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Ieeture 5, W

The Self- Destruction of Objectivism,

In my previous Lecture I have urged on grounds of pre-
cigsion thet we cennot regard 2 sentence &s 8 complete represen-
tation of an ellegsation of fect. I have said that dedlarstory

gentences like 'it reins' or 'Naspoleon is desd' or "plenets move
anfé
on elliptic orbits' wers=sedd—to=he incomplete symbols, which

cen be mede to express allegationsa only when converted into a

wh
fiducisry form, I in effect that 8 declaratory sentence

should be regarded as 1nvalid in the seme way s en unsigned
av ¥e
cheaue end have insiasted that ac ua stctcmcnta
el phee~ 1 a wnivadadees
5 e signctnrc o pcrcon Bsutng “&f*«
e ko

I have argucdkthﬁt all sentences sincerely uttered by myself as
& statementy of feet should be completed at least mentelly by

the prefix 'I believe',

I have suggested thet the philosophical justification
of sclance, esnd of stetements of fact in general, has been Régg::iﬁ

e = .-"'--f
!

in the past by our acceptance of bere declaratory sentencesy as

e
m allcgaticm’w ascpibaf to no particular person.

diced on
If we believed tiﬁ allegation, we ssid the sentence was true and

if we believed its contradiction, we esid the sentence was false,
In this wasy sentences were invested with the properties of being

true or false and we found ourselves with the task on our haudg

of discovering how this came about. Just as we ennuired whet mekes
green leaves green and found thet it ie their chlorophyl content
which cesuses it, we expected to find some cherascteristic ingredients
the presence of which makes some sentences ftrue snd the lsck of
which mekes them false., BSuch enquiriee are chesing & phentom and
are bound to remein fruitless, &nd it seems reasonsble to expect
thet we might heve s better chance of schieving the purpose of
philosophic reflection if we ssked ourselves insteasd why we do
believe this or that statement of fact, end why we do belic?c certain
clessges of eststements, such es those of science. I ssid thst I
cennot hop@ to fulfil this expectstion until leter when I shall
build up my conception of commitment. I feel impelled to posipone

t .
this in order Eixmk to chgiiacrc clearly whet 1s implied in my
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o re-csst declerstory sentences in the fiduciary mode. I should

¥
like in the first place to £i111 in todsy - however sketechily - the

historiec beackground ageinst which my banning of self-spgking genten-

~

ces and their replscement, et leest in principle, by fiducisery

declerations should be pseen,

This reform would seem to obliterste the treditionsl purpose

of eriticel philosophy which hse been to discriminete between

personel conviction and objectively estsblished knowledge, rejeciing
the former as merely subjective, The difference between the two
which the new ussge would force us to dilsregerd, seeme to have
eppeared so obvious to Kant thet he refused even to discuss it. In
the section on Opining, Knowing end Believing he writes " If our
holding of the Judgement be only subjectively sufficlent, snd is at
the same time taken a8 being objectively insufficient, we have what
ie termed believing. Lastly, when the holding of & thing to he true

4

is sufficient both subjectively and objectively, it is knowledge, The

subjective sufficiency is termed convictiemn (for myself), the
objective sufficiency is termed certsinty (for everyone). There is
no ecell for me to spend further time on the explanation of such

B, 380,
.i essily understood terms." (Doetrine of Method,II.Chspter, J,B8ection.)

J' And he proceeds to declasre thet Hence it is ebsurd to have an

e

opinion in pure methemetics; either we muat know, or we must sbstain

from ell scts of Judgement, It ie so likewise in the cese of the
principles of morslity, since we must not venture upon &n action on
the mere opinion that it is allowed, but must know 1t to be so",

! Yet the dublous cherscter of this demand is revesled & few
paragraphe later in reference to the certsinty that God exists. (B 857)
"My convietion (he writes) is not logiesl, but morsl certeinty; and
ginee it rests on subjective grounds (of the morel sentiment) I must

| not even say, "It is morally certein thst there is s God,ete." but

| I em morally certsin, etc." This eclosely resembles the kind of

| personel parlence which I suggested should be used not only in reli-

2 gion, but in #ll kind) of effirmetion,

The grest work of Kant is indeed full of tensions of this

kind, end this is why I have chosen i for my first illustration.

For it peems t0 me thet he felt

for th first time the




79

desperate difficulty involved in Jjustifying impersonal assertions.
Of this he was rudely made aware &ﬁ Hume who, Kant says, "awoke
him Trom his dogmatic slumber". The loss pi adeguate grounds Ior
such assertiona threafened in his eyes to ecast out along with
dogmatism the entire rational life of man. His purpose is
throughout fto resist the overthrow of reason by a gensral
geepticiem; 1T he limits knowledge to appearances, "in order
to make room for Taith", he also holds faith in abeyance in order
L0 preserve on the one hand pure theoretical and impersonal
knowledge, snd on the other purely rational and squally impersonal
morality. Thus in each area he attempts to assert his beliefs -
or what appear to us to be_his beliefs -~ in a form which offers
no terget to scepticism. Yet in esch area he is driven to the kind
of paradox we hsve just noticed. Some of his basic beliefs gbout
neture are declared to be_s priorl categories of thought by whiclh
the mind legislstes for experience, Most prominent among these
are the foundations of methematics and geometry, end the law of
csuse end effect in neture, (But other beliefs are described ss
mere 'regulstive' idess by which we guide our investigations of
nature even though we do not know them to be true. The
egsumption of & first casuse Tfor example, or for s

