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1. Aims and Strategy

That the social sciences are in their
infancy has come to be a platitude amongst
writers of textbooks on the subject. They will
argue that this is because the social sciences
have been slow to emulate the natural sciences
and emancipate themselves from the dead hand
of philosophy; that there was a time when there
was no clear distinction between philosophy
and natural science; but that owing to the
transformation of this state of affairs round
about the seventeenth century natural science
has made great bounds ever since. But, we are
told, this revolution has not yet taken place in
the social sciences, or at least it is only now in
process of taking place. Perhaps social science
has not yet found its Newton but the conditions
are being created in which such a genius could
arise. But above all, it is urged, we must follow
the methods of natural science rather than
those of philosophy if we are to make any
significant progress. | propose, in this
monograph, to attack such a conception of the
relation between the social studies, philosophy
and the natural sciences. But it should not be
assumed on that account that what | have to say
must be ranked with those reactionary anti-
scientific movements, aiming to put the clock
back, which have appeared and flourished in
certain quarters since science began. My only
aim is to make sure that the clock is telling the
right time, whatever it may prove to be.
Philosophy, for reasons which may be made
more apparent subsequently, has no business
to be anti-scientific: if it tries to be so it will
succeed only in making itself look ridiculous.
Such attacks are as distasteful and undignified
as they are useless and unphilosophical. But
equally, and for the same reasons, philosophy
must be on its guard against the extra-scientific
pretensions of science. Since science is one of
the chief shibboleths of the present age this is
bound to make the philosopher unpopular; he
is likely to meet a similar reaction to that met
by someone who criticizes the monarchy. But
the day when philosophy becomes a popular
subject is the day for the philosopher to
consider where he took the wrong turning. |
said that my aim was to attack a current
conception of the relations between
philosophy and the social studies. Since that
conception involves two terms, what may

1. Ilenu u cTpaTerus

To, 4T0 coluaibHbIE HAYKA HAXOASITCS
B 3a4aTOYHOM COCTOSIHUHM, CTajo OOIIUM
MECTOM Cpelld aBTOPOB YYCOHUKOB IO 3TOMY
npenMery. OaHM  yTBEpXKAAIOT, YTO 3TO
MPOUCXOIWIIO M3-32 TOTO, YTO OOIIECTBEHHBIC
HAyKH TOJIpa’kajll €CTECTBEHHBIM HayKaM U
0CBOOOXKTANINCH OT BIUAHUS (prstocodun; O
MOMEHT, KOTJa HE CYIIECTBOBAJIO YETKOU
TPaHUIBI MEXKy €CTECTBCHHBIMU HAayKaMHu U
¢dunocodueii, HO co BpeMeHeM, HauuHas ¢ 17
BEeKa CHUTyalluss HM3MEHWIACh M C TeX IOp
€CTECTBCHHbIE HAYKHU TMOJIYYHJIH OOJIbIION
TOJTYOK B pa3Butuu. Ho, Kak HaM TOBOPST, B
COLIMAJIBHBIX HayKaxX 3Ta PEBOJIIOIMS €Ile He
MpOM30IILIa, WU, MO KpaWHEeW Mepe, OHa
TOJILKO TMPOUCXOIUT ceiuac. Bo3MoxHoO,
CoLlMaNbHAs HayKa eIle He Halula CBOETO
HproTOHA, OIHAKO CO3JAOTCS YCIOBUS, B
KOTOPBIX MOT Obl BO3HHUKHYTH TOJIOOHBIA
reHuil. OJHaKo OBITYET MHEHHE, 4YTO MBI,
MPEJICTABUTENN COIMAIBHBIX HAYK, TOJKHBI
CJIETIOBAJIA METOJIaM €CTECTBEHHBIX HayK, a HE
Metonam (umocopun, ecim Mbl  XOTUM
MOOUTBCA ~ KAKOTo-JIMOO  3HAYUTEIHLHOTO
nporpecca. B atoit MmoHorpacduu s npeiaraio
aTaKOBaTh JIAHHYIO KOHIICTIIIHIO B3aUMOCBSI3U
MEXy COIMAbHBIMHU HayKaMmu, Quiiocodueit
U €CTeCTBEHHBIMH HaykaMu. OJTHAKO, TO 4UTO S
3]1eCh BBICKA)XYy HU B KOEM CITyyae He ClIeyeT
CUHTATh AHTHHAYYIHBIM JIBUKCHHUSIM,
CTPEeMSAIUMCSI TOBEPHYTh BpEeMs BCIISTH,
KOTOpBbIC TOSBUJINCH ¥  TPOIBETAIA B
OTpeeNIeHHbIX Kpyrax ¢ TeX Top, Kak
3apojuiach Hayka. Most eJMHCTBCHHAS [IETh -

yOeauTncs, 4TO  4Yachl  TIOKa3bIBAIOT
IpaBWIbHOE BpeMs, KakuM OBl OHO HHU
okazasiocb. @unocodus, MO NPUYHMHAM,

KOTOpBIE BIIOCIEICTBUM MOTYT CTaTh Ooiee
OUEBU/IHBIMHM, HE HUMeeT ImpaBa ObITH
AHTUHAYYHOH: €CIM OHa TIIOTBITACTCS OBITh
TaKOBOM, €l yAacTCsl TOJNBKO BBICTABUTH ceO0sl
B CMEIIHOM Buje. Takue Hamaaku CTOJIh XKe
HETPUSATHBI U HE/IOCTOIHBI, CKOJTh
Oecrione3nsl ¥ Hepuaocopuunsl. Ho B paBHOI
CTETIEHU U 10 TeM K€ IMpuuuHaM (uiocodus
JTOJIKHA OBITh HaCTOpPOXKeE MIPOTHUB
BHEHAYYHBIX MPUTA3aHUN Haykd. [TockoabKy
HayKka SIBJIISIETCS. OJHUM W3  TJABHBIX
m1660JIETOB COBPEMEHHOCTH, YTO HEN30EKHO
caenaer (Quiocoda HEMOMYyJISPHBIM; OH,
CKOpee  BCero, BCTPETUT  PEAKIIHUIO,




