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THTRODUCTION

The general aim of this e=ssay is to clarify, and to some extent
assess; the theory of John Wisdom. That part of the theory which is ex-
amined here is the claim that the aim of philosoohy is to gain a erasp of
the relations between categories of sentences (or categories of ohjects):
the traditional method of philosonhy is the extension and restriction of
the application of existing words. We shall not concern ourselves with
Wisdom's treatment of particular philosophical problems (except hy wvav of
illustration), his views on religion, his interest in the similarity bhe-
twveen philosophy and psychoanalysis, or hisg earlier philosonhical writings
on Logical Atomism. The views we are concerned with here are contained

in his later articles published in the two books Philosonhv and Psvcho-

analysis (1953) and Paradox and Discovery (1965).

This examination proceeds in three stages. In Chapnter one we
begin with a brief statement of Wisdom's theory. After this are nresented
Wisdom's arguments against two views of philosonhy; (1) that nhilosonhical
statements are statements of fact and (2) philosophical statements are
reports of actual linguistic usage. Certain of Wisdom's views on languace,
particularly on general terms, are formulated as a means to stating more clearly
certain methods of philosophy.

The method of traditional philosophy and Wisdom's method (a slicht
modification of the traditional method) are comnared with two other nos—

sible methods of philosophy. This section concludes with an assessment



of the arguments for Wisdom's theory.

Chapter two contains two parts. The aim of this section is to
provide a spectrum of conceptions of ‘category' and 'necessitv' in order
to state more clearly Wisdom's views and distinguish them from other
positions. In the early sections various notions of categorv and some
general theories of categories are defined. These notions are developed
within the context of the dichotdmy of conceptual realism and concentual
instrumentalism. The final section distinguishes various rotions of
necessity which are relevant to the issue of whether these are necessary
categories.

In Chapter three, the aim is to see whether, and if so in what
sense, Wisdom maintains that there are categories. Wisdom is placed on
the map of theories of categories provided in chapter two. Similarly,
the notions of necessity provided by that chapter are used to clarify in
what sense categories, according to Wisdom, are necessary. It is seen
that, on Wisdom's theory, there are two types of catepories which concern
philosophers, underlying categories and resting categories, and that these
differ in nature and "degrees'" of necessity,

Before proceeding with this examination, we note a certain diffi-
culty, in fact, impossibility, in providing an account of Wisdom's theory.
As B.A. Farrell points out in his article, if Wisdom's theory is correct,
then there is no correct philosophical account of the nature of nhilosonhv.
This is so, since any philosophical account of philosophy would bring out
certain features of philosophy and ignore others.. This being the case,
if Wisdom is to be consistent he can give no account of his theorv.

Unfortunately, he is falrly consistent. lle provides no coherent explicit



account of his theory, only elusive remarks and presuppositions hinted
at. For an account of this theory, we are left to search for these elu-
sive remarks, presuppositions hinted at and interpretations of Wisdom's
books.

We' are assisted to some extent by the fact that Wisdom is often
regarded as a restatement of Wittgenstein. In a footnote to his article
"Philosophical Perplexity'", Wisdom credits Wittgenstein to a considerable
extent;

Wittgenstein has not read this over—compressed paper and

I warn people against supposing it a closer imitation of

Wittgenstein than it is. On the other hand I can hardly

exaggerate the debt I owe to him and how much of the good

in this work is his - not only in the treatment of this

philosophical difficulty and that but in the matter of how

to do philosophy.l
Wisdom's interpreters are in fairly general agreement on how his theory
is to be understood. Unfortunately, for our purposes here, these inter-
pretations, in an attempt to be faithful to Wisdom's philosophy, are
also rather imprecise and inexplicit. In this essay clarity and expli-
citness are insisted on, even if not achieved. 1In an attempt, therefore,

to give explicit formulations of his positions, we run the risk of dis-

torting .the theory. It is hoped that this is kept to a minimum.

A dote on Terminolopgy

In the quotations from wisdom's)writings which appear here, he
refers at one time to 'metaphysics' and at another to 'philosophy'. He
does not make any distinction between the two and it is not clear that
he means to. His theory is meant to apply to all of philosophy, tradi-

tional and contemporary, and he applies his own analysis to issues in



traditional metaphysics, epistemology, informal logic, ethics, nolitical
philosophy and others. It will, therefore, do the reader no harm to
read the terms 'philosophy' and 'metaphysics' synonymously.

Furthermore, in the essay that follows the terms 'pronosition',
"sentence', 'statement' and 'utterance' are used interchangeably. 'Utter-
ance' is perhaps the best term, as Wisdom uses it more than the others
and as with most "'ordinary language philosophers' it is used, it seems,

to stress the fact that of primary interest is the spoken utterance. 1In

particular, 'proposition' is not used here as the meaning of a 'sentence'
These words are used interchangeably.

'set', 'category', 'sort' and

Finally, the words 'class', type',
'kind' are used interchangeably. They are to be taken in the broadest

sense possible; similar to 'set' as used in naive set theory. On this

usage, the elements of a set are not necessarily taken to be related in

any way except in the trivial sense that they belong to the same set.



CHAPTEX 1: #Hisdom's Theorv

1.1 Preliminary Statemeat of Theorv

~

The aim of this section of the essav is to nrovide a bHrief account
of John ¥Wisdom's thesis that pnilosopuical provositions are linguistic
proposals.

There are in Wisdom's writings both a theory of the nature of
philosopnical claims and a technique for solving or dissolving philoso-
b : h) [fes} b b 1 1 ’
phical problems. The latter does not concern us so much here, bHut will
be briefly mentioned later. “ur concern here is the theory underlving

tue techanique.

Joun Wisdom provides a theorv of th2 nature of nhilosonhy. It
may bLe very simply stated in two narts as follows:

(1) “he philosopaer’s purnosz is to gain a erasp of the relations
between different categories of being, between expressions
PR . 2]

used in different mamnmers<
or as he states earlier,

... the point of philosophical statements ... is the illu-

mination of the ultimate structure of facts, iL.e. the

relations between different categories of beinp or (we must

Ye in the mode) the relations between different sublanguages

vith in language
Winile this is the point (or nurvose) of philosonhy (or philosonhical

statements), tue method of achieving this aim is aquite different:

(2) A nhilosonhical answer is really a verbal recommendation
in resnonse to a request wnich 1s reallv a request with
regard to a sentence wvaich lacks a conventional use whether
there occur situations waich could conventionally he
Jescribed by it®

i



Before clarifying this position, let us look at Wisdom's sunporting argu-
ments. The central argument has a form similar to A.J. Ayer's rejection

of metaphysics in Language, Truth and Logic. Ayer argues there that (i)

metaphysical statements are not empirical statements since empirical data
is irrelevant to their truth or falsity (ii) thev are not statements of
logic {(or mathematics) since they do not follow from an examination of
the meanings of the words., Since there are only two tvpes of meaning-
ful statements, empirical and logical, metaphysical statements are
meaningless.

Wisdom's argument proceeds as follows; (i) nhilosophical statements
are not empirical statements of fact (for reasons similar bhut not identical
to the reasons given hy Ayer) (ii) thev are not reports of actual linguis-
tic usage, since if regarded as such they are false. Since they are
neither empirical nor linguistic, (iii) thev must he proposals to use
language in new ways, which thereby give orasn of the relations hetween

different sublanguages (categories of Being).

1.2 Philosophv is not Emvirical

Jisdom first argues tha hilosophical sentences (questior e

Wisdom f t arg that phil hical tenc (questions) ar
not statements (questions) of fact. Ile remarks that auestions of the sort
'"What is Mathematics?' and 'What is Philosophy?' when asked philosophicallyv
really mean 'What are mathematicians?' and 'What are philosophers?' He
proceeds:

One who asks philosonhicallv 'What are mathematicians?'

points to two peonle talking mathematically with one another,

and asks 'What are thev doing?' He doesn't ask this like

one who, seeing two men creepine on their hands on wet.

ground, asks 'What are thev doinm?' when the nroner answer
is 'wait and see' or 'stalkine deer'. TFor it isn't that




the philosopher doesn't know what the mathematician is

going to do next. That he knows just as well as he knows 5
what people are going to do when they set out the chess nieces.

" The point here is that the philosonher who asks this queétion is not
asking for more information, more facts about the mathematical behaviour
of mathematicians. One may ask this question and be requesting further
information'about mathematics, but this is not to ésk the question philo-
sophically. To put it in Wisdom's language, requesting information is
not the style of functioning of the utterance 'What is mathematics?'
when this utterance is employed philosophically.

Wisdom has two arguments in support of this position. First, if
the philosopher's question were a request for information, he would be
satisfied with factual answers. A thorough description of what mathe-
maticians do, examples of the sorts of claims they make, the nrocedures
they use to support these claims etec. would satisfv the philosopher. But
it does not satisfy the philosopher: It is not simplv that the information
is incompleté ana therefore unsatisfactory because it is not a full answver.
The philosqpher regards this sort of reply as not at all to the point;
the information is irrelevant.

As an illustration of this point let us consider the following
example. A medical researcher, after conducting several tests, is
hesitant about admitting the success of a new drug., He considers that
there may have been other factors affecting the recovery of his subiects.
They may all have changed their diets or it may have been coincidence.
But after repeated tests of a great many subjects under a variety of

conditions the researcher will admit the value of the drug. But at this

point the philosopher may say 'But it may still be coincidence.' It
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night annear that the only differenca hatween the medical roassarcher and
the nhilosonher is the decree of caution thev exhibhit., Tut the sentences
it may be coincidence' or 'but w2 don't really know that' are used Jdif-

by the scientist and the nhilosonhar. As uttfered by the sci-

',

.

antist,. the seantences function to exnrass doubt: since 1t caa he reroved
3 X

throupgh further testing. Tut the p,Lloqonﬁﬂr 711l not retract his clairm
in light of further evideace. These words, then, as uttered hv tha

wer, do not function to express doubt,

To raformulate thig, 1f the stvle of functioning of the sentence
we don't really know that' is to express doubt about ~hat s the case,

.

then the philosopher would consider empirical data relevant to his
doubt. 3ut he does nothinz of the sort. Theraefore, "isdom concludes,
the stvle of functioning of the sentence is not the evntression of doudbt,
Considar the following rendering of the arsument. Tt is not
nossible to exnress doubt and have all the empirical facts.
Therefore, if one does have all the empirical facts, it is not nossihle
to express doubt. It is possible for the nhilosonher to “ave all the
empirical facts (e.z., in the case of the scentic and the medical ra-

searcher), and make doubt-sounding utterances. Thereforz, the nhilo-

sopher's doubt-sounding utterances do not function to emmrass douht.

>

. N

Thera are two ohjeactions one can raize acainst this arcument.
First, the arcument has no relevance or asnlication, since the philo-

sonher i3 never in the situation of havine all the empirical facts,
Jut, more important 15 the first ~ramisga.  Tn so far as the

conclusion rasts on this nromiss, the nosition nrasunnnsas a form of
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rationalist or mystic would not. If there is another realw, a non-
cmpirical rezalm, of “facts’ thea one might 3till exnress doubt abhout
what is the case even in the face of all the emnirical facts.

Aelated to this claim about the style of functioning of the
philosopher's sentences, is a claim about the philosonher's ain or
purpose. It was stated that the aim of the nhilosopher is to gain n
grasp of the relations between catepories of sentences or categories
of beingz. 3ut the function of the philosopher's sentences is not to
express doubt or, to take the other side, to state facts. Uisdom also

argues that the aim or purpose of the philosonher is not to z2ain hknovledoe,

]

If the philosopier's aim is knowledge, then e would consider

3ut he

]
Py
@]
3
9]

empirical data in arriving at his nhilosophical conclu
does not and therefora nis ain is not knovrledge. But this nresupjoses

that the philosopher in question is an cmpiricist. T instead he is

a rationalist or a nmystic, we would not expect him to take into con-—

sideration any empirical data. That ic to say, if Ye maintains that

there is another way of lnowing things then e would not necessarily
.

consider the results of the sciences as relevant to 11s pnrposes.