teleologicel interpretation of 1living orgeniems

y are to be used only as if they were true, Since it is not affirmed
m

that they should be so used even thoupgh they,be sctually false,

it appears that they are in fact believed to bs true, but EEEEAEEL

to be suggested without having said so. And similarly in the

moral sphere, we possess obJective though only 'practical'
certainty with respect to ouwr freedom, as the indispensable
presupposition of a rational moral law: the 'postulates' of

God and immortality should, strictly, not be needed to prop

this objective and independent knowledge of right - yet we do,

¥Kant says, feel a need "Indlssolubly united with duty"; to

submit to such supporte.
By the use of the fiducliary mode which I am recomiending
for all manner of affirmations, I hope to keep in check the

" ”ﬁg« t‘» g o AMig
ravages of scepticism wbiie-aveidingbolh the'cxaggerated |

claims of possessing incontestable knowledge a priori angiﬁhg

(aloo o iding

Ty =% o o
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| 4% disingenffous practice of putting one's beliefs on record without

| -
affirming them, While this will involve a leses severe attitude
against dogmatism than Kant professed, it will, in my view, merely

i

reveal a more candid and resolute toleration of uncritically

accepted elements than Kant in his desperate pursuit of impersonal
= Al e %

necassity was prepared openly to acknowledge. It should be clesar

I at any rate that the sugpgested fusion of belief and knowledge =

regulting in the assimilation of the latter by the former - does

' . !
- not so much express a sceptical attitude towards knowledge as

——————

a new respect for belief, %

= ———
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ﬂvfﬁ WET
9%;#f,*’f;vﬁ1veﬂ the modern division between supernatupsal belief and

| sgetentiftc knowledge was made by St. Augustine in the fourth

iﬂ;ﬁ 2s Tha first declsive move of the dislectic which

century A.D. on behalf of beliefs Astronomy, the show piesce of

such ohservational science as had emerged by that time, August

b

ne

gcornaed as unprofitable. Insteund of preening themselves on their
exact prediction of eclipses, astronomers should gaein enlipghtenment
by humbly reflecting on the origin of their intellectual gifts.
Augusting was no sceptic who rejected observation as delusive,

' but he turned away from empirlecal science ss a dlversion from

Ny | the true purpose of thought which is the pursult of salvation,

3 | Philosophy, though insuwlficient for man's supreme endeavour he
IL! I aceeptad at leapt as an ally in the ssarch of Gode He claimed
that from Plato he could deriva the opening verses of the Gospel

of 8t. John: "In the beginning was the Word and the Word was

|
1
with God; In him was life: and the life was the light of

| men, And the 1light shineth in the darkmess; and the darkness

+ {1

1, il comprahended it not'", he The decisive

1.:-;

this was not enoug
: l Begquel: "And the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us + « "
could be perceived only by falth in divine revelation, which was

| J f a gift of divine grace. Here the Christien philosophy, inasugursted
prophetically by St.Paul three centuries before, claimed to

establish a system which would supersede Greek science and Gresk

=

philosophys. It denied that any knowledge that is essential to

man could be achlieved elther by experience or pure reason snd

Lt challenged the ¢rdticsl method which guides both empiricism
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and retionalism., Instead it said thet faith was the key to all
deeﬁﬂr knowledge. Those who entrusted themselves to observation
and rationsl argument were but shrouding their minds in the
darkness of intellectual pride; they should ssek enlighfenment
through humility. Socrates had taught that the recognition of

our fundamental ignorance was the threshold of wisdom; Christianity

demanded further the recognition of our guilt before God and

our complete surrender to God's will, 2s the premiss of all

understending of God. Only by such humility could we retionally

relate our search for ﬁﬁ&érstanﬂing to the infinite perfection

=l

Ez_iggg_kngﬂlﬂﬂﬂgh_ThiE pattern is extended by St,Augustine also
to natursl knowledge. He regards this ss & gift of divine grace

end tesches that everywhere belief 1s loglcelly enterior to

his
knowledge. This is,fides cuserens intellectum.

During a thousand years afiter St.Augusiine his teachings
ruled the minds of Chriastian scholars: for even when, under
the influence of Aristotle, philosophy won a status independent
of theology, it was in fact the ineradicably Augustini=sn heritege
of the Christian Aristotelians that enabled them to maintain =
precarious balance between reason and faith, knowledge and
revelation. Reason and faith harmonized only as long as faith

was really dominating both: as soon as they were honsstly

accepted as independent . sewy—the—I5threcentury-aAverroiste—or
later by the-Qocamites, they began to fall apart.