appear to some a disproportionately large
portion of this book must be devoted to
discussing matters whose bearing on the nature
of the social studies is not immediately
evident. The view | wish to commend
presupposes a certain  conception of
philosophy, a conception which many will
think as heretical as my conception of social
science itself. So, however irrelevant it may at
first appear, a discussion of the nature of
philosophy is an essential part of the argument
of this book. This opening chapter, then,
cannot safely be skipped as a tiresome and
time-wasting preliminary. This may be more
convincing if | briefly outline the general
strategy of the book. It will consist of a war on
two fronts: first, a criticism of some prevalent
contemporary ideas about the nature of
philosophy; second, a criticism of some
prevalent contemporary ideas about the nature
of the social studies. The main tactics will be a
pincer movement: the same point will be
reached by arguing from opposite directions.
To complete the military analogy before it gets
out of hand, my main war aim will be to
demonstrate that the two apparently diverse
fronts on which the war is being waged are not
in reality diverse at all; that to be clear about
the nature of philosophy and to be clear about
the nature of the social studies amount to the
same thing. For any worthwhile study of
society must be philosophical in character and
any worthwhile philosophy must be concerned
with the nature of human society.

AHAJIOTUYHYI0 TOH, KOTOPYIO BCTpEYaeT TOT,
KTO KpUTHUKyeT MoHapxuto. Ho aeHs, xoraa
¢bunocodust CTaHOBHUTCS OMYJISIPHOI TEMOH, -
3TO JIeHb, Kora Grtocod T0IDKEH 3alyMaThCs
0 TOM, I'JI¢ OH CBEpHYJI He Tyna. S ckaszai, 4To
MOSI 11€JIb COCTOsIIa B TOM, 4TOOBI aTakoBaTh

COBPEMEHHYIO  KOHIICTIIIUIO  OTHOIICHUHN
Mexny  (umocodpuelr W CONMATBHBIMH
Haykamd.  [lockoibKy — 3Ta  KOHIEMIHUS

BKIIIOYaeT B ceOsl JBa TEPMHUHA, KOMY-TO
MOJKET MOKa3aThCsl, YTO HEMPONOPIIHOHATILHO
OonbIlass 4acTh ATOW KHUTH JOJDKHA OBITh
MOCBSIIIIEHA 00CYX JACHUIO BOIPOCOB, BIMSIHHUE
KOTOPBIX ~ HAa  TOPUPOAY  COIHATBHBIX
UCCIIEIOBAaHUM He cpa3y odeBHAHO. Touka
3peHusl, KOTOPYI0 s XO04y OJ00pHUTb,
MpeIoyiaraeT OMpPENeICHHYI0 KOHUEMIUIO
¢dunocopuu, KOHIICTIINIO, KOTOPYIO MHOTHE
COUTYT TaKOM XK€ €peTHUYECKOW, KaKk U MOs
KOHIIEMIINS CaMOi colManbHON HayKu. Takum
o0pa3oM, KakuM OBl HEYMECTHBIM JTO HU
Ka3aJIoCh Ha TMEPBBIM B3IJIsSLA, OOCYXKIECHUE
IIPUPOJIBI ¢dmnocopun SABJIAETCS
HEOTHEMJIEMON YacCThIO apryMEHTAIMH STOM
KHUTU. TakuM 00pa3om, 3Ty BCTYNUTEIbHYIO
r7IaBy Helb3s 0e30MacHO MPOMYCTHTh Kak
YTOMHUTEIIBHYIO M  OTHHUMAIOIIYI0O MHOTO
BpeMeHH. JT0 Oyaer Ooree yOequTENbHBIM,
€ClIM s KpaTKo M3JI0XKY OOIILyI0 CTpaTeruio
kHUTU. OHa OyJET COCTOSATH U3 BOMHBI HA IBYX
(GpoHTax: BO-TIEPBBIX, KPUTHUKA HEKOTOPBIX
pacpoCTpaHEHHBIX COBPEMEHHBIX HAEH O
npuposie (Gurocopuu; BO-BTOPHIX, KPUTHUKA
HEKOTOPBIX pacnpocTpaHEHHBIX
COBPEMEHHBIX UJIEH O MPHUPOJIC COIUATHHBIX
uccnenoBanuii. OCHOBHOH TakTUKOH Oyzaer
JIBIDKEHUE B KJICIIW: OAHOM M TOM K€ TOUKHU
MOXXHO  Oyaer  JgocTuyb,  CcOops  C
MIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHBIX CTOpOH. YUto0BI
3aBEPIIUTHh BOCHHYIO aHAJIOTHIO, MPEXKAE YeM
OHa BBIMJET W3-TI0JI KOHTPOJISA, MOsSI TJIaBHAs
BOCHHAs IIeJIb Oy/IeT COCTOATH B TOM, YTOOBI
MPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATH, YTO JIBA, Ka3aJoCh OBI,
pa3HbIX ()pOHTA, HA KOTOPBIX BEAETCS BOWHA,
Ha CaMOM JieJle COBCEM HE pas3MYHbl; YTO
ObITh SICHBIM B OTHOIICHHHU TPUPOIBI
¢unocopur u OBITH SICHBIM B OTHOIICHUU
MPUPOJBI COLMATBHBIX HCCIEAOBAaHUN - 3TO
0/THO U TO ke. M6o nmroboe crosiee n3yueHme
o0miecTBa JODKHO HOCHUTH  (PHIOCOPCKHIMA
XapakTtep, U mobas crodmas Quiocodus




JNOJDKHA ~ OBITH  CBSI3aHA C  TPUPOAOH
YeJI0BEYECKOT0 O0IIECTBa.
2. The Underlabourer Conception of 2. dunocodcekast KOHILICTIIIUS
Philosophy O/ICHIIIUKA
I will call the conception of philosophy Sl HazoBy KoHIeENuuio ¢uiocopu,
which I want to criticize the ‘underlabourer | koTopyro cobmparch KPUTHUKOBATh,

conception’, in honour of one of its presiding
geniuses, John Locke. The following passage
from the Epistle to the Reader which prefaces
Locke’s Essay Concerning Human
Understanding, is often quoted with approval
by supporters of the underlabourer conception.

