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. Apatoagt .

Tht-‘thonin attenpts to examine the role of Rudolph Carnap's principle .\ 9
of tolerance, in the philosophy of the Vienna Circle. In the first part
of this o-’u; M-tor;cal iqvu'upuon ‘uon to indicate that the ' \ \'/
work of .the Vienna Circle was intended by its members to be considerwd
as a programme for politiocal and udctal change, .Gr'gt importance 1is
attached to the work of 0t Neubath and the influence he had upon
Carmap. It is argued that.it is only in this context that the principle
of tolerance can be properly understood, Consideration is also given to
its function in Carnap's later 'sonaniic' peripd. The second part of this
essay tries to show thu? two recent attacks on the principle of tolerance
arc misdirected in the light of @he interpretation given to it above. Some
critidisms are advanced which purpor} to demonstrate that the prlncipll of
tolerance raises what are perhaps 1nsuportb1; difficulties for the logical
enpiricist. However, it is also urged that the programme of the Vienna
Circle, in which the principlo of tﬁiertnce plays such a kdy,role, 1is

a very laudable entorpriso.'

iv.
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N ANTROOVUCT JON
Vhen will the Middle Ages end? Ve do not know, Ve see war,
® the conflioct of men against men, instead of a common fight

against common danger and the organisation of a better
civilisation.l » )

= Otto Neurath

(The philosophy of the Vienna Circle is) an objective,
undogaatioal philosophy, which ocam not possidbly hgve any
opponents, because it makes no assertioas at all,

- Friedrich Vaismann

Ve witness the spirit of the scientific world-conception
(wissenschaftliches Weltauffass penetrating in growing
mReasure the forms of personal and public 1life, in education,
upbringing, architecture, and the shaping of economic and
social 1life according to rational principles. The_sclentific
world-congeption serves life and life receives it,

= Otto Neurath

The proud thesis that no quest{on is in principle unsolvabdle
for science agrees very well with the huable imsight that,
even after allquestions have been answered, the problem
which 1ife poses for us has not yet been solved.

- olph Carnap
Der logische Syntax der Sprache was first publi in 193,
Relying on some of the results of the work of the brilliant mathematician,

Kurt Goedel, Rudolph Carnap attempted to show that a purely syntactic
interpretation could be given for a formal language L (in this cage, the
language of Principia Nathmatics). Carmap wished to formulate the syntax
of L entirely ‘withia’ | (that is, solely by using the resources of

L). Although the whole book aroused great interest on the part of
logicians, linguists, and philosophers of many persuasions, one particular
part has intrigued commentators ever since. I refer to Chapter 17
entitled °‘The Principle of Tolerance in Syntax'. Virtually every

commentator on Cu-pap'u earlier thought mentions this principle with



something very ﬂou‘ly reseadling awve, but few have serioualy attempted
to olyctdﬂo and assesas it., I shall try to do this here. Indeed, {t
SeORs Q'.o B8 that ramified-versions of the principle of tolerance have

been adopted, largely uncomoiou'-kly'by l.uny nembers of uj empiricist
movenent in philosophy. Any serious atteapt to anniyao the whole tradition
would. take up severpl tomes, 80 [ here limit ayself to the genesis and
development of the principle of tolerance, This is to be found in tho
Jof & few eantral thinkers of the Yienna Cipple school of philosaphy.

The first of the two parts into say is divided {s an

attenpt to jive an exegesis of the princi elerance,

such an easy matter as it may appear to be. It is necessary to glv
account of the history of the Vienna lircle. This approach seems indis-
pensible., The principle of tolerance makes no sense unless it is understood
in the context of the debate which was taking place amongst the Circle
members about both the direction and the details of thelir philosophy.

In particular, the role played by Otto Neurath in the deliberations of the
Circle members is absolutely crucial to my interpretation of the principle
of tolerance. I hope it will be made clear that the principle of tolerance
springs from certain social and political convictions held by key people
within the Circle,

Carnap himself became convin@d later in his career that a logical
semantics of language was pou/ le, even necessary to the formal analysis
of l:hguago. The effects of’Q:Z principle of tolerance in his conception
of semantics will therefore also be traced.

The second part of this essay leaves exposition behind and passes on

to criticism, Based on the interpretation of the principle of tolerance



).

propeuaded Ln the first part, the two receat sttasks on m;lotplo
of tolerance are showa to be wantiag in & number of significant ways.
Thea, we shall pase on to a onuqu’of the principle, Seversl er.tuotm
are advanced which try to undermine the fundasental assuaptions upon
whioh it is based. Severul internal h\ooc!hunolu will be drought to
Aent. | |

It will be concluded that, although the principle of tolerance
eprings froa laudabdble intentions, Carnap's fors of 'to’lomt' empiricisa

{s essentially linked with a commitaent to an uwavorkable enterprise.
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PART 11 The Priscisle ef Toleraaen: A Histerjeal Be-Iateraetatics
CAPYeR Oome lsae Niswnderstandings Abous the Nature of Logical Positivims

It may seea Mudristic to commence W aoocusing others of ignoring
\hose features of the philosophy of.the Vieana Circle which I hold to be
oTuclal v the"understanding of that sovement, before I have arguéd for ay
view, Hclnnvor.' u; does seem to me to e useful to take a brief look at tho.
lieterature to try and gat ecee perspective on the interpretatioa of
logical positiviem which I shall advance as the oaly one which can aake
sense of the principle of tolerance. I shall argue that the principle of
tolerance plags a central role 1A the doctrine of the Vieana Circle, at
least for same of the important Circle meadbers. Of oourse, my assertion
that it does play such a role presupposes exactly what I wish to show, I
ask that the reader bear with me in the hope that this approach will
have Jjustified itgelf once the end of the first part has been reached.

An enormous quantity of material has beea written about logical
positivisa and the various logical positivists. This is only natural
oconsidering the great influenoce they have had on the history of Westem
philosophy. The 'Coamtinental’ tradition has taken the wark of this movement
as the paradiga of the sort of philosophy to which they are eaphatically
opposed. I am not terridbly familiar with the ‘Continental’ traedition,
but I do not thimk that it 1s an unfair @eneralisation to say that there
has been neither an atteapt to distinguish the work of the Vieana Circle
froa that of other philosophers in the eapiricist tradition, nor to try to
understand and carefully articulate the €oals that the Circle had set for
itself. 1Indeed, the attack from the ‘Continental' quarter perenially seems
to focus on methodology to the exclusion of what the methodology wms

ultimately supposed to aocoaplish.
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Surprisingly enough, where does met appear w0 b a sigaificant
iaproveasnt 18 the literature of the ‘Analytie’ tradition - the tradition
which olaims to embrace eapiricisn to o greater or lesser degree, and 3
fortiori the loglcal positivists, he -u:u.of its own entourage.
Considezadble energy has been oxpended amongst empiricists to distinguish
thelir thought from that of the logical positivists, Bt 1ittle has boen
done to try to determine what the positiviate were tryiag to do. The
Vienna Circle is not considered to have esatributed aAythiag \omrds

[
8 RoTe basic understanding of man and his world and the dilemmas that he
sust dally face as part of that world, Nor has logioal p’oduu- bogn
thought to have even concermed itself with these issues. The interest of
the ‘Analytic' tradition has again always bdeen on the nthodolob and
‘theoretical’ writings of the Vienna Circle. No serious exaaination of
wvhat Circle meabers took to be the basic thrust of their position has
been forthcaming. The fundamental teaets of the philosophical position
of the Vienna Circle have been ignored. In a way, the situation has
its analogue in the attitude of the pagans in this bit from Whitehead.

The Anclent wqrld of paganism was tolerant as to Creeds,

Provded that your actions conforzed, your speculations were

unnoticed. Indeed, one mark of progrees beyond purely instinctive

social relations 1s an useasy feeling as to the destructive

offect of speculstive thought. Creeds are at once the ocutoome

of s lation and efforts to curd speculation. But they are

alwvayd’ relevant to 1t.5

The attitude adopted in this essay 1s reflected in my wholehearted
agreenent with Vhitehead on this matter.

Perhags the most videly inflwential account of the history of

‘Analytic’ philosophy and its immediate historical antecedents ods John

qI’umoro'a A Hundred Years of Philogophy. He treats loglcal positivisa

3.
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ot leagwn. ¢ K1s veralen of the detatenbetunce Girele seshors abeut
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disousdion to the prineiple of tolesanse.” In this cesay, 1% will be

argeed that the prisciple of toleranee, u'-mm. provides

the iak between the mm'-wmnm.num

\-o.mn, Reglected grounds for the easetasat of e dedates Lhemselves.

Juliva Veinberg, in what 1s prodably the stamdard text dealing
exclusively with legical mzuvin.‘ performs the resarimdle Mt of
explainiag the doctrime of thh Vieama Cirele 1a gemeral, and giviag &
detadled socowat of Carmap's [ogien) SYRtAX of longuage 1n perticular,
vithout evea msaticaing the principle of tolermace onse!® The maises
mtormmdwumuu-umm.

+ The plyotal role played by Seurath in the deliberations of the Cirels gees
wtold, o attenpt 1s sade to try and oee the sovelloat as many of ite
mtmm‘mmwuuhu-mu.u.mt
vith a defiaite programme.

d.0, um.ummmuwmmuvmum

book, Mhilesosbioal Amalvsis aed 1ts Duvelommsnt Detween the Vazs. i

\mmnmmuumax-m The
Tollowing is his versioa of the positivists’ anewsr to this pair of
cognate questioms, mcmmmuwnrm'nm
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prottssls cught W wee? ™)

‘ The wmllenigh inereditio answese 18 fasl given .
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dﬂomwh-umww ‘enente) and
v aseePt Wheee protectls whieh are e aceredited’
soliontiste afd o joet theee Uml are 80N,
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It ought not soed iaemeditle %0 uws Lha( thie anewer 1o inevedible
16 his, given Mt he Rover oves sealline the prineiple of telosiase
Mmuwm\'o,mrib”umuw posss., The
m.rmumn_:umud'qmumuuu
depondent on the making explieit of the thrust of \he pesitivists’
position, as @hey themeelves sav it. .

On a deighter mote, Msemsse, in his u-uo!. ‘logloal rositiviaa’,
in the Brgrolesedis of Mllosony.)! disevesss Wriefly the eeprit of the
Vieana Circle; does mention Neuruth aid his Karxien; and does liak together
the doctrine of the physicaliea and Uw prindidle of wlerunce. This s
all good as far as it goes. However, evea with the spatial reetrictions
taposed wpon his, 1t 1s stfange that he does mot see how all this fits
together to form a comprehsmsive picture of logical .pouvt-.

This covers the major literature ia inglish whish purportis to give
aa account of legieal positiviem, with several emceptions which will be

duly noted thweughout the grest of tho.\on.u

. There are .
artisles, of course, dealing vith mamy aspects of logical poeitl
Seldsn emgetical, the deal largely vith ‘testaical’ isswes of peel
theory. xumnmwmmtumuxmu..mg.

by & careful ematnation of the histery of logical positiviem, and by
reading the' positiviste’ own acosust of what the Viemma Circle ws all
.ht.mm_mm'M'Mhunvmm

aore imeightful light. Indeed, ome gets the feeling readiag abdout logieal



positivisa that it was solely a philosophy which attempted with single-
ainded detornikation to destroy the speculative conception of philosophy
through the application of Jogic to traditional philosophical problems.

It follows from this that the interest in positivism would centre.

around disputes over the details of thia'j.chnique. The why and wherefore
of the litter gets forgotten in the flurry of the discussion. The principle
_of tolerance is such a unique subject in the corpus o£ {ho Vienna Circle
doctrine becaﬁse althoagh it appears.to be simply an artifact of technique
in the l}pgical analysis of language, absolutely no sense whatever can be
nade of 1t short of digging cut the assumptions upon which it rests -
assumptions which colour the whole of loglcal positivism. The impression
_-that the Vienna Circle was cblposed of philosophers who were either
disinterested by, or uﬁinclined to say anything about, some of the
political and social 1ssues which face every human being, is no longer
tenable. 1 will argue that the principle of tolerance is the pivotal
notion which hooks up the.;;chéenphasized ‘technical’ issues in Vienna
Circle doctrine with the 'practical' concerns with the world - which were
the baslis of the entire philosophy. Let us pass from polemics to

'exegasis.



CHAPTER TWO: The Beginnings of the Vienna Circle and the Aufbau

Se—

Today, in 1977, 1t is scarcely original to say that the philosophy
of the Vienna Circle was not free of metaphysics. In fact, three members
of that organization have even admitted to the change.l3 We recall
F.H. Bradley's famous pronouncement that anyone who tries to refute
metaphysics in himself a brother metaphysician. A.J. Ayer tried to meet
this charge, but only very superficially, in his positivist classic,

Language Truth and ngi_.lu Exhibiting the nature of these metaphysical,

presuppositiogs, however, is a lengthy and painstaking task. Another //
great labour, perhpas more difficult yet, would be a psycho—historicai
inquiry into the reasons for these presuppositions’ acceplance in the
first place. One may even question the value of such a projéct. The
dangers of falling into the jargon of aprioristic psychology or faddish
psychiatry are manifold. Consequently, I propose to. eshew this line of
attack and approach the subject in a considerable more modest fashion -
historically, with an emphasis on what is known to have been sald or
written,

In 1922, Mortiz Schlick was called to the prestigious chair at
Vienna in the philosophy of science, which had been especlally created for
Ernst Mach, the 'philosopher;scientist' who so ably criticized Newton's
concept of absolute time. Mach died in 1901 and was succ‘eded in 1905
by Ludwig Boltzman, who had held it until 1906. The chair had remained
empty since the war. Schlick had made a name for himself by writing the
first philosophical critique of Einstein's special’iheory of Riativity,

called Das Raumzeitlehre (1917). When -Schlick affived in Vienna, his two

brightest students, Friedrich Walsmann, who was then the equivalent of

a post-doctoral feli%u. and Herbert Feigl, a promising graduate student
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at the time, urged him to start a seminar on the use of scientific .
method in philosophy. This was duly set up for Thursday evenings ;t
Schlick's lodgings. } .
The discussion proved to be highly stimulating, and under Schlick's
leadership many problems in the philosophy of science were examined.
Most of the participants were not then professional philosophers. They
were generally mathematicians (1like Kurt Goedel), or physicists (1ike
Gustav Bergmann). Thers was even a specialist in Jurisprudsnce, Felix
Kaufmann. A turning point, however, was reached when the members of an

organization which had been known as Der Verein Ernst Mach began to

attend the seminar. This was a group whiéh had been formed by the
sociologist Otto Neurath, Its most important members were Hans Hahn,
the mathematician, Phillip Frank, physicist and life-long friend of
Neurath (who never officially joined the Circle itself as he accepted a
post in Prague instead), and Viktor Kraft, the historian. Neurath ol
contributed much to the discussion in the new seainar through his most
harsh and vociferous criticism of metaphysics, It was he, prophetically
enough, as we shall see, who gave the new, enlarged group its name -

The Vienna Circle. Hans Hahn, however, was the one who set £he discussions
off in the direction that was to prove to be the ba.a"of the Circle"s

mature views. A number.of the members were somewhat familiar with Russell

and Whiteheads's Principia Mathematica (1910-13), but they had great

difficulty understanding it. Hahn, over a space of two years, patiently
lectured to his colleagues on the intricacies of the Principia logistic,
He also introduced them to the cryptic Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlung
(1921) of Ludwig Wittgenstein, which for the first time really gave thea

a focus for their discussion; its translation into English as the



Tractatus Lg.ico-Philonongigg- helped to prepare anglophone philosophers

for positivist ideas. Armed with their new facility in logistic, they
set about trying to decipher the Tractatus, which although pueeling,
seened to embody the basic intuitions upon which the seminar gatherings
were predicated - the appflcntlon of scientific method to philosophy,
In 1925, the same year that Hahn' introduced ﬁittg.nstoin to Schlick and
his pupils, Rudolph Carnap began to attend the meetings as often as he
could,

° Blographical material on Carﬁap (1891-1969) is somewhat scarce,
In what follows below, I will recount some of Carnap’'s early life and
talk about some parts of the Aufbau, his first major work, Thisxhggcussion
is intended to show that he definitely held what I shall cali (sonovg;i
neéuloualy. for the time being) ‘humanitarian ideals’', be{pre he joined
the Circle, The exegesis of some aspects of the Aufbau is intended to
lay the foundation for the discussion of the principle of tolerance
itself. From here onwards, so;e familiarity with the technical issues
of logical positivism is presupposed.

We have from Carnap's autobiographical ossayl5. at least two statements

that illuminate the formation of what I call his 'humanitarian ideals’
in the period before he joined the Vienna Circle. He mentions there how
deeply his parents were committed to Protestantism. He adds that, although
;a a university student he quickly gave up the religious views into which
he had been raised, he always had great respect both for his parents and
. for their beliefs. He was appalled by tales of the atrocities that had
been committed in the name of one religion or another. As a consequence
of this, he became firmly convinced that religious toleration ought to be

practised by all societios.l6 This thesis later became much more coaprehensive,
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as we shall 'no .
[ 4

It seems that, although Camap led a somevwhat austere and retiring
1life, he was never one to pass up a chance to discuss vital iasues with
his friends and colleagues who he truly respected. He talks about the
many discussion groups in which he took.vpu't :n a student. He uila us
that he participated under duress in the FAwet World War; it had commenced
when Cai'nap was twenty-three and a candidate for a Ph,D. in physics at
the University of Jena, where he also studied logic with Frogo.]'? In one
paragraph, he describes his socio-political views of the pre-Circle
period, contrasting his attitudes of before and after the Great War.

The outbreak of the war in 1914 was for me an incomprehensible

catastrophe. Military service was contrary to my whole attitude,

but I accepted it as a duty, believed to be necessary in order

to save the fatherland. Before the war, I, 1’0 most of my

friends, had been uninterested and ignorant in golitical matters.

We had some general ideals, including a just, higmonious and

rational organization within the nation ané among'mations.

We realized that the existing political and ecoacmic order

was not in accord with these ideals, and still less the customary

method of settling conflicts of interest améng nations by war.

Thus the general trend of our political thinking was pacifist,

anti-militarist, anti-monarchist, perhaps also socialist,

but we did not think about the problem of how to implement

these ldeals by practical action. The war suddenly destroyed

our illusion that everything was already on the right path of

continuous progress.l

Although Carnap seemed to think that he and his friends of student
days had nothing practical to propose, it is worth mentioning here that
Carnap himself had already cultivated an interest in universal languages
which was to hold his attention throughout his entire jife. He eagerly
learned Esperanto when 1t was first developed and spent many spare hours
checking out other languages of this type. This was a practical step towards
the fulfillment of his early soclio-political ideals; and we shall see that

it has a very suggestive parallel in his later work.
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As & post-doctorul fellov at Jena, Carmap #pd heard through Hans.. -

13.

o
-

Reichenbach about Schlick's seainar and’ had managed to get himgelf invited
to attend under the suspices of Hehn, Jn the meantime, he had been working

on his third book - De ) der Welt (1928), now referred

to by philosophers and intellectual historians as the Aufbgu. Cammap's
first publication had been his doctoral dissertation entitled &R__._g
(1922) which offered a somevhat neo-Kantian analysis of the concept of
space - Carnap's teacher in 10.16. Frege, had rejected Kant's view of
arithmetic as synthetic & pxiori 1n status, btut had remained closer to
Kant on the status of goo-otz'y. Das Raum had been followed in 1926 by

The Aufteu, however was the first of Carnap's books to make a major

impression on the philosophical world.

& short book on the concepts of physics called Physikalische Borgftfsbildm.

The book's project was one of rational reconstruction. The idea was @

at least as old as Leibniz, but it was only with the help of the

logic of Russell and Whitehsad that the task seemed feasible. Schlick
had come up with the title, but Carnap himself approved the English
translation which is somewhat isleading. The Germen work ‘der Aufbau’
(11terally: 'construction’) suggests structure only in the ”l?‘ of

"that which is tuilt up'. Indeed, Carnap had embarked ‘on.a Rageellian
programme of ‘rational reconstruction', as expecially exemplified in
Russell's Our Knowledge of the External World (1915). Ctﬁp states the
outline of the project of the Aufbeu as follows:

It 1s the main thesis of construction theory that all conocepts
can in this way be derived from a few fundamental concepts, and
it is in this respect_that it differs from most other ontologies
(Gegenstandstheorie) .19

We may immediately wonder, especially in lieu of the word

Gegenstandstheorie, what the oonnection 1s with the furniture (if any)

‘.-’ ° .
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of the world.

l

... there is only domain of objects (Gegenstasnden) and
therefore only one science.?