Ye should note a problerm with this sccond argument. s ve have seen,

tTe
.t

isdon maintains that the ain of »hilosonhers is to raln a grasn of
tne relations hetween catogories of sentences, vhile thelr nothod

is that of making linguistic nroposals.  The aim could be internratad

33 factunl. T2 could internrat these rolations hetwoen catarorias
of sentences as facts, I wa o this, Tisdom is contralictine

Trvan1 £ [aal I . PR, . f ~ - 3 - A
Aimself.,  There are tweo vars nak of this contradicrtion. (1Y) Te oo



maintain taat the aim of philosophy is empirical while the sentences
of philosovhers are not statements of fact of linguistic proposals, (2)

1

e may naintain that neither the ain nor the sentences of philosonhers

are empirical and that the relations betveen Finds of sentences are not facts,
Ina final remark about these btwo arguments. They each »nroceel

from the assumption that philosophers regard empirical evidence as

irrelevant. Sut while it may bLe true that some philosophers take

this position, some don't. In discussing the hasic "stuff” of which

the world is made, some philosophers, e.g., "mitchead, have made use

of results of quantun theory, nsychologvy and hiologv. M the issue

of the mind/body problem, some have considered results fror neuro-

paysiology for its confirmation or refutation. 2As a final example,

data from nsvchology and phaysiology have been considered relevant in

et of percapltion.

[y

discussicns on the arob

e have seen that, accoriding to w philosonher's

Trrt

gquestion 'hat is Clathematices?' 15 not a request for information ahout

ae activity of mathematicians, bat, in particular, it is not a request
for the mathemratician's purposes. Tor cxample:

Jne who asks '‘'hat is a sewmaphorist?' nay te asking for
tie translation of an unfamiliar word. ‘v e mav be
asizing "“hat Ls one whuo 30 moves ais aring doing?’ and he
asiiag a question of fact about the purposes of such a
person, wwaich question of Lact about the purposes ol such
a persoun, wiich question is ansverea v explaining the
understanding that exists between tha semaphorist and

the man on the onposite i1 i hon sneabs on o telo-

Cohane. TE odisn't oa ewnstion Tite phar c0yieh B a0 iloio-
. v K L. 1. tTm . . e P
YYD R Lttt 8.3 wE by oy patherarieinan?
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Yet one may use just this form of words to ask for the purposes of mathe~
maticians, though it would be better to ask 'What are mathematicians
trying to do?' TUisdom's renly to this goes as follows: Since mathemati-
cians, being adept at the use of mathematical language, do in fact do what
they really want to do, it is clear what mathematicians are trying to do.
For there is a quite different anxietv in philosonhers

as comes out in the fact that they ask, '"What is a mathe-

matician?" ‘'What is one who asserts something about a

material thing? Where no question of what it iz that

these speakers really want to do comes in, hecause mathe-

maticians and train announcers are very successful with

language so that what they do when thev talk is what they

really want to do.7
In particular, it is clear to philosonhers what mathematicians are trying
to do. Therefore, the question, ¥hat are mathematicians? asked philoso-
phically caanot be a request for the purposes of mathematicians.

Jow, Wisdom admits that the situation is not so clear for the case
¢t What are philosophers?:

But he doesn't know it so well for philosophers nor

for proposers of scientific theories. Here it is more

a matter of knowing very well what they do but not heing

able to extract very well from this what they really

wish to do.’
So clearly the question 'What are philosophers trving to do?' is a lemiti-
mate open question. But it is not what philosophers are asking when thev
ask 'What are philosophers?' Since 'What are mathematicians?' asked
philosophically is not a request for purposes, nelther is 'What are
philosophers?' when asked philosophically.

By way of criticism, we should note that it is not at all clear

what the mathematician's purposes are. As such, it does not follow that,

asked philosophicallv, the question 'Uhat are mathematicians?' 1is a
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request for purposes. And so it does not follow that, 'What are philoso-

' 1 . . [ , 1
phers? , asked philosophically, is not a request for the philosopher's
 purposes.

Second, the philosopher could not ask his question unless he knew
all the facts about, e.g., mathematics. That is to say, unless he could
specify the subject-matter he could not ask of it 'What is it?'

When, then, a philosopher asks, '"What are mathematicians and
train announcers?' he must, in a sense, answer his questions

in asking it. Tor he must carefully describe what the class

of talkers he wants described actually do it he is to ask his

question, 'How are they to be described??

That is to say; if the philosopher is to ask 'What is X?' he must be able

to specify X, and in order to do this he must know all the facts about

Y, he must be able to give a complete description of ¥ or of ¥X's. Since
he knows all the facts about X, he could not possibly be asking for more
information about X. But'it is not true that one needs to know all the
facts about something in order to specify just what it 1is one is askine
about. So long as one can specify enough about X to distinguish it from
not—-X, one can specify what it is one 1is askineg ahout. 1In fact, scien-
tists are at least sometimes able to snecifv what it 1s they are investi-

gating and they are requesting further information about the ohject of

investigation.

1.3 Philosophy Is Not A Report Of Linguistic Use

llaving argued that philosophical nropositions are not empirical,
Wisdom next argues that they are not reports of actual linguistic use.
Put another way, the function of nhilosonhical questions (answers) is
not to request reports of (report on) actual linguistic use.

Let us begin with an example. Consider the question 'What {is
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Goodness?' Two sorts of answers have been given to this question (1)
answer like 'goodness is approval by the majority' and 'that is good
 which is conducive to pleasure' and (2) 'the good is the good'. Wisdom
notes that answers of type (2) are not accepted by philosophers. It

is not that philosophers regard them as false, but simply as not what
they are looking for, not the right sort of answer. Wisdom notes further
that while some philosophers agree with some propositions of type 1 and
disagree with others and other philosophers may agree and disagree with
different propositions of this sort; all philosophers regard them as

the right sort of answer.

Finally, Wisdom points out that as a report of actual linguistic
use—'good is good' is correct while 'goodness is approval by the majority'
and 'that is good which is conducive to pleasure' are false. This is
the case since 'the majority sometimes approve what is bad' and 'x is
conducive to pleasure, but it is wrong' arc permissible, not absurd
sentences.

Wisdom's argument is summed up in the following quotation:

If the metaphysician really wants analysis it is a curious

thing that nearly any formula for giving definitions which is

submitted to him he rejectd, either on the ground that the

definitions it yields are not sufficiently profound to be

called metaphysical, or on the ground that the definitions

it yields are not definitions because they are incorrect.

In general, in answer to the question What is ¥? one may answer
(1) 'X is P% when 'P' # "X' or (2) 'X is X' Suppose we regard the philosophical
propositions '{ is " and'X is X' as reports of actdal linguistic use.
Since ' is X'is not regarded by philosophers as tﬁe»right sort of propo-

I

. e . ' . . . 1.,
sition, while "{ is P'is, it follows that only statements of the form %



)
o~

is P' are philosopuical. Yet as reports of actual lincuistic use, state-

[0
=}
r
92}
o]
Fn

the form ' is P' are always false. And since determining actnal

linguistic use is no Jdifficult matter, we nust conclude that philosophical

statements are not reporis of actual linguistic use.

We niay summarize t

1

ils argument as follows:

T ~r

A1l statements are either of the form 'Y is X' or 'Y is P'.

Therefore, all philosophical statements are either of the

1 e <rt

form '¥ is X' or "X is P'.
Yo philosophical statements are of the form 'X is X'.
(since philosophers do not accept statements of the

1 art

form 'Y is X' as illuminating)

Therefore, philosophical statements are of the form 'X
is P'. If 'YX is P' meant 'X can be used when and only
c

when 'P' can', then 'Y is P' would he true.
(since giving a report of actual usage is no difficult
matter)

trt 1
S

If ' # 'P', then it is not the case that can he

used when and only when 'P27 can

Txr

Therefore, "X is I'' is not a renort of actual usage.

tlfence, philosophical statements are not reports of
actual linguistic usage.

There are several objections that wight be brourht against this armument;
several premisses may be questioned. As none of these objections are
crucial, they shed little light on Visdom's theory and since our main
concern is clarification of iis theory and not assessrnent, e sﬁnll not

pursue these objections aere. e shall, therefore, take the arcument

as valid and o on to clarify the theory.



1.4 Preliminary Clarification of Wisdom's Theory

Having argued unsuccessfully, as we have seen the function
of philosophical sentences is neither (1) to assert facts, nor (2) to
report on actual linguistic use, Wisdom proceeds to expound his theory
on the nature of philosophy. As was briefly mentioned before, his
theory consists of two parts: the aim of philosophy and the technique
or method of philosophy.

(1) The aim of philosophy is to '"gain a grasp of the

relations between different categories of being,

between expressions used in different manners.'

(2) he method of philosophy is to make verbal recom-
mendations, linguistic proposals.

Let us now elaborate on thisp Wisdom maintains that the functién
of the philosopher's sentence 'Goodness is approval by the majority' is
.to propose that we use 'good' in those and only those cases where we
use 'approval by the majority'. The Ffunction of the sceptic's sentence
'We don't really know that there is cheese on the table' is to propose
that we restrict the use of 'lnow’ to logical and mathematical sentences
and sensation statements like 'I am in pain'.

One "argument' which Wisdom gives for this view is the following.
lje earlier pointed out that if the above statements were interpreted
as 'We use 'good' in those and only those cases where we would use
'approval by the majority' and "Ye do not use 'know' in such a manner
that 'I know there is cheese on the table' is proper usage', the philo-—
sopher's statements would alwayvs bhe false, But if ve did use these
words in this way, then, as reports of actual linguistic use, these

propositions would be true. In particular, if the philosopher used



these words in these ways, the philosophical propositions would be
true reports of the philosopher's language. This suggests that the
philosopher is proposing for his and the hearer's acceptance that cer-
tain words be used in certain new ways. Yet the philosopher is not
making a serious proposal for genuine acceptance, but merely for
momentary consideration. Why this is so will become clearer.

So, the method of philosophy is to make proposals to use certain
words in new ways for momentary consideration. But how does this
achieve the philosopher's aim? Let us return to the example of the
sceptic. We ordinarily refer to such statements as (a) '2 + 2 = 4",
(b) "I see a pinkish patch', (c) 'There is cheese on the table' as
certain, knowledge or teal knowledge. We speak of statements
like (d) Joan was wearing a red sweater' and 'The moons of lHars are
probable, probable knowledge, belief or mere belief. Wisdom maintains
that:

(L3) The use of one word or sentence to refer to more

than one object or situation often, (or always)

marks (has corresponding to it) a similarity

between the objects or situations to which the

word or sentence applied.

(L4) The use of one word or sentence to refer to more

than one object or situation often or always,

suggests a similarity between the objects referred

to by that word or sentence.
Presumably, Wisdom would maintain that ‘certain' and 'knowledge' mark
similarities between these sentences so denoted, yet he does not state
sucn a similarity. A reasonable candidate would be the feollowing:

doubt about claims so marked would be pointless in everyday life.

Wisdom further maintains:
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(L5) The use of one word or sentence to refer to cer-
tain objects or situations and not others often
(or always) marks a difference between those to
which the word or sentence is applied and those
to which it is not.

(L6) The use of one word or sentence, to refer to cer-
tain objects or situations and not others often,
or always, suggests a difference between those
which are and those which are not referrad to by
this word or sentence.

In particular, the use of 'certain' to refer to the sentences
(a) (b) and (c) and not (d) might mark the difference that while doubt
about the first three would be pointless, in everyday life, doubt
about the last would not be.

However, while doubt about (a) (b) and (c) would be pointless
in everyday life, there is a difference between (c) and (b). (Let us
exclude (a) from this discussion as it complicates the issue and is
irrelevant to the point Visdom wishes to make.) One who states (c)
could be mistaken, but one who states (b) could not. To put it another
way 'There is cheese on the table, but I may be mistaken' is not ab-
surd, while 'I see a pinkish patch, but I may be mistaken' 1is. Turther-
nore, wnile there is a difference between statements we call 'certain'
and those we don't, there is a similarity between some statements we
call 'certain' and those we don't. One who asserts (c¢) or (d) might
be mistaken, or to put it linguistically, it would not be absurd to
add to each of these uttcrances, 'but I may be mistaken'. So that the
use of 'certain' to refer to (¢) and (b) concemals a difference hetween
them, and the use of differant words to mark on the one hand (c)
and (d) on the other, conceals a similarity betueen these; i.e.,

LA

that in each case the snealker may be in error. Iore renerally “isden



maintains:

(L7) ‘“here one word or sentence is used to refer to
wore than one object or situation, there are often
(or always) differances between these objects.