The commonwealth of learning is not
at this time without master-builders, whose
mighty designs, in advancing the sciences, will
leave lasting monuments to the admiration of
posterity: but everyone must not hope to be a
Boyle or a Sydenham; and in an age that
produces such masters as the great Huygenius
and the incomparable Mr. Newton, with some
others of that strain, it is ambition enough to be
employed as an under-labourer in clearing the
ground a little, and removing some of the
rubbish that lies in the way to knowledge.

Locke’s view is echoed in A.J.Ayer’s
distinction between the ‘pontiffs’ and the
‘journeymen’ of philosophy; it is translated
into the idiom of much modern philosophical
discussion by A.G.N.Flew, in his introduction
to Logic and Language (First Series); and it has
many points of contact with Gilbert Ryle’s
conception of philosophy as ‘informal logic’
(Cf. Gilbert Ryle: Dilemmas, Cambridge). |
will try to isolate some of the outstanding
features of this view which are most relevant
for my present purpose. First, there is the idea
that ‘it is by its methods rather than its subject-
matter that philosophy is to be distinguished
from other arts or sciences’ (3). That obviously
follows from the underlabourer conception; for
according to it philosophy cannot contribute
any positive understanding of the world on its
own account: it has the purely negative role of
removing impediments to the advance of our
understanding. The motive force for that
advance must be sought in methods quite
different from anything to be found in

"KOHIIENMEH MTOIeHIMKA", B YECTb OJTHOTO U3
ee mIaBHbIX reHueB, Jxona Jlokka.
Cnenyrommii  orpeiBok  u3 llocmanusa «
YUTATEI0, KOTOPbIN NpeasapsaeTr Jcce Jlokka
O  YEJIOBEYECKOM  IMOHMMaHWHM,  4acTo
LHUTUPYETCSI C OJ0OpEHHEM CTOPOHHUKAMHU
KOHIICTILIMK TTOICHIINKA.

CoapyxecTBO YYEHBIX B HACTOSIIEe
BpeMs He oOxomurcs 0€3  MacTepoB-
CTpouTelield, YbM MOTYYHME 3aMbICIBl B
Pa3BUTHU HAYK OCTaBAT MPOYHBIC MaMSITHUKH
JUISL BOCXUIIEHHUS IOTOMKAMHM: HO MBI HE
JIOJDKHBI  HAJIeATbCAd CTaTh boOWIOM  WIH
CugenxemMoM; W B JMOXYy, KOTopas
MPOU3BOJUT TAKUX MACTEPOB, KaK BEIIUKUUN
['tolireHnyc ¥ HECpaBHEHHBIM  MHUCTED
Hpr0TOH, 1 HEKOTOPBIX NIPYTUX, AOCTATOYHO
aMOUIIMO3HO OBITh HAaHATHIM B KadecTBe
MOJICHITNKA, YTOOBI HEMHOTO pPAaCYHCTHUTH
MOYBy M yOpaTh 4YacTh Mycopa, KOTOPBIii
JICKUT Ha TYTH K 3HAHUSM.

Barnsan  Jlokka nepeximkaercs ¢
npoBeneHHbIM A. JDx. AliepoM paznuuuem
MEXIY «TTOHTU(PUKAMI» u
«IyTEIIeCTBEHHUKaMn» B (uiocopuu; OH
MepEeBEJIEH Ha UJIMOMY MHOTHX COBPEMEHHBIX
¢unocodckux auckyccuit A.I.H.®dmro B ero
BBeJIeHUU B «JloruKy u sS3b1K» (TIepBas cepus);
Y OHa UMEET MHOT'O TOUYEK COIPUKOCHOBEHHSI C
koHuenuuel ['mnbepra Paitna o gunocodpun
Kak «HedopmanbHOil soruke» (cMm. Gilbert
Ryle: Dilemmas, Cambridge). Sl nmomnsiTatoch
BBIZICINTh HEKOTOPHIE W3  BBIJAIOIIUXCS
0COOEHHOCTEH ITON TOUKH 3pEHMs, KOTOpbIE
HanOoJIee BAXKHBI 11 MOEH HACTOSIIEH IIEIH.
Bo-niepBbIX, cymiecTByeT ujaess O TOM, 4YTO
"puocoduro creayer OTAMYATH OT JPYTUX
HCKYCCTB WJIM HAyK CKOpEE MO €€ METOJaM,
yeM 1o mpeamery" (3). DTo, OYEBHIHO,
BBITEKAeT W3 KOHIEMIMM MOJCHINNKA; OO0,
corjmacHo emy, ¢gunocodus cama mo cedbe He
MOXET CIocoOCTBOBATH KaKoMy-JI0o
MO3UTUBHOMY TTOHUMAHHUIO MHpA: OHA UTPaET
YUCTO HETaTUBHYIO pOJb B YCTpaHEHUU