A traditional metaphysical question may now force itself upon us,
to wit: ‘What is the nature of this objeot dpmain?' It is in his
answer to this question that Carnap first lays down an important necessary
condition for the adoption of what he will later call the principle of
tolerance, and thus avoid the metaphysical question posed above.

It makes no difference whether a given sign denotes the ooncept

or the object, or whether a sentence holds for objects or

concepts, There is at most a psychological difference, nanely,

a difference in mental imagery. Actually, we have not two

conceptions, but only two different interpretative modes of

speech...de can actually go further (without here glving any
reasons) and state boldly that the object and its concepts

are one and the same. This idontificatiozn not amount to

a reification of the conceft. but o. the trary a ‘'funtion-
alization' of the object.?

Carnap chooses to tuild ﬁls' construction system on an ‘autopsychological'
base, uaing what we might call cross-sections of .exp.rience. or Gestalts
and the 'recollection of partial similarity' as the only’ primitiv ,
relation. Thyough the use of ingenious applications of the logistic
of the Principia, h'i‘ also concerned to show how the world might be
reconstructed ‘frem :c_tch'.zz By this I mean that he could reconstruct
the world without presupposing any of the features (physical or ontological)
of the world in his system. He thought that he needed to make no
‘speculative’' assumptions about the world and its nature. Given a system
base, by means of purely logical manipulations alone, he thought that
he could derive the laws of physics and therefors the basic structure of
the world. In this matier he was heavily influenced by such recent
dfvelopments (at that time) as the discovery of non-Euclidean geometries

aid of alternative modes of axiomatizing a system of geometry.
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It was not intended to be a metaphysiocal reconstruction, for any
auadber of ‘bases’ (ie. domains of objects) aight do \hé trick. As for
the primitive relation, Camap was optimistic that psychology would de
reduoced in thuzo to the physiology of the brauin and that the ‘recollection
of partial similarity’ could some day be formulated in purely physiological
temms., The language in which he builds up the domain of objects and ":.
his thoory.ot qonctructlon is given a strictly extensional interpretation.
The ooncepts to which reference must be made in the system are to be
considered only in terms of their ‘reference’, and not their ‘sense’,
to use Frege's terminology. The 'senses’ are amere epistemological
additions. On this view, they have no ontological bearing whatever and
are therefore to be proscribed by the philosopher who is trying to
reconstruct the world on a scientific hgsis.ZB The intuition which lies
behind this claim is that science 1s concerned with what the world is
‘objectively' like. The ‘reference'’ of a concept was thought to be
‘objective’. The 'sense’', however, was that which ia imppsed by observers
on the concept. It is more exactly a psychological feature added on to
the concept in virtue of our necessarily finite and subjective apprehensive
of any concept of any object. But, given the identification of concept
and object, we find that Carnap can claim to have steered clear of the
three major evils which can hound thcirttional reconstructionist - .
metaphysics, psychology, and epistemology (taken by Carnap in its
perjorative sense to be a hodge-podge of the two). MNo judgement is made
as to the real nature of the world, Sclence has no need of such
assuaptions. It just assumes a ‘realistic’ view of the world and is thus
able to carry on perfectly well without any metaphysics or psychology btuilt

into 1t.2b The language of the construction systea itself carries no



ontological ocoamitaents at all. It is entirely free from metaphysiocs
or epistemclogy as it makes no difference what ‘setaphysiocal’ aystea

one aight use as the dase for the aystea., It makes no pronounceaents
about reality.

Let us emphasize again the neurality of the oconstructional
language. This language is not intended to express any of the
so-ocalled epistemoclogical, but in reality metaphysical doctrines

(for ompio realias, idealisr, solipsism), bBut only epistemclogical
relations.5

As Carnap repeatedly insists, construction theory contradicts no
metaphysical school,

The so-called schools of realism, 1dealism, and phenomenalism
agree within the fleld of epistemology. Construction theory
represents the foundation which they have in common. The
diverge only in the field of metaphysics, that is to say

(Af they are meant to be epistemological schools of thouﬂt)‘,&
only because of a transgression of their proper boundaries,

In fact, with the world rationally reconstructed in this manner,
Carnap can even go as far as to say that,

'Masterialism is a translation of spiritualisa’', All philosophers
are correct, but they express themselves with varying degrees

of ineptness, and they camnot help this, since they use the
available language and consequently speak in a hundred sub-
languages, instead of inventing one pasigraphy.Z?

Thus it follows that, if our suggestéd coapromise is accepted,
then non-rational intuition and relig faith (to the extent
to which they are not only believing the truth of certain
propostions, but are ineffable) cannot bs called knowledge.

It should be favourable to the peaceful relations between the
various spheres of life, if we do not designate two such
heterogenous spheres with the same name. It is only through
this that contradiction and strife arise, which are not even
possible as long as complete heterogeneity is clearly seen
and emphasized.<8

The last paragraph evokes the true spirit of the Aufbau. Carnap is
trying to teach us to use the construction system when we wish to answer

philosophical questions but to realise that it only takes us so far.

16.
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Vith regard to other Nlﬂw qQuestions, one must exercise an
g,gggn!.“"9 One chooses the ‘oo which one finds most oonveanient to plug
into the oonatruction ly.ul.‘ ?h. realisation that there {a no asclentifio

way of deciding between the various metaphysiocal acoounts of reality

perhaps does not lead in turm to the state of as it did for the

ancient skeptics., MHowsver, this realisation s us the needlesa
oconfli8t and wrungling that has characterised the ree of philosophy.
(On the other hand, it may be that we attaina l ataraxig by so
eschewing many sources of* Angst sbout the nn'tauf ble. This is actuslly
not too far from Carmnap's later doctril .) The sphere
of metaphysical discourse is now shown to be irrele o a serious
scientific enterprise, which Carnap conceives philosophy to be. Although
the c_onlt.mcuon systea 1s in itself only a sketch, the advance of

science (which, of course, includes formal logic and mathematics) will .
allow philosophers to complete the Aufbau and so have the complete

Weltbild which has so long been striven for by scientist and philosopher
alike.

But what of the questions that traditionally have occupled philosophers
that are not anasvered by the oonstructien systea and scientific philosophy
and which are not of the epistesological-metaphysical type?

The proud thesis that no question is in principle unsolvabdble

for science agrees very well with the humble insight that, even

after all questions have been answered, the problea which 1life
poses for us has not yet been wlvod.36

Let us now close this chapter with some more history and a look Q
at the character and works of the leader of the Vienna Circle - Morits
Schliick. The stage will then be completely set for the main act which 1is

to follow in the next two chapters,
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Hans Helichenbach, the ‘leader of a similar group in Berlia, who also
attended some of the Thursday evening sessions, applied for a position
at Vienna when it ‘bopl.lo.‘ available {n 1926, It was lar to Hana'
Hahn's lobbying of uohlick that Carmap was chosen. Hahn fated
Carnap’s technical factlity with the formal idiom and 1t turned out that
nis Judrement was quite aatute, to sap the least. 3chlick himsel’ wan

-

perhaps uneasy at firat, He wax' the oldost member of the group and

certainly the most widely read in the realm of ‘les_arts ot leg belles

lottres’, !ils writings were almost exclusively in a natural idiom
(as opposed to a formal one), He felt that the Circle had contributions

to make in the humanities. His Fragen der Kthik (19%) 1s one of only
31

threme books by Circle members on queations of ‘value’, He tried to
analyze moral statements as diaguinad imperatives. The justification
for these imperatives, claimed 3chlick, car only be on utilitarian
grounis, Both of these points are supposed to | arrived at as a result
of value-free, ‘'theoretical’, ‘cognitively msaningful' analysis. The
first is discovered simply through the ‘objective’ analysis of our moral
talk. The second is established by an examinatior of how people actuall_y
Jo act morally. The work is intended to be ojective in the senme that
it purports to offer merely a descriptive, as opposed to a prescriptive
snalysis, However, in the last part of the dook, Schlick has seemed

to posterity to transgress the classic boundary between °'is' and ’o*t‘.
he has appeared to be urging us to act in certain desirable ways, and
yot not to realise that he is thereby forcing certain values upon us,
cleverly digguised as fact.a.' Indeed, shortly after the book's publication,

this was the reaction of Friedrich Waismann, Schlick's closest associlate,

vho urged that the Fragen der Ethick bs read as a hyan; much in the spirit

{
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of the closing passage of the beck which is & pesedy of Nant's 'Nymacof

Duty'. This was actuslly an effort to safeguard Schlioh from the oriticiam
0

of his ocolleagues by putting his essay beyond the reala of ‘eognitive’

discourse. It was somehow to be oconstrued as 'po.uv‘.p

jchlick advocated a critical realisa and thought (like Richard
von Mises) that metaphysics, altheugh’asserting nothing, could be helpful
both with ‘1ife’ and the correct formulation of non-oognitive 'expressions’
as cognitive ‘ssaertions’. His respect for tradition ws great and he
was n}l avare of the influefioe of metaphysics on history. re held that
it is the philosopher's job to expose these situations.

Le dogmatisme du -oupnyulcunnocgndonc chose ucoﬁdnin.

It est inevitadble des que cette sion fondamentale des

probleas logiques et les protlems Je fait s‘est un fols

produite. Cloame logicliens nous sommes contents d'avolr

decouvert le parsloglsme; nous nous sommes dedarasse d'une

certaine sort d'inquietude, des lors plus d'angoisse nous

manifesterons une comprehengion historiques, leurs dogmer

ne nous irritent plus: nous pouvons adairer en tout bonne

en cherchant, tout en ocommittant des erreurs, falt preuve

d'une profonde volonte d'arriver a la verite.}]

Nonetheless, Schlick insisted on a strict separation between cognitive
and non-cognitive questions. ¥With Reichenbach, he was sost outspoken
against the tendency of some of the Ciréle meabsrs to read political
implications into the Vienna Circle's work in philosophy. He was opposed °
to a spirit of polemic: He did not approve of the Circle's pronouncements
being construed as—a programme for changing the world.

C'ezt vraiment une drole idee que de vouloir conduire lo,“
hommes a la verite en leur falsant peur de certain mots.

Schlick expressed great admiration for Socrates and his personal,
individualigtic, relentless search for the truth. HNe sets himself apart
from those who want to destroy philosophy. He thought that wide reading

and depth in cultural background would help the search for truth. I
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Wlleve that ven Nisse oohses his sentimsats vemy Wil 1a Wh¢ paseage,
in which he attasks the notion of selenee for eelenee's m.}m suggeete
that the reala of setence will e droadensd 10 inelude OLher areas wvhere
pressing problems need sclutieam, ’ '

A btaslc contrust Wotween matural soismcse and the humanities,

vith respect 0 either sethod or subjeet matier, canmot be

oonstructed. Any elaseification and swbdolassification of the

sciences can serve oaly a mruotical and teaporury purpoee; .

it 1a neither logileally bMiading wor fimal, doponds upon

the extermal ciroumstances undsr which scieatific work is dome

and upon the very eften achieved Wy the clarificatioa of

\nntu” that 1lie on the boundary of previously upd
delds,

It is clear that Schlick feels that valuadble progress ia to be
made in the ocourse of clarifioation. It is significant that he and
dalsaann (especlally ths lsttew) were the only positivists with whoa
Vittgenetsin would regularly discuss his phnooow.“ Vittgenatein's
intensely gnpoml mark was staaped on his own philosophy and his claim
to have shown, in principle, the solution to all phuo.ophlo.l. prodleas
|\.a extremely amenadle to Schlick's own otyh.. His apolitical stamce
and the notion that questions of value such as we have in politics,
etc., belong in the realsm of 'Des Mystigche' sesa to have been well
adhered to in Schiick's work. The attridution of value is strictly
a non-cognitive affair in Schlick. He wrote a timy book )und an essay
in which he considered the meaning of 1ife.J’ The second 1s a reworking and
a condensatioh of the first. He argues ia both that the meaning of 1iTe
is to becoms 1ike a child again, Clearly, however, theee essays .
are meant as pure and ummitigated speculatiaf. They adhere to the spirit
of doing philosophy which have esen in Carmap 1o two grounds. They
re-eaphasise the importance of questions outside the cognitive reals,

yot at the same time make Nno pretense of being ssesrtioms. They were

-—1
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1atended Wy SeRlish to bo tahen 60 Jeesry.
Poshaps Soth the clate alout e affiaity of the philecephjes of
Sehlich and Vitigeneteln oxght o bo semevhere leapered because of eme
chametortalic Wat they both do share.' Thag are both cemewhat

anbivalent whem 1t comes 0 Losuss asm-sognitive. Villgeasteia‘s
‘Bas Rystisshs’ may 1a faet ot Bo otriet)y the reals of peetry and
hyame. There may be simply & differeat seds of reassaing which applies
Vhere. On the othetr hand, Sehliek say have toeh sere of a sosel
iatuitionist, In his wnfinished pecthupous werk, Natur ARd KNAMAK.
which was % have his Heupiuers. he grepples with the old Greek predles
about the ascendsacy of either gageg or phreis. This book was supposed to
briag together his ethical theory with a philosophy of mature. Ne was
trying to dhov the inporwanes of culture and ast thwoughsut histery
and demoastrete that culture was necesaary fef progrees in otvilisation?®
It looks as If he thought that the eultured man would bde the sorully
prospicucus man, and that that sort of man would mot oaly be stigulated
by the oculture of the society ia which he lived, st that he, ia his
ture would bemefit that sseiety. Schlick ales vrote & msber of essays
pa the taportance of leisure, ia which he argeed that qunM
oconditioa for the developmeat of oulture.

Sohlick's writiags are much broader ia scope and less waivooal
both in tome and ia the drawiag of coeciusions thaa thoes of soet of
his ocolleagues who atteaded the seainar at his ledgings. This sahee
uupﬂ’l assertions abowt hia fairly difficult. lowsver, ! have
" discwssed his at leagth without truly doimg Jestice to the width and
depth of his thought as he serves as aa adnimable foil for the lses

‘coaservative’ (I do mot ssan this 12 a perjorative sense) ssmebers of the

P N

I



., Circle, of whom I will be treating at much greater length,
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Schlick, as the leader of the Vienna Circle, definitel& did not,
inqeed could not, impose his style of philosophizing and his complete
conception of philosophy on all the members of the Circle., Walismann,
von Mises, Bergmann and Kraft all tended to join with Schlick in taking
a more ‘'conservative' view of the Circle and what its philosophy was
supposed to accomplish. Generally, their opinioné on the issues discussed
were far less 'radical’' (again, in a non-pejorative sense). For this

reason, } dub them, for the sake of convenlence of reference, the 'right

“wing' of the Circle, They are to be constrasted with the 'left wing

of the Cirele, which 1 take to be composed primarily of the co-signees ¢
of the 'wissenschaftliches Weltauffassung' - the ‘manifesto’ of the
Vienna Circle - Hahn, Carnap, and Neurath.39 We shall now proceed to look

~

at this wing of the Circle. vy



CHAPTER THREE: Carnap and Neurath: The Debate About Protbeols

Logical positivists are generally characterized as physicists and
mathematicians who arg by and large ignorant of the humanities. Otto
Neurath (1882-1945) was a sociologist by training. He knew Latin and
Greek and, like Schlick, was extremely widely read, writing articles
in French and English in additiona»to his native German. Bu&k?e admitted
that, while he was interested in history, he did hot pay much attention
to the history of philosophy, although he had done so in his youth.

This was because he was totally antipathetic to the netaphysics of the
tradition, He was quite convinced that devotion to metaphysics could
easily lead men from obscurity to obscurantisa., (Like Ayer, Neurath

was strongly opposed to construing metaphysin‘u- poetry because this
seemed to impute some value to it). Insteac -.~» »ead classical economics,
both social and political history and theory, and the classical works

of science. Some of his earlier work was on the development of a system
to study the economy of a nation at war.uo He was involved in the
famous Spartacus revolt in Berlin in 1919, albeit as one of the moderating
influences. Having been arrested anyway, one of tpe witnesses at his
trial was Max Weber. He was found guilty but was repatriated by his
native Austria,

A lifelong congsrn of Neurath's was languages. His primary concern
was with the creation of a language which would use 'pictorial’ represent-
ation to communicate widely the results of scient%fic investigation., He
hated arcane, esoteric forms of expression. He attacked mystifying
authors (like Spengler, in his vieu)ul whose alleged attempts at
intellectualization he.oquated with Platonilc lystifiéatlon ;ni fascist

tendencies to hide truth from the people. His work in representational

23.
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languages and development of media to bring science to the public, lead
him to be called to take charge of the Gesellschafts und Wirtschaftsmuseum
in Vienna in 192#.“2 The Ruseun was to be a propaedeutic to the rational
organigation of soclety, It would literally show the various kinds of .
soclal processes at work in Viennese soclety and bring facts into
relation with them for all to see. With his first wife, Hahn's siate;
Olga (also a Circle n;lbor). Neurath developed a language called
‘Isotype’' to do the job. It was a resounding success, though it was
never as widely employed as Neurath himself wished.uj During that same
yYear, Neurath started up a group that met to discuss the application

of rigourous scientific procedures to the study of politics and society.
He lectured on Marx, and being very well versed in his thought, he made
various Marxist teachings clear to a corpus of intellectuals, mostly
scientists, who were interested in applying scientific procedure to

the problems of society. Hahn, Kraft and Frank were all members of this

group which was called’Die Verein Ernst Mach - named after the great
positivist philosopher-scientist,

Neurﬁth, apparently, was a huge man with a balding head of red hair
ané a florid face.uu He was most animated in discussion and an eloquent,!
if loquacious speaker. His personality and strong will were abundantly
evident in his speech patterns. He had an unflagging capacity to take on
enormous amounts of work. His bbundless.energy amazed his colleagues
and awed his students, He was the natural leader of the group, ¢

Hahn heard about Schlick's Thursday evening seminar and seems to
be the first of Neurath's friends to attend it. Hahn brought back

stories of the exciting discussion to the fellow members of Die Verein

Ernst Mach. Frank left for a post 1in Prgaue at about this time but the



other meabers soon became permanent participants in the discussions at
Schlick's home,

There Were immediate personality conflicts between Schlick and
Neurath, who were, with Hahn, the eldest members of the new group.
Schlick's dignified and gentle siyle was diametrically opposed to
Neurath's voluble and frequently harsh critique of opponents' positions,
Three factors played an essential role here, Pir-t of all, Neurath
had a nearly pathological disdain for metaphysics, which he whs quick
to volce. In faét. he used to shout, 'Metaphysics!' whenever he thought
that someone in the discussion had transgressed the bounds of that which
we can find out by means of empirical science. Finding hinselz’so
often tossing this out, he proposed to Schlick that he merely say 'M!’
as 1t was shorter. Finally, in the 1ntores£s of brevity and the smooth
confinuity of argumentation, he changed tactics once again and said
'Not M!' instead as, he a?jured. he would have to speak less often if
he pointed out this feature of the discussions ;nstoad.us

Secondly, his whole conception of how to philosophize was not only

stylistically opposed to that of Schlick, but was incompatible with the

essential tenets of Schlick's method. Probably as a result of his Marxism,

he insisted that groups should get together to solve probleas, that there
should be, as it were, a division of labour amongst these groups which
should be composed of experts from all walks of life. In the Vienna
Circle, he found his dre”’ He thought that this group of intellectuals
which represented such a wide variety of academic backgrounds could,

by working together, each in his separate field using strict ag}entific
method, produce a unified corpus of scientifiq-knovledga. This leads on

to the third point which gets us to the heart of Neurath's thought and

25.
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shows his iRfluence on the thought of the Vienna Circle and in particular
on Carnap.

The ‘'right wing' faction of the Circle, led by Schlick, considered
that political discussions had nothing to do with the 'theoretical’
(cognitive) aims of the group.

Political tendencies, such as Neurath occasionally injected

into publications and such as the 'Vienna Circle' was reproached

for Dingler in the preface to his Grundlagen der Geometrie

(1933) had nothing to do with the aims of the Vienna Circle;

which were purely philosophical., Reichenbach repudiated such

tendencies (Erkenntnis v.4, p.?5f) and likewise Professor

Schlick onpﬂztic&lly disowned them in his conversations f{th

me (Kraft).