Kant's rigid separation of bcliﬁf“fram knowledge

correctly reflectﬁ"thia attitude in the mcdé?n acienﬁific mind,

The change from nuguﬁiine to Kant took place ﬁuring theitwa

centuries preceding Hant which saw ‘the emancipation of spe iativa

thought from religiousaauthority. Thare arose a‘naw puasiogwﬂor ;

sciantirie know}eaga which hecam& uhE ddq\nani drf&e in man's

thinking about natura and abuut ninﬂelf. N\ ' \\\ i
The ngg;zgzgrigure in this histcr?mwaa Descartes, rith his

resolve to bulld clear and distinct ideas out of a system of

gtrictly indubitable natural knowledge. He wrms, he said, "convinced

of the necessity of undertaking once in my life to rid myself of all

the opinions I had adopted, and of commencing anew the work of |

building from the foundation, if I desired to establish a firm and

abiding super-structure in the sciences."(Med.I). This task he hoped
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to accomplish by separting the doubtful from the certain: at

the same time keeping the higher certainty of revelation also
safely segregated from the intuitions and inferences of natural

regsons He accepted without question the Thomistic division

between rcason and faith: and though his account of know.
laokas more like Augustine's than Aristoitle's - stressling inner
tion, intuition rather than ind

-

certalnty rather then sensa

the 'light' by which he discovers his "firm and abiding
structure" is natural, not divine lighte. Even the proof of the

Mxistence of God, though it used Augustinisn concepts, (and
yas meant to

appealled to the Jansenists as an Augustinian proof),

be & purely rationsl argument - and was in fact only instrumen

to the establishment of clear and distinect ideas as thelr own
gudrantors of their own truths Once fthese guestions had been

disposed of, he could go on by turning his mind successively to
to the solution of

one clear and distinct idea after another,

problema that had formerly puzzled ths human

all the pri:

mind., Che vas firm in his own faith (why, he asxed,
houl I daoubt H elj rion of i Xin and my nurae ‘,:’} s 0& had come
long wa 'om Augustine's view that the agent of all knowledge
wag "OChrigt the teacher saching within" -« and ones the impoverish-—
ment he had effected in the complex, hierarchical medieval cosmos

sgan to take hold of man's imagination - in separation from the

Augpustinian instruments he had used in effecting it - the place
-’ s £

30 16 bound to de

1] slde reasson was

of faith even rlong

We see tnls in ;:':r."?ﬁ:,_tadz;‘%; England in ILocke's use of
the digtinction between science and faith: "How well-grounded
and grert soever the assurance of faith may be wherswith it is

but faith it is estill and not knowledge; persuasion

t certainty. This the naturs of things will
permit us to go in matifers of revealed religion, which are therefore
called matters of faith; a persuasion ol our own minds, short of

knowledge, is the last result that determines us in such truths."

yn Toleration). Belief is here no longer the

(Pt r:h."‘. ro """ftt-_‘-r‘
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to accomplish by separting the doubtful from the certain: at

the same time keeping the higher certainty of revelation also
safely segregated from the infuitions and inferences of na tural
resson. He accepted without gquestion the Thomistic division
between rcason and faith: and though his account of knowledge
looks more like Augustine's than Aristotle's - stressing ilnner
certainty rather than sensation, intuition rather than induction -
the 'light'! by which he discovers his "firm and asbiding super-
structure" is natural, not divine light. Hven the proof of the

gxistence of God, though it used Augustinian concepts, (and

%

appealed to the Jansenists as an Augustinian proof), was meant to
be & purely rationsl argument - and was in fact only instrumental
to the establishment of clear and distinet ideas as thelir own

guarantors of their own truths Once these ques
dispoged of, he could go on by turning his mind successively to
ona clear and distinct idea after another, to the solution of

all the prineipal problsms that had formerly puzzled the human

P
(=

mind . Though Descartes was firm in his own Taith (why, he =sked,

%

my nurse ?7), he had coma

fese
5

k
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hould T doubt the religion o

a long way from pAugustine's view that the agent of all knowledge

was "Christ the teacher teaching within" - and onece the impoverish=-
ment he had effected in the complex, hierarchical medieval cosmos
egan to take hold of man's imagination - in separation from the

Aupustinian instruments he had used in effecting it - the place

of faith evan slongside resson was bound fto decline,

file see this in yrdﬁébtkht England in Locke's use of

iigtinction between science and faith: "How well-grounded
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and great sosver the assurance of faith may be wherawlth it is

but faith it is still and not knowledge; persuasion

o]
-

recsived
and not certainty. This 1s the highest the nature of things will
permit us to go in matters of revealed religion, which are therefore
called matters of Taith; a persuasion of our own minds, short of
knowledge, is the last result that detsrmines us in such truths."

(A Third Letter on Toleration). Belief is here no longer the
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higher power that revesls to us knowledge lying beyond the range

of observetion snd resson, but & mere personal acceptsnce which falls
short of empiricel =nd rationsl demonstrability. The two Augustinien
levels of knowledge sre still recognised, but their mutusl position
is inverted., At any rete, if divine revelstion continues to be
venereted, ite funstions - like those of the King and Lords of
Englend - ere greduelly reduced to that of being honoured on cere-
moniel occasions. All resl power goes to the nominelly Lower House
of objectively demonstrable sssertions.