philosophy; it must be found, that is, in
science. On this view philosophy is parasitic
on other disciplines; it has no problems of its
own but is a technique for solving problems
thrown up in the course of non-philosophical
investigations. The modern conception of what
constitutes the ‘rubbish that lies in the way to
knowledge’ is very similar to Locke’s own:
philosophy is concerned with eliminating
linguistic confusions. So the picture we are
presented with is something like this. Genuine
new knowledge is acquired by scientists by
experimental and observational methods.
Language is a tool which is indispensible to
this process; like any other tool language can
develop defects, and those which are peculiar
to it are logical contradictions, often conceived
on the analogy of mechanical faults in material
tools. Just as other sorts of tool need a
specialist mechanic to maintain them in good
order, so with language. Whereas a garage
mechanic is concerned with removing such
things as blockages in carburettors, a
philosopher removes contradictions from
realms of discourse. | turn now to a further,
connected, implication of the underlabourer
conception. If the problems of philosophy
come to it from without, it becomes necessary
to give some special account of the role of
metaphysics and  epistemology  within
philosophy. For though it may be plausible to
say that the problems of the philosophy of
science, the philosophy of religion, the
philosophy of art, and so on, are set for
philosophy by science, religion, art, etc., it is
not at all obvious what sets the problems for
metaphysics and epistemology. If we say that
these disciplines are autonomous with regard
to their problems, then of course the
underlabourer conception collapses as an
exhaustive account of the nature of
philosophy. Some writers have suggested that
metaphysics and epistemology are just the
philosophies of science and of psychology
respectively in disguise, but | have never seen
this view defended in any detail and it is
certainly not prima facie plausible to anyone
who is at all familiar with the history of these
subjects. Others again have said that
metaphysical and epistemological discussions
are an entirely spurious form of activity and do
not belong to any respectable discipline at all.

NPEMsITCTBUA Ha IMyTH HAIEro MOHHUMAaHHUS.
JBmwkymyio cuiy JUIss  3TOTO Iporpecca
clelyeT HCKaTb B METOJaX, COBEPILICHHO
OTJIMYHBIX OT BCEro, YTO MOXHO HaWTH B
dunocopun; TO ecTh ee HYKHO HCKaThb B
Hayke. C osToii Touku 3peHHs QuiIocous
napasuTHPYyeT Ha JPYTUX IUCHUIUIMHAX; Y Hee
HET COOCTBEHHBIX MPOOJIEM, HO OHA SBIISETCS
METOJIOM pEIIeHUs POoOiieM, BOSHUKAIOIIUX B
X0J1e He(PUITOCOPCKUX WCCJICTOBAHHIA.
CoBpeMeHHass  KOHLENIUS  TOro,  4YTO
MpeACTaBISIET co00oW "Mycop, Jexamuii Ha
IyTH K 3HaHUIO", OYEHb II0XOXKa Ha
koHrenmuio Jlokka: ¢uiocodus 3aHMMAaeTCs
YCTpAaHEHUEM JIMHTBUCTUYECKUX ITyTaHHII.
Wrak, KapTuHa, KOTOPYIO HaM IMPEJICTaBISIOT,
BBITTISLAUT IpUMepHO Tak. [lonnuHHbIE HOBBIE
3HaHUS TPUOOPETAIOTCS YICHBIMH C IIOMOIIBIO
OKCHEPUMEHTANBHBIX W HaOJI0ATEIbHBIX
METOJIOB. SI3BIK - 3TO MHCTPYMEHT, KOTOPBIii
HEO0OXOIMM JIJIs1 3TOTO MPOIIEcca; KakK U JIto0oH
IpYrol HMHCTPYMEHT, SI3bIK MOXET HUMETh
neeKThl, U Te, KOTOPbIE €My CBOWCTBEHHBHI,
SBIIAIOTCS JIOTHYECKHMMH POTUBOPEUUSIMU,
4acTO TMOHMMAaeMBIMH TI0 AHAJIOTHH C
MEXaHUYECKUMU HEUCTIPABHOCTSIMH B
MaTepHabHBIX HHCTPYMEHTax. TOYHO Tak ke,
KaK Jpyrue BUIbl HHCTPYMEHTOB HY)KJIAIOTCS
B CTEIHATHCTE-MEXaHUKE, YTOOBI
MOJIEP>KUBATh UX B XOPOILIEM COCTOSTHUM, TaK
U C s3BIKOM. B TO BpemMsi Kak MeXaHUK B
rapake 3aHUMAeTcsi YCTpPaHEHHEeM TaKuX
nedeKToB, KaK 3acopeHue KapOropaTopoB,
¢mnocod ycTpaHseT MpoTHUBOpeuus U3 chep
nuckypca. Teneps s nepenay K Caeayromemy
CJIEZICTBUIO KOHLIENIMM TNOJeHIMKa. Eciu
npobiemsl  puimocopun NOPUXOIAT K HeEH
U3BHE, CUYMTAI0 HEOOXOIUMBIM JaTh KaKoi-To
0COOBIE OTUET O poau MeTapu3UKH U
snucTeMooruu B ¢puinocopun. IoHsATHO, 4TO
npobsembl Quiiocopun Hayku, Quiiocodun
penuruu, ¢uinocopun wucCKyccTBa M T. .
craBarcs miepen uiocopuelt MMEHHO YTO
HAyKOH, pEJIMTUEN, UICKYCCTBOM, HO COBCEM HE
OUYEBUJIHO, UYTO CTaBUT NPOOJEMBI Tiepen
MeTapuzukod u smmcremonorueid. Ecimu mbl
CKa)XeM, 4TO 3TH JHUCIUIUINHBI aBTOHOMHEI B
OTHOILIEHUH CBOMX NpoOJieM, TO, KOHEYHO,
KOHIICTIIIMST ~ TOJICHIIMKA  PYIIMTCS  KaK
MCUEpIIbIBAOIIEE OIHCaHUe IPUPOBI
¢bunocoduu. Hekotopsie aBTOPBI
OPENOoNOKUIN,  4YTO  MeTapu3uka W




But they treat of questions which have a habit
of recurring and such a cavalier attitude soon
begins to ring somewhat hollow. It is in fact a
good deal less popular than once it was.
Another widely held view is that championed,
for instance, by Peter Laslett in his editorial
introduction to Philosophy, Politics and
Society (13). According to this view, the
preoccupation with epistemological questions,
which has for some time characterized
philosophical discussion in this country, is to
be construed as a temporary phase, as a period
of examining and improving the tools of
philosophy, rather than as the very stuff of
philosophy itself. The idea is that, when this
work of re-tooling has been done, it is the duty
of the philosopher to return to his more
important task—that of clarifying the concepts
which belong to other, non-philosophical
disciplines. In the first place this interpretation
is unhistorical, since epistemological questions

have always been central to serious
philosophical work, and it is difficult to see
how this could be otherwise. More

importantly, Laslett’s view involves a reversal
of the true order of priority within philosophy:
epistemological discussion is represented as
important only in so far as it serves a further
end, namely to advance the treatment of
questions in the philosophies of science, art,
politics, etc. | want to argue, on the contrary,
that the philosophies of science, art, politics,
etc.—subjects which [ will call the “peripheral’
philosophical disciplines—lose their
philosophical character if unrelated to
epistemology and metaphysics. But before |
can show this in detail, I must first attempt to
examine the philosophical foundations of the
underlabourer conception of philosophy.