Hugo Dingler had said that the denial of an absolute ground for
geometry, (with which the ¥ienna Circle of course concurred, as part
of their rejection of metaphysics), lead to relativism of values and‘pnge

der Bolschiewismus, Reichénbach categorically denied this in a short

article entitled 'In Elgner Sache', and sought to refute again the notion

that geomtetry has an absolute foundation. Significantly, Reichenbach

does not support his denial of Dingler's charge of gBlitical radicalisn.“7

The essence of Schlick's and Reichenbach's position was that the

practical and theoretical aims of the Circle must be kept soparate.ue

The practical aims were strictly non-cognitive (not ‘theoretical’, rather
‘practical’) and consequently were of no concern to a group of philosophers
advocating scientific method in philosophy.

Neurath often went far beyond these narrow limits and used .
‘pragmatic-political’ arguments...(He) strongly criticiced .
(the) neutralist attitude, which in hiﬂ9opinion gave aid and
confort to enemies of social progress.

Once, he even took Hahn in hand for trying to purify parapsychology

of its unscientific elements by attending a series of s‘ancea, claiming
w 50

that this merely tended to "strengthen supernaturalisa

26,
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Indeed, Neurath saw ;h' clusters of h-liofJ.‘nd methods which he
deemned metaphysical as the embodiment of pseudo-rationality and as the
major obstruction to social prokress. 3ince what he took to be metaphsics
had no possible relationship to the world, he concluded that a change
in metaphysics meant no change in the world at all. Hence Neurath called
metaphysics the most useless branch of supposed inquiry and a source
of the kipd of psoudo-rttiona{ity which was harmful to human reason.

Thus Neurath was against 'armchair' philosophy for two reasons: it was
unscientific (hence irrational, meaningless) and 1t could not provide

any practical benefit to the world. We shall see below that the first
reason is to be cashed out in terms of the second! Most of the positivists
were in agreement with respect to the first thesis (to a greater or

lesser degree), but the second was by no means agreed upon. Hahn and
Carnap argued with him at great length, defending the right of the pure
scientist, at the very least, to conduct his investigations,

....uithout'regard for the question of whether people use

or misuse the results...Neurath rejected these doubts and

warnings. He would deride those purist philosophers who si*

cn their icy glaclers and are afraid that they might dirty

their hands if they were to come down and tackle the practical

problems of the wqud.51

To this end, Neurath definitely stressed the 'programmatic' aspect
of the Vienna Circle. It was he who suggested the name and who tried

to develop in his fellow group members a sense of unity of outlook.

Der Verein Zrnst Mach became the publicizing arm of the Circle. It was

through this sooiety that the Vienna Circle tried to bring its views
before the public and to propagate the benefits of the scientific attituds
to those doing work in any academic discipline. Needless to say, the

‘'right wing' was not impressed.



ese neetings of Der Yerein Brmet Naoh continued throughout
. "1ife of the Circle but they oame to be supplanted by
r activities which tranaformed the olubsénto something
nearly representing a political party.

Neurath's driving energy was reflected in the nuaber and range of
projects in which he was involved, He organized the ioriol of International
Congresses for the Unity of Science. These were -upvod to be a forum’
for scientists and philosophers to get together with their colleagues

from around the world to exchange information and ideas with regard to o

U the project of unifying science. He initiated two series of books -
. .

one was with Schlick as collaborator - The Schriften sur wigsensghaftliches
Uo;uufgusgg‘ which became the rubric under which many of the Circle
members published thelir books. The other was & series intended for the
layman, which was published under the auspices of the Verein Ermst Mach.
He was the founder of the journal Enheitswissenschaft - another Verein
publication. Although he never became an editor, Neurath was also the
driving force beshind ‘he creation of the principle organ of the Vienna
Circle, Erkenntnis. 'He organized the series of public lectures given

in Vienna, sponsored by the Verein; and last, but certainly not least,
Neurath was the father of the International Encyclopedia for the Unity

of Science. The latter was & project conccivod on a grand scale. It was
to be two introductory volumes and twenty regular volumes, each one on
a different aspect of the Unity of Science, all of which were to be
supplemented by five volumes of graphics - pictures, dlagraas, charts,
maps, etc,, all done in Isotype. The first twenty-two volumes were
originally to be published in three ms with arrangements made to
add more, The five ‘schematic' volumes would be trilingual, as natural

language was only needed to explicate the symbolisa and the organization
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of each volume, People from all different cultures could take the final
volumes in hand and with a bit of training, be able to see the foundations
of all the knowledge in the universe. It wpuld have been Neurath's ¢
crowning acheivement had the Encyclopedip been completed, As it was,
c;m;p and Charles Morris, the Anoricc;l pragmatist who was the Circle's
spokesman in North Aporioan. took over after Neurath died. Only the
introductory volumes were pudblished.

The alfinities with the Engyclopedie of Diderot, d'Alembert and
other thinkers of the French Enlightenment are coaspiocuous) especially
the notion vof having a supplementary volume of 1{lustzations and diagrans.
The encyclopedic tradition alvays had a programmatic nature; the spirit

of reform and rationality through the science which imbued the project

'
was caught perfectly by Kant in his famous essay, 'Vas 1ist Aufklaerung? ‘.

The Vienna Circle has often been considered ahistorical, In Neurath's
hands, it was not., The study of its precursors is beyond the scope of
this essay, but it suffices to point out that Neurath, at least, was

wéll aware of the tradition which preceeded him. He cites in addition

to the Encyclopedistes,numerous precursors in each of a number of flelds.
In the realm of political and social philosophy for example, he singles
out for pralse, Epicurus, Leibniz, Hume, Benthanm, Mill, and Comte, Spencer,
Feuerbach, Marx, Mueller-Lyer, Popper-Lynkeus, the elder Carl Menger,

and John Dewey all receive npqcigl -ention.53 Neurath's clopedia
itself contains two monographs which document those who are thought to
precurse logical eampirisa, The first is entitled 'The F'e= s~ {onalisa
and Empiricisa’ in which the scientific and rationalisti. ‘ees=- logical

positivisa is shown to be the outcome of developments ‘. oé

century mechanics - notably the work of Mach. The seco



).

with the Yienna Circds itself and 1s called 'The Rise of Logical llplrtclun'jb
It shows briefly why these various thinkers are taken to be the mentors
of the movement, Lven t*o tern ‘'positiviea’, as Comte defined it, has
import for the prograamatic nature of the Vienna Circle, It goes without
saying that the strains of aysticism in Comte were rejected, thus making
Mach the logical Father of the movement as it was conceived by Neursth.
Usefulness in the improvement of individual and social existence was
part and parcel of the programme.

Another influence that might be briefly mentioned is that of the
church,

It 1s certainly remarkable that the atmosphere {n Vienna was

not determined by the philosophy of the (sic) neighbouring

Germany, ‘Idealism’, but by the empirical influences (sic)

of England, France, and America. Neurath draws attention

to the fact that this situation has not only aoriginated

from the labour of E, Mach, but has been strongly advanced

by the antipathy and fear, that government and church felt

for German Idealisam,which they considered to be a result of

the French Revolution., Empiricists were generally tolerated

but not so Idealists because ecclesiastical circles did not

understand that criticisa from empirical qQuarters would be

much more radical than that from the Idealisats, 55

The church of Vienna was, of course, the Roman Catholic one,
whereas, in Germany, the Protestant church was supreme, The Protestant
doctrine and Idealism seemed to be much more compatible, especially
because of the pan-Germanisa that was so often assoclated with it,
The aristocratic, traditional Catholic church would not put up with that
sort of thinking. Neurath himself outlined the political and social
background that led up to the development of the Circle in the work
alluded to in the quotation abovo.56 He felt that the study of soclety
could also be conducted rationally and scientifically, that is to say,

without invoking any sort of metaphysics, either in the methodology or the



vesults, NHe was oconvinoed that a aritical and undogmatic form of
Marxiam would provide the necessary tools,

L)
Narxiaa endeavors Lo establish the connections between the
social institutions and the behaviour of entire classes, 8o
that {t can account for the frequently changing verbal sequencea
which are supposed to ‘explain the motivation’ of the !slonuﬂcnlly
law-adiding actions which are conditioned in thia way.

This is the sort of analysis that is most amenadble to the unity

of sclence and the advancement of soclety. A new discipline called

’foucn.ology‘58 was to replace value-theory of all descriptions and

Jurisprudence. This in turn was taken to be a part of ooctoloo.”

M.

Indeed, Neurmth thought that he could moclologically explain away objections

to his retormation of the diacipline, which in turn was part and parcel
of the corpus of sclence, which again in turmn was the sua of huaan
rational knowledge. Here is a substant{al passage- from Neurath which
should help clarify these intended connections,

Only established schools of soclology, requiring social support,
can master, by means of collective labour, the masses of material
which aust be adapted to stricter formulation of correlations,
This presupposes that the powers which finance such work

are favourable inclined towards social behaviouriaa.

This is in general not the case today. Indeed there exlats in
the ruling classes an aversion to soclal, as well as individual,
behaviourisa which is much more than a matter of sclentific
doubt, which woudl be comprehensible in view of the imperfections
of this doctrine. The opposition of the ruling classes, which
usually finds support in the universities of capitalist countries,
is explained sociologically above all, by the fact that empirical
sociology, through its non-metaphysical attitude, reveals
the meaninglessness of such expressions as ‘'categorical laperative’,
'divine injunction','moral idea', 'super-personal state’,
etc. In doing this 1t undermines important doctines which are
useful in the maintenance of the prevailing order. The pro-

nent of unified science does not defend one world-view
ﬁolun-chauung) among other world-views. Hence the question
of tolerance cannot be raised. They declare transcendental
theology to be not false, but meaningless. Without disputing
the fact that powerful inspiration, and cheering and depressing
effects, can be assoclated with meaningless doctrines, they can
in practice 'let seven be a holy nuamber’, since they do not



harass supporters of these dootrines. But they cannot allow

that these claime have any meaning at all, however ‘'hidden’,

1e. that they ocan confire or oonfute soientifioc statements.

Bven If such reasoning by the pure seientist leaves sstaphysics

and theology undisturded, it muuug shakes the reverance

for thea whioh is frequently deaanded,

This leaves ua with three points to pick up and expand so as to see
the continuity of Neurath's thought. The first is thg notion of world-
" view) the second is the unity of science, which leads us to the third -
the quarrel over'the nature and scope of the principle of verification,

To address ayself to the first point, | must briefly distinguiah
between two words which denote two related btut crucially different
concepts U_olungchsm‘ and Veltauffassung. The root of the former is
the infinitive schauey (%0 show). The separable and prepositional
German prefix an uk;n 1t the infinitive anschauen (literally, to look
at) and Anschauung is the neun formed from the infinitive; 1t may require
various English nouns for translation depending on the connotation
one desires (eg. ‘'view', ‘'perception’, ‘conteaplation’, ‘observation’).
However, the u.dd(f?!bn of the noun Velt (\10:'1&1)6'1 as a prefix changes
things radically. The translation always given is, of course, ‘'world-view',
Grimam devotes a nuaber of pages to this word but of the three basic
definitions, the following one 1is nlovaht. here. It relies on some
previously given definitions, but for our purposes, some intuitions about
the word will suffice,

3) oft beriegt man sich welt. - wie einige der vorstehenden

belgege schon erkennen lassen - weniger auf eine bLestimmte .
welt-aufsicht oder weltverstellung als solche als auf die

damit verbundene seelisch-geistisch einstell
gegenueber welt und leben. ily undorncorincg. a

This is the sense in which the word was mo}\lly used in philosophy
A

\
after Kant. It carries the sense of being the absolute base upon which




n.

one forms one's opinion, belief oF knowledge of everything that there

is to sense, intuit, think adout or what have you, To Neurath, this smached
of setaphysics. As one can see froa his socioclogical programme, he does
not oountenance abeolutes of any sort, claising that they are sociologically
relative., Talk of any MW to hia wag on a

par with the categorical iaperative - strictly speaking, meaningleass.

Ve cannot speak rautionally (that is, scientifically) adbout it, So it

is on pain of inconsistency, that Neurath may not claim to be pushing

for a sclenific ‘Veltanschavuag’.

However, the case 1s differeat with ‘Voltauffassung'. In 1931,
vhen the second volume of Erkenntnis came out, it contained what reads

as the manifesto of the Vienna Circle entitled 'Die Vissenschaffliches
Veltauffassung: Der Wiener Kreis', co-signed by Neurath, Carmap and
Hahn, It laid out the basic tenets of the philosophy of the Vienna
Circle and urged that all philosophers and scientists take heed and adopt
the Veltauffassung put forth, in order that progress could be made in
working out the urgent and seeaingly intractible probleams of the world. It
ends on a note which is reminiscent of the conclusion of a more famous
manifesto.

We witness the apirit of the sclentific worldyconoeption /\

(Veltauffassung) penetrating in growing measure the forms

of personal and pudblic life, in education, upbringing,

architecture, and the shaping of economic and social life
according to rational principles. The scientific world-

conception (Weltauffassung) serves 1ife and 1ife receives 1t$3

The root of Weltauffassung is the infinitive fassen (to hold or grasp).
The separable prefix auf changes the Sinn, but not the Bedeutung in
English. The translation is still 'to hold’ or ‘'to grasp’' but in the
sense of grasping some adstract thing, eg. a concept, 1dea, history,
and so forth, The substantive Auffassung 1-_ uaiqod four catagories



of defiaitiens, but the firet 10 neet laporteat - Yerntesndnis (11temlly,
waderstanding). Onoe again, ome sust seleot one's ocoanotation 1if ens

1e %0 give the English. ! should Wik tnat ‘approhonsion’ 1s W9 eloesst
to what Neurath was afier, Addu(th; prefix Velt, v transla®e the
vhole as ‘Vorld-Apprehension', or better yot, ‘Node of Apprehending

the Vorld' as heing much more faithful 0 Neurath's use of the origiamal
rather than as'world -outlook' or ‘world-orieatation’ as I have always
found 1t '.; be uu-'hud. YoltaulfasauRg does mot strike the native
Gexman um’oumthuuwu.oh.“hnﬂum the lees
pedestrian but more coamon Veltanschauung. Indeed, the former is rarely
used ia the vernacular,

In the ‘wissenschaftliches Veltauffassung', Neurath was poleaiocising
in order to get people to adopt exactly this ‘nmev'standpoint. It was
supposed to involve no Betaphysics, Just a nev way of ‘grasping’ the
world which could lead on to greater knovledge tArough science and the
advanceament of techmology. This,in turn, would help us with the rational
organisation and betterment of the world. One was encouraged to learm
to apprehend the world scieatifioally. Like Narx, Neurath takes a
defiant stand; showing how the programme of the Vienna Circle diseolves
all the traditional philoeophiocal probleas and .confusions which stood
in the way of real progress and aims at msoving on to the solution of
those prodlems which have pressiag urgeacy for people living in the
world, .

This is what matters - not whether the ideals which a soclety

proclaias are ' r', ut vhether mman life umder that

systea is happler.

This essay, unlike Schlick's writings, ocontains no talk of ‘Truth’,

Consequently, one's systea has to be adopted to 'serve the various desires

"%
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AAd onda 0 mopagate aany !ife fosme’ uhder varylag Netlorical aad
svols) ocauum.‘s 1t Lo setaphyelesal w clala that ome iemesfomn -
13 tetter than ancthes. There 1o no Pusaibie solentific wmy of dsolding
which te Wetler aa aulence i value-freq i%elf and logloally aanmot
fore tte bacls for amy value  Judgement whatever. This 1a only jwaaitle
éivea corwain guals wad alne W begin with, Trwes however arv tayondy
the reals of science, too.
To unteretan: thle eurt of claia, | -u.! Tegsat Yalamann's
Shata. terization of 3chllek's view Of Rla own i losophy . 'L.h thla
. - point Neureth veule B 1n otal agreeseat with nis lees redical colleagues.
(Tre philosophy of the Yieara “lrcle la, an objective,
undoghatioal philosophy, which can mot poasidly an nay
Jpponents because 1t aakes Ao sssertiors at all
sifce 1t 1s tmmed o6 the results of eglence and uses solentific
MOthoia, such a philosojry merely e:;0ee- [geudo-facts for what they are
and exhidits factr of 1ts own diecovery. Trerefore, the reasoning aeen-
to go, {n Just t/e eame way as one cannot dspute @bout the facts 4dlscoered
by sclence, 80 one canhot argue wit:. the phlloeophy of the Vienna Circie.
1. the other hand, Neurath, 1A 0on \unction with his critique of the
‘neutral’ philosophy of the right dM_:lrclo. held that even a delitauffaspung
comRits one to a policy for l:uoa. There 1s mo ultimate solution to
the problems of the -o:ld.w \ne's deltauffeseupg is actually only to
be ascertained Yy the ‘unity of uuon'“ displayed by a group and this
say be accounted for sociologiocslly. Oms can see that his eociology and .

/ .
his Rarxiss detetmined his view of philoesophy. His viev wms to influence

aany of tmio o followed ths doings of the Vienma Circle, especially Y

non-acadeaics, as iu;nt.h was almost inevitably the Circle's spokesman .

[ 1
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Indeed, it is at last not difficult to see why Schlick was at odds
with Neurath. We can easily imagine Schlick taking great offense at
statements by Neurath like:

Intolerance in the field of uorld-outgook (Weltauffassung)
;5 on the whole alien to the workers.®9

Neurath's plan was to effect a complete restructuring of all human
social and economic existence. Only through such vast changes,
hg believed, could world peace b® achieved; changes which could involve
the establishing of a central world government, Neurath was a federalist,
however, and by no means in favour of a monolithic system. On the contrary,
he stated that éhe combination of tradition and tolerance of lghinsrornen
were the necessary pre-conditions of this organization., The immunity

of lebensformen from rational justification leads Neurath to advocate

their toleration,
4]

Well, in this small way (being télerant). I can realize

something of the way of life of a kinder, new soclety in

which differing ways of 1life will be allowed side by side.70

Yet this position encouraged him to pursue his own pet project,
the institution of a universal language, both for research and for
instiuction. The need for the latter was to be filled by Isotype, and
for the former, by the Unity of Science. In tracing this part of Neurath's
influence on Carnap, we enter a much more familiar phase of the debate
within the logical empiricist movement.

There is no need here to expound the history of the arguments
concerning the most basic elements of sclence, Nor do I think that
there is any point here in pouring over documents from the Tractatus

‘ up to Carnap's 'The Methodological Character of Theoretical Concepts'.71



Rather I want to elaborate Neurath's thesis of the Unity of Sclence,
and the debate between him and Carnap over the consequenges for the
principle of verification,

We femember that Carnap had said that the base of the construction
system was metaphysically neutral so long as it was empirical: that it
could be phenomenalistic, physicalistic, or composed of 'Erlebnisse’' -
these three being the primary categories of empirical base, Carnap's
point was that we start off with the metaphysically neut data and
build from there. He felt at the time that it was not s tifically
possible, indeed that it would be metaphysical, to claim some sort of
theoretical priority for one or the other as there seemed to be no
sclentific way of deciding between them. They all constituted possible
empirical bases: He selected the Erlebnisse for reasons of expediency.
By emphasizing this autopsychological base which was the product of
purel& 'methodological' solipsism, he thought that he had established,
in principle, the program of rational reoconstruction. One corrollary
to this approach is the 'Unity of Science’, something that Neurath

72

had long advocated, That 1is, if the world can be logically reconstructed

from one base, then the corpus of science, the rational knowledge about
the world, must also be so constructable. The whole of the corpus of
sclence must there re be reducible by translation into terms of\the
base, whatever it might be. Neurath had argued against Carnap that the
autopsychological base and the 'methodological solipsism' of the Aufbau
were baldly metaphysical as whoever uses them must assume that the only
way to know the external world is to start fro' one's private sensations,
Even as a working hypothesis, Neurath found that it was unacceptable,

Presumably, his view that science is a product of collective labour was



responsible for this, Instead, he claimed that science should have a
physicalistic base (as opposed £o a materialistic base, 'Materialistic’

had too many metaphysical c&hnotations). Physicalism provided the only
inter-subjective base of the three. Science for Neurath was an affair

of the public realm. The phenomenalistic base and Erlebnisse base are

not compatible with éhis as the ‘basic statements' which they generate

are not very public at all, Furthermore, he insisted, the physicalistic
base was more in harmony with current scientlfic'practice than any

of the others were. Therefore, Neurath persistently urged that physicalism
be the language of science and that, in consonance with Carnap’'s views

in the 532953.73 that there ought to be a unified system of science.