(L8) The use of one word or sentence to refer to more
than one object often, or alwavs, sucsests that
there are no differences between these objects.

(L9) ‘here one word or sentence is used to refer to
cartain objects or situations and not others,
there are often (or alwavs) similarities hetween
those so denoted and those not.

(L10) The use of one word or sentence to refer to

certain objects or situations and not others often,

or always, suggests that there are no similarities

between those so denoted and those not.
o p . . 17, [ 1 r
So the sceptic provnoses that we use the words 'know' and 'certain

' for the re-

in this new restricted way and use 'belief' and 'probable
maining cases. iis aim in so doing is the following: We use the word
'know' in referring to sentences of type (c) and type (b) to mark the
fact that with both kinds of statements doubt would be pointless in
everyday life.[Visdom refers to statements of type (¢) as favorable
material-object statements and statements of tvpe (b) as sensation
statements . He refers to statements like {(d) as unfavorable material-
object statements, ] The fact that we use 'prokable' and 'belief' to
refer to statements like (d), marks the fact there is a similarity
between the statements so denoted. i.e., that with each of them doubt
would not be unreasonable in everyday life. So the fact that we use
different words to refer to these two classes of statements marks the
fact that there is a difference bhetween them. ow the above facts

about language are already warked by our existing language. Dut this

distinction between 'knowledge' and 'belief' or 'certain' and 'probahle',
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might suggest that there are no differences within these classes and

no similarities between these classes of statements. Eut there are
differences within these classes and a similarity between them and it
is the sceptic's aim to make us aware of these facts; facts which

are, in a manner of speaking, right hefore our eyes yet often over-
looked. The facts the sceptic wishes to bring to light are the fol-
lowing: within the class of statements called 'knowledge' and 'certain'
some, (b), are of the sort that the speaker could not be mistaken, others,
(c), are not. And there is a similarity between statements called
'probable' and some statements called 'certain'; with statements like
(c) and (d) it would not be absurd for the speaker to add 'but I may

. ¥
be mistaken .

The aim of the sceptic is to bring to light certain similarities
and differences hetween classes of statements which are not marked
by our language and are therefore often overlooked.

lis method of achieving this aim is to use certain old words in

new ways to suggest (to the hearer) these similarities and differences.

o
By restricting the use of 'certain' he suggests differences within

the class of sentences once called 'certain' and by extending the use
of 'probable', he suggests a similarity between those newly-denoted as
"probable' and those previously so denoted. The effcctiveness of

this method is explained by the eight principles of language enumerated
earlier,

Tn general, the aim of anv philosopher is to gain a grasp of

the similarities and dissimilarities hetween classes of sentences.
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His method is the restriction and extension of certain words to reveal
these similarities and dissimilarities. This, according to Yisdon,

is the general aim and technique of philosophers. But if this is the
aim, it would seem that there are other methods of achieving it. Defore
examining these methods, we need one additional fact about Wisdom's
method.

It was noted before that those proposals are not serious pro—
posals. They are not intended to be accepted and used in everyday
life. From facts (L8) and (19) it follows that thé adoption Qf the
new classification would result in a situation as had as the original
situation. For in the newv system, similarities and differences which
were recorded in the old system would be concealed as well as other
features not racorded in either laanguage (bty facts (L7) and (LD)).

This would he accentable to the philosopher if his ain were to empha-
size one set of similarities and differences which were of paramount
significance to the exclusion of others and there were no need to

be aware of those other features. But the aim of the philosopher is

to bring-to our attention all the relations between all the classes

of sentences, and this he would fail to do if his proposed modifications
were accepted as a general rule.

Fefore moving on to examine other possible methods of philosophy
and Wisdon's arguments against them, let us first lav bare the general

features of Wisdor'

s theory.
Unfortunately, most of the principles are nowhere explicitly
T1:

stated in the writings of John Yisdom. Some are stated or mentioned in

a rather vague fashion, some are never mentioned but must be presupnosed
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in order to make sense of his writings and some we assume he maintains
as they fit with his general approach and were either stated or pre-
supposed by Wittgenstein. As we mentioned earlier, Yisdom's works
. 2 Ty P | .
may be largely regarded as a restatement of ™ittgenstein's views.
L1) Language consists of, among other things, words,
sentences and properties (e.g., functions) of
sentences. {(Whether there are types of sentences,
we shall see later.)
(L2) Awmong the words and sentences in language, some
apply to more than one thing or situation; some
apply to some objects or situations and not others.

(L3 - L10) (As stated earlier).

Jdow, @4, 6, 8, 10) are stated in Wisdom's terms. For example,
speaking of the sceptic's new use of 'know' and 'probable', he says;
"WJithout the explanation it sugeests that there is a differeace in
degrec of certainty bhetween statements ahout material things and state-

nll In 0.4) and (L&, this means that one is led

ments about sense-data.
to look for similarities and differences which may not exist. In LS
and L10, it does not mean that one is led to believe that there are
no similarities and differences, for this 1is very rarely the case, but
rather that one is more inclined to overlook, not notice, such simi-
larities and differences which do exist.

Principle L4)combined with (L3)and(L7)explains, according to
Wisdom, the essentialist quest in philosophy. It is features (.7 and
L3 which create so much confusion and unclarity in thought, and lead
to fallacious reasoning based on equivocation and similar unclarities.

It is just this sort of confusion which at least some of the methods

we shall be considering might remove and prevent.
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isdom maintains that overcoming{L10) and recognizing previously
unnoticed similarities, 4.9), is at the root of important insights in
science, poetry and psychoanalysis. Arthur Koestler and J. Bronowski
also make use of similar ideas to explain creativity in all fields.
(L11) In order to grasp complex and unmanageable pat-
terns, it is necessary that language be structured
categorially.
(L12) ilo one categorial framework best reflects (models)
the structure (of similarity and dissimilarity
relations) of language; each framework models

some aspect of that structure and not others.

(L13) We are, in fact, now free to use old words and
sentences in new ways, with different application.

(L14) But, because of (L3-L10), our reformation of langu-
age, the restriction and extension of old words, is
not inconsequential but may (a) draw attention to
new facts (about language or the world) and (b)
lead to a change of attitude.

(L11D) basically states that L2 is a necessary fact. That is,
because of the complexity of the real world, we must use linguistic
entities to apply to more than one thing or situation.

(112 needs some clarification. By (L1) lancuage consists of
linguistic particulars (words, phrases, and sentences) and (ubiquitous)
properties of those particulars (functions). For each property,
there is the set of linguistic entities with that property. If we
wish to model this categorial structure in some language, a langu-
age which contained a name for cach property of sentences would do.

If there were catepories of sentences in some sensc other than sets

147

of sentences determined by properties, then a language containing
a name for each cateporv would nmodel this structur:. So, strictly

1

speaking, there could he a set of words (caterorial framevors) which



model the categorial structure of language. Yet, if the number of
properties or categories were sufficiently high, the modeling language
would be too cumbersome to work with. TIn this case, the only workable
language would be one in which some categories were marked and others not,
where some properties were marked and others not. And so, any practi-

cal language would fail to model perfectly the categorial structure

of language. It is this practical aspect which(L12) speaks of.

Tt is 13 and iléa),and to some extent L14W, which explain
Wisdom's frequent reply to such questions as 'Is this a X or not?',
'Say what vou like, but be careful...', Tor examnle:

The philosopher is ant to say 'A monarchy is a set of
people under a king' rather than ''"monarchy’ means the
same as ''a set of people under a king"'.. By using the
former sentence he i1lluminates his point. “ow shall
we say 'A monarchy is a set of people under a king'
means the same as '"monarchy’ means "a set of people
under a king''' or not? My answer is 'Say which you
like. But il you say ''Yes" be careful, etc., and if
you say "Jo'" be careful, etc.' 12

We are free to change the use of words (L13); 'Say what you like'. But
this action is not inconsequential, 'be careful etc....'. If one

does so one must be careful (Ll4a) since this will reveal previously
unnoticed features and hide others which were marked by our old way of
speaking. And by (L14b) this could also have the consequence of
altering our attitudes; how this occurs shall be seen later,

(L15) The categorial structure of a human langu-
age, ordinary or snecial, is determined bv our
purposes.

(a) The purposes of everyday living determine
the categorial structure of ordinary language.

()  The nurpose of revealing certain linguistic
functional relations not ordinarily noticed
determines the categorial structure of the

&
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language of a traditional philosopher.

(¢) The purpose of bringing out certain
relations important to science determines
the categorial structure of scientific
language. (Similarly, for poetry).

We noted before that philosophy, science and poetry have a cer-
tain similarity in the nature of creatiﬁity in these fields. But(L15)
tells us that there is another similarity among these and ordinary language.
The categorial structure of all these languages is determined by
their user's purposes.
(.1, 2, 11, 15 fForm the basis for a form of conceptual instru-

mentalism . To expand on Ll4b we refer to the following quote from

Wisdom's essay 'Gods'':
The line between using a name because of how we feel
and because of what we notice isn't sharp. 13

A notion similar to this is eupressed Ly C.L. “tevenson in his article
"Persuasive Definitions':

A 'persuasive definition'is one which gives a new
conceptual meaning to a familiar-word without sub-
stantially changing its emotive meaning, and wvhich is
used with the conscious or unconscious purpose of
changing, b{lthis means, the direction of people's
interests. ~Y

These two quotations express the expressive and prescriptive aspects
of a more specific form of conceptual instrumentalism (which one
cannot safely attribute to John Wisdom) achicved by providing analopues

of L3 — L10Yas [ollows:

(L16) (analogue of L3) To the use of oie word or
sentence to refer to nore than one object or
situation, often corrasponds one attitude to-
wards all those objects.

(L17) (analogue of L&) The use of one word ar sentence
to refer to more than one obhject or situation often
inclines one to take the same attitude towards all
tiiose obhjecrs.
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Similar analogues (LLG - L23) of (L3-Ll7; can easily Le foruulated.
Given these principles, wve can formulate(L1l4h) as follows:

(Ll4b') Waere one word or sentence refers to a set
of objects or situations, and related with
this is some attitude, an extension of the
application of this =rord or sentence often
inclines one to autend tha a trude to the
newly coverad ohjects or 3it i

By ameadine 41 - L1 By 15 - T2 and (U145 and its analaouzs -2 arrive

v

at a theory much like the instrumentalism of John Dawvav., Davey main-
tainad that the structure of our concentual frameworlt raflects the
structure of our systen of values., Tn narticular, the concentual
structure of

a nhilosophical theory raflects a certain set of values,

eall 1
i

his expanded theory (L1-L23) perhaps eives content to this clain ahnut

the evaluative coatent of philosonhieal theaories,

1.5 Tour

TTY

ffhat then ars sore other methods for achieving thoe aim "isdor at-

7w

tributes to »hilosophars e shall consider trro others. (L) The noint-

tion

[N

by—-point descrintion method and (2)  the method of stinulative defin
introduction of nev terms. After evamining these methods we shall see,
by contrast, other features of Wisdom's method.

The method of poiant-hy-noint descristion nroceads as followrs:
Wa sionly list all sentences, or at least a roasonable samnline of
than, and all the similaritiazs andl dissinilarities hotieen then,  Or
to put it non-linguistically, we list all the iters that =mist and alil

tha similarities and differonces Letween thawm, o7, Visdom has several

objections to this tecinicua. {1) Tz i3 borinrc: Hresunablv he



philosopher will not achieve his aim if he bores his readers or
listeners. Wisdom's method, and the method of traditiognl philosonhers
is, presumably, anything but boring since paradoxical claims are constant-
ly being made. (2) It fails to give grasn. Wisdom never clarifies
this term. Iy understanding of the term is that grasp consists in a
picture or a pattern as opposed to a confused myriad of unpatterned
particular items. Wisdom's and the traditional method give us a nice
"map' of the location of a term (o% object) in the "logical geography"
(to use a term of Gilbert Ryle's). Perhaps a better metaphor is that

of a taxonomic cha;t. This method gives us a taxomony of linguistic
functions (or of the world); and like any taxonomic chart, it fails

to record certain similarities and differences between families. But,
also like any taxonomic chart it gives us a better grasp of the rela-
tions which exist than would a list of particular items and the simi-
larities and dissimilarities between them. (3) he philosophers, in
order to bring to our attention ordinarily overlooked facts, must shock
us, jar us out of our existing habits. This Yisdom does by the use of
paradox; and this, the point—by—ppint description method fails to do.
(4) One advantage of this method might be the following: Even though
the linguistic proposals are only entertained momentarily, they might
still mislead us into thinking that the nreviously nmarked similarities
and dissimilarities are not real. But the point-by-point method prevents
this from happening since all similarities and differences are recorded.
(3) A final advantage might bLe that there is no temptation to adopt a

new form of language and all the problems that go with that.