B. Here lies the grest bresk by which the criticsl mind
repudisrted one 4¢f hi= hitherto most prominent fﬁcultiﬁsg snd became

completely dependent on the remesinder, Belief wes so thoroughly dis-

credited thet spart from specielly privileged occesions, e were

grented to the holding end expression of religious beliefs, modern

men entirely lost his capscity consciously to commit himself to =
belief me a belief. In response to this condition,modeérn man edopted

a variety of elternative positions, which?while widely divergent in

content ere but saveral expressions of the ssme fundamental defl-
ciency. The first of these positions is scepticism. Once men's
cleim to respongible belief is abendoned, there is no distinction
left between helief and illusion., Men's participstion in the
shaping of hie beliefs is reduced to the ststus of & subjective
factor, and hence any expression of his beliefs becomes merely
gomething thet he says of himself, msking no clsim to universelity.
This position, known in ﬁntiﬂg;ty 88 Pyrrhonism, wes first
re-steated by Descartes who rescued himsélf from its predicsment
by plecing his confidence on divine guidsnce,” Hume sccepted
Pyrrhonism 88 logicelly unasssilable, end disdsining Descarted’
method of escsping from it, simply declered thet so long as we live
we must continue to believe in the reslity of observed feets, Both
observational science and methematics were accepted by Hume 4in

spite of admittedly unsnswersble sceptical objections, 28 =




concession to common sense, By thus limiting his affirmstions
to beliefs which in his time no one would jnﬁicusly challenge,
Hame coudd avoid the necessity of declaring any of his beliefs

a8 his own. Insteasd, he could mske common sensge say in an,
fhe  Snore st At

impersonsl voice what he himself believed, He—cunquThterpoaé;{
nocess ’

his scepticel Epgamﬁﬂt to stop this volice st any point he thought

fit;, for exemple if common sense asccepted the reslity of mirscles

in which Hame himself did not believe, he could meke his scepticsl

ergument discredit such slleged common sense as mere superstition,

I have mentioned Kant!e method of

upholding science without offering any terget for

gscepticism, by postulating one part of its foundations as a priori

categories and stating the other parts as were regulative principles

while both these devices of Kant have continued to be employed in
the period after him, the tendency was to shift from deductions

a priorl to the closking of scientific belief in various
'‘regulative principles'. The Kuclidean axioms of geometry had
lent the most {irm support to the existence of immutable
knowledge a priorl. When thess were called in question by the
rige of lNon=guclidean geometries, the self-evident status of
mathematical exioms was altogether shaken. It became apparent
that in methematics we can never prove any theorem except to

the extent of showing it to be implied in other unprowven

statements, which though still called axioms, wera no longer saild
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to be self-evident, In the field of empirical science =a

eritione want on which eroded snd eventually exploded the

ant's 8 priorli categories. Jornae

b

the empirical field, the convicti
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something objectively valid was cas

o the form of '"regulative principles'. By the proce

axiomatisation the claims of mathematics were reduce d, te that

of a conventional game. The axioms, undefined terms and rules
of inference were regarded as assumptions posseesing no other
gtanding than was sapparent by their ylelding new theorems,

which in their turn had no other c¢laim to acceptance than that

they were derived from these particular assumptions. The statua

of' empirical pgenerslisations was also reduced to that of msre
recommendations. ljatural laws were sald to be no more than convene-
ient descriptions of observed facts, or at the most, provisional
hypetheses which we were ready to abandon as soon as any of their
redictions fuiled to be confirmed. No certainty was claimed for

them, but merely some degree of probabilityp amd Erminias like

atoms and elsctron which sclence pos uul_‘-u,.l werea said to be mere

Beientists could well afford to minimise their claims
m,?u,s.ﬁ';&m
__‘U' =1

L7

seeetade recognition in practice. This critigue of science wa
fﬂ"r!xa‘«.«tlf. i fl-fs.l-;.-r'n % wnmn-z'ﬂni fml.-.{.ﬁ.

b

nevar meant to reduce the author :{tf‘:“':"fﬂfl—l-'i its
was actually to strengthen it. For if sclentists eewdd disclaimes

any responsibility for the bheliefs expressed in sclience, these
e & AAfHal
beliefls ‘.nﬁc:'-.r-.]e‘1.i?'=;1.:~.-;;u_' ble

Whoever would atteck thepmtfcould

{:\

be told that nobody held them, even while *.g;cm who denisd’ %o
Mlwin (£useH £ s So awd wndess S
hold, them cemtinmes sweepingly &= imposef them on the minds of
Moveovers, by concepleol
their contemporaries. w“‘nh-.—t pretence which thus shieldeds-

their beliefs, scientists invested themselves with al appesrsnce of

fabsolute objectivity and this justifiled them in claiming a2 unigue

position for science sand in condemning the more severdy, &5 dogmatic
h : !

and arbitrary, the expresgslion of any otlier beliefs whieh

cendidly confessed to their own fiducisry natuare,
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to bs self-evident. In the field of smpir

e

critigue went on which eroded and eventually exploded the status

of Kant's a priori categoriss. Consequently, both in mathematieca and
the empirical field, the conviction that science expressed
something objectively valid was cast with increasging preference

into the form of "regulative principles'. By the process of
Lt a_r CTr -2l A
taxiometisation the claims of mathematics were Pgﬁuﬂﬂﬂkbﬂ that