The languages of biology, chemistry, sociology (with all its branches,

eg. psychology, felicitology and so forth) would be reduced to the language
of physics - physicalism, It is important to note that he did not wish

to reduce the 'softer' sciences to physics, rather he wanted to develop

a language which could state all the propositions of all the sciences,

The various protocol languages of the various sciences thus
become sub-languages of the physical language. The physical

language is universal and intersubjective. This is the thesis
of physicalism,

It 1s a mere accident that the physicalistic construetion of the

language of physics was the one that was deemed most suitable, 4 unity
of method is therefore provided an& Problems can be tackled by scientists:
as a group because th'mve a language in which they can all communicate,
This dses not lirit scientific method in th; least, according to Carnap.

Every method of inquiry is Justified; disputes can only arise
over the question of the purpose and fruitfulness of a given
method, which is a question that our problea does not involve.
We may apply any method we choose: we can not however interpret
the obtained sentences as we choose. The meaning of a sentence,
no matter how obtained, can unequivocally be obtained by a

38,
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logical analysis of the way it is derived and tested...But

again we must conclude, both on the logical and epistemological

s:::ng:.1::::p;::.;1;gulzr :; w,il as the q.nortl sentences

ysically,

If science is to be 8iven a physicalistic basis and is to be
ver}fiublo. it seems trivial that the basic statements must be in the
physicalistic language. In the second volume of Erkenntnis (1931/2)
Carnap, in a long article entitled 'Die Physikalische Sprach als der
Universalsprache der Wissenschaft', and Neurath in 'Soziologie und
Physikalismus', both argue for this thesis.76 However, Neurath, ever
the radical, soon went beyond this point and wrote the article for thch
he is chiefly remembered, 'Protokollsaetze’. In this monograph, he
brands as metaphysical any attempt to get at ultimate truth (such an
attempt seems to be part of Schlick's progranne)?7 Ead'bd. even the
notion that protocol statments must be verified by 'choéking' them

with the world is metaphysical because it assumes first of all the existence
N

of the external world. In his view,

as 1t is absurdly gratgitous. It is co!

by science, Secondly, it‘bro-supposes some procedure by which we can

an assumption is as irrelevant

inly not an assumption required

clearly correlate sentences in a language with facts in the world. This,
no doubt, conjured up for Neurath the dangerous (be?ause 80 cleverly
disguised) metaphysical propositions of the Tractatus. Indeed, Neurath
thought the Tractatus' propositions were nearly all metaphysical. What
possible scientific means do we have for establishing that the world

is composed of the totality of facts and not things?78 asked Nourath.79
The very pxistence of the debate among the positivists about the nature
of the verifying procedure was evidence that it was not (at the very

least) straightforward.



There is no way of taking conlusively ogggbligggd pure protocol

sentences as the startin

int of the sciences, No tabula

rosa oxggtu. Ve are like sallors who must rebuild their ship

on the open sea, never able to dismantle it in dry-dock and

to reconatruct it there out of the best materials. Only the

mnetaphysical elements can allow to vanish without a trace.

Yague linguistic conglomerations always remain in one way or
another as components of the ship. If vagueness laodininishod

at one point, it may well be increased at another. P

]
The ship that we sailors must float upon is coaposo& of ‘'Protokolsaetze’.

These must too be verified; not agalnst ‘facts’', but against each other.

Thus ‘all metaphysical elements disappear without a trace', The character

of the protocol statement is laid out in great detail, but the essential

point here is that the kernel of the protocol is still nacessarily

physicallstic.el Epistemically or ontologically prilitlvi terms are

dispensed with and so a fortiori are Erlebnisse, sense data, and

other

possible entities which might ha?i. at one time, provided an

‘ultimate’' foundation for science. In principle, all our knowledge 1s

capable of revision in light of verification amongst various protocol

all the

st;toncnts. Neurath assures us that Camrmap will relpy to this article

and discuss “and correct his formulations of the issues”.

Carnap's reply was forthcoming in the same volume of Erkenntnis.

This reply, 'Ueber Protokollsaetze', marked a ma jor*turning point in

Carnap's thought.83 Here Carmap, in essensse, endorsed much of Neurath's

doctrine of protocols with one he (Carnap) had held in the Aufbau and

had given up (under Neurath's influence) in 'Die Physickalische Sprache...'.

He stated that the dispute between Neurath and himself that was discussed
in the latter article, and in 'Protokollsaetze’ was an eapty one.

Carnap claimed, he had been arguing for comparisons of protocol statements

For,

with something outside of the structure of language, whlle Neurath had

been arguing for the comparison of protocols with the structure of language.



L1,

First Carnap admitted to Neurath that the Carnapian way of formulating
issues was more liable to cause lapses into metaphysioal discourse,
Carnap then qualified this by commenting that he and Neurath merely
preferred different methods for rationally reconstructing the language
of science: Since their preferential differences could not be reconciled
by persuasion based on empirical knowledge and discovery 1t ought to
be laid aside. This implies that it does not matter which sort of statement
is taken to be a protocol statement for purposes of verification, just so
long as one's choice renders all empirical statements verifiable. The
content aﬁd form of a protocol are irrelevant in the sense that it is only
a question of practice - can we verify a sentence S against some other
mere sentence or must we verify it against the world? The form of the
protocol is a matter of convention as set up by scientists in order to
deal with the particular situation in which research is being conducted.
Consistency remains a virtue when the protocol statements are verified
against each other{ correspondence remains a virtue when they are
verified against the world,
This move of Carnap's was foreshadowed in Popper's Lo;;k der
Forsc which was being written at the tile.eu Popper argues that one
cannot stipulate before hand the form that will be taken by a ‘'basic
statement' of science, or the exact point at which we consider it a
sufficiently ‘corroborated’' statement which n;y be incorporated into
a dody of working sciemce, is purely a matter of convontion.e5
At this juncture, it had seemed clear that the content eof a
particular protocol statement played no part in demarcating it from the
other types 95 sontoncos.86 The move to count form as also lrrzlvovnnt

was radical indeed, The possibility of having ‘theoretical’ grounds for
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adopting any particular protocol statement or kind of protoools appears
to have been obscured or even ignored. For the Justification of a
proposed protocol was thus taken to lie in the practice of sclence and
not in its body of theory.

It is absolutely essential to grasp the line of reasoning endorsed
by Carnap at that time if we are to understand his principle of tolerance.
Let me set out a parallel sort of argument which moves from the same
assumptions to a similar conclusion, yet which also leads to the next
point that 1 want to make., Neurath had argued that we ought to adopt
a physicalistic 'belief' when doing philosophy in order to remain as
close as possible to the model of science. 6chlick and Carmap, after
many hours of discussion finally managed to convince him that such a
‘belief' was unacceptable because it was quite metaphysical. Rather, they
insisted, he should lock at a linguistic form instead and choose or reject
it on the basis of a ‘practical decision'. That is, a sound decision
about the form of the language to be used in clarifying methods of verification
will depend upon the purpose for which one wishes to use it. Neurath
gssented to this argument but then very neatly used it to turn the
tables once again in his own favour, Since "all of sclence can be unified,
he contended, then we must look at the goal of science and let it

87

determine our form of language. Carnap recounts that Neurath's comments

had this drift and these effects on his friends.

The ‘decisive criterion would be how well a certain language
form, or a railroad, or a constitution could be expected to
serve the community which intended to use it. His (Neurath's)
emphasis on the interdependence of all decisions, including

@ those in theoretical fields; and his warning against isolating
the deliberation of any practical question, even that of the
choice of a language form, made aestrong impression upon my own
thinking and that of my friends.



Neurath, as we have seen above, argued that the physicalistic language
was the only one which could fit the requirementa. He had his way./
The most important point, however, is that Carnap had come to think at
this juncture that both the form of language of sciences and the nature
of protocol statements are a matter of choicg. He held, in other
words that there are no t.hoorotic,.l or cognitive reaaons for deciding to
use one linguistic form of protocol statement rather than another. The
decision must be made on purely practical, pragmatic grounds, the full
expression of which would be, stricly speaking, non-cognitive. One
can only choose one's goals and they determine the choice of language
form and protocol statements, Given a aet of goals, it 1s rational to
follow a certain programme, One can give theoretical reasons for one's
udopt‘ion of a given language form in the pursuit of certain kinds of
goals. However, the goals themselves are beyond theoretical justification.
But this is not to say that the full expression of one's ‘reasons’ for
choosing them wquld be cognitively meaningful, let alone congitively
true. ‘Preferential justifications' are, in principle, unanswerable
to science as they are unverifiable. They have no eapirical content.
The attempt to express them in indicative sentences leads to metaphysical
nonsense. Life, as Neurath constantly stresses, demands of us that we
make choices. MNowever, in the Carnapian-Neurathian version of logical
eapiricisa, these remain outside the sphere of cognitive discourse. 1
think Reichenbach puts the position most clearly in these reaarks:

One common featurs, however, can be stated for all goal

activities. The decision for a goal is not an action comparable
to the recognition of truth, There will be cognitive implications
involved, for instance, the goal of making one's living may
require the enduration of vocational drudgery. But the choice of
the goal 16 not a logical act. It is the spontaneous affirmation
of desires or volitions, which come upon us whith the compulsion
of inescapable urges, or the animation of prospective satisfaction,

43,



or the smooth naturalness of unquestioned habita. There is

no point in asking the philosopher to justify valuationa,

And he can not supply a scale of valuation order, diatinguishing
between higher and lower values. Such a scale is in itaself
non-cognitive, As a man of education and experience, he may

be able to give good advice for valuations, that is, he may
influence other persons to accept more or less his valuation
acale, But men of other profesalons may be just as good as

he in this educational function. If they are trained educators
or psychologists, they might be even better qualified. -
The scientific philosopher does not regard probleas of valuation
as irrelevant, They are as relevant for him as for any

other person, But he believes that they cannot be solved

by ptillosophical means. They belong in psychology, and their
logical analysis is to be given along 81th the logical analysis
of psychological concepts in gonortl.e

Reichenbach's appeal to psychology, ! fear, may lead to the confusion
of describing and justifying preferences. At any rate, for most positiviasts
at this period, it 1s the princlple of verification which marks out those
sentences which have cognitive mearfing from those which do not, Notice
that we have been discussing not §:i;_counts as the verification of a
sentence, but rather what counts as the ‘'basic-statements' or protocol
statements upon which a cognlﬁ}vely meaningful language is t6 be built,

The first question demands much more than can be contained within the

scope of this essay. The second however, provides the clue to the trnnsitla{
to the.talk about forms of laAguage (Sprachformen). Once again, the
discussion will not centre around what counts as a form of language,

but rather about the relationship between a theory and a language form.

This leads us, at last, right into the next logical progression of

Carnap's thought: the principle of tolerance itself,

A=



CHAFTKR FOUR: The logical Syntax of language; The Ideological Haalm
of the Principle
It 1a very difficult indeed to over-estimate the importance and

impact of Der Logigghe Syntax der Sprache when it first appeared in 19,

Neurath heralds ita approaching birth in 1932 in an article in Qggjgg}glg.go
The first draft was just completed in that year and Feigl tells of how
Circle members wa{ted anxiously for Carnap to finish and then surrender
the next section of t;e draft to them for dlucussion.91 The motivating
idea of the book was a novel as it was exciting -

According to this view, the sentences of aetaphysics are
pseudo-sentences which on logical analysis are proved to

be either empty phrases or phrases which violate the

rules of syntax. Of the so-called philosophical problems,
the only questions which have any meaning are those of the
logic of sclence. To share this view is to substitute logical
syntax for philosophy. The above mentioned anti-metaphysical
attitude will not, however, appear in this book either as an
assumption or a thesis, The inquiries which follow are of

a formal nature and do not depend in any way upon what is
usually known as philosophical doctrine, 92

Several features are to be immediately noticed. Metaphysics is
again used as a term of multiple abuse for many traditional inquiries
in philosophy. Genuine philosophy is confined to studying the logic
of sciemce. This study is to be advanced by means of a syntactic analysis
of the sentences of a given language using the tools of formal logic.
There is a heady optimiam expressed about the envisaged logical syntax
which characterizes the language of science: when applied to suspected
statements of metaphysics it will show that they are syntactically
malformed and therefore meaningless. Humanity will thus be freed from
pointless inquiries., Carmap sets about this project b§ constructing
two syntactic meta-languaes which are designed to capture all the

inferences and statements of sclence. First, however, he justifies his

Ls,



cun-trucu«“m arbitrary formal language, againat those who claime.!
that no auch a thing can be done. The following two jassagen contain the
original articulation of the principle of tolerance.

In the foregoing we have discussed several oxanples of negative
requirements (esjoclally those of Hrouwer, Kaufmann and
Wittgenatein) by which certain forms of language - methoda

of expression and inference - would bes excluded. Our ~ttitude
to requirements of this kind is given a general formulation

in the iTinciple of Tolermnce: It is not our business tu uet
up_prohibdtions, but to arrive at cenventions.

+“hy can wea not set up prohibitions?
<n loglc there are no morals. Kveryone ir at liberty to butld
up his own logle, le. his own form of language as he wishes.
All that 1s required of him is that, if he wishes to discuss

it, he must state his methods clearly, m&give syntactic
rules instea.d of philosophical arguments.

The perfect model of this, cited by Carmnap, is nthuutica.gs
He thought that in practice mathematicians tacitly adhered to such a
liberal principle. This way of \;1ew1ng mathematics was later nicely
exemplified by Karl Menger who claimed to have resolved the \dobate over
two versions of lntultlonisr:.% Weyl and Brouwer each had tr;elr own
brand of whi* they called 'intultionsim' as a theory of the foundation
of mathematics. HMenger argued that they were not contradicting each
other. Rather, he thought that their debate was merely terminological.
They both asserted the same thing. The cholce of termminologlical .

depends solely on what ends one holds; what one wishes to do with one's

languagc.(?? o

Carnap’'s position on tolerance in the logical Syntax of Language:.

is similar, in important ways, to his pronouncements about the base of - -

the construction system in the Auftau and his resolution of the debate

~

with Neurath in 'Ueber Protokollsaetze'. In both these places, Carnap

argued that a choice must be made. In the Aufbau, it was on the basis

46,
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of convenience, aimplicity, and the atate of eapiriocal scilence. In

'‘Usber irotokollsastze' it wan on the baaia of aclentific practice -
pragmatic oxpocuoncy( for solentistas at wopk, In both earlier worka.
Carnap had attasked terminologieal pssudo-disputes which were to be
removed by overtly making decisions on ‘practical’ grounds.

se can see here that the exclusion froa logic of ethics is meant
to be especially atrict. The syntactic rules are open to rational
discusalon because they characterire method. The method pruuppbnb a
goal., The goal is non-cognitively determined, but once it is given,
tne method which will allow the achievement of it is open to rational
inquiry. Thge 1s to say: syntactical rules may be given on the basis
of furmal logic which will characterize the method and will rigourously
determine its character in the light of the goal. Indeed, the form of
the language may be cognitively characterized, but the language used is
a matter of choice based purely on various ends. The same principle is

applied by Carnap to the selection of a syntactic meta-language that will

Q
~

admit no metaphysical statements or statements of a metaphysical poaltlon,9
will be as rigourous as possible and will also be as simple and elegant

as possible, then one can debate over the form of language which one
employs. This does not exclude a priori the use of any language form

one wishes. All of the forms may be cognitively nd.quaﬁ for the function.
This can be checked by asking the person who constructed the language to
exhiblt clearly, in terms of logleal syntax, how he did it. But we aay
choose to lgnore his language on other grounds, non-cognitive grounds,

for instance brevity, lack of ellipeis and clarity of notation. These
are’'practical’ grounds however, and not ‘theoretical’' ones. Suppose

that someone claims that he prefers to use the 3cheffer stroke when bullding
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his form of language, ‘"stead of fhe standary nnttmu;l conansctives,
Juppose that the reason he givea ia thﬁ. he feels he likea to alwayw
work with as few logical primitives as poasible and that, as far as he
ls concerned, the fact that his form of language will thereby be rendered
extremely cumbersome to work with is no bother at all. oOr suppose yet

‘ Vh-r that someone purely and simple wants hias language form to be
as ‘cunb-nom as posaible. Then, 1f the language itself (as oppose.t tu
tho form of the language) 1s a loglcally and syntactically adequate,
and the form of the language is made explicit, Carmap can only oxorc-uo
toleration toward this language and urge on non-theoretical grounds that
1t be dropped in favour of a more streamlined language. He cannot make
any Judgement as to itc worth. He ocan oaly appeal to the pragmatic
exigencies of the situation, insofar as he is appsaling to those whose
goals are clearly the same as his own in that context. Carmap's goals -
such as axiomatic completeness for certain purposes, notational luctdi-y,
‘simplicity’ - can no more be Jjustified as 1ntr1.n.1cally good ones {n
cognitive terms than can the construction of a language. The matter
rests on pure choice.

The same thing applies mutatis mutandis :0 terms themselves.

"Inadnissabllity”, said Carnap, "1s not a concept of logical syntax".

We must Just look to the copsequences and convenience of the adaission

of any given un.99 There is also a similar attitude taken towards

protocal stataents. P
Syntactical rules will have determine the forms of protocol
stataents, but not actually h ones satiafy the form, oaly
the physicist does this.

In the logical Syntax of language, as in 'Usber Protokollsastze',

Carnap holds that syntactic rules will insure thgt the protocol statements



are verifiable within tiw language forw deacribed by Lhe ayntan, Wt 14 ’
atill leaves the ocuntent ojen and the furm ia ohly relevant to that

given language forw., Another language fura would require a different
form of protwool stataent Lf the protoools were tu Be verifisble. rroa
thid standps:int, 1t 1s But o small atep o follov Carmap o the ineviladle

qonhclualon,

Thus the tegt gpilles at the boitoa, 5ot o elapie hypwtihesie
F}m W.m of phyeige e A systen of hypotheses.

noare

No rule of the physical language 1s definitive; all rules alke
laid dowr. with the reservation that they say be altered

an 200N an |t soeas expedient to do a0. Thise applies not only.
to the V-rulea, Wt also 0 the L-rules, including thoae of
mathematics. [n this respect, there are only differences in
degree; osrtain ruled are more difficult to renounce than
others.10l

\

of the physicalistic systea 1s not effected
th fizxed rules, but by means of conventions, Ju<

The coms
in aoco

Thus we circle, for we see that although the priaciple of
tolerance deals with language forms, even the protocol atatments and the
terms are not uniquely determined by anything. The fore of language
ylaces certain restrictions on what is to oount as elther a tem or a
protocol statement but only in so far as logical synfax can capture the
language s0 that "if he vho comstructs the language wishes to discuss
1t", we can have a theoretical discussion of the langmage form.
L J

The whole labour of the philosopher takes on an entirely new tons
for Carnap.

...] gained the insight Jnt one eamanot speak of “the correct

language fora” btecause various forms have various advantages

in different respects. Ths latter ingight led me %0 tie

principle of tolerance. Thus, in time, I came to se

that our task is one of planning forms of languages.

The notion of some msetaphysiocally ‘correct’ way of spsaking is

abandoned and philosophy becomes a radiocally linguistically oriented sudbject.
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The relativity of all philosophical theses in regard to language,

that 1s, the need of reference to one or several particular
"language—systems, is a very essential point to keep in mind.lou

This thesis goes without saying, once one adopts the principle of
105

tolerance. I was at pains to point out that this sort of thinking
was golng on in Carnap's earlier work. Hence the discussion of the
I3
system base in the Aufbau and the adoption of a cohstruction language.
This neutral attitude in the Aufbau towards the various philosophical
{forms of language, vased on the principle that everyone is
free to use the language most suited to his purpose, har
remained the same throughout my life. It was formulated ac
'the principle of tolerance' in Loglical 3yntax and I still

nold it today, eg., with respect to the contemporary eontroversy
between nomialist or Flatonic language.lC¢

#hatl difference underlies Carnap's assertion of metaphysical neutrality
in the Aufbauy and his insistence upon linguistic <oleration in tre logical
Syntax? The difference i1s not to be found in Carnap's doctrine, but
in his reasons for stressing the doctrine. In the Aufbau, metaphysical
. statements were rejectei because they transcended experience. By this
phrase I mean that there ;as no possible way to verify metaphysical

.
stetements by means of experience. Carnap affirmed that any one of a
nunber of bases could be used for his construction system, as long as <
those bases were empirical ones; that 1s, as long as they were rooted

in experience. Carnap then came under the influence of Neurath.

