concerning matiers of experience

wlll be seen to lie - as already hinted = In the faet that we
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appreciate these statements by standards of impersonality. We
showsd | gt
are reluctant to accept (as we must) an overtly personal justific-
= _

ation for statements which we accept because we regard them as
impersonal. We shall be better preparéd for this if we first
deal with a problem of notation which dates back to an early stage
in the development ol symbolie logie.

Compare Kepler's stagement "all planets move on ellipti

*ic statement made in the light of subsequently

orblits" with the histo
observed deviations from the elliptic paths: "Kepler said all
planets move on elliptic orbits". We may say
hig FMirst Law was p and that schoolchildren who are

declarasd a

¥y ]

not taught about déviations from this law continue nup to this day
to repeat p. In all these instances p would stand for a statement

believed and alleged as true by those maldng it. This 1s not

L
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=
=
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=t
b
=
)
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80 when we r WEepler asset
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is not quite correct. The factual statement to which we are

fe

commiitting ourgelves in thls case 1s not about plantary motion
but about Kepler's views on planetary motions. The notation p
appears therefore ambiguousjs it sometimes is eguivalent to the
a1193&210n1cf p by the person who wrote down p, while on other
occasions it is not.

A sincere gllegation is an act that takes place in speaking

or writing down certain symbols. Its agent 1s the speaking or

writing person. Like all intelligent actions, such assertions

have an affective quality attached to themn. ihey express

tended To convey convietion to those to whom

o

convietion and are 1

they are addressed. We have on record the outeries of dizzy |

exultation to which Kepler gave vent at the dawning of discovery ’ |
= I o Y " _oa = e ", o |
as well as at the false dawn of supposed discoveries. We ¥now
|
the violence with which seientific ploneers have often upheld {
their claims against Thelr crities and c= sar the same angry

el il

impatience expressed today by fanatieal cranks llke Lys#enko.
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feel the weight of a heavy personal responslbility. In routine
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observations, unobstructed by opposition and unworried DOy QOULLS

these emotlons are dormant but not absent; I

of fact is essentially unaccomp:
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satisfaction, of persuasive desire and a sense of personal

o g 34 s & D e o 3 i T . s - o i o
sibility. Therefore, in a gtrict usage the same symbol
=] 4 & - o o
never represent the act of sincerely assertin: ing
stnd £h elpene i (P o MRS Ol |
and The conuenc oL WiAc 18 asserveds

Little meaning as would a solitary question-mark or exclamation-
mark, which are its nearest analogues among exlisting symbols. It
x - ; 2 o o il w2 o e T il e I T S , TR -
is Tr hat a writer of fiction may occasionally take the libert;
of putting down as & reply in a conversetion a number of question-
marks and perhaps more rarely exclaimation marks. The question
] i - ——— | - a2 . - i d Kam 3
Narks are meanv , wo 3 puzzlement Dy a communication jJust
raceived, the bare marks stand for inarticulate excite-
|
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mene evored DYV LG Liewlse 1lmagline a person LXaed up
in a heated argument Fvrrndine o dntarrana ane snledme mrEammand no
n a neauveqa argumenty Dpurinin O Intarveng ang moaxin stamnering

noises but wnable to find something to say. He would be filled
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with persuasive passion that could be approximately expressed by

look upon

has an important

1 perhaps not so readily acceptable correlate.




that a declaratory sentence is by itself also an incomplete

L=y

If language 1s to a che'fneeﬁh it mast reflect the fact

never say

anything that has not a definite emotional qu

-

It should be clear from the modality of a sentence whether 1t 1s

a guestion, & command, an invective, a complaint or an
of fact. wince an unasserted declaratory sentence coul

for an allegation of fact, its modality would be unspec:

culd therefore denote/no spoken sentence. ihis is not

a sentence like 'a2ll planets move on elliptic orbits' sh

symbol.

d not stand

TO say tha

ounld be

considered as meaningless in itself as would be a bare assertion

interpretat

b
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or guestion mark. 50 tireless are the

1ve powers

of our mind, that they will séize on any set of words, and indeed

any marks even remotely suggestinz a symbolie character,

squeeze some meaning out of them, howdver vague that may

and

be. A

sentence like the one Jjust quoted is obviously full of meaning,

I am only suggesting t}

P

Just as there are words like 'however', 'altogether' or ‘i
clauses like 'if I were king', which though not meaningle
only have definite significance as part of a sentence, thus I

suggesty a sentence itself has only vague significance unti

at it lacks the meaning of a spoken sentence.

supplemented by the symbol defining its modality. In the case of

sentences intended to convey a factual communication thls must be

ixed assertion sign A declaratory sentence may of course

be correctly used as part of a sentence of properly clarified

modality and in particular as part of an asserted sentence, as when

I say:s "Kepler believed that planets move along elliptiec paths".

Or when I say: "the sentence p implies the sentence g". These

movd zlong elliptic paths' nor of the sentences p or q.

9. We have now got a sign whieh when prefixed to a
sentence forms with it the notation for a spoken allegat
But this notation is not yet sufficiently defined. 1t

that I can make use of it to put to paper an allegation

declaratory

ionof fact.

is elear

e

of my own,




I but it has not been explained how it is to function
different persons and successive periods in the same

I . 2 s B |

. I1ff the assertion sign 1s to signify the emotionall]

of sincerely pronouncing the asserted sentence, and there are many
people in the world and innumsrable moments in any single person's
DEOL : 2

~ life, the symbol je—. p mist be sup

us whose allegation it represents and at what
question had alleged p. Dbviously, we may take this to be
expressed by the act of writing down the symbol |p—. p by
particular person at a particular moment. +hls 1s how Whitehead

%

and huszell define

They translate for example ' b—.p implies q'.
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tit is asserted that p implies (e ! The phrase

f assertions.
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It 1s asserted', as 'it rains! or 'itf happens’'. A truer reading l

the act of my saying & sentence p

but the faect of my believing the sentence p. 'he correct reading

of ' f—=. p' written down by me Iin ood faith 1s therefore 'I

is also how we should write down in words the

4-

believe p!', and that
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