' of a conventional game., The axioms, undefined terms and rules

J

of inference were regarded as assumptions possessing no other

C

gtanding than was apparent by thelr yielding new theorems,

which in their turn had no other claim to acceptance than that
they were derived from these particular assumptions. The status
of empirical generslisations was also reduced to that of mere
recommendations. latural laws were sald to be no more than conven=
ient descriptions of observed facts, or at the most, provisional
hypotheses which we were ready to abandon aa soon as any of their
predictions fuiled to be confirmed. Mo certainty waes claimed for
them, but merely some degree of probabilityp e Entities like
atoms and electron which science postulated, were said to be mere
logleal construets, possessing no realitye.

i Seiantiste could well afford to minimise thelr claims

#ﬂmqugjaﬁ'
in theory as long as they could demand and expect to recelve,
smatabe recognition in practice. This eritigue of science was
Y €x in svelodion T __--I‘-"lﬁ-f- Yeveladsom.
e fﬂc" never meant to reduce the authority of science/and its eftect ———

-~ -__.__

was actually to strengthen it. For if scientists ~ewdd disclaimes

any responsibility for the beliefs expressed in science, these
i & denae
belielfs hecame unassailable. Whoever would attack themgjcould

A= e 2 sy

| be told that nobody held them, even while thkﬁﬂn who deniled/ We
Mlwenr (Eopred G do S0 s inmsesd 4
L hold. them Gﬂﬂf?ﬂﬁ!%iﬁweepiﬂgly 48 imposefthem on the minds of

_ Maveover, by Concealeo
their contemporaries. aggtﬂe pretence which thus shielides

their beliefs, scientists invested themeelves with an sppearsnce of

absolute objectivity end this justified them in clesiming a unioue

' pogition for science end in condemning the more severdy, a5 dogmatiec

and arbitrapy, the expression of any other beliefs which

eandidly confessed to their own fiducisry neture,




Y L T

o

[ e

4, Yet this position wes inherently unsound. It is true that

durigaﬁthrec centuries since Newton,while natursl science wxx pro-
ducedy en organised body of scientists and an ever widening public
instructed by scientific opinion, the enthusiesm for science was
such thset eny internal contredictions underlying the professed
philosophy of science were readily disregesrded. Science could go
on denying its fiduciery neture while prsctising its beliefs un-
chellenged; heppily esting its cake snd hsving it too. And this
gcould heve continued perhaps much longer but for the outbresk of

a serles of great revolutions in this century, which chellenged

the position of gll esteblished institutions and celled in aquestion

the beliefs underlying them. P
-l Luiliwihin Wa  Stenlific wmceplion Tf W&,
Seft In this turmoil the objective status of secientific

effirmations was sevengy sttscked, but not so much by & sceptical
dissection of their foundstions as by the applicstion of an objec-
tivist spprosch to the re-sssessment of science itself, Tﬁe kind
of futile regress outlined in my last Leédture, which attempts to
Justify the methods of netural science by s scientific observation
of these methode which engendered in the milieu of the modern
revolutionary movements the principsl denger to the status of
science,

I shall not try to trece here the first origin of this
scientific spprosch to selence. It may be found in Locke's attempt
to sccount for knowledge in terms of what we would today eell
paychology, or slternstively in mechenical determinism which
became current sfter Newton's discoveries, Laplace's formulstion
of ell conceiveble problems in terms of &8 eslculus of mechanics
mey be taken to inelude the behaviour of escientiats themselves
in pursuing their discoveries, writing out and publishing their
reports.

However, the consciously declared progremme of & scientific
theory of science was conceived only in the second hslf of the

19th century as s rebellion against Kant's trsnscendentsl enalysis,

which had been shaken by the sdvent and eventusl acceptance of
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Non-Buelidesn geometry. Among the first to formalate this programme
wee W.K.Clifford, who maw the eritique of knowledge in the study
of the physicsl facts which sccompany sensation and of the physical
properties of the nervous system. b s

Today this spproach is freaguently expressed in behs-
viouristic terms which I believe were most consistently formulated
by the late Otto Neursth. From the point of view of a scientific
observer, science may be considered es coneisting in the faect that
certain people heve mede & set of marks on paper. In e less rigorous
analysies we mey allow thet these marks sre sentences and thet in
them the persons writing them down are recording fects observed
by them, The self criticism of the sclentist producing science
will then take=the form of 2 description of himself in the third
person, rs meking & reading on various instruments snd putting
down the results in & series of'Protokoll sentences'. In this
cese the regress is flagrent. Sapposing that the observations
mede on the scientists' sctivities sre successfully carried through,
they will merely add yet enother scientific observetion to those
elready in existence and contribute nothing to the justification

of such observetions.