AMHUCTEMOJIOTHSI - 3TO IPOCTO
3aMacKUpoBaHHble (uiaocopun HaykKu H
IICUXOJIOTUM COOTBETCTBEHHO, HO s HUKOTJa
HE BHUJEN, 4YTOOBI 3Ta TOYKA 3PEHHSA
3alMIIAIach B JETANIAX, U OHA, 0€3yCIOBHO,
HE  SBJISIETCS ~ HA  TEpPBBIA  B3MIIAJ
MPaBIONO00HON I JF000r0, KTO BOOOIIE
3HAKOM C MCTOpPHUEH 3THUX NpPeaMeTOB. [pyrue
TOBOPSIT, 4To MeTadu3nyeckue U
AMHUCTEMOJIOTHYECKHE JHCKYCCHH SIBISIFOTCS
COBEpILEHHO JOXHON (hOPMON JEeSATETBbHOCTH
U BOOOIIE HE OTHOCATCS HHU K KaKOH
yBakaeMol aucuuiuinHe. Ho oHu kacarorcs

BOIIPOCOB, KOTOPBIC HUMCIOT IIPUBBIYKY
IMOBTOPATHCA, n TakKocC 6CCHepeMOHHOG
OTHOIICHHUEC BCKOpC Ha4YuHaCT 3By4aTb

HECKOJIbKO ImycTo. Ha camom niesie oH ropaso
MEHEe INOMyJsIpeH, 4eM Korga-to. Jlpyrou
LHIMPOKO PAaCIpPOCTPAHEHHOM TOYKOW 3pEeHUs
ABISIETCA TOYKA 3peHHs, OTCTauBaemas,
Hanpumep, Ilutepom Jlacmertom B ero
pEellaKMOHHOM BBeieHUu K (unocodun,
nosmtrke U obmectBy (13). CormacHo 3ToM
TOUKE 3peHus, 032004Y€HHOCTb
ANUCTEMOJIOTMYECKMMH BOIPOCAMHU, KOTOPAs
B Te4YeHUe HEKOTOPOTro BpEMEHU
XapakTepu3oBaiia Gpuaocodckue IMCKycCcuu B
ATOM cTpaHe, JOJDKHA OBITh MCTOJIKOBAHA KaK
BpeMeHHasl (as3a, Kak NEpUoja H3Y4YEHHs U
COBEPUICHCTBOBAHHUS UHCTPYMEHTOB
¢unocodum, a He kKak cama puinocodus. Unes
COCTOUT B TOM, YTO, KOrja 3Ta paboTa mo
[epPEOCHAIllEHNI0 Oy/leT BBINOJIHEHA, JOJT
¢dumocoda - BepHYThCSI K CBOEi 6os1ee BaxKHOM
3aJ1aue — MPOSCHEHUIO KOHIIETUN, KOTOphIE
OPUHAAIEXKAT  JPYTruM,  HePHUIOCOPCKUM
JTUCIUTUINHAM. Bo-nepBbix, TaKas
UHTEpHpeTalys HEUCTOPUYHA, IOCKOJBbKY
ANUCTEMOJIOTMYECKHE  BOINPOCHI  BCErja
3aHUMAJIM LIEHTPAJIBHOE MECTO B CEPbE3HOU
¢unocodckoit padbote, U TPYAHO MOHATH, KaK
3TO MOTJIO ObITh MHaYe. YTo erfe Ooiee BaXXHO,
Touka 3peHust Jlacierra mpenmosaraer
MU3MEHEHNE HCTUHHOTO MOPAIKAa IPUOPUTETOB
B bunocodpun: AIUCTEMOJIOTHYecKast
JUCKYCCHSI TIPEACTABIISIETCS] BAXKHOM TOJBKO B
TOM Mepe, B KaKOM OHa CIIY)KUT JAJIbHEHUIIEeH
Held, a MMEHHO Ui I[POABMKEHUS
paccCMOTpEHHsI BONPOCOB B  (¢unocopun
HayKd, HCKYCCTBa, TMOJUTUKH H  T.J.
HampotuB, s Xo4y yTBepKAaTh, dTO
¢dmnocopun HayKH, UCKYyCCTBA, OJUTHKH U T.




Il. — TIpEJMETHI, KOTOpBIC si OyAy Ha3bIBaTh
"nepudepuitHpivu’” ¢dunocopckumMu
JVCIIATUTHHAMH, TEPSIOT CBOU
dunocopckuii  xapakrep, €cIM OHHU HE
CBSI3aHBI C DIHCTEMOJIOTHEH U MeTa(U3UKOH.
Ho mpexne uwem s cMOry IMOKa3aTrh 3TO
MOJIPOOHO, 51 JOJDKEH CHAadaia TONBITAThCS
U3Y4IUTh (UIOCOPCKHE OCHOBBI KOHIICTIIIHH
¢dwmnocopun, exameil B OCHOBE KOHIICTIITHH
MIOJICHITNKA.