Sven by the time he wrote 'Ueber Protokollsaetze', philosophical statements
107 '

\ .

were rejected precisely because experiencé itself is :ranscendent.
This literally means that experience is beyond experiehce. In less
cryptic terms - as rational beings, the connection between experiencié

and rationality and its vehicle which is langu%ge. is something that}is
beyond the ken of scienée. Therefore, ]l!ical empiricism, as a scientific

philosophy, must not even speculate about the relationship of language t»
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experience, This may be a question for psychologlists or linguists., For
the philosopher, what is to count as experience is completely determined
by one's form of language. Philosophy, then is a relection upon language
and neither upon the world, nor experience. In terms of the Logical
Syntax,
' , 108

..sexperience properly understood is 'experience’.
One simply considers alternative language forms and chooses that ene
that suits one's own goals. This is what the principle of tolerance
is all about. )

Only after a thorough investigation of the various language

forms has been carried through can a well-founded choice of

one of the languages be made, be it as the total language of

science or as a partial language for speicific purposes. This

neutral attitude with respect to different language forms lead

me to adopt the principle of tolerance in Logical Syntax.109

To end this part of my expositlion, let me quote what is probably
the best and most complete statement of Carnap's principle of tolerance. a

The statement pertains to both Carnap's views in the Aufbau-and to the
reasoning of his later article 'Ueber Protokollsaetze'. This is from Kraft.

It makes no sense to ask for Justification, or to question
the legitimacy of, linguistic forms. For there is no authority
that could pronounce a unique judgement. There are no questions
of truth or falsehood here, but only questions of stipulation
‘#nd convenience. All one can do is develop the consequences
which a given stipulation, be it a prohibition or admission,
commits him to, and on this basis he can make a ratlional choice,
ie, a choice that will lead to his practical ends. One should
t pronounce general prohibitions of sentence forms or methods
of deduction (the way Brouwer did it with respect to the law
of the excluded middle, and Wittgenstein did with respect to
unrestdctedly universal statements), but should instsad pay
homage, in the logical analysis of language, to a principle of
tolerance.110

I believe that Kraft's words express-the basic tenets behind Neurath's
epigram "Wie Schiffer sind wir,..". We must recall how Neurath ingisted that ',

)
philosophers (like Schlick, as Neurath construed hiqﬁ tould not remain ) Y
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on lofty pinnacles and must come down and attend to the problems of man and
society. He insisted that the solution to these, insofar as they could
be dealt with in a ratioqal manner, was through science, The language
of sclence was to be unified in physicalism, Now having looked at Neurath
and having seen the principle of tolerance, 1 want to look at the goals -
to look at those unspecified, non-cognitive aims, purposes Or ends
which determine one's form and language.
1 have discussed Neurath's political and social views to some extent
and now I want to turn to Carnap's. There is little material aside form
his Autobiography in $chilpp and indeed Carnap is not generally recognized
as holding any paritcular views on matters pblitical and social. I
have already spoken of our &vidence concerning views which Camap held
before he wrote the Aufbau., There is no source materlal (at least none
circulating) at this point 1in time, which would suggest that Carnap
developed radically new views of his own concerning these kinds of matters
dfter he wrot; the Aufbau. Indeed, in the post-Aufbeu period, Carnap's
wa
views about them seem to be largely derived from Neurath. Carnap's :!
debt here is enormous., Neurath's influence with regard to Carnap's
doctrine on 'theoretical' issues.has alrdady been shown. Now, it is
time to exhibit the connection between these 'theoretical' concerns
-
and the 'practical' ones - the goals, a}ns and purposes,
Earnap s comsistently rvporidd to have been a very kind, gentle,
and rigorously honest man, to have #tood out as a very methodical person,
’4 plannell his \;or:'k ;eticulously. In conversation, we learn, he was
‘iuays gracious, eminently reasonable and very thorough in any discussion
of a given issue.lll Neurath, on the other hand, as we have seenf

was a flamboyant, exciting speaker, whose ‘imterests and whose arguments



ranged far and wide. His whole life was devoted to changing soclety,

He was an excellent polemicist, organizer, and popularizer. Apparently,
-

thelr personalities proved to be felicitously compatible and they were

¢
fast friends. Even their philosophical capabilities were wonderfully
complementary. Carnap was the noderating influence - the clarifier of
Questions who also stimulated the formation of sophisticated, technical

positions, Neurath was the most important instigator of what_ I would

broadly | wﬁosowﬁ.cal’ ideas during the formulation and elaboration
Ay 4 T
of the philos.bpﬁ‘y 0o the Vienna Circle. Carnap even refers to Neurath's

worz on a number of occasions, most notable in the Logical Syntax

where he devotes a long paragraph to his debt to his radical col].eague.112

However, it 1s goals, le. the practical aims that I want to emphasize
now, and here again I believe that the influence of Neurat\ decisive,
As 1 have already indicated, our evidence concerning the e‘:g of
Neurath's influence is limited. I will lay out what I have. Neurath's
faith in the possibility of harmoniously,rationally organizing soclety
in accordance with critical principles derived from physicalism and a
modest form of Marxism was never explicitly voiced by Carnap. Carnap
saw himself as a philosopher of science, mathematics, logic and 3anguage -
not as a partly political teacher like Neurath. But Carnap was not
devoid of political and social feelings, nor of ones that would make
Neurath's ideals appea..r congenial to him. As evidence I now offer two
long tut important quotations. The first is certainly the earliest
known and perhaps the most eloquent expression by Carnap of his

1deals and attitude towards life.llu "This is from the preface to the

first edition of the Aufbau.
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We do not de ourselves about the fact that movements
in metaphysi hllosophy and religion which are critical
of such an (scientific) orientation have again become very
influential of late. Whence then our confidence that our call
for clarity, for a science that is free from metaphysics,
will be heard? It stems from the knowledge or, to put it
somewhat more carefully, from the belief that these opposing
powers belong to the past, We feel that there is an inner
kinship between the aititude on. whigh our philosophical work
1s founded and the intellectual attitude which presently
manifests itself in entirely different walks of life; we feel
this orientation in artistic movements, especially in architecture,
and in movements which strive for meaningful forms of personal
and collective '1ife, in education and organization in general.
/e feel all around us the same basic orientation, the sanme
style of thinking and doing, It is an orientation .that demands
clarity everywhere, but which realizes that the fabric of 1life
can never be quite comprehended. It makes us pay very careful
attention to detail and at the same time recognizes the great
lises that run through the whole. It is an orientation which
acknowledges the bonds that tie men together, b\ﬁ at the
same time strives for free development of the individual.
Our work 1is carried by the faith that this attitude will win
the future.l1l5 . : :

- Wien, lay 1928

ve should gote here how the attitude is related by Carnap to the

beliefs abouyt goals which he expresses. He states his Weltauffassung

with regard %o his ideals. The second quo‘t.ation which I offer as

evidence is.taken from his Autoblography. He states that politics, as

such, was never discussed during“.;.he meetings of th‘- Vienna Circle.

Only 'theorqtical' issues were mulled over. Howeve.r, he gives the following
as the general view of the participants. In light of what I mentioned

earlier on, we may construe this as less true of the right wing faction

of the Circle, than of the left. \

I think that nearly all of us shared the follawing three views

as a matter of course which hardly needed any discussion. The
first is the view that man has no super-natural protectors or
enenles and that therefore whatever can be done to improve

life is the task of man himself. Second, we had the conviction
that mankind is able to change the conditions of life in such

a way that many of the sufferings of today may be avoided

and the external and intermal situation of 1ife for the individual,
the community, and finally for humanity, will be essentially
improved. The third is the view that all deliberate action
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edge of the world, that the sclentific method

of acquiring knowledge and that therefore,
garded as one of the most valuable constituents
for the improvemgnt of life. In Vienna we had no names for

these views: 1if look for a brief designation in American
terminology for the cominbation oi ghose convictions the best
seem to be 'scientific humanism’. 1

presupposes know
is the best meth
scienace must be

These goals deternined a particular Weltauffassung. The goals

themselves are non-go 1£ive. yet the attitude which one takes towards
them is a manifestation| of the form of language which one will use to
try and acheive those g als. The briefest, most explicit formulation of
these ideals is as foll

This aim is a form|of 1ife in which the well-being and develop-

ment of the individual is valued most highly, and not the
power of the state 117

Carnap stresses fh% point that each individual should be free
to-reaiize his own poteétial and enrich his own life.118 Mankind has...
...the task of finding ways of organizing soclety which will
reconcile the personal and cultural freedom of the individual

with the development of an efficient organization of state
and economy.

It appears that Carnap thinks that rational organization of socliety
is the means to his goal, which is the physical anq'spiritual elevation
of the individual. How did he propose that this be done? VWe have two
clues. In his early days he said that he was "perhaps also a socialist"lzo
and the evidence suggests that he remained one his life-long. This appears
to be coupled wiih some of his early views which I outlined before. We
also have some independent evidence to suggest this, too. Feigl has
writtem

Carnap's work as well as his socialist-pacifist world-federation

ideals (here he always acknowledged the incisive influence
of his late friend Otto Neurath) will live on. 2

The natures of this soclalism 1is hard to determine. W¥What could

be decisive, however, is the following bit of information, especially
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when one couples it with the other ¢clue. In the preface to a collection
of Neurath's essays published 1n English translation as Empirical
Socliology, the'book's editor, Marilas Neuraph, Otto's widow (and third
spouse), quotes a message sent to her by Carnap.

If you want to find out what my political views were in the

twenties and thirties, read Otto Nourtigés books and articles

of the time; his views were also amine.

Neurath took himself to be a Marxist, as we have seen; although
h; was clearly no Stalinist. But it -;y seen at least prima facie
to be hard to reconcile Carnap's stress on the primary va{yo of individual
freedoms with the thesis that Carnap could accept any form of Marxiam,
however critical and undogmatic. He sounds more like an indeperds a1t

social democrat when we consider all these scattered bits of evidence
together. Certalaly this seems to be his position when he writes his
Autoblography for Schlipp; he is a social democrat, possibly prepared to
use some proposals of Marx as tools for the attainment of the higher
libertarian ends. We might even speculate that the untimely death

of Neurath in 1945 was a blow to his more radical tendencies. Or we

might yet further conjecture that he and Neurath were closer to the

humanistic Marx of the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844

and to the empirical Marx who envisaged différont paths to soclalism
in his last years. The only other piece of information we have along

these lines comes frd Schinory. It concerns his political anti-

authoritarianism,

He did not in amy way encourage discipleship, which shows how
deeply his oppemition to authoritariansim in the political
domain was in his character. Likewise, I think,

his famous Pri of Tolerance in the Logical Syntax of
Language was not¢ ly a device to deal with the Scheinproblenme,
but an expression his character,123
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Thus we are brought back onoce again to the central inportance of
Carnap‘s principle of tolerance and I will now try and put all this chapter
together. The bits and pleces which I have presented so far may all
be fitted into Place somevhat as follows. The philosophers of the Vienna
Circle held that only science gives us rational knowledge; they further
assumed that only by rational Reans might we reach our goals. Therefore,
only by means of science could we reach the goals we set for ourselves,
Metaphysics, being cognitively (at least) meaningless, doea not help us,
in fact it goes 30 far as to lead us astray as it only appears to be

Reaningful, So they LUrge that we adopt eine wissenachaftliches

Yeltauffassung, This stand entails four major premises: i) sclence is

a collective activity; 11) science can be ‘unified’' through the
construction of a language into which all sclentific statements can
be translated; 11i1) physicaliam is the language as it is intersub-
Jective; and 1iv) sclence, however, has boundaries., It tells us nothing
about values or direct experience.

Howevo§3_2h§ 'ﬁractice of 1ife’ makes us choose ends. Ve must
have values to live by. Some forms of language are more suitable to
certain ends than others. Given a set of ends, we choose the form of
language for science and logic which best serves the ends. Humans
begin as primary spesakers of Indo-European languages or of other natural
languages whose surface gramaar is deceptive. If we are to understand
clearly either these ends or the language in which they are postulated
as ends, we must express our thoughts in sentences which are well formed
by the rules of logical syntax.

Ve can sometimes check whether tr*on of language is most suitable

to the given set of ends. What is most important of all, however, is to
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remember that we can give no theoretical Jjustification for any form of
language as the cholce of enls rests on no theoretical (cognitive)

base. Therefore, we must exercise tolerance with regard to all forms

of language on jain of belng lnconeslatent witr)/nnq assertions that values
an! ldealr are not capable o. cognitlve defense, *‘horefon we can not
attack them upon theoretical grounds. In essence, I believe that this
i:, the argument for the principle of tolerance.

;0 tar in this chapter, what 1 have mainly tried to do is show that
Carna; held some sort of humanitarian ideals throughout his entire 11 ..
llaving glven above the theoretical reasoning which lead to the establish-
me..t of the principle of tolerance, let me now relate these two strands
tyrevser. 1 wish to show that Carmap's political and soclal (ie. practical)
consictions and goals, also played a role in the genesls of this principle.
.n.eed, | feel that it is an extension of his political ideals of selfl-
culillment and enrichment through a rational organization of life along

.
socialist lines which would lead to a peaceful world-federation. It ’
expresses i1 a systematically useful way his conviction that sclence
(ffers us the only way to know the world, and links this conviction with
Carnap's other ideals. The principle of tolerance unites theory and
practice in the sense that the approach to his goals comes by means of
sclence (cognitive knowledge). The choice of the physicalistic language
was 'theoretically' parasitic upon Carnap's ‘practical’ goals. This is
not to say that Carnap could have had any views at all and made the same kind
of syntheses. If one held fasclst political views of a particularly

realpolitishche kind, one would have to choose amongst many forms of

language as to which best suited one's ends as a fascist. Presumably,

Carnap thought that the physicalistic language would not fit the fascist's
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irrational outlook, for Carnap seeas to have thought that Neurath had
shown that it was the only language which would lesd to a rational
organization of the uorld.lzu |

The second reason is closely connected to the firat, usince metaphysics
had long tried to usurp the throne of the sciences, it had also stood
in the way of this rational organization of society. bKut because one
can, by the principle of tolerance, use 'practical’ criteria for the
choice of language form; one can ignore metaphyaical writings on politics
and society; one can even attempt to expose them, in their incompatibility
with the goals of the humanitarian. This was in large part, Neurath's
life-long program. However, the ends themselves are incapable of being
Judged rationally. Whereof we cannot speak cognitively, thereon we
cannot be silent as we must live; but we must be tolerant as we have no
theoretical grounds for not doing so, It is possible that a different
set of ends is better for a different soclety or a different world than
ours., Therefore we must tolerate these ends, as if we do not, we may
be cutting off another society's chance to enrich its citizens'’
lives, In fact, to be intolerant, for Carnap, would be tantamount

to being 1rrational.125

The suppressed premise in the reconstruction

of his thought seems to be: ;t is irrational to make seemingly cognitive
assertions about issues that are non-cognitive - issues concerning

which it is logically impossible to make assertions, Clearly this is

at least suggestive of the political views which we have ascribed to

him. Because of his humanitarian ideals, Carnap has, in effect, set
things up so that physicalism would seem to be cognitively justificable -
once you grant him these ideals. Presumably he and Neurath thought that

every rational person would do so.



There are many more factors which might be brought to light which
could be used to tentatively support the kind of view of Carnap's
humanitarian ideala and & fortiori their connection with the principle
of tolerance. Let me reiterate here that his whole character and life
were a model of restralned rationality and non-dogmatism. He was the
inveterate synthesizer of doctrines within the Circle (as I hinted)
and probably no one was better 1liked and more respected by all the
Circle members than Carmap nl.126 He was disarmmingly honest and

127

extremely flexible, To quote Maria Heichenbach: ‘

He really lived his principle of toéeranco and took Kant's
categorical imperative serlously.12

The Vienna of his time was the capital of the amall country that
nad onée been the centre of the putrified Hapsburg Empire. The road
from monarchy to democratic socialism had been very short and the euphoria
of most of its progressive cititens did not survive the Eurpoean effects
of America's economic disaster in 1929, But it probably was enough to
stimulate the thinkers of the time into examining their political
convictions. Unfortunately, the Circle was at its hlghest, most
productive plane, in 1933 when the autocrat Schussnigg came to power.

In 1934, Hans Hahn diled leaving a gap that was never to be filled., In-a
more sinister vein, this was the year that the Nazi's sympathizer and
helper Dolfuss became the Austrian leader by means of a coup d'ftat.
Tr' year 1935 saw Carnap take up a position in Prague where he could
talk with the Polish logicians, especially the young Alfred Tarski who
was to show him that semantics was a necessary to the logical analysis
of language as syntax. Carnap hoped that his move to Prague would place

him in a strong democracy safely away from the oppressive atmosphere



which was developing in Vienna. 35chliok, ab is vell known, was shot in
1936 by a deranged student as he entered the gates of the university.
The report in some Austrian newspapers seemed to intimate that all
logical positivists should be shot ‘by their students. In that same year,

Neurath had to flee to Holland as the Verein Pymst Magn had beolifbutiames.

Erkenntnis also followed Neurath and was re-named The Journal of Unified

Sclenge, Just before the Anschluss. Carnap eaigrate§ o A‘ in 1938,
‘o R
with the help of Feigl, the youngest Circle member, who ln‘ Reantime

had been in touch with the pragmatist Charles Morris, who was then

teaching at the University of Chicago. VWalsmann went to England. After

the outright annexation of Austria by Germany, The Hague became the centre

of activities where Neurath co-ordinated the Journal, the Engcyclopedia,

the Library, and the Congresses. In 1940, he had to flee from Holland,
too, across the English Channel, in ts nack of a small row-boat manned
by a member of the Dutch resistance.

This in effect, marked the time of the dissolution ienna
Circle. Hopes of reviving it after the war were essentlall hed when

Neurath, the insuperable organizer, died in London at the close of 1945,
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CHAPTER FIVE: ‘Bmpiriol t 0 ! he

In 1936, Alfred Tarski of Warsaw University published his monuaental
essay ‘The Concept of Truth in Formalised lLanguages', whioh is usually °
referred to as the 'Uchrhou.bopu{'.lzg ﬁnhl visited Carnap in
Prague where they held sany discussions., Tarski viewed his work as
favouring a correspondence theory of truth. Carnap became convinced,

‘as a result of these discysions, hat a semantic analysis of language
along Tarski's lines was neceassary to coaplesent the study of syntax,
Thus he risked charges of backsliding into msetaphysics: the ‘coherence’
and ‘pragmatic' accounts of truth needed supplementing with formal,

but atronger reference to an extra-linguistic reality.

Conalsunty or inconsistently, however, Carnap still clung to his
liberally pragmatic principle of tolerance. While teaching at the

University of Chicago in 1942, he wrote his Introduction to Semantics

lernaps because the principle of tolerance suggested too many non-cognitive

assoclations, he renamed it 'the principle of the vooventionality of

language t‘ons‘.no All the explicity talk about wt@ Justifi tﬂn “ﬁ
and ‘the practice of life' forcing one to ghoou anq 5, fm i - . ' ’_"
o g

disappeared. Instead, Carnap concentrated °"""‘qud'& ““!‘-ﬂ 2 ﬁ
conventions as the task of the mlyll;id language. ﬁt hb&' even %o‘d L

v " “'n’..’.\.’

that there ought to be a third science g ¢ doﬁagﬁh pur“yﬁux and_, ¥y =°”
- . ' -, ..‘ [ .i !l'.
pure semantics- pure pn@aucn.nl It d gtudy nqtuql l.u!d-co.(f "i:‘}:

and indicate th® best ways to construct co on.‘in a formal seta- .