But in spite of its intrinsic futility, this kind of

B

approach may tend to invelidate the status of sciencef and

thus produce s dengerous crisis which demsnds with new snd

ks, LA , ; t
unprecedented urgency a true philosophic juatibhﬁtiﬁn of science,
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ot —treelioundbbiving e A successful behaviourist

analysis of empirical science would lead to a mechanical or neural

model of empirical inference which would eliminate the scientist's
person from the process of discovery an LI&H% cations Seclence
would cease to be regarded age something believed in or indeed
thought of by anyone and be reduced to a part of the material
universe (consisting of marks on paper or of sentences in text-books)
the configuration of which is determined by that of a pravious

state of the Universe. The Leplaceian '"Universal ¥ind' would

have achieved a represeéntation of science without the intellectuel
;icipation ol any secientist or indeed any other human belng,

while the Universal Mind (iteelr would go on practising science

yuteide the scope of the critical analysis it had pert Jjj._j

(Tleo-Behaviourist theories of learning, supported by

the clslims of modern cybernetics, represent in prineciple this

ipproach to obssrvational scile nf:é.fl‘-lt by far the mopé important
o weme peculy, le Salmisd

I embodiment of it is fommed<hy the larxist/View that sclence is

a response to sociaml needs, and that hence the value and indeead

i
the validity of science ought to be Jjudged by the degree of its
! gerviceability to the ends of soclety. This demand for the

ectual aims to the material advantage of

' society end of thelr identification with the pursuit of this
advantage resdily follows from a scientifically detached
examination of society, but 1t was originally sapplied only in

respacet to other systems than secience, such as peligion, law

olitical opinion. In this Torm it goes back to Hobbes who demands

e

=
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the subordination of all opiniong to

upholding Peace and Concord. In Chapter 18 of "ILevisthan' Part I1I,

1€ writaes:; "ind

though in matter of Opinion, nothing ought to be
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Li iame by Peaca. TFor Dootrine spugnant to Pesce can
more 1 rug, than Pesce and Concord can zainat the La b

iture... It bel megetn lor to him that ng the Roverslmm
By Iy L0 ! 111 3 I CONs L1l T '!:‘ ;'L 1 1 ind nes 1

rd and Qivil War",
For wrt; vz g B 5 ad .._-J ity 4 EaY » wWas
Tacol 8 eptgblished the Tirst 1 lutionary pgovenr 1ich,
T & Al £ =1 - ~ 3 4 z X b | 'l
L°% A0 bl I i 1 3 LUOBTNIL L] = | L | 1 L oA Ll
£ ary pri .‘lf--. ' } 1GIEEB s "All Irecti ‘|'.-'.|”, TUEht Stec 18T,
L nmstitute A iivigd noY a1 that 'I' 1 an the Stahe

ilegtatorships The Jacobin convic n (as formulated by Acton)
Wthat a government truly representing the people could do no
wrong" was adonted by the Commmnist Party in the exercise of its

wn powsr. Indeed, the Jacobin c¢laim of being truly representative
T the people had meanwhile been enlarged to that of embodying the

forces of history, which had decreed the elimination of al

historic necessity which drapes modsrn Commnism in the c¢loak

of an inevitable and pitilsss destiny, was first formulated by

was based on a

gelentific approach to polities which combined the influences

il & --.;ftrF and Hegel to a materislistic interpretation of history.
in the Ir

Iramework, the tentative theories of Hobbes which

gacial divisions and thelir asgimilation to a completely centralised

W l"_.l '3"‘.‘ 1-3‘:‘-’.—' ‘-:: Ve 'i\.':- & ‘____n} dE T .__1-‘\.57.". -||l,__-F. .“_._.I-,_:!-u and more ]."-!11_]":.'|ﬂl-‘li?1r‘:r
intsrpretations Within a conception of socliety which clalmed to

wnal

economie interssts,
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the thoughts of men from which these actions appeared

" T

proceed were reduced to mere eplphenomena. Ixpressed

teminology of modern operationelism, as it has been &ppli
to humarn consciousness by the behaviourist school of psychology,

all lL.tlu l._ ectual 8] rOCce: Es WErE Mel: 1'.1,-.. Leflledlaevie V i‘.j. AL o

which could be eliminated from an overall picture of the eventi:
in which they participated.

This treatment was originally intendea to dpply only bo
ideologies like religion, law, morality, which had no scientific
status, while science itself was accepted as the agent of this
revaluation remaining unaiffected by it. Alter the 3ussian
levolution oi 1917 scne Macxdst scientists with & group of
rether crude disciples among non-scientists, founded & Communlst
Academy where Dialecticel HMaterialism was applled to natura
science. But this movement gained little support from the
Soviet Government and waes eventuslly altogether disowned by

it. HNot until about 19730 did the Soviet Government begin
seriously to a@pply a Marxist point of view To the organisation
of scientific research. olnce then this movement has

agvenced unceasingly. The peiunciple that &ll science 15 class-
science has become generally accepted. There followed Tlrst
in genetics, #nd subsequently throughout the biological
selences a sustained series of &aftacks on various theories
proscribed &s bourvgeois science. Lately the long simmering
hostility of Marxism to modetn physical thneory has made an
effective attack on Quantummechenics, which forced a
scientist of distinguisned authority in the field (J. Frenxel)
to withdreaw some of his published views which the ruling
official philosophy had condemned &s 'ideslistie! and hence

hostile to the revolutionary interest.