While Wisdom does discuss the method of point-by-point description



he does not even mention the method of stipulative definition by intro-

duction of new words. We may illustrate the method by recalling

<

the

problem of scepticism. there Wisdom would have to restrict the appli-

cation of 'know' and 'certain' and extend the application of 'nrobable',

the first method would have us spell out all the similarities and dif-

ferences between sentences of types (b), (c¢) and (d). The method of

introduction of new words would have us not list all the similarities

and differences, retain our ordinary use of 'certain' and 'probable'

and introduce a new term to cover those sentences for which it would

be absurd to add 'but I may be mistaken' and those for which it would

not. In fact, such a pair of terms was introduced: 'incorrigihle'

and 'corrigible'. Ideally one would want to introduce totally new

terms to prevent connotations from the existing use of the terms

being carried over to their newv use. We would retain the existing

use of 'certain' and "»robabla' (applvinz ‘certain' to (1) and

'srobable' to (d)) and introduce 'incorrigible' for (b) and 'corri

for (c¢), (a) and (d).

“tow then does this method compare with the other rethods?

(c).

gihle!

(1)

Tts obvious advantage is that wvhile linguistic proposals suggest an

absence of similarities and dissimilarities, this method continues to

record these f[eatures as well as the nev one. (2) The rmethod does,

it would seem, give greater grasp than the descrintive method; whether

it gives as
know. Orne might claim that the latter gives greater grasp since

1 ] . : -
“"taxonomy  is simpler. (3) I th

0]

new words were to he adonted

a general practice, existing language would be too cunbersome to
o t 3 Ll =

sreat a grasp as the linguiztic proposals rethod T don't

T
5
]

~
1]

onerate
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with. DBut 1f the words were introduced momentarily for the purposes
at hand, this pfoblem would not result. (4) Finally, like the
descriptive method, this method does not have the shock value of the
linguistic proposals method, which, according to "lisdom, is so
necessary.

We are now in a position to mention certain other features of
John Wisdom's method. Wisdom's method has two features which traditional
philosophy lacks. One could describe this method as a sequence of
provocations and pacification. By 'provocation' Visdom means the
shock value of the paradoxical statements that philosophers make. By
'paradoxical', he refers to the fact that, as reports of actual lin-
guistic usage, the statements are false. ILxamples of such paradoxes
are 'we can never really know the causes of our sensations', 'goodness
is approval by the majority', and 'inductive conclusions are never
really justified'. But these remarks, while they do serve to draw
our attention to features ordinarily unnoticed they also mislead in
two ways.

(1) They seem to be statements of fact

TT

Philosophers who say 'Ve never know the real causes

of our sensations', 'Only my sensations are real', often
bring out these 'theories' with an air of triumph_ (with
a misleading air of empirical discovery indeed). ’

(2) They conceal certain similarities and differences
which were marked by the ordinary form of speech.

To overcome (1), lisdom provides an analysis of the actual content of

the paradoxical statement: that it is a proposal to restrict or e~
tend tae application of certain words. This UYisdom calls 'pacification'.

To overcome (2) Yisdom counters naradomical remarks with further
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paradoxical remarks. Since the first paradoxical rermarl brings to
our attention and hides from our attention certain similarities and
differences, a second paradoxical remark is made to bring to light
some of those features hidden by the first. But certain features still
have not heen brought to our attention; and so the series of naradoxes
continues until all features have been brought to light. Yence 'good-
ness is approval by the majority' is pacified then countered with 'good-
ness is that which is conduci 1 ! 1 il all tt
s W 3 ucive to pleasure and so on until a the

similarities and differences between 'good' and other words have been
brought to our attention.

Wisdon's most complete characterization of his method is found
in the following quotation:

As we all know but won't remember, any classificatory

system is a net spread on the bhlegsed manifold of the

individual and blinding us not to all but to too many

of its varieties and continuities. A new syvsten will

do the same but not in just the same ways. So that in

accepting all the systems their blinding power is

broken, their revealing power becomes Aacceptable; the

individual is restored to us, not isolated as before

we used language, not in a bhox as when language mastered

us, but in 'creation's chorus', 16

We have so far described three different pronosed methods of
attaining the philosopher's aim. “hat, according to 'isdom, is the
method of traditional philosophy? Traditional philosophy consists
entirely of provocation. llot fully aware of what he really wanted,
the traditional philosopher could not provide the pacification. And
driven by a desire for a unitary simplistic answer, he would not provide

the counter-provocations. The consequence of this activity was a one-

sided picture of the subject-matter under consideration; at least as
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practiced by any individual philosopher or school. Yet collectively,
wistory of philosophy provides us with the series of paradoxes
needed to gain tile necessary yrasp.
In what sense, then, has Wisdom tried to provide an answer
. T . . 1 .
to the question %hat is Philosophy? There 13 no reason to assune
that pnilosopaers do what they aim, want, or really try to do. ‘isdom
waintains that:
(1) The aim of philosophers is and has always been to
gain a grasp of the relations between categories of
being, between expression used in different manners.
In tihis sense, Wisdom is trying to do what philosophers have always
been trying to do. But his method is somewhat different.
(2) The traditional method of philosophy has heen to
make a linguistic proposal disguised as a paradoxi-
cal statement of "fact®.
This nethod, according to Wisdom has not hz2en 2ffective and his own
nethod would be:
(3) The proper (effective) method of philesophy is
to provide a series of provocations and pacifi-
cations.
If the question '“hat is philosophy?' were asked normatively, Wisdonm
would no doubt answer that they should be pursuing the aim they have
been pursuing and with the method he employs. e gives several reasons

why philosophy is worthwhile.

(1) A grasp of these relations between categories
frees us from a kind of idle bewilderment.

fhere are people who though they have from
their childhood employed with success such ex—
pressions as "It is still in the future' or 'It
is now in the past' suddenly turn upon themselves
and ask 'Dut how can it ke in the future since it
doesn't yet exist?', 'Iow can it now be in the
past since it no longer exists?' Such idle
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bewilderment does not arise from any lack of practice
with the expressions about which they now suddenly
choose to make a fuss and no further practice with
these expressions is likely to remove it.

FanN
NS
~

He suggests further that 1in particular such grasp

of these relations between scientific statements

and statements of common sense would remove the
bewilderment caused by such statements as 'The table in
front of me is not really solid but mostly empty
space'.

(3) Finally, Wisdom finds dintrinsic interest in gain-
ing such grasp.

If now someone asks 'Is this metaphysical enquiry,
this enquiry about enquiry worthwhile?' we may reply
'It is worthwhile to those to whom it is worthwhile,
it is worthwnile to those who seek to see things
clearer in this remote sphere. 18

1.6 Testing the Methods

If we assume that the aim of philosophyv is to gain a grasp of
the categories of being or language, the criteria for determining
which of the four methods is appropriate to philosophy would be their
success at achieving this goal. If we further assume that one of the
effects of gaining this grasp is the elimination of the idle bewilder-
ment, the first mentioned of the values of philosophy, then we should
be able to test the success of these various methods by testing their
success at eliminating such bewilderment. Tut what evidence is there
for this? As B.A. Farrell savs:

[ea3]

e sole evidence apparently in support of it is to he
found in their own exnerience. This 1s not satisfactorvy, 13

it is apparently unrecorded and very difficult to

check., Jo such things, for example, as case histories

10
are produced for inspection by the scientific ohserver.
Farrell here refers to Wisdom's technique, While there 13 no

zood public evidence, there is YVisdom who presumably no longer feels
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bewildered. But there is also the Spinozan who no longer feels be-—
wildered. These subjective reports are, of course, notoriously not
trustworthy or if trustworthy, not adequate.

but another test might be nossible. If one has greater grasp of
the relations between categories of being and sentences, one should
expect a reduction in equivocation and fallacious reasoning based on
‘equivocation on words and mixing categories (category-mistakes, in
Ryle's terms).

This follows from L7) and ©.8). One might, for example, try to
test the effectiveness of those methods for reducing equivocations and
similar fallacious reasoning in discourse on knowledge. Ue could
subject each of four groups to intensive study of philosophy of one
of these types. (Je should, of course, have a control group.) After-
wards, we could engage each of these groups Iin discussions where
epistenological words occurred. e would then record the number of
equivocations and fallacious arguments arising from equivocations.
Jtner similar tests can be imagined. But the point here is simply
that, at least on the question of the effectiveness of these methods
relative to tine mentioned aim; it does not seem inconceivable to

test Visdom's claim that his method is superior.

1.7 “ae Philosophical {ature of Uisdom's Theory

In concluding this section a few words are iun order about the
nature of Wisdom's claim about puilosophical claims, ‘'!isdom's claim

i3 not to be taken too literally. “hile his result presumably is

arrived at througa an analysis of the actual usage of philosophical
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c23, his claim 'nhilosophical pronositions are lincuistic
o ] - ) . o \ o
als’' 13 not a raport of actual lineuistic usace. A3 a2 savs

ilosophy, Maxiety and Toveltv'':

Taila now what bore says in ! 21w ahout
Lazerowitz's paper. Lazerow with araat
clarity and comnactness Tough
taing a hurried glance vou

might thiak that they are engatad on a scientific
inqguiry and that the very good ones could tall
vou what hapjnens vhen you remenber vour hrealifast,
lik%a a doctor can tell you what hanpens when vyou

digest it, they are not; and-that though vou

might then think that they were enpgaged in a

logical inquiry as to, e.g8., whether the admitted

fzatures of »hil SO?ALC&l discussion entail that

it is or i ar:

not. In

thing of o fers £

o thinea rralel rou wioht thiall it is. 0 Tho, search-
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are philosophical propositions?' we were asking for a report of lin-
guistic usage, the only strictly correct answer would be 'philosophical
propositions'. Rather than give us a report of actual use, Wisdom
is giving us a philosophical answer. He is giving us an answer which
is strictly false (as a reporf of linguistic usage) but which gives
us a grasp of the relations between philosophical propositions and
other types of propositions, namely, propositions which propose policy.
Like an individual making a linguistic propnosal, the philosopher, at
least at times, uses the word(s) under consideration in the prorosed
manner. Yet unlike the person who seriously pronoses a change in
language, the philosopher does not do this as a regular thing. So,

we could say 'Philosophical propositions are not lipnguistic pro-
posals’ in order to bring to our attention the differences hetween
the functiops of philosophical sentences and linguistic proposals in
the strict sense which loore refers to. Both claims would be illumi-
nating, according to Wisdon, yet both would be misleading. To be
consistent, Wisdom would have to argue both yicws, as well as others,
pcerhaps. This is the root of the problem of interpreting Wisdom's
views, as was nentioned in the introduction. Jo philosophical account,

according to Wisdom, of his theory would be comnletely accurate.

1.8 Languaye or Thines

Ye have seen that according to "isdon thn nurnose of nhiloso-
piical activity is  g¢gain a srasp of the relations bhetwaen different

categories of being, between expressions used in differant manners.

©
w
e}
18]
©
1“
n
w

everal times in this manner of »hilosonhical statenents



illuminating (1) facts about language and (2) facts about non-linguistic
entities. Yet he usually confines himself to language. He speaks of

1" . : . 1
gaining a clearer view of the procedure proper to the proof or refu-

21 .
tation of them [statements]”, and of how we “come to notice some real i io-

syncrasy in the way in which all statements of the sort in question are estah-
. f[22 . h 11 . . . 1 £
lished or refuted and finally "metanhysiciansg draw attention, thouch ofiten

in a confused way, to some imperfectly recognized features of the

' a 23
procedure characteristic of a class of statements or questions’.