3. Philosophy and Science

That conception is in large part a
reaction against the ‘master-scientist’ view of
the philosopher, according to which
philosophy is in direct competition with
science and aims at constructing or refuting
scientific theories by purely a priori reasoning.
This is an idea which is justly ridiculed; the
absurdities to which it may lead are amply
illustrated in Hegel’s amateur pseudoscientific
speculations. Its philosophical refutation was
provided by Hume: If we would satisfy
ourselves...concerning the nature of that
evidence, which assures us of matters of fact,
we must enquire how we arrive at the
knowledge of cause and effect. | shall venture
to affirm, as a general proposition, which
admits of no exception, that the knowledge of
this relation is not, in any instance, attained by
reasoning’s a priori; but arises entirely from
experience, when we find that any particular
objects are constantly conjoined with each
other. Let an object be presented to a man of
never so strong natural reason and abilities; if
that object be entirely new to him, he will not
be able, by the most accurate examination of
its sensible qualities, to discover any of its
causes or effects. (12: Section IV, Part 1.) Now
this is admirable as a critique of a priori
pseudoscience. But the argument has also
frequently been misapplied in order to attack a
priori philosophizing of a sort which is quite
legitimate. The argument runs as follows: new
discoveries about real matters of fact can only
be established by experimental methods; no
purely a priori process of thinking is sufficient
for this. But since it is science which uses
experimental methods, while philosophy is
purely a priori, it follows that the investigation
of reality must be left to science. On the other

3. ®unocodus u HayKa

OTta KOHIENIMI B 3HAYUTEILHOU
CTETICHH SIBIISICTCS peakiueit Ha pumocodekmii
B3I "Mactepa-yueHoro", COIJIACHO
KOoTOpoMy (GUIOCOPUS HAXOAUTCS B MPSMOM
KOHKYPEHLIMM C HAyKOW M HampaBjieHa Ha
MOCTPOCHHE WJIM OIPOBEPKEHUE HAYYHBIX
TEOpUH C TOMOIIBIO YHUCTO AalpUOPHBIX
paccykiaeHuid. Jrta uWaes  CIpPaBeIJIUBO
BBICMEMBAETCS; HEJIENOCTH, K KOTOPHIM OHa
MOJXKET MIPUBECTH, HATJISTHO
WJLTIOCTPUPYIOTCS TOOUTENECKUMU
TICEBJOHAYYHBIMH pacCyXaeHusMu [ eres.
Ero ¢wumocodckoe ompoBepkeHue OBLIO
npenocrasieno KOmom: Eciu mbl X0THM
yOemuThCs... B IPUPOJAE ITUX JI0KA3aTEIbCTB,
KOTOpble yOexaaloT Hac B (axkTax, Mbl
JOJIKHBI CIOPOCUTh, KaK MbI TPUXOIUM K
3HAHUIO TIPUYUHBI W CICACTBUSA. S pHCKHY
YTBEpKAaTh B Ka4ecTBE OOIIETO MOJOXKEHHUS,
KOTOPOE€ HE JIONMYCKAeT MCKIIOYEHUM, YTO
3HAHHE ATOT0 OTHOIIEHHUS HU B KOEM Cllydae
HE JIOCTHTAETCS alPUOPHBIM PaCCYXICHHUEM;
HO BO3HHUKAET MOJHOCTHIO U3 OTBITA, KOTJa MBI
0OHapy»XUBaeM, 4TO KaKue-IN00 KOHKPETHHIC
00BEKTHI TOCTOSTHHO CBSI3aHBI APYT C IPYTOM.
[Tycth 00BEKT OyAeT MpeacTaBiIeH YEOBEKY,
HUKOT/Ia He 0O0JaJaBlIeMy CTOJb CHUIBHBIM
MIPUPOJTHBIM Pa3yMOM U CTIOCOOHOCTSIMH; €CITH
ATOT OOBEKT OyHeT AJs HEro COBEPIICHHO
HOBBIM, OH HE CMOXET ITyTeM CaMOT0 TOYHOTO
M3YYeHHUS  €r0  YyBCTBEHHBIX  KAauecTB
OOHAPYXUTh KaKHe-THO0 U3 €ro MPUYHH WITH
cneacteuid. (12: Paznmen IV, Yacts |.) Teneps
9TO JOCTOMHO BOCXHIICHHS KaK KpUTHKA
ampuopHOIl miceBnoHayku. Ho 3TOT aprymeHT
TaK)Ke YacTO HEMPABUIBLHO NMPUMEHSUICS JUIS

TOr0,  YTOOBI ~ aTakoBaThb  alpHOPHOE
¢unocopcTBOBaHME TAaKOrO pojJa, KOTOPOE
SBIISICTCS  BIIOJIHE  3aKOHHBIM. ApPryMeHT




hand, philosophy has traditionally claimed, at

least in large part, to consist in the
investigation of the nature of reality; either,
therefore,  traditional  philosophy  was

attempting to do something which its methods
of investigation could never possibly achieve,
and must be abandoned,; or else it was mistaken
about its own nature, and the purport of its
investigations must be drastically
reinterpreted. Now the argument on which this
dilemma is based is fallacious: it contains an
undistributed middle term. The phrase ‘the
investigation of the nature of reality’ is
ambiguous, and whereas Hume’s argument
applies perfectly well to what that phrase
conveys when applied to scientific
investigation, it is a mere ignoratio elenchi as
applied to philosophy. The difference between
the respective aims of the scientist and the
philosopher might be expressed as follows.
Whereas the scientist investigates the nature,
causes and effects of particular real things and
processes, the philosopher is concerned with
the nature of reality as such and in general.
Burnet puts the point very well in his book on
Greek Philosophy when he points out (on
pages 11 and 12) that the sense in which the
philosopher asks ‘What is real?” involves the
problem of man’s relation to reality, which
takes us beyond pure science. ‘We have to ask
whether the mind of man can have any contact
with reality at all, and, if it can, what difference
this will make to his life’. Now to think that
this question of Burnet’s could be settled by
experimental methods involves just as serious
a mistake as to think that philosophy, with its
a priori methods of reasoning, could possibly
compete with experimental science on its own
ground. For it is not an empirical question at
all, but a conceptual one. It has to do with the
force of the concept of reality. An appeal to the
results of an experiment would necessarily beg
the important question, since the philosopher
would be bound to ask by what token those
results themselves are accepted as ‘reality’. Of
course, this simply exasperates the
experimental scientist—rightly so, from the
point of view of his own aims and interests.
But the force of the philosophical question
cannot be grasped in terms of the
preconceptions of experimental science. It
cannot be answered by generalizing from