It may seem a paradox that the attempt at an impersonal
analysis of scientific procedure tends to invalidate the claim
of science to impersonal validity. OGuch & result may be

difiicult to predict, for the whole procedure of snalysing
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science - which 1s sometning we believe in - in tems of a

o &n

mechenism in which our beliefs pley no part, is nonsensical.

But the ecesult 18 not incomprehensible, for once we lormed
a pleturee of sclence in which our scientiiic convictions
piay no part, we may well sabanaon the claims of science zs !

hitherto accepted in favour ol a new science whicn offers

to reveal the hidden forces by which all intelliectual

cetivities (except 1its own) are detemined. Iif we persist

in cepresenting science in terms which pre-suppose that
‘ sclenice 1s not what it in fact is, we can haruly be
[ surprised if we arrive &t & pieture of science wnlch sppears
to prove tnat science is something wnich in faet it is not.
5. How can we rescue sclence from this situation? Gone sre the
times when science, in its supremely secure position coald eat 1its

ceke and heve it too. 'Regulative principles' which with fslse

'1 modesty clsimed to be respected only as if we believed in them, |
j can offer no hold sgainst the fundamentsl onsl@ughts science is

' | exposed to ®Rm today. Indeed, such self-abasement of scisnce is
|

| ’,
fﬂ - readily accepted by totelitarienism ss a Juatification for the
- geubordination of science to the requirements of public poliey. Of
. this I could give you vivid instsances,

At the moment I only wish to show thet these regulative

prineiples which sre ssid to be the pre-suppositions of science

sre smbiguous descriptions of science, which &are made to sound

l1ike detached statements but hide in fact r fidueciary commitment.

Axiomatisetion i3 &n exemple of 2 regulative principle. We
Qe

the existence of mathematics as & body of knowledge

if we believe that we unaerstind mathematical stateaments
;‘?ul:w“u»ﬂh w lee
and appreciate thelr mutusl implications. He-may texte—sum-
aferpd G rdecrin
Aup all the assumptions underlying this knowledge in a set of

symbols, axioms and rules of inference. But these would in

themselves be almost unintelligible and if understood, may
fall to be conviacing or in the least interesting. Pre
et N e =
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thouglh his maysecem-odd, since-mathematios—is—besecaontire
inverse rule—that-inferences—must rely for {heieecrEptance
on—thel e being GednoibleLeom—their premises.—The fact 1s

that Mathematies can claim acceptence only as a systematic
whole =nd tiet when a serles of axioms etc. is exhibited,
this must be teken as =2 recommendation for acceptance of tle
kind of implications they are known to have and of any futwrs

implications yet to be derived from them. The—bobel line—of

When the axlomztisation of a2 branch of mathemztics or

geometry is stated, as is usual, in a set of declaratory
sentences which are apparently self-speaking or even said to be

mere macks on paper, the process disguises its own flducliary
intention; tut the pretence is easlly exposed by a critique Ae exlenk- &
fhat MMMH Can (e Lond 6 Exceh hv(JT gf“*‘-zz
t : 5

which insists H—&ﬁm—sﬁm—ﬂwwm ;
ives ;Wﬁ«mﬁu&m,ﬁ e b Jhore Qcchrdto b

6. Passing on to the empiricel sciences, we find it
even easier to expose 2 similec ambiguity in the principles
which have at one time or another been suggested as formulations
of the scientific method, safeguarding it against scepticel
criticism. Take Mach's principle of 'mental economy', which
reduces the cleaims or_s.:ie:uce to be I.Dé[‘q._L:,i' the simylést
description, or a convenient summary of the facts. This
definition of science contains the word 'simple' which is a term
of personel appraisal; let me examine t'n.;s: way in which it functions

in this context. Take the controversy about gfhine's experiments

on cerd-guessing. Extra-sensory pecception is the simplest




explenation for them if you are prepared to believe in extra-
sensory pecception. Yet most scientists to-day would prefer
some other explanution, ii ooy it would sle wilain Loe Scope
of known physical intersctions. To them this would zppear as
the simpler explanation, for they do not believe in extra-
sensory percepticn. To them it sppears more 'economical! not To
introduce 2 new principle if we can possibly ﬁanaga witin those
al ready eccepted and they are prepared to disregard gfhine's
observations until such time as these can be fitted into the
existing framevork of natural laws. The question of simplieity
of description in the ordinary sense of the word '"simple' plays
no part whatever in the controversy, nor has it eﬁtered intu
any of the other great controversies which have rcused
scientific opinion in the past. Think of the violent discussions
that have raged around Pasteur's theory of fermentation, or
around Mesmerism; tround electrolylic dissociation, psycho-
enelysis, relativity or quantum theocy. Never did any side
argue in these batties that its view would pe simpléer in the
ovdinary sSense of the word; that for example it would be
simpler to memorise or to teach in schools, or that it could
be weitten down in & smaller or more idiomatic wocabulary.
What the opposing schools were urging sgzinst each other was
that on the evidence their own view was true and ought to be
believed, as against the contradictory view which was fzlse
end ought not tv be belleved. But of course the interpretation
which is felt to be more convincing will also be regarded as
the more straightforwarc one and in this sense a2lso as the
more simple. And no theories deemed to be untenapble will in this
gense be evepr regardea as simple, but will slways be felt to
be far-fetched., The meaning of the word "simple" is thus made
to coincide with that of "accepted as valid in science."