Statements of the above sort are more frequent in Wisdom's

writings than the two statements of the aim of philosophy given earlier
wnich mention both 'classes of statements' and 'categories of being'.
Further, while most of his treatments of philosophical claims involve
statements about linguistic entities, e.g., 'know', 'mind', he some-

times speaks non-linguistically about knowledge and mind. 1In 'Paradox

L

and Discovery'' he mentions, in regard to philosophical enquiry, 'that

powver to place on the manifold of nature those phenomena which seemed

2
'

anomalous, which a changing conception may bring.' There is, to

my knowledge, only one other remark which suggests that philosophy
gives us a taxonomy of nature as well as of language-functions. In
an essay on metaphysics which appears at the end of Other linds, the
concluding sentence is:

] '.ft-“(‘. l Ao o ¥ d : ‘L atrq o

2. Hetaphysical questions are paradoxical questions
with the peculiarity that they are concerned with the
character of questioans, of discussions, of reasons, of
knowledge. But this peculiarity does not rake it in-
possible to carry turough the reflection they call
for so as to reveal the character of that with which
they are concerned and thus, indirectly, the character
of that with whicn that with which they are concerned is

25
concerned ~ time and space, good and evil, things and persons.
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This is the final sentence and this sort of claim is not elaborated
anywhere. Throughout his writings hie shifts back and forth betwcen
the material mode and formalmode. Throughout this essay, we have shift-
ed back forth as well. Later we shall restrict our attention to the
view that philosophy reveals the relations between categories of
sentences. Whetﬁer philosophy, "on this theory, indirectly tells us
Vanything about the non-linguistic world we shall not consider.

The difficulty here is this: As we shall see Visdom provides
a fairly explicit theory of certain linguistic categories. He argues
that there are categories of sentences in a fairly strong sease and
further what exactly the philosopher tells us about these categories.
While, on this theory, philosophy tells us a good deal about categories
of sentences and clearly some sentences are about non-linguistic entities,
it does not necessarily follow that from this informatian about cate-—
gories of sentences we can infer anything about the non-linguistie
objects referred to by categories of non-linguistic sentences. It
may be that there is‘a relationship between the categories of sentences
about non-linguistic entities and the categories of non-linguistic
activities which these sentences are about. But as Wisdom does not
provide anything approaching a theory of non-linguistic categories and
the relations between linguistic and non-linguistic categories, we are
not, on Wisdom's theory, entitled to conclude from philosophical

theories anything about the non-linguistic world.

1.9 Concluding Methodoloyical lemarks

It wvas stated before that YWisdonm provides an account of the

nature of pnilosophy. BDut Wisdom's arguments in support of this account
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proceed from an examination of the style of functioning of philoso-
phical sentences. Two further steps are required to establish that

this account is in fact an account of the nature of philosophy: (1)

that either meaning and style of functioning are identical or that an
xamination of the latter is sufficient for establishing the former,

and (2) that either the meaning of philosophical statements is identical

with the nature of philosophy or that knowledge of the former is suf-
ficient for establishing the latter.

Regarding (2), we saw earlier that, according to Wisdom, the
question 'What is philosophy?' means 'What is a philosovher?’ So the
question of the nature of philosovay is one of the nature (meaning)
of philosophical sentences. It would be rather misleading for us
to speak of 'meaning' here, for Yisdom avolds using the term. Rut
"lisdon's method for discovering what nhilosophical statements, or
any other sort of statement, are is fairly clear.

The method is to examine the 'style of functioningF of sentences,
the 'purposcs they serve' or the 'manner in which these sentences worl-'.

But just what 'style of functioning' is,is not clear. Wisdom makes
no attempt to formulate this notion. lle does hYowever give many ex-—
anples. Samples of 'stvles of functioning' arec: express doubt, report
facts, raiée emotions and promote a policv. This sounds 1ike "ittgenstein'

list of wuses of language siven in Philosophical Tavestications. There

2 . - .~ N . N L 1 . s T 1 PR
is no reason to repard “isdom's notion of 'stvle of functioning' as Jdif-
ferent in any wav {rom Vittgenstein's notion of 'use'. To sav that
these notions are identical is not to nake 'style of functioning' anwv

clearer; and we shall not male any atterpt to clarifv it here.

3
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Lven if the notion of 'stvle of functioning' is clear, “lisdon
can be criticized at two points here. Jne may stop Wisdom at either
of the two steps mentioned above. Dne may objéét that (1) the nean-
ing, or nature, of statements is not their style of functioning and
that the latter is not a sufficient criterion for the former, or (2)
the nature of a discipline is not the same as the meaning (nature)
of the sentences uttered by those in that field and that the latter
is not a sufficient'criterion for the former.

Unless we allow both these steps, Wisdom is in the predicament
of studying only the utterances of philosophers and drawing conclusions
about the nature of philosophy. Iliis predicament is similar to that
of modern exact science, according to Xoestler's characterization.
According to Koestler, because of modern science's insistence on quanti-
fiable data, it has succeeded not in giving us an accurate picture of
reality, but merely an accurate picture of those parts of reality
which are measurable. If all of reality is measufable, exact (measure)
scilence can give us a faithful report of reality. DBut only if all of
reality is measurable or there is a nice linkapge between quantifiable
data and other facts, can science do this. ‘isdom's situation can he
stated similarly; only if either (a) philosophy is philosophical lan-
guage, orv(b) some nice lirkage exists between the nature of philosophv
and philosophical language. (a) is simply not what we mean by 'philo-
sophy'. (1) and (2) at the becinning of 1.9 would provide such a
linkape 1if it were true. OQur purpose 1s simply to note the predica-
ment, since our main concern here is with Wisdom's theories, instend

of his method, and the vroblem of (1) and (2) is not a problenm
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peculiar to Wisdom but shared by many ordinary language philosophers
and has been discussed much in the literature.

To return to the general argument for "fisdom's theory, the
structure of Wisdom's argument seems to be (1) Dither A, B or C, (2)
not A, (3) not B; therefore C. HJaturally, if this is treated as a
deductive argument, (1) must be true in order for the conclusion to
be true. If this were so, the argument still does not work since we
saw that Wisdom has not proved (2). Yet, even if he had substantiated
this premiss, (1) is ébviously false. There are not just three pos-
sible theories of philosophy. e has failed to consider the theories
that (1) pailosophy is a report of super-empirical " facts' about
the world by a faculty above perception and ordinary reason. (2) by
treatingv'analytic' as 'reports of linguistic usage' he has ignored
several traditional theories of philosophy as a priori. (3) he has
ignored a popular view of philosophy as unearthing presuppositions;

(4) also a theory of philosophy as creating and prescribing values

and (5) out of our discussion of categories, we will hint at several
theories which treat philosophy as proposing " taxonomies" of nature

of language but where it held that there is a correct " taxonomy'.

There are, of course, other traditional and not sc¢ traditional theories
of philosophy, but these remarks suffice to show the falsity of premiss

One might wish to treat his arpgument not as a deductive arpu-
ment, but as evidence for his hvpothesis and against the competing
hypotheses. llere too he has failed to considgr the other alternatives
and the evidence presented is too little to support anything. But we

shall not pursue this here.

1.



CIAPTER 2: Categories

2.1 The Jature of Categories: Realism and Instrumentalism

0f the basic principles of language which Wisdom presupposes,
the most important is (L1); spécifically that part left open in our
original formulation. Are there, in addition to particular sentences
and functions of sentences, also categories of sentences? Wisdom
speaks of philosophy as gaining a grasp of the relations between cate-
gories of being, sublanguages within language. In what sense accord-
ing to Wisdom are these categories and are they necessary catagories?
It is the aim of this section to distinguish between different
notions of category and different notions of necessity. Our aim is
to provide a spectrum of tneories, a map, upon which to place Wisdom's
claims. We begin with various notions of categories, what we shall here call
'realist' (those labelled A) and 'instrumentalist' (those labelled B) notions.
We have to begin with the following two ontological claims
(A) There are types éf things in the.world. :
(8) There are not types of things in the world.
Related to these ontological claims, there are the following two epis-—
temological claims:
(A") Ve “perceive” (are aware of; are conscious of)
types of things because we are aware of what 1is
there.
(B') We "perceive” (are aware of, are conscious of)
types of taings because we impose on the world

our own systen of classification. (e manufacture
the appearance.)

- 49 -
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Both the realist (A') and the instrumentalist (B') presuppose that
there are types of things in experience (appearance).

low are these four claims to be understood? OJne dinternretation
of (A) is the following:

(Al) There are particulars and properties of particulars.
The similarities within a set of particulars are
great, the differences between these and all other
particulars great and the difference within the set
of particulars is small, and similarities hetween
these and other particulars small.

But depending on how we interpret 'great' and 'small' this interpre-

1

tation gives rise to two interpretations. These terms nay be read

as value terms:

{A1A) The similarities within a set of particulars is
important, the differences between these and
otner particulars important, the similarities
between these and other particulars unimportant
and the differences within this set of particulars
uninportant.

These terms may also be understood quantitatively:

(A13) There arc more similarities within this set of
particulars than there are between this set and
other particulars. There are nore differences

between this set and other particulars thdn there

are within the set.

Jdow, related to these two ontological claims there are the accomnanving
eplstemnoloygical claims.
(A"LA)  We are aware of ilmportant similarities and dif-
ferences because ve are aware of a feature of

thie world which i3 there.

It saould Le noted here that if we fail to interpret 'important'

98]

objectively, then this apparently realist position slips into iustru-
mentalisn.

The epistemological analogue of (ALB) is:
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(A'15) Ve are aware of these types because the
nunterical ratio is so great as to be striking
and therefore we could not help but be awvare

¢ of these groups of slmilarities. Again we are
avare of what is really there. (Ilype-words
refer to sets of particulars statistically
related).

a

Je must now examine the instrumentalist counterpart to these claims,
Jpposing (AlA), the instrumentalist might claim:

(B1A) There are particulars, properties of particulars
and therefore are similarities and differences
between particulars. But similarities
and differences are neither important nor unim-
portant (in any objective sense). And so there
is no objective criterion, no natural grouping
of particulars into types.

Opposing (AlB), the instrumentalist might wmaintain:
(B1B) There are particulars, properties of particulars
and therefore simjlarities and differences between
individuals. But these similarities and differences
are not measurable in any nice quantitative fashion.
We cannot count the similarities and differences.
Related to these ontological replies, the instrumentalist might make
appropriate epistemological replies:
B'l1A) We are aware of types because we manufacture
them. That is to say, because of our attitudes
and purposes certain similarities and differences
are mportant to us and others unimportant and
therefore we group particulars in our exXperience
to serve our ends.
The instrumentalist epistemological claim corresponding to the quanti-
tative sense of types would be no different from the above (B'1A).
While this concept of types as groups of similarities and dif-
ferences weighted either cvaluatively or quantitatively is a more
popular, and perhaps more plausible, account to the twentieth century

philosopner, another notion of types, also based on similarities and

differences between particulars, is traditional.
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Let us approach this notion from two sides and see what sense

mt

we can make of it. The realist view we are concerned with her
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Let us imagine all the individuals in existence laid out upon a table.
Let us next take all those individuals which have the propérty P and
put them in a basket. Of these in the basket, remove those that do
not have the property Q. It is clear that the set of particulars re-
‘maining is effectively determined by this procedure. Ye can, in theory,
always do this. We can continue this procedure until the

basket is empty. If by a "type' is merely meant a set of particulars
having a cluster of properties which other particulars lack then
clearly types exist. DBut this certainly is not what is meant by nost
philosopiler , except the wmost nominilistically inclined logicians. Tha prohlen,
of course, wita this notion of type is that there are far too many
types in existence; e.u0., 4 cm tall green objects of nass between

¢ g and 12 g. this is not, by rwoest peoplds underscanding of type

a type of taing- Ve do not feel very comfortable about putting these

P
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various particulars into one group and saying that's a i thing.
Let us now take some word ao.g., 'bachelor'. 1If we hecin listing

tie properties of things referreod to by this word, we come across two
properties (which have names) such that these individuals and onlw
these individuals have these two pronerties - those nroverties refer-
red to by the words 'unmarricd' and 'male'. But let us now consider
tne word 'radio'. IF oune surveved radios, one mirat conclude that
receives and reproduces human broadeasts (on o~ transmitter) in a

—~ - ¥ i 3 H
range 5770 kitz to 1600 Wiz was such a promerty; that radios and only

radios had this sronerty. Dut what about bhed-=frames and tooth-fillines

willeh receive the CBC?  Ddne pets the ippression here that one cannot
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find a finite list of properties which those and ouly those individuals
called radics possess. Actually the case of radios may not be so dif-

ficult; better examples are provided by ‘ittgenstein in Philosophical

Investications 'game' and by "illiam James, 'religion' and 'govern-

3

ment' in The Varieties of Religious Experience. The question at issue

nere is whether for any word (feferring) there is a cluster of pro-
perties which completely determines the set of particulars referred
to by that word.