[ }
language which would capture these feature

-

the philosopher of language aight be trying #); . The principle
1
of tolerance is "still ninulmd".lp "p fas preserved the spirit,
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{f not the letter of the thing. Ve have entire freedum ia the oonatruction
uf our semantic oalcull but are rutr\ctu. fur any aystea g A3 we must
satisfy the (new semantic) L-oonocepta whioh are conatamt in }.‘ Thia ia
to say that they msust be .:nnuoslly adequate for j - the ooumtrpn
of syntactic adéquacy in logioal syntax.
It is in Carnap's famous ‘EZapiriciam, Jemantlce, and (nwlogy'
(1950), that we see the final development of the principle of tolermnoce.
This article raised a new storm of com.ronrny when it was firet publuhnd
Consequently, there is an dnormoua body of secondary litersture on the
subject. | propuse to relate Carnajp's approach to hnm and reality
{n 'Ompiricism, Semathics and Untology® to his earlier work on the
principle of tolox\.wo and show how several kinds of ob.;ocuonz. to
Cama)'s qosay oan te met by relating these two pranes of nis thougtt
clearly. The later Carnap, the teacher in North Americas, lnuncud
several times with 4.V... qunine of Harvard, wit' whom Carnap and Tarskl F\ .

“aaf

ad enjoyed discussions in Zurope ir the 1930's. ve shall look briefly
at wnat Juine has to say about this essay and see-the extent to which ‘ *
there is in fact a dispute hn'!v“n Carnaf and Juine on qm:tlona of the
ontological implications of language.

The exigesis of the article is fairly easily accomplished. In
light of what has gone before in this essay, the point is fairly siaple.
Carnap is trying to deteraine what sort of entities we can adait in our
semantics for a given theory of language. " The semantics, which we are
trying to osmstruct will itself, be a theory, of course, and it will
be couched in a language c:t some sort; presumably one that 1s formalised.
Now, says Carnap, a theory lis basically a framework for asking questions.

When we are examining such a framework (eg. semantiocally ) there are two



sorts of‘éﬁyé in which we can go about it. First of all, we can pose
our.question within the language of the theory we are examining. Secondly,
we can pose our question in terms of a different language than that of
the theory under discussion. The first type of question Carnap calls
an 'internal question'; the second, an 'external question'. The point
that he wishes t¢ make is the following: To ask a question about a
theory, framed in terms of that thegry, is to ask a question that admits
of an answer which 1s either analytically true or synthetically true
(empirically verifiable). For instance, if wewwere to ask a committed
realist, in a realistic language, if ‘'entities' exist by saying - "Do
things é%ist?". the forthcoming answer would be analytically true - it
i1s by definition part of the realist framework to hold that things exist.
If we were to ask him if trees exist, the answer would be synthetically
true. All he would have to do is check it out and he would empirically
.

discover that, in fact, trees do exist. But suppose that we question our
realist in a phenomenalistic language. The first question about
'entities' might be now reformulated as follows: 'Do any aggregations of
sense data exist?"” What is our realist to make of this question? His
framework does not countenance such 'entities' as aggregations of sense
data. Carnap's.claim is that he must construe the ‘'external’ question
as meaningless, as it asks about 'entities' which are, in principle,
excluded from the language of the theory. '

If we have adopted the scientific attitude, then should someéne
ask us a question posed within the scientific framework, we can answer
it. But a certain class of people, namely philosophers, tend to raise
the following sort of question, "Do objects exis;?". Should this be
meant as an internal question, 1t must be rephrased in scientific terms,

if i1t is to be answered by the scientist (perhaps "Are there space-time
e



point-instances or space-time worms?", to which the answer is an univocal
"Yes!"). Should the philosopher, however, intend his question be an
external one, and respond to the scientist, 'But that is not what I

®
ts exist", then the scientist can

asked you! I want to know ‘
only shrug his shoplders an hat objects are point-instances as

far as he is concermned and what the philosopher asked as far as he can

make out i1s meaningless. In principle, the scientist cannot answer it,

In fact, the most that he can make of it, is that the philosopher is

called into question the whole framework of the scientific language because,

To be real in the sclentific sense is to be an element in
the framework.1

and therefore,
To accept the thing world or any other given theory of the
world means nothing more than t accept a certain form of
language.l135
'An external questlon can only be construed as a question about the
framework as a whole - about its adequacy for scientific tasks, about
the propriety of its definitions, and so on. Otherwise, such én
external question must be rejected as meaningless. Theories or frameworks
stand or fall as a wholqy, A thesls about the adequacy, propriety, or
strength of the franeﬁérk is clearly not formulable within that framework.
Cafnap was convincea by Tarski that one must avoid antinomies by assessing
a system in éh essentially a richer systematic meta-language. Within
the object langage itself, if it is properly formed, one has no logical
resources to do such a thing. However, Carnap is further making the
more radical claim that questions about a system's absolute value on

wisdom are not formulable in any other cognitive framework eil.t.her.‘r The

reason is simplé. Genuihe questions, according to Carnap, admit of elither

hd 4
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empirical or analytic an:;grs either in a properly scientific object
language or {n such a ndibianguage. ‘They are cognitively meaningful
only if they can be posed a-‘%;ternal questions of some such cognitive
language. There is no way in which we can empirically or analytically
decide bet;een theories as to which i1s the true mirror of reality, or
the right represent#ti(n of reality, Too earnest a realism or too
ambitious a picture theory of meaning cannot be stated scientificéllys
it leads us back into the 1llusions of metaphysics. The external question
about the framework as a whole can only be resolved on practical, aesthetic
or other generally pragmatic grounds. One must simply consider one's
goals and choose the framework whigh sults one best. Since‘ we cannot
decide between properly scientific sets of language forms on theoretical
grounds, we can but tolerate all the others, In his Autobiography,
Carnap explains his project in 'Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology' thus:
In accord with my old principle of tolerance, I proposed to -
. admit any forms of expression aTBgoon as sufficient logical
rules for their use were given,
The fact that ordinary language usually seems to enahle us to
function well in our';orld gives no proof that the naive realist accouﬁt
of thg_.qqud is the correct ’ It just shows us the pragmatic ‘'advisability’
of Wccepting a great many common sense beliefs about the ordinary world
in our ordinary life. The introduction of a new linguistic framework
does not demand any sort of theoretical jﬂhtification as it makes no
assertion about reality. It only offers us the choice of a new linguistic
form. The upshot of the article is that, as consistent eipiricists1 we
ca; eogsfruct any kind of semantics we wish for the language of science,
by introducing any entities we may wish, without fear of ontically

stepping on any toes whatever. Accepting a proper notion of (theoretical)



67.
]

ontic commitment is : move which involves no metaphysical baggage.

Quine brings out an essential feature of this affair which has not
yet been emphasized. I have deliberately tried to steer clear in this
essay of the notions of convention and conventionality - and of the thesis
that they provide the foundation of the language of science. Since the
publication of Quine's article ‘'Truth by Convention'’ (1936)137 these
notions, which had seemd ualatively straight forward, began to look very
obscure, or at least enormously complicated. Yet Carnap's interest in
Tarsklan semantics increased his willingness to appeal to those notions,
along with those of analytic and synthetic truth, In 1951, Quine published
a far stronger challenge to Carnap and logical empiricism's reiTance on
the British empirical tradition. Here Quine attacked the distinction
between logical and empirical truth (between analytic and synthetic
statements), on the grounds that there is no real criterion for distinguishing

138

consistently befween the two. According to Quine, we have conventionality

139

as a trait only at the forefront of science, The rest of the 'fabric’

of science is discursive, But we cannot in principle draw the line of
demarcation between the two with any sort of precision at all. Hence

it is extremely difficult to hold that 'philosophical' poeitions are
simply a result of one's choice of language form. Consequently, as Quine
himself admits, he and Carnap have ;ndically opposed viow; as to what
constitutes the logic of a given scientific theory.tuo‘ Later Carnap
partly acceded to this viéu.{?l He accepts Quine’'s notiom of ontic
comamitment for any given fhe%iy, but not his explanation of ontological
relativity itself .1142 : iﬁt s what divides them so0 greatly over the
notion of logical and ;;pirical truth. Quine's reasoning cannot be gone
over here. Quine does, however; end his article with the following lines:
< A

".
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Carnap maintains that ontological queations, and likewise

questions of logical or mathematical principle, are questions

not of fact, but of choosing a convenient conceptual framework

for sclence; and with this I agree only if the same be conceded

for every scientific hypotheses, 1

In light of my analysis of the role of the principle of tolerance,
I cannot see how Carnap could reasonably refuse to follow Quine on this
issue. The disagreement here seems to be about the kind of ontological
commitment which is necessarily a feature of any theory or framework,
Fbr Quine, this commitment is of cognitive nature, That is to say, that
a linguistic framework theoretically commits us to holding that those
entities to which our framework commits us, really do exist. It is
precisely this use of 'really' which Neurath had objected to so strongly
af the meetings at Schlick's home,

For Carnap, as must be clear by now, such a kind of ontic cqgnitment
is metaphysical and unacceptable. The kind of commitment we have to
entities, indded our whole ontology, has no theoretical basis as the
form of laﬁguage (or linguistic framework) which is the proximate
cause of our commitment, has ultimately only practical considerations
as causes. To put the case very strongly, for the d?ientist and the
sclentific philosopher, there is in the world, only what we choose thesf
to be. Science does not tell us what the world 'really' 1is like or
what it i; like in itself,

This may seem somewhat paradoxical, but I do not think that it
is a oaricature of Carnap's position. The idea of distinguishing
between kinds of ontic commitment may also disturb some, but it is
the basis upon which, in positivistic terms, Carnap separates the
scientists from the metaphysicians.

Quine also has a rather insipid critique of Carnap's method of
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formalieing the distinction between internal and external questions,

The claim is that it relies on Russell's Theory of Types (ramified or

-
unramified), Quine even goes on to psychologize that Russell's superceded - ;

theory provided the model for Carnap's current analysis. If my interpretat. n:t‘
of Carnap's Principle of tolerance i’ sound, then quine's criticism '
is superficial and misleading, I cu& only briefly speculate about the ; --
more substantial nature of Quine's reaervations céncerning Carnap and

logical truth. These reservations are further clarified in Quine’'s

'Speaking of Objects' (1958) and his Word and Object (1960) where he

argues for h%s view of the indeterminaey of translation. This thesis
leads him to Yold that the facts countenanced by any theory are over-

determined by \that theory and that consequently there is no method for
precisely compéring any two given theories. For Carnap, it is possible
to compare‘two theories because of his adherence to the notion of logical
truth, One can%turn an external question into an internal question,
provided that the person who poses the question is willing to provide

one with a transformation rule which will lay down a meaning postulate
for the question he has asked. This may be difficult.to do in practice,
however, it is certalnly possitle for Carnap. The theory of physicalism
depends‘upon it. Since Quine denies that there are any strictly logical
truihs. this move is not open to him. The conflict of views which result
between these two philosophers, is in.large part, I suspect due to

this disagreement over the nature of a ;cientific theory. The root

of this dispute lies in the acceptance or denial of the existence of

iy

purely logical truths.



O

PART II: The Principle of Tolerance and Its Critigs

CHAPTER SIX: The Criticisas of Goldstick and lambrog Assessed

The literature on Carnap's principle of tolerance in the philéuoph,y

Q-clonco and language is not very large. Professor D. Goldstick of
University of Toronto has recently mounted a direct attack on the

principle in his article °‘The Tolerunce of Rudolph Carnap'’ .1“‘

Goldstick's
interpretation of Camap is clear and interesting, but he does not
understand Carnap as & philosopher consistently guided by political
and noﬁl ideals. Here Goldstick typifies many other commentators on
the history of lLogical FPositivisa. His exegesis of Carnap misses
certain crucial features which I have attempted to stress. Goldstick's:
quite unbalanced view of Carnap leads him to think that he can show t.hstr
the principle of tolerance 1is inconsistent with all the rest of Carmap's
thought. This he tries to do by setting up a classic reductio. He
glves a pair “"of (empirically) truly assertible English sentences”, A
and B, where A can be translated into a phenomenalistic language b,
such that it is here an analytic sentence A', and into a physicalistic
hnguas' 12, such that it is here a synthetic sentence A''. Conversely,
B is synthstic in L, and mlyu% in 12, insofar as it gives us the
assertions B' and B'' respectively.- He goes on,

We appear, then, to have the following alternative: either A’

or A'* on the one hand and B* and B'' on the other hand have

the same cognitive meaning as each other or else they do not. 145

Let us address ourselves to ths former alternative and call it P.
Goldstick clains that if Carmap acoepts P 1t will wreck havoc with his
s;lf-oonfo tadic principle in semantics and syntax: the distinctlon

between logical or analytic truth and factual (empirical) thetio

o

truth. '



The idea that the very same truth should ever be expressible
indifferently by an analytic or synthetic sentence would blur
the whole tic-aynthetic distinction on which Carnap

was 80 insistent throughout his career., Moreover, is it

not the entire tendency of Carnap’s thought to regard as
being bona fide information about the wogld only what can be
asserted in truly synthetic sentences, 1%

I think that Goldstick is largely sound here, In fact, it is
obvious that Carnap cannot hold P, on pain of inconsistency. Quine
claims that the analytic/synthetic distinction is gratultous in carnap,
but we may pgss this over, as doing away with it was certainly contrary
to Carnap's {ntentions. Thenefore, we can grant Goldstick the success
of his argument to rule out P as viable for Carnap. However, his
reductio is incomplete without a similar kind of success against the second
alternative - Not-FP, On this front, Goldstick argues as follows,
...there will be, for each person, at least two empirical
facts which are expressible in English, but inexpressible in
(L) and in (L2) respectively. That is to say, there will be
at least one empirical fact necessarily overlooked by the
phenomenalistic world-view and at least one empirical f?ﬁ&
necessarily overlooked by the physicalistic world-view.
Surely, he goes on to argue, this gives a theoretical ground for
asserting that English is theoretically superior to either L or L2,
This argument is invalid as a reductio of the second clause of Goldstick's

alternation for two reasons. First of all, Carnap himself would claim

that this presents no problem for him as it is an ignoratio elenchi.

He never claimed to be able to make a sentence by sentence translation
from one language form to another. 1In fact, as has been seen above,

he is sypathetic to Duhem, Poincar®, and presumably Quine on these matters.
So,in principle, Goldstick has no ground for claiming theoretical primacy
for English over L and L2, for the project of comparing them with rnglish

never gets off the ground in terms of sentence by sentence translation.

71.
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kven granted that Coldstick could modify his objection soaohou“8

a0 that knglish, L and L2 were all intertranalatable and it turned out
that English had more synthetic sentences in it than either L or L2;
this atill does not license Goldstick to claim that' these two langages
"overlook" empirical facts. They merely do not countenance as many
facts as English doea, Only relative to English do L and L2 have less
empirical contemt, as {t were. But this by no means gives us theoretical
grounds for adopting English over either L or L2. For by the doctrine
of internal and external questions, precisely what is to count as empirical
content is different from language form to langﬁago form, There s no
absolute standpoint from which we can pronounce that the facts countenanced
by English are the correct s;k of facts, Presumably, it is part of the
forte of physicalism that it does not embrace the same set of facts
that £nglish does. If we must say that a language has a wider empirical
scope, it still gives no theoretical grounds for adopting it. Consider
a person who adheres to the principle of plenitude. It is entirely
likely that his form of ;;nguage will embrace many more facts than English
will ever be able to. Yet surely this gives us no cognitive grounds
{;r accepting this form of language.

Explanatory power or the range of a theory provides, on Carnap's

RN
grounds, no cognitive reason for adopting that theory, Iﬁﬁfght cdnstruct

a form of language in which I can formulate a theory as to why seven is

?2.

a holy number - a fact which notoriously goes unexplained in a physicalistic

form of language; but unless that fact ua.mn\g explanation, it seems
ridigulous to hold that my theory must be pl{gtted to one formulated
in physicalistic terms. If there is no utii?ki in explaining a fact,

then one would likely prefer to adopt a form of language in which that

Cel
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fact could not even be formulated - to be more precise - where the assertion

of the fact would be meaningless, O(ne of the reasons for choosing
physicalism is that the facts which :rq meaningfully assertible in it,
are those kinds of facts, and only those kinds of facts whlch‘urn of
interest to scientists, and hence, on Carnap's and Neurath's view, those
relevant to a better organization of the world. One might put it somewhat
paradoxically by saying that it is the quallity, not the quantity of facts
expressible in it that is relevant to the choice of a form of language.
Of course, the word 'fact' seems out of place here. Carnap himself has
often pointed out the danger of talking in the material mode of sp;ech
about concepts which bélong in the formal mode. 1 have done so here,
only to try to meet Goldstick on his own ground,

I think that we may conclude then, that by the principle of tolerance,
one is theoretically justified in choosing English (as opposed to L or L2)
if and only if both a) the facts countenanced in English are the facts
whose explanation is relevant to one's goals, ln some important sense,
and b) that one holds that power of explanation is a virtue of theories.
Both of these requirements themselves, however, are normative conditions.
Thus th; second alternative of Goldstic's reductio is shown to be lmpotent,
construed either in terms of a sentence by senteﬁce translation between
theories, or in terms of some other, more holistic kind of translation,
This, of course, ruins his reductio as a whole and therefore his
argument against the principle of tolerance does not go through.

Another recent article on the principle of tolerance, takes a
rather narrower approach. Charles Lambros, in his ‘Carnap's Princlple of
Tolerance and Physicalism', tries to link Carnmap's ‘'genera’ from the

Logical Syntax, and Wittgenstein's talk of 'modes of signification’ from




the Tractatus. Wittgenatein s cited several times in the logloal Syntex

&8 one who holds that there is only one logiocally sound, eapirically
adequate language. This in tum, argues lambros, Presupposes a fixed
ontology, whose character, however, i, still the subject of gat debate
amongst commentators on the Early Vittgenstein.

Carmap, on the other hand, oxplicitly rejected ontological questions
&8 meaningless. Thus Laabros claias to have found g serious objection
to the principle of tolerance. Unfortunately, lanbros ought to have
studied Carnap's pPrinciple of tolerance in the 1ight of Neurath's
influence on Carnap. For Laabros' account, although lucid, leaves
out all the points which elucidate the needed connection between g
form of language and the &0als which one sets. He also ignores the
indeterminate character of protocol stato.on*.a. He therefore fails to
&rasp the nature and the structure of what he seeks to criticize. He
raises two supposed difficulties which he thinks make the principle of

tolerance extremely difficult for Carmap to hold, unless he wishes to

hold it in a vacuous form. I will address Ryself to each of these supposed

difficulties in turn;

Difficulty first arises when we ask about the interpretation
of systems as well as their construction. For how 1s one to
decide how Rany genera, and of what different kinds, should

be built into the language? If the choice is blind, then
serious doubts about the applicadility of the language to the
domain arise. What Prior assurance is there that such a "bling”
choice will fit in any cohsrent way onto the world? ,,.1it seems
obvious that such a choice is not blind at all, nor is it
desirable that it be so; that every atep of genus-building
€008 On with an eye toward the intended domain, and perhaps

1s guided also by the guson for lack of success of earlier

Lanbros is arguing that there is a theoretical justification for
one's form of language, and with one qualification he is correct. For

any form of language, there is a goal-relative theoretical Justification,
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namely one's aim, goal, purpose and so on for that language. Comapare
Kant's contrust of hypothetical and categorical imperiatives. This will

be of paramount theoretical importance in the choice of genera, but the
having or the choice of the baaic goal can receive absolutely no theoretical
Justification and therefore ‘ultimately’, neither can the language form.
Lanbros has not posed a difftculty for Carnap as he overlooked the essential
point: A host of basic human goals offers a host of (goal-relative)
theoretical grounds for adopting a host of goal-directed formas of
language,

The second objection posed by Lambros, concerns the problea of
Carnap's own consistency in holding both the princliple of toleran:e
and the thesis of physicaliam.

eooit is difficult to exactly how much it.,.infringes

upon the brinciples (s::{ of {olerance, but infringe it does...