To sum up. The definition of science as "the simplest

description of the facts" rellies on the ambiguous use of the

iocd 'simple', avoiding the affimmation of the true scientifie

I




convictions held by the person using the definition, without

actually abandoning any of the claims of his scientific convictions; R
but even So he cannot avoid using expressions such as 'simple' or
teconomicel!, which entail am element of personal appraisal.
étripyed of_their amblguity such predicates revesl the fiduclary

chzracter of empirical science.

This criticism applies with equal force to the pregmatist
position. To say that science 1s true only in the sense that
it is 'useful' or that 'it works', is open te the same
objections as-cnllinL iL the simplest description of the facts.
Neturelly, zny view ebout nature that is believed to be valid
will also be regzrded as '"useful'! and peactical'! in contrast
to false views which &s séch Erepnecessarily deémed useless
and unworkable. But the inverse of this holds only if we re-
fashion the connotation of 'useful', 'workable', etec. from
that which is attzched to tﬁese &tﬁriﬁutes in %heir usual
context, so as to make thelr meaning coincide with that of
"accepted 25 velid in science". And again, in spite of the
disguise in which we thus closk our beliei's in order to avoid
having to affirm them by using expressions like Tuseful!

ov 'prectical', we reveal an element of personal appreisal

as part of our delinivion of science.

7. Finelly, let me #etum to the regatotive—p

originally intcroduced by Eent. A number of thes ike the

search for a first cause and the indivisibidity of matiec-

have since lost their significance ozether, others have

been retained but in 2 slightlyfocified function. The teleo-

logical interpretation of Ziving beings and the law of

ceusetion (which Kenj~in some places includes among hils

fundapéntal rules of the scientific method. But modern logical

alysis hes made it increasingly clear that such rules are the

pre-suppositions of empirical science which are implied zs true
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whenever we rely on the scientific method and more particularly
on the process of induction. Moreover, these basic rules
have beeén re-stated in 2 veriety of new forms. For example,
J.t. Mill postulated as such & rule the fundasmental uniformity
of nature and J.M. Keynes the principle of limited variety.
When stated as pre-suppositions of empiriecal inference,
these principles gain a position in reléation to the natupezl
sclences closely similacr to that held by a set of axioms and
undefined terms in relation to the branch of mathematices that
cén be derived from them. (hat these postulates sey is not in
itself convinecing nor indeed clearly comprehensible, Such
convincing power &s they possess is entirely due to the fact that
we believe the body of science, which is supposed to be inferred
from Cthem, to be rue. It 15 not true therefore that we believe
the teachings of science because of our anterior acceptance
of any postulates which are the pre-suppositions of secieace.
The position is rather that as we become imbued with the knowledge
of science and leam to apply its methods to new problems, we
impliecitly come to rely on the validity of certain genersl rules
which may be regarded as the logicel antecedents of the scientific
method.

To desceribe Chese logical sntecedents as the pre-suppositions

]

of sclence 1s therefore ambiguous. For first we do not accept

these rules as valld before we accept science as valid, as we
would have to accept the rules of chess before we may start
playing chess. OSecondlly, since these pre-suppositions are not
regarded &8s a8 priori inescapable, it is implied that our

un rezsoning habit or

&
4

acceptance of them is either & matier o
due to an equally umsccounteble act of aeliberate prefecance.
Any such account of our relation to the pre-suppositions of

science is grossly misleading. The discoveries of science have

D

been achieved by the passionately sustained efforts of succeeding

genecations of great men, who overwihelmed by the power of theirp

convictions the whole of modem hum=nity. Thus has the sci
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outlook been moulded of which these logical rules give a highly

attenuated summecy. It is true that fundamentally this outlook

——— — -

cannot be zccounted for either from experience or by pure reason,

but this does not signify that we are free to take it or leave

Ae pub refiects oue ioct tuai Clds oULLOUA LS5 a UBlLlel WO
which we are ¢committed and which ceamnot be resolved without
ccnfusion into non-committal tems. When certain rules are

laid dovn as the pre-suppositions of the scieatific method, |

1]

this confusion is covered up by describing them ambijguously as
pre-suppositions, or postulates, or regulative principles, etc.;
it being left open whether the writer had pre-supposed or

‘I"lil.'l."'.:‘h

poﬁtulated these, and if so when and in what eclrcumstances, or
whether they had just pre-supposec or postulabed themselves of
their ovn accord in a universal manner outside of time and
space.

In leading up to this position the logical snalysis of
science decisively reveals its own limitations and points beyond
tself in the direction of a fidueiary formulation of science.

By refusing to accord self-evident status to the logical
avtegedeny of fhe scientdfic medind, it Amplies - svgn Af it

does not declare it -~ that science must be regaraed ultimately

as something we believe in.