There are six different things that we are discussing here:

(1) sets of particulars

(2) sets of particulars determined by clusters of properties

(3) sets of particulars determinad by clusters of properties

which (the sets of particulars) we would call a tyve
or kind )

(4) sets of particulars we would call a type

(5) words (referring) and word-like phrases (again, referring)

(6) type-words and type-phrases
Before stating the essentialist position, we note two things. he use
of words instead of concepts in this exposition is a matter of convenience.
There is no reason why this discussion could not concern concepts,
whetier these be ideas, words or something entirely differeant (e.g.,
platonic or aristotelian universals), except ease of exposition.
Secondly, the underlying assumption in tﬁe above discussion, as earlier,
i5 the existence of particulars and properties of particulars.

To begin with it is clear that (1) sets of particulars exist
and also (4) sets of particulars we would call a type exists. In the
preceeding page we demonstrated first that we can construct, in fact

or in imagination, sets of particulars determined by clusters of
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properties. ow, there are sets of particulars we would call a type, {4y,
if there are things of sort (1) which we refer to hy things of sort
(6), but not conversely. It seems equally clear that for
everything of sort (6), there is something of sort (1), but that the
converse is false.
low what we basically said, secondly, on the previous page
was that the issue between the essentialist and the anti-essentialist
is this: Whether for gverything of sort (6), or more radically of sort
(5), there is a corresponding thing of sort (2). That is to say:
For every type-word (or more radically; every word) is there a set
of particulars determined by a cluster of properties? Ve may now
state the essentialist's affirmative answer as:
(A2) (a) CLvery set of particulars we would call a type

is determined by a cluster of properties (b) Further,

for every type-word there corresponds a set of parti-

culars determined by a cluster of properties.
A stronger version, which has in fact been advocated, is achieved by
replacing 'type-word' by 'word'. Uhile the two sentences .in the for-
mulation (A2) may seem to say the same thing they do not. The firs
sentence allows for the existence of as—yvet-unnamed types; it allows
for the discoverv of types. This is an important distinction, for if
one were to maintain that the business of nnilosophy is to tell us
wiat sorts of things there are and we do not allow (A2a) the philoso-
pher can tell us nothing new, nothing we did not already know at least
implicitly. That is to say, our lannuage vould reflect all the catesories.
of existence. DLut if we allow (A23), the philcéopher (the reporter
1

of cateporioes) can tell us things net rzcorded in our language and

o

)

therafore things we've probably not noticed.
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As we snall see, Wisdom maintains that there are sets of sentences
which are determined by properties which we would call a type but are
not naned by type-words. Furtuer, that it is the business of shilo-
sophy to bring to our attention these as-yet-unnamed types of sentences.
It will turn out; on Yisdom's theory, that the philosophgr does tnll
us things that we probably didAnot notice because they were not recorded

in language.

Jhether this is what the philosopher does is not to our purposes
here. But it is worth remarking that something like the "discovery"
of as-yet-unnamed types does occur in pure mathematics. It may even
be that this activity was the inspiration for the theory of the philo-
! 2

sopher as discoverer of as—-yet-uinnamed types. A mathematician may be
studying a variety of structures (vectors in three-space, residue-
classes of integers and others) and investigating their various
properties. At some point he may notice that all, or some, of these
structures obey a certain few properties. Fe may, therefore, give any-
thing with these properties a name, 'Groups'. Clearly, this is an
important type of mathematical Tentity'.

The cssentialist's enistemological version of (A2) might run as
follows;

(A'"2) We 'perceive” types of things beccause certain sets

’ i1 v
of particulars “'stand out” because they are deter-—

. s ' . "

mined by a cluster of properties. 'Perception” of
types is further facilitated by the fact that our
language contains words which refer to these sets of
particulars (type-words) though not to all such

sets of particulars.

st's account.

[

Jut there is a serious problem with this essential

formulated (A2) and (A'2) do not really tell us what tynes are.
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Adcording to this version a type is either a set of particulars deter-
mined by a cluster of properties or that determining cluster of properties.
Further,it is one which is referred to by a type-word or if not it is
one winich we would call a type were it brought to our attention. This
gives us necessary conditions for something being a type. But are
these sufficient conditions? Suppose we have before us a set of parti-
~culars determined by a cluster of properties. Suppose further that
we have a word for itraﬁd we call this a type. If the above formulation
were a correct understanding of essentialism, the essentialist would he able
to maintain that what was a type was a matter of human choice. The
above may be a good formulation of essentialism, but there is an im-
portant stronger version.
What the realist needs is some criterion, besides human convention,
for distinguishing between sets of particulars determined by clusters
of properties which are types and those which are not. There seems no
way out of this situation besides some theory of forms.
That is, to certain sets of particulars determined by
clusters of properties there is assoclated some other entity (call it a
"type-form') and to other such sets of particulars determined by
clusters of properties there is not associated such an entity. Ye shall
leave this version now and come to it later after examining the instru-
mentalist's possible replies to (A2) and (A'2).
The instrumentalist might reply in either of two ways. lie mav
begin oty simply denying the ontological claims (A2).
(B2) ot every set of particulars we would call a type

(perhaps none) is determined by a cluster of
properties. Therefore, not every type-word refers
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to a set of particulars determined hv a cluster

of pronerties.
e would maintain this with the accompanying episteémological claim
stated before or sone variant of it. 1In other words, e wrould
roﬁghly maintain that the particulars are grouned together into
waat we 'perceive' as types because ve manufacture these groupings
according to our attitudes and purnoses. Tut more important is the

fact that this »osition i3 also comopatible with the

9
6}

ssentialist's

ontological claim (A2). That is to zay, it is possible to maintain

[¥3]

that what we 'perceive' as a type i3 determined bv our attitudes

[N
w

and purposes yet a type always a set of narticulars determined by
clusters of particulars. If one were to take this nosition, of
course, wille attitudes and purposes would he a determining factor,
they could not be the sole determining factor.

e move now to +wthat may be called the type-avistent interore-
tations., -These involve uandarstanding the existence of tynes in the
most literal sense, taking the tyne—vord to refer to a single ohject.
it should be noted here that while the following interprectations
resemble traditional theoories of forms or uﬁiversalq th
different in an imwortant way. ‘le are herc assuming (at least in his
section taat the existence anwl natur: of properties (and for that rat-

cer, particulars) is not nroblenatic. "o have assuned throuchouts that

propertics cxist and that rors» than one narticular can Mave the same
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property. But this is precisely the claim which discussion of forms finds
problematic. While properties and types both delineate sets of particulars,
types are not in general properties. The type homo sapiené is not generally
regarded as a property. Only where a type delineates a set of individuals
determined by a single property would the theory of types reduce to the
theory of forms. Such an interpretation of (A) and (B) is the following.
(A3) There are particulars and properties of particulars.
There are special kinds of properties called types.
(a) Every set of particulars we would call a type is
determined by a type-vroperty.

(b) For everv type~word there corresponds a set of
particulars determined by a type-property.

-

For example, just as 'green', '5 g'

'two feetr' etc. refer to properties
of certain particulars, so 'human', 'animal' refer to the properties
of humanness and animality. (A3), of course, is a special case of
(A2), where the cluster of properties is a single property. (A3) has
the same problem that (A2) had, that of distinguishing between type-
properties and properties which are not types. This can, however, he
remedied without introducing a new kind of entity. We simply allow
typeness to be a prbperty, a property wnich certain properties have
and others don't. When G.E. Moore, (and in a similar though not iden-
tical fashion, John Wisdom) gives 'an X' as the only correct answer to
questions of the sort 'What is an X?', he could easily be interpreted as ad-
vocating (A3). The realist epistemology to go with (A3) is the following;
(A'3) We "perceive’ types because there are types. And
just as we perceive properties of things like 'arcen'
and 'human' and we also perceive the nroperty 'tvna',
The instrumentalist replv here would be no different from earlier
replies. There are basically two alternatives. He may simply deny

. . 3 » e N
the existence of type—propertles ana go o on to explaln our awareness of
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them in terms of human purposes. DBut he may also explain our aware—

ness of types in terms of pulposes, yet still assert the existence of
type-properties. This would be a peculiar move and one which, to mv

knowledge, does not exist in the literature. Yet it would seem that

one could maintain that while there are naturally occur§ing kiads,

we are. still free to classify.things as we see fit.

While the analysis of types as type-properties posited the
existence of new entities in addition to particulars and the conven-
tional sorts of properties, it does not really posit the existence of
radically different sorts of entities. It is true that types. pronerties,
like humanness and radioness are not observed.nroperties like redness
and three-inchness. But there is a traditional theorv which takes
the existence of kinds even more seriously. It holds that such type-
words refer not to ubiquitous properties of particulars, hut to a
particular. This is a variant of the traditional theorv of forms,
applied to categories. We might state it as:

(A4) There are particulars, properties of particulars

and type-forms. Uvery set of particulars we would
call a type is such that every particular in that
set participates in the same form. To every

type~word there corresponds a set of particulars,

and a form such that the particulars all partici-

pate in that form and the type-word names that form.
Taken in 1ts literal form, we are here referring to an entity, a form,
and a relationship between that object and a particular - participation.
The epistemological counterpart to this is not too clear. Since we
will not really be concerned with this interpretation, we will simply

state it roughly as follows:

P P

(A'4) Ve "perceive tvpes because there are types, That
. . . N L . . ' N
is to say, inaddition to perceivine particulars

'

and properties of particulars we also perceive’
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type-forms in relation to the particulars which
participate in then.
The instrumentalist is left with the two standard alternatives.
(1) ile may deny the existence of tnese objects and explain our awareness
of types in terms of purposes, or (2) allow the existence of these
objects yet maintain that we are "free" to classify according to our pur-

poses and that we do so.

ro

: 1 1" .
.2 A Few Remarks on  Awarencss of Categories

'Perception', 'Awareness' and 'Consciousness' of types were
deliberately left vague in the preceding section. These words were
meant as catch phrases for the following "subjective’ as opposed to
"objective' sides of types. (1) In talking about things we refer to
more than one thing by the same word or phrase, i.e., we classify
things by language. (1') In talking about talking, ve refer to more
than one word or sentence by the same word or phrase. (2) 1In reflecting
on the great variety of living things, (in his field book or his
memory) a taxonomistAwill decide that certain organisms belong together
in one-order, that these two organisms obviously bhelong in different
subphyla and so on until each organism belongs to some one lowest class,
which belongs to some second-level class, and on up until he has a tidy
branching hierarchy of classes; we may classify and re-classify things
consciously and deliberately upon reflection. (3) After considerable
research in various areas of Algebra, a pure mathematician may, upon
reflection, notice that certain unrelated mathematical objects (what-~
ever tuese may be) share a certain set of properties. 1le may then

"define" a new type of algebraic structure - rings. T.e., a mathernatician



may define a new class of objects upon reflection. (4) In visual
perception, some things simply look more like one thing than another.
If we have before us a saucepan, a Rolls-Royce and a frving pan, we
would visually recognize (or group together) the saucepan and the
frying-pan as one type of thing and the Rolls as anothe?. 1f we were
subjected to the sound of a trﬁmpet, the sound of a jackhammer and the
sound of a trombone we would certainly group the trumpet and trombone
together as the same kind of sound, the jackhammer as another. In
the act (or experience) of perception, we naturally group things. The
case of categories in sensory experience is particularly troublesome
as we end up dealing with some rather slippery visual phenomena.

Since our primary concern in this essay is with John Wisdom's

1
'

views on language and philosopay we shall restrict ourselves to
"language about things', and 'langzuage about language ahout

taings'.