3BYYHUT  CIEIYIOIUM  00pa3oM:  HOBBIE
OTKPBITUSL O pealibHBbIX (paKTaX MOTYT OBITH
YCTAQHOBJIEHBI TOJIBKO 3KCIIEPUMEHTAIbHBIMU
METOAAMH; HHMKAKOTO YHCTO alpPHOPHOTO
nporecca MBILLUIEHUS IS 3TOro
HeocTaToyHo. Ho MOCKOIbKY MMEHHO HayKa
UCHOJIb3YeT IKCIEPUMEHTAIbHbIE METOJbI, B
TO BpeMms Kak (uiocopus SBISICTCS YHUCTO
alpuoOpHOM, M3  3TOr0  CIeAyeT, 4YTO
UCCIICIOBAHNE PEATBHOCTH JIOJDKHO OBITh
npenoctabieHo Hayke. C JIpyroil cTOpoHsI,
¢wiocopuss TpaAULIMOHHO YTBEp)KIasla, UYTO
3aHUMAETCs  MCCIEJOBAHHUEM  NPHUPOJIBI
peaIbHOCTH; u HOJTy4aeTcs, 100,
TpaauLMOHHAasl GUII0CO(US MBITANACH CALNIATh
YTO-TO, YTO €€ METOIbl HCCIICJAOBAaHHS He
MOIJIO OBbITh JOCTUTHYTO, HWJIM JK€ OHa
omubanach OTHOCHUTEIILHO cBOEH
COOCTBEHHOW  MPHPOIBI, M  IEIb e
UCCIICIOBAaHUM JTOJDKHA OBITh  PaJUKaIbHO
nepeocMbiciaeHa. Temepp  apryMeHr, Ha
KOTOPOM OCHOBaHa 3Ta JUJIEMMa, OIIMOOYEH:
OH COJICPKUT HEPACHPEICICHHbIA CpEeaHUN
tepMuH. ®paza "uHcciaenoBaHHE TPUPOABI
peanbHOCTH" JABYCMBICIEHHA, U B TO BpeMs
Kak aprymeHT KOma npekpacHO NpUMEHUM K
TOMY, 9TO aTa dpaza nepeaaet
IPUMEHUTEIBHO K HAYyYHOMY HCCIIEI0BAHMUIO,
3TO mpocTo ignoratio elenchi mpumenurensHO
K ¢unocopuu. Paznuune MEXIY
COOTBETCTBYIOIIUMH ~ LEISIMH ~ YYEHOTO |
¢miocopa MOXHO ObUIO OBl BBIPa3UThH
ciaenyromuMm obpaszoMm. B To Bpems kak
yUeHBI HCCIEeNyeT MPHUPOLy, HNPUYUHBI U
CJIEZICTBHS KOHKPETHBIX pEaIbHBIX BEIICH H
MPOLIECCOB, ¢dunocodp UHTEpecyeTcs
MIPUPOJION pEaNbHOCTH KaK TaKOBOW W B
1esioM. bepHeT odeHb XOpollo H3iaraer 3Ty
MBICIb B CBOEH KHHI€ O TPEUYECKOH
¢dunocodpun, Koraa ykasplBaeT (Ha CTpaHHULIAX
11 u 12), 9yTo cmbICch, B KOTOpoM (rtocod
copammBaeT: "Urto peanbHO?", BKIIOYAET
npobneMy OTHOIIICHUS YeJIOBEKa K
peaTbHOCTH, KOTOpasi BEIBOJUT HAC 32 PaMKH
YUCTOM HaykKu. ‘MBI JOJKHBI CIPOCHTB,
MOJXET JIM pa3yM uYelloBeKa BOOOILE HMETh
KaKOH-TMOO0 KOHTAKT C PeaTbHOCTBIO, M €CIH
MOJET, TO KaK 3TO MOBJIHIET Ha €ro >KU3Hb'".
Teneps maymaercsi, 9To 3TOT Bompoc bepHera
MOXET OBITh PEIIEH SKCHEPUMEHTAIbHBIMU
METOAaMH, YTO O3HA4aeT TaKyl  Ke
CEpbEe3HYI0 OMMOKY, KaK U AyMaThb, O TOM, 4TO




particular instances since a particular answer to
the philosophical question is already implied in
the acceptance of those instances as ‘real’. The
whole issue was symbolically dramatized on a
celebrated occasion in 1939 when Professor
G.E. Moore gave a lecture to the British
Academy entitled ‘Proof of an External
World’. Moore’s ‘proof” ran roughly as
follows. He held up each of his hands in
succession, saying ‘Here is one hand and here
is another; therefore at least two external
objects exist; therefore, an external world
exists’. In arguing thus Moore seemed to be
treating the question ‘Does an external world
exist?’ as similar in form to the question ‘Do
animals with a single horn growing out of their
snout exist?’” This of course would be
conclusively settled by the production of two
rhinoceri. But the bearing of Moore’s
argument on the philosophical question of the
existence of an external world is not as simple
as the bearing of the production of two
rhinoceri on the other question. For, of course,
philosophical doubt about the existence of an
external world covers the two hands which
Moore produced in the same way as it covers
everything else. The whole question is: Do
objects like Moore’s two hands qualify as
inhabitants of an external world? This is not to
say that Moore’s argument is completely
beside the point; what is wrong is to regard it
as an experimental ‘proof, for it is not like
anything one finds in an experimental
discipline. Moore was not making an
experiment; he was reminding his audience of
something, reminding them of the way in
which the expression ‘external object’ is in fact
used. And his reminder indicated that the issue
in philosophy is not to prove or disprove the
existence of a world of external objects but
rather to elucidate the concept of externality.
That there is a connection between this issue
and the central philosophical problem about
the general nature of reality is, I think, obvious.