One must still say that any genus which is to be meaningful

has to have its appropriate physical aspects, To a degree

this cuts into the liberality of the Principle of Tolerance,

but no doubt in a way which, far from distressing Carnap,

would satisfy him. It was never intended as a license for

non-meaningful talk ;nyugs. and the thesis of physicaliam

insures that it is not.1

What Lambros forgets, is that for Carnap, physicalism can be adopted
and be consistent with his programme of radically rejecting metaphysics
only because of the principle of tolerance, as I have argued at length
above, There is a mere practical justification for the thesis of
physicalism, Carnap, in fact, cannot theoretically adopt the physicalistic
genera as he would be violating Neurath's dictum ‘'Wie Schiffer sind wir..."'.
The 'true’ or 'real’ or 'actual' nature of the world or experience 1is
beyond us, To ask about it is senseless. Only the inquiry into various
foms of language can be cognitively conducted. In conjunction with

out ends we choose our form of i;nculc'; physicaliaa is the choice of
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menaced by the thesis of physicalisa. Lambros is -uukon.Ul



CHAPTER SEVEN a_v.mnuLm.hm‘sz

The pu,;plo of tolerance has bsep re- uhrn-ﬂod and dofended
against two reclat aritiqued. ‘lﬂ 1 propoes, ia ny turm, 0 attaok the
principle. ! think that a ntaber of conaideratioms can b Wought to
11gnt dRich vill cast serious sspereions on the temsdility of the prinoiple
" of tolerance as & tenet of the doctrine of the Vieaaa Circle. -
However, 1 do see one way of mitigating the forve of ag arguseat, which
may Oor may Dot bs acoeptable to thoee of a mtuﬂ.u‘a teaper. This !
will set forth at some length. Then, perhaps, 808 GsAclusions cas be
arawn about the primeciple of doleraace, unt.n: voth a8 & part of the
philosophy of logioal eapiricisa, and as prinociple which philosophers
gf.othsr persuasions ought to adopt.

' .v: find, to begin with, that the status Of the primciple of tolerunoce
. 1teels} in terms of Carmap's ph.no-phy. is eomewiat peoculiar. Froa
lono u;m perspective, it is in a similar situatios to the principle of
verification. It has been long argued by oppoments of positiviem that
the principle of verificition is nat itself verifiable and that therefore
‘ the whole programme of the positivists is self-defesting. The geners?
®anewer to this objection has been that the primciple of verifiability
ia not u-;lfqprtot sciemce, it lomu.-‘mwdmo{
thusd, a recipe, command or some such, and thsrefore stands ia no need
of nrlne.uon.l’z This answer, although its pleadsrs were ddubdtless
both sincere and profeusd, 1is unsatisfactory, as it gives no cagaitive
Jastification of the verificatios prisciple shich iteslf 1s suppoesd to
" be the grownd of cognitive reascaing. mmrfonofnmmoh.mr'
ing facia to avoid this probles is to clais that it oaly dsecriles uhat

nb-m-dom.dmmiunh. Put this explamatioa 6
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nerely.bogs the question, It demands a prior cognitive criterion of
demarcation between science and metaphysics. As a description, it cannot
serve this f;nction. The principle of tolerance suffers from the same
allment, Evgp if it really did describe what we do when we construct

a form of language, evenﬂizrit real}y served as a handy rubs of thumb,

it can still have no force as a legislative principle. It does not tell

the prospective philosopher or scientist how to go about forming his

language, le. what he ought to do, Carnap did think that it was descriptive,
but alsg thought that it must have cognitive force as a rule to follow,

as it tells us what it is rational to do when constructing or criticizipg

a form of language. Otherwise how can we make sense of 1t? Could We

take 1£ as an indispensable and logically primitive principle, somehow
analogous to the loglcally primitve notion of,'negation'? This would

L]
seem to be an extremely dublious move, at least until it is afforded far

- more clarification as well as rational support.

The second reason that the principle of tolerance is at best dubiously
consonant with positivist doctrine ceqtres around the nature of the goals
a human being can have and can be said to have.‘ It is not clear what
can count and what cannot count as a goal, The Carmapian programme
with 1ts humanitarian ideals seems to have the notion of~cohsistency
Wilt 19tp 1t. Thet 1s, the theoretical choice of language is based on the
ggals. But what theoretical justification does Carnap even have for
something sé basic in hlis system as consistency? It would seem to be
necessary if one wishes to check one's language against one's goals. .
U@y even demand this as a criterion? How can we even make sense of the
notion of checking, if oonsistency is not one of our goals? Carmap might

try to parry the question by saying thnt’honslotoncy is a no@s-cocl.

© , .
‘« t
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".dﬁlmt u;q)getét'ﬂeﬂrinciple of tor}erance. Howevergpon thd second level,

79.

But from Carnap’'s standpoint, a techinical prefix like 'meta-' should never
be added to a term which i1s not already clear and scientifically

acceptable, .

v

We may view this situation on twg levels, Consistency, as far as
one's form of language goes, seems to be an intuitively obvious requirement.
Yet how can consistency be something which we ought - quite fﬁndamentally -
to honour if Carnap’s distinction between the cognitive and the non-
cognitive is accepted? T.S, Kuhn and Paul K, Feyerabend have argued .
at length that consistency is notegven necesauay c.vir;tuo of theories
with regard to the advancement of scienco. Thaal‘ty'\ha% the goals of
science are in no way bound tq be approached more quickly if“one has e
consistency of theory as an a;i’m.ls3 I would reply that if the roads to
scientific failure are paved witﬁ good intentions, and the roads to
sclentific success with outlandish intené}EﬁsT‘{hat is a good gfound
for seriously improving, not debasing our intentions, Such arguments
may expose a naivety in Carnap's de facto apgfoach. But in principle they
these argumehtg are troublesome. For suppose that consistency is one
o§ one's goals. And suppose also that having a form of language laden
with paradoxes and inconsistencies appears inmductively to‘be the only
fora of language for ;;;ining the rest of one’s godls. One can construct
-such a language from Qsing Russell's’ predicate lééic without the type
restrictions and give it a Russellian 1hterprotation. But suppose that

one holds as a matter of a fundamental attitude that one’s fom ofy, language

‘.ought to be inconsistent with one's goals. What then do we say - thal

somehow the latter goal is inconsistent with one'd f}xi

we do that? Have we fulfillod our gocl by lnying th'& our‘ineonsl‘!'nt

*
*

N
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language is consistent with ‘our goal of inconsistency? Goals have no
cognitive Justification, not even against other goalas, for 1 can insist
that an inconsistency of goals is one of my goals., The obvious answer

is that the latter is a meta-goal. Again the question arises - How do we
rank basic goals as they are not cognitive to start with? It would

seen prima facie t)lt thay must be assigned some kind of logical priority.
But how can this be done? Indeed, even if we could do so, we are open

to a 'third man' or to a 'slippery slope' type of argument. To wit:

I can hold as a mefa-neta-goal that ay goals and meta-goals ought to

be inconsistent and so on-ad infinitum. This regress is definitely vicious.

Equally troublesome to those who would hold the principle of tolerance

.18 another intuitively ‘obvious' goal one would hold with respect to

one's form of language - siﬁplicit;y. What would we want to say should I
deny this as a goal and further assert that optimum complexity is one of
my goals? (Perhaps I cherish some bizarre prXhciple of plenitude).

In theory, my form of hnm can be infinitely complex. For instance,
ay syntax could have only one formation rule, but it Ii".'lt be infinitely
‘long. Or, ~if you prefer, I could have one fomtion rule which is
finitely long, but its name is of inflnit'o length., Furthermore, one

has the problea with goals themselves again. Suppose that I hold that
ny goals ought also to oonform to my optimum complexity primciple.

How then does one make sense of an infinite complexity of goals? 1Is

it pt;uiblo that it could be done in terms of meta-goals, and so on and

o

8o forth?
LY

The whole notion of goals iteelf with respect to a hnm form
is not without 1ts paradoxes. I cannot’go into this deeply here, but let

\\ b A'Z;'PH,
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/
me suggest three questions which,seen to arise immediately in this regard.

Firast of all, it looks as if there m‘mt.be some logical constraint on
what can count as a goal, if it is to be intelligible to others. It
. must be so formed that it can be tranalated lnto%ther forms of language
that are intelligible to other persons. In fact, it is difficult to see
how we could make sense of any form of language which was in harmony with
the following goal: the consistent violation of the law of non-contradiction.
Insofar as we are human beings, it 13 difficult to see how one could
intelligibly hold that as/a goa'® .We would have no idea of how to give v
an interpretation to such a language. Even if)expressions of goals have
no cognitive contept for Camap,surely they must be goals which are

- -\ logically capable of being rendered intelligible.
Th that language forms can be consonant with one's goals is

rribly straight forward either. How does one go about checking
) .

~ such a thing? Do we ask a psychologist to do 1it? A psychiatrist,
. 14

‘perhaps? Can anyone really articulate all their goals, even given that

hot te

in principle one could know all one's goals? One‘\lght also wonder

abou~t the nature of this 'harmony' or 'consonance' between one's goals

and one's f&m of language. It islsupposed to be cognitively scrutinizable.
Is there a casual relationship here: or simply a logical one? How might

one go about deciding this sort of question?

+ Third and last of all, one can wonder about another facet of the
ralut;on between language form and goals - ’uely what effect does Qne's
language have on one's goals? The goals determine one's choice of language
form, but surely one's choice of language form will have some influence
on what kinds of goals one holds, 'Sclf—aggnndinenent' as a goal would

seern to be unformulable in a physicalistic form of language. If one

' &
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were a 'nn.ti've'vapecker of phya%calism. one would be logically precluded
from holding such a goal. One can imagine‘u.ny other examples.

I believe that yet a more serious type of objection to the principle
of tolerance than all of the foregoing can now be raised. Lven granted
that one can cognitively check one's form of language against one's
goals, there remains no cognitive Justification for one's adoption of
any given'fom of language in the first place. One's choice of language
need not necessarily be completely blind, ‘uever, this possibility
1s not ruled out by Carnap. One can glve no cognitive grounds for doing
80, As Neurath urges,‘ choice of a language form is more likely to
be made 'in the practice of life'., Once again, however, t%ere is no
cognitive justification for preferring one reason over another for
a.de!t@g a form of language. These considem‘ns 1 themselves may
not sel:ltjribly offensive, but they have a cons..equence which could
be rather undesiratble, ﬁ 1s logically impossible, by the prinéiple .
of tolerance,to offe‘ cognitlve reasb? as to ~why anygne could n%t; ado‘z‘t
any fom of language to be intelligiblé to the community of }hilosop‘hers
and sclentists, certain restrictions are ‘put upon one's choiciz One
must give rules for translating one's form of language into another form
of language which is al‘mdy intelligible tg somne members of tf
Philosophical ang/or scion;tific community, and one's form of ‘lmg
must be in harmony with one's goals., Even these two limiting conditions
leave open the possibility that all sorts of language forms would have
to be equally good, in whatever sense of that word one wishes to use,

Indeed, it becomes impossible to refute a language forn.. It'uy
seem to be strange to talk about ‘refuting' a language form, but eonsider
the’ consequences entailed by refusing to admit this sort of disocqurse, As



~glven situa

we saw in connection with the g.hcuulon of Quine, one's form of language
determines exactly what the basic gntitios are in one's conceptual
framework, at least for practical ﬁurposes. Does it no‘oem at least
intuitively bizarre that a philosopher should not be in a position to
give a cognit.’ivo argument against any given ontology? The consi‘stont
Carnapian -4 not rationally argue against any language form whatever,

and a fogﬁori against any ontology.

This rjises an important poi . seems to have presupposed

throughout hie career that the lerance would be exercised ‘
. A 3

&ly in these situations where ms of language were maintained

bfpeo; le W set of*g sumably, not all the goals that

the decis r;ich form of language ought to be adopted in any
6!‘ cours‘e, it 13 not clear how one wouid go about
determining which g&ere relevant to making such a choice. Even the
determination as to what might count as sharing a set of goals is no
easy matter, as it woul.‘ to lead us back into the problem of ranking
the goals, as surely thigilould be also germane to this igsue. It does ’
not appear to ngpto be po.ssible for C;.mp to rule out a priori the
kindseof situations I have delineated above in which two groups of
philosophers. and scientists hold divergent goals.

Ve might well wonder if two people could share a set of goals and
have coauti:e justification for each adopting a different language form.

Given ®Rat all the issues raised by the concept of goals ingofar as they

‘play & relp in the choice of a language form are i principle resolvable,

I would argue that once again, Carnap does not seem to have any a priorl - .. \S

grounds for ruling out such a situation. It looks”as if Neurath held that -



it was § matter of fact that one's form of language was determined by

one's ¥Weltauffasgung which {n turn dopdnq,od on one's goqfn perhapa the

latter were, in turn, dependent on a non-cépitive Heltamchauung}su

L 4 4.
However, this f.loos not give us sufficlent grounds for ruling out the

case in which two forms of language satisfy one set of goals. This [
.
might seem to cause only minor difficulties for the prdponent of the o
» . X
principle of tolerance. Surely in this case, it might be argued, ﬁne
. . .

could legitimate}y exercise the principle of tolerance, too. -, r" e
¥ ‘,.

. Such reasoning is obvious, but extremely facile, for it neglects

a fundamental shift which ia being made from’one sense of tolerance to - %
* L}
~
another. The principle o%or'&nce as it was conceived by Carnap,

was to be employed to obvi' the need for metaphysical disputes,
because the reasons for ldo;;ting’any given form of language could only

be non-cognitive; that ig, have their ultimate foundathon in the goals

‘hich one might hold. Since there is M‘ictly rational (cognitive)
way to settle such a dispute. tolefance wa¥ urged by Carpap.
Hence it would be {rrational, on Carnap's grounds, to choose the
one form of language over the other, but the reason for its being irrational

* 9
is not of the same nature as it would be wh‘ there are competing . .
v

sets of goals and languige forms which satisfied each respective set

of goals., For if two pqople share the same set of goals, they ean .
F¥RY | N9

g€ive no cognitive grounds for accepting either form of language which

satisfy these goals, which is the only criterion Carnap has given us . ‘
for choosing between language forms. This px%vides us with cognitive
. oo

;mni\dn for tolerating two language forms as there are no rational grounds
for cholce to be had bere. The cognitive grounds ia the usual type of
W

situation where goals are not shared u'o different because in that
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situation, o‘h&. in principll e rational grounds for adopting one

forw of language instead of another, Yet if the condition which eliminates
this naon-cognitive &8pect in the choice of a language form is removed,

it looks as if there is ‘{111 ’ Wa8e left open where no rational choice
is possible either, but, as Iomth says, "the practice of life" will
force us to pake a choice. However, in our ‘aberrant’' case of tolerance,
there isfo choosing of goals @t stake. The goals are already agreed
upon, as it were, and the question becomes one concerning which form

of .language one ought to chooae, given that all else really is equal.

The adoption of goals is, if I liy Wax somewhat poetic, is an existential
act. One is forced by tho oxigdcioa of day to day livigg to s°gcv§g’y1 e
goals t‘or onoselt‘. and, t.o a greater or lesser exteny, attempt to abide

by th‘. Ir'hd case at hand, the requisite sense of Olerance necessary
to exercise the principle of tolerance, rather forces us to be completely )
Arbitwary in such as fashion as we presumbl‘y would nevdr be with regard
to our choige of goals by which we live. Thus, we must either deny that
toleﬁmce can be exercised, or admit that Carmapian tolerance can be
equivocal. Surely, the latter alterngtive is more attractive. I have
belaboured this point because it shows that cases can be constructed

which Carnap and Neurath do not consider. that render the force of thg
principle of tolerance much more diffuao than would seem to be, at first
glance, the.case.

The philosopher or scientist will, like Buridan's ass, inevitable
choose the one form of language or the other. Praxis triumphs over .
pmcCu - not the ‘praxis which forces us to choose goals, but the praxis
wvhich impels the scionti—st or philosopher onward in their everyday work,
1t is .along these lines, that we may seek to buttress the principle of

°
-
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tolerance Awu the criticiams which have been made 80 far in this
chapter,

I have diacussed at length the relation of one's goals to one's
form of lanmg_o and how this 1} effected by the practice of life, Let

me introduce a new factor whMch may be useful: the practice o*ionco.

Justice to it here. However, I would life to speculate a bit about

its influence on the nissonschaglichos Holuuffaasm. Hopefully my

remarks will at the very least suggest some t‘.rons a8 to why the poaitt,lats
Q&d not ioriou.ly ontortnin the objections I have raised 8O far in this,
»
It looks as if the practice of life is what determines both the
conception of, and the choice of goals, It plays a role in Ve r;nking
of goals uhich ire perhaps largely determined in the individual by
soclological forces, Science, Presumably, has arisen from the practice'
of life as the method for ratiémaiizing the world and through the
understanding it brings to us, makes this old planet a better place
in which to live - a very Socratic doctrine at bottom. The very best.
science; that 1s, the science which has made the most pProgress in the
rationalization of our world, has been that science which has been most
free of metaphysics. This is taken by the Viemma Circle to be a matter
of fact. Scionce.works without the help of philosophy. However, it
looks as if the philosophers of the Vienna Circle do ;funt themselves
an important role in g society which embraces the wissenechaftliches
Uoltauffas'ung. The forces of science need direction. They must be
brought to bear on the probleas which stand in the way of our realization

of our goals, But the sacrosanct methodology of science must not be
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interfered with by the pPhilosopher as he endeavours to orientate the
scientist, S8 the fomm of language which the Philosopher constructa
and recommends to the sclentiat wi]] certainly be influenced by the
philosopher's understanding of what sclentific methodology 1s. This,

.it Beems to me, s an anoclogue of the practice of 1ife;- in this case
perhaps 1t could Qe t;rmod the 'practice of sclence'., This practice of

-

aclence seems to Oover-ride any theory of science. Again, it seems that

&
for the Vienna Cirele, sclence was essentially action, not theory, |

beg to beg all the questions o' detal] here, in order that this discussion
remains at g very abstract and speculative plane., I an ‘nem;y trying’
to sketch a way in which a left wing member of the Vienna Circle miéht
account for the viability of the principle of tolerance, If he were
pr:?sed along the lines ] have pursued in this chapter,

" Hemember that Physicalism was selected by Neurath as tée basic

language of science both because 1t allowed the hottest Pursuit of theg
goals of the society (through the elimination of -edpnysics) anc.s' . g
1t was closest to what Neurath conceivad to be the practice of science.
Physicalism furthered the collective nature of scientific activity, which
Neurath took as a ratter of elp{rical fact as a pre-condition for scientific
progress, and the kernel of the protocol statments it generated were

closest in content and form to those statements actually used by sclentlsts,

Indeed, given t;Lt Nournt\ was a Marxist, perhaps it 1s not unreasonable ¢
to import a tenet of Leninism into the scope of this discussion., Lenin
held th:t theory -u;t be conditioned by practice, else it becomes atorilg
1deology. He says that the vorkers must be prepared to hold contradictory
positions if prnéiioo 80 dictates, and must be able to change theories

with gay abandon should circumstanees so noconaitato.155 This contradicts



nothing | have imputed to the positivist position. In fact it could
dove-tall surprisingly weld with u, Of course, thia does not entail
that practice auporcod., thpory. As muat !. clear by now, one's form
of language deternines {uotly what there ia to be enoountered in the
realm of rpractice.

A sclentific philosophy must take as i1ts paradigm the practice of

15¢
sclence, -

This of course begs the question as to what in fact the
sclentific philosopher takes to be the practice of sclence. If the
question of practice is as relevant to making sonaoﬁ the principle
of tolerance as a tenet of logicc.l Gapiricism as I have suggested that
it cuul‘ be, then perhpas tolerance itself ought to be overthrown.

Kuhn has suggested that communities sometimes ought to be intolerant of
the science of other communities. Feyerabend has gone even further and

urged that in the name of progre ntolerance is frequently a .

800¢g thing in science and has at A to show that dogmatism of the

N\

most thdrough kind m} been responsible f‘of some very significédnt ad\:a.ncos

in sclence.!”’ ree TEr T e
Neurath , himself, wa; Very prone to cast goals iff%terms of what

& community desired, as we have seen. Given that a community has certain

goals and the practice of life in a community entails a certain form

of language and therefore adajts only certain entities into its'worlq’.

Neurath does not seea far from some philosophers who have held, in one

form, or another, that the basis of any philosophy is one's lolt&nacl'uup__ng.