Mo

.3 ilecessity and Categories

It is traditionally a part of categorial realist theories that

the catecories we use, or at least some of the categories we use, are

necessary. The Encyclopedia of Philosophv defines category in the

following way.

i

yposed to nark nccessary divisions within our conceptual
et e iy

reme, divisions that we nust recognize if we are to make

literal sense in our discourse about the world.Z20
The central concern here is to sce just what could he reant
by 'necessary' and 'nust', in this context. As we saw earlier therc

is no inconsistency, eoven though it iz awlwrard, to hold (1) there axe
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types' (in some sense) and (2) 'tvpes' as we "nerceive® thert are

determined by our purnoses (which could varyv). ‘e shall see that

this further complicates things.
Initiallv, perhaps, it should he noted that what we mean by

tue existence of tynes beinz necessary is not:

{a) it is necessary that there he tynes at all; as opposed
to there being no types.

but,

(b) it is necessary that there be these types and not
some other types.

Now, there is to begin with the question of “ohjective™ existence

of types and "subjective’ awareness of tvpes. Pernhaps the consideration
of "subjective’ awareness of tvpes needs a bit of justification, since
our purposc here is to clarify the notion of necessary existence of tvpes.
If there were no tvpes in the objective sense, hut if we wvere nonethe-
less bound by necessity of sone sort to perceive the world catecorially,
these categories would in another sense be quite objective since they
are not, in the sense of concilous deliberation of our o'n making and
not under our control.

Let us then consider the necessary existence of tvpes in the
objective sense. In the case of types as statistical distributions
of scts of properties, categorial necessity becomes a matter of these
distributions being necessary, not contingent. This could be the :
case in two different manners: (1) that all the particulars which
exist nmust exist, the proverties they have thev rmust have and thercfore

the distribution of properties must be the way it is, or (2) that

what particulars exist is contingent, what particulars have which



nronerties is contingent, but still the distrihution of properties

nob contiagent. 1e analogue to the case aere it is

coatingent walch career a narticular iadividual ill follow, Lat it

i r) i

A will do thils tene of job, 407 that tyne, ate.

Ve need only to tighten things up to formulate the case
where a tyne 13 a set of particulars determined v a cluster of
properties. We shall return to this case later as we examine John
Wisdon's position.

For the case of types as tyva-forms, 72 necd zimnly damand

that tha s2xistence of thesa tvno-forma b2 necog=are, 2 can mabta

1 certain narvticnlar in o cavtain tnae ae oithar
necessarvy or contincent.
r

“ha akove forns of catacorial necessity are found tvnicallw

in Tlato’'s thaory of Zorms and Sristotla’s Carosenrias ant Mis Jockrd

St al -3 et TTo
atural inds. Seomay nnto tn

rather static, the notion of objective categorini nacastity need
no= lead to a static rrorld-vies, 'aather it doeg danends oa o
auIBErous and Dxﬁensive are tha cateasories and ~7heother necessity
extands to wmemhershin of »articulars.

We begin with two conditions of necessityv which any human
lancuage must satisfy. Tivab, a oeint nerhans too onhvious to
mention ig that there is no neanssity thak oo sa 3orme narticanlar

ord ta danote a given ohjoct or 3ot af a™iacts as anoosed o sors

Y e :

athier rrord, That {5 fo anv, aw Iancuaca vas Cedine cronted el econld
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have decided to call doss by the word 'cat'. As "Hsdom maintains,

vze cannot now do this without renercusions, vatb we could have done

30 to sneak, lansuace 'oot aoing'

Secondlv, a noint also nade hv Tisdom, is the facrt that we

ara forced to include in our lanvuase ceneral terms, Anv lanecuaoe,

therefora, must have some categorial structure.

A

As to the necesszity of general terms apnortionine ohjects in

(=

the way they do andnot some other way. there ars saveral wavs in

1

which one might say such apnortioning was necessary. That is to sav,

1

i7e are concerned here not with whethar obhjects nust he classified as
opposed to unclassified but with —whether they must he classified one
way as opnosed to another way.

(1) 9ne might mean that some classification is nacescarv in
the sense that there 13 some rastraint on us which is hevond our
control. Tor ezxample, Chomsky arsues that all lancuage must have
cotmon grammatical structure - the universal crammar. Stuart llampshire
argues that it is inherent in lancuage that e anportion thines into
subjects and ohjects.

(2) One might also mean that such a structure i3 necessary

in an instrumental sense, that in order to do such and such lanruace

must have this categorial structura and not that. There are trro

(a) Suppose there are sets of particulars determined
by clusters of erﬁerti s. TIf one -rishes to raflect
this structure in the general terms in one's
1anguage, the zeneral terns must deascribe these
sets of particulars datarmined v clustnre of
properties vith zoncoral terms; one's reneral terns
nust not rofer to those «ets of narticulars =hich



are not determined by clusters of properties.

(b) Suppose one has some purpose other than reflecting
this structure; e.g., cautioning over-confident
people. In such a case a general term which refer-
red to situations of over-confidence (in matters of
belief) might be necessary if one wished to caution
through the use of language. TFor example, according
to Wisdom this is the ordinary reference of 'probable'.
Did we not have some word with this reference we
could not caution people by saying to them That's
not certain, it's only probable.

It will be seen that the above distinctions will be useful in
determing whether, and in what sense, categories are necessary, according

to Yisdom. -



CHAPTER 3: Categories of Sentences on Wisdom's Theory

3.1 Preliminary Remarks

Let us return now to the first principle of language. It is
clear that, according to Wisdom, there are sentences and functions of
sentences; these are the relevant particulars and properties in this
context. The question‘then arises, Does Wisdom maintain or presuppose,
the existence of types of sentences?, and pertaining to this question,

If types, in what sense? These questions shall be the concern of
this section.

Regarding whether Wisdom presupposes the existence of types of
sentences, recalling his statements of the aim of philosophy, we note
that ne  speaks as though there are categories of sentences to gain
a grasp of the relations between. Ve is even more explicit about this
where he distinguishes between 'domestic logic' and 'ultimate logic'

and identifies pure metaphysics with the latter.

The pure logician [who studies domestic logic] is not
concerned with whether or how far a religious, wmoral,
physical or psychological statement is true, but with

how one would know the truth of one statement of one of
these types given another of the same type. The pure
metapihysician goes further. He is concerned with
[ultimate logic] how one could know the truth of a state-
ment of a given type, say a wmoral type, not from other
statements of the same type but from the sort of thing
willch in the end is the pround for any statement of the
type in question.27

lie scems here to presupposce the existence of several tynes of sentences:
moral, relisious, psychological, and physiecal. Further, he seems to

iwold that these sets of sentences are determined by properties, their



method of wverification .
In his discussion of scepticism, he sneaks of sets of sentences

1

referred to as 'certain' and '

probakle’ in both the old application and
theruew application. Waile the sceptic proposes to alter the appli-
cation of these terms, Wisdom claims that the old use of 'certain'
and 'know' exhibit a similarit? between sensation statements and
favourable material-object statements (that doubt would be unreason-
able in daily life) and a dissimilarity between these statements (those
called 'certain') and those called 'probable' (that doubt would he in
order in daily 1life). The new apvlication of these terms is to hring
to licht a dissimilarity hetween sensation statements and both Ffavour-
able material-object statements and unfavourabhle nmaterial-object state-
ments, that to the former class we nmay not add without absurdity 'hut
T may be wmistaken' while to the latter ve may. 7This new use also draws
our -attention to the latter nentioned similarity between the two tynas
material of material-object statements.

The point here is that in this discussion, while the apnlication
of 'certain' and 'probable' change, he seems to presuppose the existence
of the three "basic' types of sentences: (1) sensation, (2) favourahle
object and (3) unfavourable material obiject.

hat sorts of types are thesce and the above mentioned 'religious
'moral', ete.? And are these necessary éntegorics? Uisdom's statement

of tihe ain of philosophv speaks not of the relations between particulars.

The aim is stated in terms of some ‘hasic set of categories. 1If
we distinguish between the "basic" set of categories (sensation,

favourable material-objecr, unfavourahle material-ohject) and the other
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sers of categories ((1) 'certaing' and 'probable and (2) 'certain '

1]
)

and 'probable,'; where ), 1 denote old and new respectively); we might
N

ask whether these are types in different senses, and whether one or
botn is necessary.

Let us restrict ourselves here to the example of scepticism.
In the statement of the aim of philosophy, Wisdom speaks of 'relations
between expressions used in different manmners'. It would seem that
the '"basic"  set of categories must consist of categories determined
by a property — the function. Yet, if the three ‘'basic” cate-
gories in the scepticism discussion are the
categories the relations between which the philosopher wishes to em-
phasize, we must note that Wisdom gives no determining properties for
these classes. Elsewhere Wisdom speaks of these 'hasic" catesories
being determined bf the method of determining their truth or falsity.
But there is no difference in the method of verification, except in
degree, of favourable and unfavourable material object statements, as
there is between these and sensation statements. Perhaps, then, the
"basic" set consists of sensation and material object statements.
On this interpretation the sceptic is not revealing relations between
the "basic”" categories of sentences, but merely marking the underlying
categories which are obscured by ordinary language. But if this were
the case, the scepticdh claim would have a priviledged status among
philosophical theories. Dut this does not jibe well with Visdom's
notion taat the proper method involves accepting all philosonhical
theories. There is not sufficient textual evidence to conclude anv-

thing about the nature of the 'basic” categories.
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In the case of the four classes 'certain.’, 'certain.',
and "probhable ', it is clear that these are sets of sentenceg deter—
minad by nroperties. Ye can male sonse of Visdom's claim +ithout
raference to the catesories marked Lv 'sensation statements' 'favour-

able material object statements' and 'unfavourahle nmaterial o:ject

statements'. By introducing new catagories, the scentic shows us

he simjlarities and dissimilarities hetrreen and within the olAd

.
[N
categories. Te shows a diffarance -7ithin the catagory 'certainq'

and a similaritity between the category 'probableq' and a certain suh-

class of category 'certainq’

Since Wisdom 1s not clear on the issuz of the naturs of thae
sasic sets, wa shall deal -rith the formulation of tha aim of ~nilo-
3004y as caining a grasn of the relations

hetween already marted

categories of santances. Vo define underlvino catacorias to he

sideration, and rasting cat200rias to Le tha s2ts of santonces mar-od!
N
by the nert use of terms. This i3 not to zav martad v orddinary

language, for philosonhy mav also bring to light features about
sclentific laaguace, poetic language or psychoanalvtic language.

Tt may reveal low some specialist lancuage 15 a nedification of

R 4 - 1 + - . H HIN ~ - SN H N
ordinary language and thnt £1e specialist's mndificitions reveal
similavitizs and dissinilarities betvoen Zhe catecorios of ordinare
lauguaga.  Tn this case, tie unlerlvine 3003 it rounsct £o £ha

snecialist's rodilicationg are Uhe vatezorios of ordinare Lanrcuaes,

- PR | ' . 1 R 1 .
Cee underlyiong seta it rtoesocct o the ohilaosoatar' s el

: R Filoatinngg
are Che ostemorios of the saecfalise’'s discrurze. Tn This case then,
the uadariyiag cota aresaoosist ia tho anilosanber’ ot Hecourie hoos
scientific dizeourse ara zhe scizacific .
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3.2 The ZJature of Categories of Sentences on "isdom's Theory

Let us now try to clarify the sense in which isdom speaks of
types of sentences. Ye have befora us three realms to keep separate.

(1) The world of non-linguistic entities.

(2) Sentences about the world of non-linguistic entities.

(3) Linguistic entities which (are about) refer to sentences
about the world.

A few remarks to put these realms in perspective; (2) is a subclass

of the set of sentences, which is a subclass of the set of linguistic
entities. This latter class and (1) constitute the world. (3), of
course is a subclass of the linguistic part of the world. When we
speak of what a sentence is 'about', we simply refer to the set of
objects denoted by the linguistic entities employed in these sentences.
For example, 'some houses are brick’ is about houses and bricks.

The set of fact—stating sentences is a subclass of (2) and (3); since

such sentences may state non-linguistic facts or linguistic facts,

3.2.1 ZUnderlying Categories

Wisdom tells us nothing about the existence of categories of
non-linguistic entities, persons, dogs, tables, light, etc. As we
have seen, he does presuppose, in some sense, types of sentences, the
underlying sets the relations between which philosophy reveals by its
method of linguistic proposals. We wish to know the sense in which
these underlying categories are types where they belong on the map
developed in part two.

In the example of scepticism, the underlying sets denoted by

'certaino' and ’probableq' satisfy the following properties: (1) they



are sets of sentences, (2) they are named by some existing word in

ordinary language. (3) the sets are determined by properties, and

(4) these words are type-words, i.e., they are considered, at least
by Wisdom, as types. The set of sentences denoted by 'certaino' are
those sentences which it would ordinarily be pointless to doubt.