¢dunocoduss ¢ ee anmpUOPHBIMH METOJAMHU
pacCyX JIE€HHUsT MOXET KOHKYpHUpOBaTh C
AOKCIEPUMEHTAIbHOM  HAyKOM Ha  CBOEH
coboctBeHHOi mouBe. MO0 53T0 BOBCce He
AMIUPUYECKUN BOIPOC, @ KOHIIETTYaJIbHBII.
OTO CBS3aHO C CUJION KOHLEIIUYU PEAIbHOCTH.
OOpamieHue K pe3ylnbTaraM JKCIEPUMEHTa
HEM30€KHO BBI3BAJIO OBl BAXKHBIA BOIPOC,
MOCKOIBKY Guinocod Obu1 OBl BBEIHYXKIIEH
CIPOCHUTh, KaKHUM 00pa3oM caMH 3TH
pe3yJbTaThl MPUHUMAIOTCA KaK "peaibHOCTh .
KoHeuHo, 3TO mpOCTO BBIBOAUT W3 ceOs
YU4EHOTO—)KCIIepUMEHTaTopa - M 3TO
NPaBUIBHO, C TOUYKH 3PEHHSI €r0 COOCTBEHHBIX
uenei u uatepecoB. Ho cuna ¢unocodekoro
BOIIPOCA HE MOXET OBITh MOHITA B TEPMHUHAX
SKCIIEpUMEHTaIbHONW Hayku. Ha Hero Hemb3s
OTBETUTH, 0000IIasi KOHKPETHBIE IMPHUMEPHI,
IIOCKOJIBKY KOHKPETHBIN OTBET Ha
bunocodckuit BONpoc yxe moapasyMeBaeTcs
B MIPUHATUHU ITUX PUMEPOB KakK "peanbHbIX".
Becp »a3TOT BOmpOC OBUT CHMBOJIHMYECKU
MHCLEHUPOBAH [0 ClIy4yar0 Ipa3gHOBAHUS B
1939 romy, xorma mpodeccop I[.D. Myp
IIPOYNTAJ JIEKIHIO B BpuTaHCKOW akageMuu
noa Ha3BaHueM '"J0KazaTeabCTBO BHEIIHETO
mupa". ‘JlokazaTenbcTBO’ Mypa BBITISICIO
IPUMEPHO cleayoumM oopazom. OH MOIHSI
KaKIYI0 U3 CBOMX PYK IO Ouepe]d, rOBOpS:
"Bor omgHa pyka, a BOT  Jpyras;
CJIEI0BATENIbHO, CYIIECTBYIOT IO KpanHen
Mepe JIBa BHELIIHUX OOBEKTa; CIEe0BATENbHO,

cymectByer BHemHud wmup". Paccyxnas
TaKUM o0pazom, Myp, Ka3aJIoCh,
paccmatpuBan Bompoc "CyimiecTByer Jin

BHEIIHUHN MUP?" KaK aHAJIOTUYHBIN 110 opme
Bonpocy "CyllecTBYIOT JIM JKUBOTHBIE C
OJTHUM pOTOM, PACTYIIMM U3 HUX MOpPIbI? ’
DTOT  BONpPOC,  KOHEYHO, ObUT OBl
OKOHYATEeJIbHO peIlIeH IyTeM MpeIbsIBICHUS
JIBYX HOCOPOTOB. Ho OTHOILIEHUE
aprymeHtauuu  Mypa Kk  ¢dunocodckomy
BOIIPOCY O CYILECTBOBAaHUHU BHEIIHETO MHpA
HE TaK MPOCTO, Kak BONpoc 0 Hocoporax. 6o,
KOHEUHO, (uiocopckoe  COMHEHHE B
CYIIIECTBOBAaHMM BHEIIHETO MUPA OXBAaThIBAET
JIB€ PYKH, KOTOpbIe co3lail Myp, TOYHO Tak
e, KaK OHO OXBAaThIBAeT Bce ocTalibHOE. Bech
BOTIPOC B TOM, KBATU(DUIHPYIOTCS  JIH
00BEKTHI, TOA0OHBIE IBYM pykam Mypa, Kak
oOuTaTeny BHEIIHEro Mupa? JTO He 3HAYMT,
4To aprymMmeHT Mypa COBEpUICHHO He




OTHOCHTCS K JIeTy; YTO HENPABUIBHO, TaK 3TO
paccMarpuBaTh 3TO KaK SKCIEPHUMEHTAIbHOE
JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO, TOCKOJBKY OHO HE IOXO0XKE
COOCTBEHHO Ha O3KCIEpUMEHT. Myp He
OPOBOAMI SKCIEPUMEHT; OH HarloOMHUHAI
CBOCH ayIMTOPUU O YEM-TO, HAIOMUHAI UM O
TOM, KaKk Ha CaMOM JeJlie HCHOJIb3YeTcs
BbIpakeHHe "BHemHuM o0bekt". W ero
HAallOMMHAHWE YKa3blBaJO Ha TO, 4YTO
npobiieMa Gprtocoun 3aKIIF0YACTCS HE B TOM,
4yroOBl  JIOKa3aTh  WJIM  OINPOBEPTHYTH
CYIIECTBOBAaHHE MHUpPA BHEIIHUX OOBEKTOB, a
CKOpee B TOM, YTOOBI MPOSICHUTH KOHLETIIINIO
BHEIIHero. To, 4TO CyLIECTBYET CBSI3b MEKIY
3THM BOIIPOCOM H LIEHTPAIBHOH (pritocopckoit
npoGsieMoil 001Iell MPUPOAbl PEAIBHOCTH, S
JyMaro, O4eBUIHO.
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