' denotes those and only those sentences which in

Similarly 'probable
ordinary life it would be reasonable to doﬁBt. These categories, then,
are already categories in a stronger sense than that used in the
statistical model (Al). 1In fact, these underlying categories are cate-
gories in a limited essentialist sense (A2).

It is, however, not necessarily the case that Wisdom is an es-
sentialist in the full sense of (A2). Wisdonm does not maintain (A2a)
'Lvery set of particulars we would call a type is determined bv a
cluster of properties' for the following reason. If we take the scep-
ticism example as typical,Ahe is maintaining that every underlying set
which we would call a type is determined by a propérty or set of
properties. DBut these underlying sets are sets of linguistic entities.
what Wisdom says does not necessarily apply to sets of non—linguistic
entities.

Furthermore, "isdom docs not exactly maintain (A2b); 'for cvery
type-word there corresponds a set of particulars determined hy a cluster
of properties'. Wisdom does not state that type-vords which refer to
non-linguistic sets of particulars rcfer to sets determined by properties.
tie waintains (32b) only for linguistic types. “isdowm, then, malntains
a limited version of esseuntialisa in the sense of (A2).

it wmay seem sonewhat surprising that Uisdon nolds this limited



essentialism; since, as we said earlier, Wisdom's nhilosonhy may he racarded,
some extent, as a restatement of Vittgenstein. In Wittgenstein, we

find an attack on a form of essentialism: he recards categories as

family resemblances - a theory similar to (Al). ‘isdom may in fact
maintain that many categories are family reserhlances, but that linguistic
categories are property—determined categories, 1In fact, if

Wisdom maintained that non-linguistic categories were familv-resem-
blances while linguistic categories are nropnertv-determined categories
then a grasp of the categories of language would not necessarily give

us a grasp of the categories of non-linguistic entities (of heing).

It is because he gives 'us no general theory of categories, of all
categories, that in the section 'Language or Things' we were unable to say
anything about these non-linguistic categories and that we could not

say whether philosophy, on "isdom's theory, tells us anything abhout

tae world,

There is one other aspect in which Wisdom's claim differs from
traditional thorough essentialism. These categories are not necessary
in the sense of being inherent in the specific lancuage. They are,
rather, necessary in an instrumental sense. ‘lore about this will be
said,

e turn now to what in chapter 2 was rather unhappily referred to
as "consciousness' of types. 1In this case the question of "conscious—
ness” of types becomes one of talking about tvoes of sentences as
opposed to perception (e.g., visual or auditory) of tvpes of non-

linguistic entities . It would make little sense and b:e of no interest,

in this essay, to speak of visual or auditory perception of sentence-tvpes
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(though it could be relevant to the psychology of language learning).
& psy &y >

Since '

types of sentences' are types in the sense that thev have nanes,
we have  already said something about this issue. We wish then to know
more about thess words 'certaino' and"probableo'. The question of
whether our talk about these categories is real or instrumental ,

is in part one of whether these words actually refer to types. They

do of course refer to real types in the sense that their referent is a
class of sentences determined by a property. Whether the types they
refer to are necessary or not we shall consider in a moment. Whether
our set of sentence-type words must classify the sentences in the way
they do is a separate question. If our aim is to reflect in these
sentence—type words, 'certaino', 'probableo',some exlisting state of
affairs, tnen they must apportion the range of sentences in this way.
Yet there is not in ordinary language a sentence-type word for every
type of sentence (in the sense of property-determined sets of sentences
regarded as types, 'certainN' and 'probableﬂf denote just such
unnamed categories. Further there is not a sentence-type word for

" every type of sentence in the sense of a set.of sentences determined
by a cluster of properties which we would call a type; since there are

not such words to denote the types, which are types in this sense, now

denoted by"certain;{.and "probhable

t
R
Regarding the necessity of the categories of sentences, there
is no reason to assume that there could only be the types that there
are, in the sense of sets of sentences determined by properties. ‘hile

it is clear on this theory that everv meaningful sentence must have some

function (we take meaning = function “ere) it is not clear that there



65

could not be functions of sentences other than those that actually
exist. If our world were sufficiently different from what it is langu-
age might have other functions than it does have. So that while it may
be the case that every sentence is eitier wmoral, religious, physical,
psychological or soﬁe other finite number of types, it is not so that.
any sentence in human language must be one of these.

Given the sentences in existing language and the functions which
actually ewist then there could not be other types in our language than
there are in the sense of sets of sentences determined by clusters of
properties. Whether we nust apportion these sentences hy type-words
according to these properties (functions),We saw that if our aim is to
reflect this structure then our words must apportion sentenées in this way. Vet
there is another factor relevant to the question of necessitv. ¥Hhera the
sentence-type vords are nart of exmisting ordinary language, thev are according
to principle (15a) determined by the purposes of averydav 1ife. It is neces-
sary in everyday life that our language contain the type-words 'certain '
and 'probable ' and that they have the refence they have, for we nust
be ablé to prescribe caution to those who are over—confident and assure
those whose beliefs are warranted. As Wisdom notes, if we accepted
the scepties proposal we would still have to introduce new words to do
the job of the old words.

If I prefix every statement about material objects with

"probably' this doubt-raiser will soon cease to frighten
hungry friends, that is cease to function as it now does.

-

Consequently, in order to mark those differences which I
now mark by saying in one casc 'Probably that is cheese
on the table' and in another case 'I know that is cheese
on the table', I shall have to introduce a new notation,

. i}
one to do the work the old one did, -
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Similarly, if the underlying set were some specialist language,
the sentence-type words appOrtion the sentences according to the
specialist's purposes. And he nust have these type-words if he is to

do his job effectively.

3.2.2 Resting Categories

Having seen something of the nature of the underlying categories,
let us now consider the resting categories; 'certainN' and 'probableq’.

Like the underlying categories, the resting categories are sets of

et 1

sentences determined by properties. They are, however, not named hy
any set of terms in the existing languaze. Yet as with the case of
the underlying categories, they are referred to as types, at least by
Wisdom. So, these resting categories are types in a slightly weaker
sense. They share with the underlying categories conditions (1), (3)
and (4), mentioned earlier; they differ only in that they are not
named by existing lang;age. And so, both underlying sets and resting
sets are essential - categories but in slightly different senses.

On the problem of our consciousness of these types, our talk
about them is real in the sense that they refer to existing sets of
sentences detérmined hy some property, the property of 'being able to add,
without absurdity 'but may be mistaken'. As with the case of underlving
categories, if our aim is to reflect some structurc of the distribution
of properties, then these words must apportion the sentences in this
way. Yet in the sense of necessary 'to certain purposes' (other than
reflecting reality) these resting categories are perhaps less necessary.
That is to say while it is necessary to the purpose of fevealing certain

features of language, (if, in fact, this is the only method of the
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four mentioned which does the joh) the purpose 1s not necessary in the
same way that the purposes of everyday life are. 1In two respects then,
the resting catesgories are categories in a weaker sense than the under-
lying categories. (1) They are not named. (2) The purposes for which
they exist are not as necessary.

The philosopher, then, reveals certain similarities and dis-
similarities between certain underlying categories of sentences. To
put it another way, he brings to our attention certain categories of
sentences which are not marked by our existing language. In this way
he does tell us something we did not know, at least explicitly.

We now rephrase some of these remarks in terms of realism and
instrumentalism. It was noted earliar that it is possible to maintain
both a version of ontological realism and "epistemological’ instru-
mentalism. Ve find that Wisdom is in just this »nosition. IHe maintains
on the one hand a limited essentialism - that there are catepories of
sentences in an essentialist sense (A2). There are underlving categories
satisfying (1-4), and there are resting categories satisfying (1, 3, 4)
(these conditions are stated at the begiming of 3.2.1). “ranted, Yisdom
is a realist in the associated sense (A'2) - that we perceive, mark by
language, these underlying categories because they are there. Other
categories, resting categories, are also there in the sense that they
are determined by properties. Yet, we are not always aware of these
categories. 8o our awareness of categories is not determined entirelv
by the fact they are there. Vhether we are aware of some categorvy,

as we sav, also devends on our purposes, our interests. As we remarked

e

n 2.1, the valuational-statistical theory (A'lA) that we are avare of

important similarities and differences hecause we are aware of a feature
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of the world which is there slips into a form of instrumentalism if
we interpret 'important' subjectively. Tt seems fair to interpret
'gaining a grasp of the relations bHetween types of sentences', 'marking
those features relevant to science' and 'cautioning and assuring peonle'
as purposes in a subjective sense; what features of language are im-~
portant depend on our purposesvwhich may and do change with time and
environment. This shows then that Wisdom holds a strange mixture of
epistermological realism and instrumentalism combined with an ontological
realism (limited essentialism).

To sum up, we have restricted ourselves to Wisdom's positions
on categories of sentences only, not categories in general. Ve have
further assumed that the underlying categories vhich the philosopher
studies are sets denoted by words in some existing language, whether
it be ordinary language or some specialist language. If we take the
scepticism example as representative we can say the following about
Wisdom's views on categories. Underlying categories are sets of sen-
tences determined by some proverty or properties waich is named bv some
word in existing language and is considered a tvpe of sentence. Resting
categories satisfy all these conditions except that they are not nawed
by words in existing language. "ith regard to categories of sentences,
then, we nay describe John Wisdom as an essentialist of serts. With
regard to categorial necessity, baoth wofds which refer to underlying
categories and words (new words) which refer to resting catesories are
necessary to the purpose of reflecting in laanguage certain features
of the categorial structure of existing lancuage. ﬁut.tﬁo words in

existing language which refer to underlying categories of sentences



in existing language are necessary in a stronger sense - the husiness

of daily life could not he carried, out, or at least not carried out as

well, without these category terms with the application that they do

have.



Some Concluding Remarks

Regarding the truth or falsity of John 'isdom's theory we, of
course, have no definite conclusions. Visdom's arguments against the
view that philosophy is empiriéal, or even cognitive in some nore
general sense, failed to refute this position. ot only did "lisdom
fail to. refute this position, but he failed to consider severél other
traditional theories of philosophy. Therefore, even if the two theories
ekamined were false, it would not uneceszarily follow that Wisdom's theory is
true. So, Wisdom gives us no reason to helieve that the aim and method
of philosophy are what he says they are.

Ye saw several other methods which were also good candidates for
means to the goal which ¥Wisdom claims philosgophy has. While each had
its failings, it was not clear that Wisdom's method would he the
most effective; nor that any of them would be effective toward the
mentioned aim, We did arrive at a clearer understanding of just what
Wisdom is maintaining. WYe saw that neither Fhe underlying categories
nor thne resting categories were absolutely fixed by necessity, vet they
were not entirely arbitrary. In the case of scepticism, the under-
lying categories are categories in the sense that they are sets of
sentences, determined a property, named ﬁy an existing linguistic entity
which is called a type-word. ¥y contrast, the resting categories are
sets of sentences, determined by a property, unnamed but nonetheless

referred to as types. 3Doth our talk about the underlying and resting



71

categories i3 "real” as opposed to instrumental in the sense that these
words do rvefer to types in the sense of sets of particulars determined

by properties, and further that we would call them types. In general,
then, resting categories are types in a slightly weaker sense than

are underlying categories.

Regarding categorial necessity, we again find a difference

“between underlying and resting sets. We saw that in the cases of

both underlying and resting categories general terms which denote precisely
these classes of sentences were necessary if our aim was td reflect this
categorial structure, But this "instrumental' necessity differs in

the sense that the apportionment induced by the underlying categorvy terms
and the apportionment induced by the resting category terms mayv be for
different human purposes. 'hile the underlying categories named by
'certaino' and 'probableg' serve certain purposes of everyday life -
cautioning and assuring, the resting categories serve certain philoso-
phical purposes - the illumination of relations between these under-

lying categories.
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on a Venn diagram as: ’

CO PO

e then niodifies these categories by restricting 'certain,.' and
extending 'probableO'. One way to imagine the relations getween
the old and new catégories is by means of "superimposed" Venn
diagrams.

1
CN

H

—

Vs

In this diagram, the categories 'certain ' and 'probable.' lie
under the categories 'certainq' and 'progableq' which rest on
top of the former. ) '

29. p. 44, P.P.
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