I have in miad such people as Dilthey, Jaspers,and Wittgenstein. The

role of what Wittgenstein calls Lebensformen (forms of 1ife) is very close

indeed to what Neurath seeas to have had in mind wher he talked about

the practice of 1ife in different communities. It seems to be implied
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®
by Wittgenatein that people who do not share similar forme of life,
have a great dea] of difficulty understanding each othér as th;y have
different goals. 'Soclological conaiderations (broadly conatrued)
have determined that they pursue these g°als in different ways. Thua
arisea the phenomenon of incommensurable paradigna between dWferent
forms of life which @We rise to various forms of language. Ve then
have insurmountable difficulties in stating which fom of language 1is
superior because they ought to be Judged by different criteria - Ohe set
for one form of life, and another for a different form of life,

For Wittgenatein, a language is simply a tool for helping one get
around in one's world, c:ach form of life is, 80 to speak, a different
world. Indeed, it is perhaps not overstating Wittgenstein's case to
claim that aopoonc from one form of life can never render intelligible s
to himself lll other who share his form of life, another radically
dissimilar fom of 11fe.158 Neurath could be said to be &rguing that
2 new form of 1ife be adopted by his fellow man, The analogy with
Wittgenstein cannot be taken too closely, however, as Wittgenstein never
distinguished between a weltan tanschauung and a Veltauffassung.

This brings us to two considerat%ns which seem to count against
the principle of tolerance, which do ot geem to be mitigated by the p
introduction of the notioma of pxisg. Neurath's saciological programmed
Trelies on the fact that we can come to understand other fo!:n of life,

This is done by means of studying their forms of language and generating .t
Tules of translation such that they can be rendered intolligiblo in the o "‘ .

sciontific language of phynioalin. In this ny. ,gh
l ‘r Dy

sense of the practice of a soclety and see how it l\k
N N

which the members of that oocict.y have gset for ﬁq.ivn. It s here . " " %



that an unm.uuy hermeneutiocal probdlea ariges. M ean n. fl‘ W
standpoing.sf physcialiam, do Justioce to the goals of W muy
which does not share the goals UMW consonant wi otoin- as
& form of language? How ocan physiocallem, which ig a designed

to eliminate netaphyaical notions, ocapture even the of
& ocoMAunity which aight hold astaphysiocal beliefs world which
were i{mplicit in its form of language. Thias 1s to thing about

making the jump to understanding the goals imaply its Veltangchauung.
The left wing of the Vienna Circle was so nnzlom L0 esehww mneta-

physics that they were forcved to answer this question with a plece of

the bdldest -ot..aphylia ever uttered: All philosphies, in the end attempt

to assert the same thing. All forms of language are intertranslatabdle,

at least in principle. Heidegger mAy be gibberdsh in Bantu, but a0 much

the worse for Heldegger (or Bantu). The fact that Being and Time is

unintelligible in Bantu dqps not count against the thesis of in principle

Jranslatibility between language forms. It merely shows that Heldegger

and the Bantus cherish widely divergent sats of nlusz Physicalism
represents the language in which only that which 1s amenadle to scientific
Progress aay be stated. All the 'inessential’' elements drop out in
physicalism. Thus, as far as we share An the Vestern tradition of sclence,
all other languages seea to be trying more or less poorly, to assert

the same propositions as can be asserted in physicalisa. This sounds

like linguistic iaperiallsm of the first order, However, it is to ‘be
remeabered that phyajcelise is held to be utile, siaply because it asserts
the pmmumﬂﬁnu;h a'u‘;uot,-ht the ead be verified by means

of acinoe.., So Cprnap and Nehrath have ot contravesed the priaciple

)f tolouneo.‘ .They have not attributed any greater cognitive status

}
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to ,}q-tuu-'.ﬂ than, Wey have %o aay otler language form. lNewsver,
sivea that the ariterion for susesss of {remslation 1s aet Whe felioitous
rendering of the u*ou of ene language fors iatelligitle 1a amother
language form, Wt 7uther the fulfillssat of requireasats of \ purely
formal nature) it eseas as }{ .tby'-ut hold that these is some set
of ultimate facts t0 which all femme of language u;u.u have tefereace.
Otherviss, how can all fowns of laaguage be eaid to b {atertranslatable .
(short of mxmmtmu.uxwmuﬂoam;n
state all the formal requiresesats fer the translatioa of aay and all
m-spdtmm-nzmmm\bmww _
tolerance). Vittgeasteis 1a his IIngtqtus to the esatrury, w cammot
even polat out to,thess facts. But the left wiag Circle meader looks
a8 if he is committad to holding that there is suwch a set of facts, whioh
in principle is walnowabdle as 1t sust be captured in a fomm of language
vefore we can b esid to know it, This already colours the ‘obJsetivity”
of this set of facts. As scleatific philosophers, w adopt physicalim
ss this formulation of thess fasts is the most mesful. Althowgh no '
muxo‘pdpuuuumpw_uo-rmorm.m
mz;l.ofuumm.-e&m«mwmu.p&iu
setaplyeical position: mm«mm«um*m
thing, uzmmpmotm-ocmowm«h-\o-o they @
nummwuvxmuthva.'-. .
mwwmmwm”mmmum
the poseidility of there beiag ia'priaciple wunvmn-

. of language. This comsidsratioa raises anotier pussler for the peeptasst

of prysicalisn tased o the principle of tclemumes. The wisle lasme

«m«mm--x-@u&mnmm



) 2, ' . ' . - . . [ 8 '
af a syntactic meta-language. All the issues which have bdeen ﬁi_ud i

in tAle capter can be considered as merely having refereace to the v

~

‘forll of object languages. Tﬁo . nts all apply with even more

' d¢va-tu}1ng'(orco to forms of Wta-languages such as Carnap's Logical
'Syntax and Semantics. Different nota-languag.n are dosi;noa to do diffb#ent
Jobh.léo But there is no assurance that we vill be able even to make
sense of ao-oono s fozl of metatlanguage, even if we know the purpoue

,

for which it.is.dthgned. All the problems with regard to goal determina-

tion, goal ranking, different species of tolerance, thc_prtctico of 1ife

and the practice of scientific I:ilos‘hhy (as opposed, in the case of
meta-linguistic forms, to the p%actice of'scieﬂﬁe) re-assert themselves |

. with a vengence. The practice f scientific bhilosophy is not nearly
such a mitigating 1nf1ueéce against thes; difficulties on the level
of the form of meta-languages, 43 wvas the practice of science with

, respect to.the form of object 1inguagus. There is no long successful'
tradition in sodentific phlloso%hy upon which to draw oxanplea of succeasful /
practice. Nor is it clear thnt\the heart of scientific philosophy lies

in the way it is practiced. mi.\losophers who have adhered to the

wiss;nschaftlichos Weltauffassung have not yet proved their worth,



CHAPTER BIGHT, uding Remarks ' ’

It may sdem like an anti-climax to put forth the claim at this |.

point that principle of tolerance as a tenef of logical empirlcysn
1, ';bp°r‘°d‘qy no?-cégyitivo considexations, V¥hat is |perhaps now ﬁal{ed
'fo:. 5‘ a thojough ox;;inution of the %ognitivo/non-go 1t1;e distinction.\
Unfortunatoly. this cannot be undort;ken/horv. Vhat I|have sried ﬁo
show is that the principl; of tolerance is maintained Yy the loft w1n¢
of the Vienna|Circle because it attrﬁ?mtodjrut upore;nce tok the non-

cognitive congerns 6f the individual and of society, It is a pivotal

plece of the *octrine of the Vienra Circle, This'philosophy was intended

N .
to-give a metsaphysically neutra) structure for the improvement of the

lot of\indiviﬁuala and socictiés. The principle of hoLornnce|1tself

S was supposed Lo ge strictly‘¢$¢nit1V'1¥ founded. It relied oﬁ the
tautology: 'lt is irratfonal to make assertions about|that concerning
which 1t is logically impossible to make strictly ratipnal assertions.’
This tolerance had reference only to non-éognitivc‘is es, thus departing
somewhat ffon xhq u-u’i sense of the word. Tolerance |is generally
considered to be ; y‘luo. held by an individpal or so¢lety., For Carmap,
it was no value, it was a consequence of a most fundamental ﬁelﬁef
"of the members of the Vienna Circle. However, when one examines the.
reasons for naiﬁtain;ng such a basic tautology, we find that they are
d;eply rooted in certain non-co;ﬁitive beliefs about the nature of man,

']
science, and society.

!bthlps;the nost important of these beliefs, was the conviction on
the part of most of the Vienna Circle that metaphysics was the root of ’
reaction 1nftor-a of discovering the molution for the ills of society.

I have ‘stressed the non-gsonolithic character of the views of the Circle

93.




' [ menbers, and have to this point syapathised mofre with the left wing than

| with the ri;ht wing. At this juncture, however, it looks as if Schlick

f ln“particuh’t.ms much more pc!tapicuou than h),‘s co'llu@ap.l Ho«,nu‘

" th/o only one to actually try to 1nvest1WoT:f 6f’n_cyhpr:yaic-
on the individual ahd aociotm. most noubly in his Natur. nnd Kultur,

His conalustan seemed to Qhat lcttphyslcs had not had a wholly

dilatory effect, Nounth.,oq the other hand. in his fonys into history ‘

exhi‘t‘ & wholly ho;uio adit\ido Ml. metaphysics nhicﬁ' h;avbly

colo\uroh his observations to‘]thn point where he was not even willing to

. take.it seriously. His aﬁ:ééadc is pretty much su?lod up tf his facetious .
"'they (meuph)jsicians) can let seven bde a holy number," Presmtiiy.

his study of history was intended to be a scientific enterprise, which

v

for Neunth meant -that a.lfvady metaphysical strains in past history could
be discounted without fu;éher ado, when discovered, as they added nothing
'in scientific terms, to tl.;xe ¥ignif1cmm of historical actién. Surely
Schlick's attempt to isolate the role of metaphysice in history and to
try to assess its significance before roundly condeaning it nko.s more |
sen#e. In 11ght of the view of the Vienna Circle I have advanced in

" this essay, perhaps both Wings of the Circle would have benefitted from
some more mutual 1nf1uenc’|e on those issues with respect to lhiéh they
felt that they were in oﬁ:position.

| The flight from let#physics ‘made it seem, in light of the principle
of tolemnco. as if one qou{ld set up all kinda of ‘bizgarre’ forms of .
language which might mt}n some incredible set of goals. I have
'suggosted that praxis nié}\t put some kind of limit to what forms of
language would be admissable, This limit would itself have ultimately

only non-cognlitive justification, but still might be cognitively justifiable
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An um of a set of goals. It is mot ehu'. hmnnr. mc oor'cln ' (

o

fono of language oould be said to 'bium ._m “. in uuuoo. .
Lgnored withgut further ado. ' Leon Chestov, & aineteenth oentury

thoolocim. dovolopod with holiness aforethought, a logie was riddled >
with nconsistencies which he ‘though ‘would further his theodogical ains !

" On the other hand, it 1s not clear sither that tolonnoo of language - '

' forms ulon any form of u.nm vhatever be seriously oountenanced,

Porst of .n.‘t 13 arguble shether) ox WetS ia w\u&p van - flen

a thing as an incon:iston;,utunl iucuuo 162 in W "words 'inconsisunt
natural hnm- would be ;t all intelligidle to twentiath cemtury -
uthouticims. linguists, ociontists. or philosophirs.163 This leads

us on to the s‘g!pnd point. If someone who has a different fon of life

has a certain fon of 1pnguage which is radically different from our own,

_We may novor. in principlt. be able to make sense of it, Neurath

" thought that by means of a sociolog based on “social behaviourisa, that

such a. project q in principle pnibh. but coltoq,pon.ry work in
linguistics indicate that ihio nay not.., in fact, be so.i& 1f this aort

of case wers to arise, it looks as if we should have to exercise tolerance.
The tolerance would here not be in order bscause the oonsiderations upon
which the fom of hn;\uc& rests are in principle, imdapable of being
either nuon..uy d.ofol/zdbd or attacked, Rather, tolerance would be a
necessity b.aum we could not make sense of the form of language, the
gocls. and g fogxtiorl the -ou-ungmpg muhr considerstion., The principlo
of tolezance, as I have interpreted it, makes no allowance for such an

.»onn;m]:ity. If we were to act in the spirit Carnap and louuth. b ¢

belisve that we would tolerate this unintolligiblo form of language,

but the Vienna Circle doctrine dou not even purport to give us a thcorctica.l
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mtorn‘om. Wumamumumum
m.muuormtucwmmnmmmnm o
vhich we take te be furthering progressive teadesivies,

It night'be argued that vith the introduqtion of the principle of
teleiance, we have & theory which'ebraces the most thoroughgoing |
oq.?oauomx- mbh. This aay be 80, M enly in the meet

sttenuated sense qf oconventionslism imagimable. which tely
Qmmmmwumwm mun
m_ddouu_ou. prmcmo of tolerance, on the oon o makds 1t

possible that one ean explicitly coastrue ose's theory normatively, and
that, as in the case of the left wihg unbor“of the Vienna Circle, it
cah be a programme for 'oul change. Usefulness is usually the criterion
for adopting a convention. The principle of Aclerance makes it hporunt;
to consider exactly what it is to be umeful. The goals that n.hold
which detemine vlnt lmo forn we choose are not merely those kinds
of alms which are usually uhn as rouono for adopting a eolvonuon
such as drevityfor beauty. There axe ;och which express' qur dooput
hopes and up&t{ﬁom. Our cholos of langusge form effects the very’
quality of life itself! o __ : |
") The philosophy of the left wing of the Vienna Circle can be construed
as uumnng to have nothing but such an effect. The rejection of
-oupwuea lu based pmcluxy on the couvicuoa thst any theory that
was metaphysical eo ipeo did not mhuhpct. as say be seen from
history, and could not have such an h.po,ct becauas it was logically
precluded from saying M about the world thiich oould effect social
© progress. The wisseaschaftliches Veltauffassung wes taken to be the only
" way to graip the world which would make it a better place in which to live.
: ‘ s

P

‘
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he relied pote ‘his' iatuitions, founded upon a simple and kind soul.

. .
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Besh wnepittend falth 1n te Jraetien of eqjense and the worth of <

teoimolegy say ssen faellély eptiaistic 4o we inmabitente of 1B
1970's. Nrhape this 1s Wy Carnap stogped even hinting at the scotal
1aplications of \his, philosoply in prist after he s driven to eaigrate
to Amerien. "Mowsver, right up watAl his death, he cobtinued to work on
securiag the releage o m'upu:-c ia Nexico for palittaal
Teaseus, and earried on his york with wderpriveleged blacks i Los

Angeles. uming ealiesd shet naunnln 0 %o ‘Semical’ tisws

1 loglo and philieoply, than 1a the political aad social isewes. Here

Here is & pertion of a moving letter he wrote to Ruseqll.

‘Throughout 110, I have followed with the featest interest
not oaly philosephical work tut aleo, opecially during .
mmm.nrpusmmmm-.mxmm \\
oourags and your uhuuc,,cf enexgy and dsvotiom...
I an in complete agresment with the aims for which you
are fighting at preseat: ssrious negotiations instead of the J
cold war, 2o bomd-testing, no fallout shelters. But not
having your wonderful power of words, I limit nyself to
© partieipation in pudlic appsals and petitions initiated by
mmummnuutunwmutmoa /
theen matters. ' Bven suich letters are 4ifficult for me. - ‘
. By nature I aa inclined to turn away from the. insane quarrels
o{m.ndmu.ndmmqmua
prely théoretical fisld. But at pressnt, when the survival
of oivilimation is at ohb“ realise that it is necessary
.tmu“..m.lo v

@ Put the link between his largely wafprmulated political views, and &
his “technical® philesophy definitely exists. '

Ve mtt;b ‘Neuruth's ﬁm"nrlmlyifnmtoptn"
over-view of the way in which the left wing of the Vienna Circle viewed
their work. Working from a set of goals incspalle of rational justification,
using only ‘sound selentific ypthod’, they aimed to lay out a philosophy
which would say only what could be said, and leave all else to the reals

N



- ® )
of setaplyaics. The phifcsophy would order the knowledge of the world

| such um. 1t wuld be & tool of social progress. From a theoretical point
of view, the oholce.of goals was blind, l“*nr. the Circle as &
whole displared aa aninal faith that all retional men would went to ¥
upmd Aheir 1ot and that of others. In practioce, it eeemed to them,
'tho objocuvu to 'be reached were quite clear. There was no place for
their .hip to e to dry-dack where they could retuild 1, ,)ottuoninc
mmmmmmu. Mumm of '
being right or correct. They felt that there was no way to find out. |
such s project was considered to be flatulent. In the end, humaf
happiness was all that was worthwhile for Carmap, Neurath and Hahn,

¢ Tho principle of tolerance gave philosophers the freedom to construct
lmm foms which would be of tho aost usq to the individual and
soclety., It was lguphysicq even to assume that what was beneficial

to 'ono society would be beneficial to anothar. .

The principle of tolerance may seem intuitively bizarre taken
either on its own, or as a tenet of the left wing version of ;@«1
positivisa. I hope .mt in the latter ocase it makes -or. sense now
after some reinterpretstion of the work of the Vienna Circle along the
sane lines that it was conceived by at least some of its members.
Although, it does not seea to be tenable withambide resolution of a
host of difficulties, one whould oertainly respect the conoeption of
phnmw from which it sprung. To conclude, let us be reminded of
Marx' eleventh thesis on Feuerbach:

Mailosophers have only umm ted the world in vu'lau ways;
the point however, is to ghange 1t.

.98,

N
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Neurath, Otto, 'Prom Vienas Method to Isotype', in %
’ ods, Neurath, Narie, and OM.. Rodert 8., hts
. ’ 1m. p.m -

in Zuurde

‘Die Visbeaschaftliohes Veltauffassung: Ler Viener
0 m ) ) D ”‘5

ReAoy

Whitehead, A.N.,
University Press,

s
1 ] po -

Passmore, John, &?M.M
Books, 1968, pp.387-39)

Weinberg, Julius, An lmimu% of logioel Positiviga, New Jersey:
Littlefield, Adaans and Co., 1

The book 1s 80 dated (having been first published in 1936), in that
it takes no acoount whatever gf the sdmission of semantics into
Carnap's theory, and is so oblivious to the metivation for logical
positivism in the first place, that the serious student of logisal
positivisa can find virtually sothing of interest here at all.

The first consideration alone makes one question the integrity of
whoever was responsible for having had i% reprinted.

Urmson, J.0., Philosophical Analysls,Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1966,
pp.125-6

Passmore, John, ‘Logical Fositivism' in
eod. Edwards, Paul, New York: Kaclillan

P

There are a number of works im German which deal with the samne -Jorul.
¥ith the exception noted below in_the text, their atoounts do not
aiffer ignificantly from their ish counterparts as far as I

can dountp. See the bid for a partial listing. |

| Richard vonl Mises, rriodrlch Valssann, and Gistav Bergmann (and

perhaps Forits Sohliek, too). For two of the most insightful
criticisms of logical positivisa 4in the vein by those outside t
particular tradition, see John Wisdom's 'Metaphysics and Vexrifidation’,

in o ,Berkeley and lLos Angeles: Uniyersity
of 1fornia Press, 1969, pp.102-111, and Irs Muddoch s %
Sovereignity of Good,London: Routledgs and Xegan Faul, 1971.
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36, Mew York: Dover Nbdliea o 195, p. 6. Ayer, al
. oons of the Cirdle’s meet in the early Thirties,
o member, HNe did becowe, o the earliest exponeat
thought to the English-s ng world,
1’. In So 194 P ‘.. od,
.fven Court Cobre, 15631 7o,

16.  Schilpp, Ibid,. p.8
17 I, ppob-6 -

18, Mo p.9

19. Carmap, Aufbeu, o9, @it. #.S

20- M' Pt9 ‘ !.

ZI'k Ivig,, p.}o / |

set forth in the was the first
ch a project, which had been gree \
oared to atteapt, n 80, it was

« NRelson Goodman in his imggn

University Presg, 1951, atteapted
later. He chose/ the same bdase *
' (short for the

un oxporioncu) .

22, Carnap's construction systea s
serious attleapt to0 carry Jut
discussed, but ch no ¢

]
the same thing abgut twenty
for his system as {id
German Elementar - exlebn literally: el

i

for some uaknown on N|M, in in his articl P’ in the \ |
moyclopedis of Philopoph ol : . that Carnap
abes & phenc 1qtic bay o:coouuwuon tem, ‘l‘hhflatly
oontradicts what AP B Of pleacasnalism in «-g.
Mr. Martin, however, does mention that Carnmap with
*  political and soc matters and supports this s t by talking
. about Carnap's pexrsonality. '
23. See Carnap, OGO RTO D) gl hijogophy (1927), an essay .
appended to the Engl! Fans) t on of the o
Carmap was very o BOC lnthh eaxly period mith what he called
“epistemology” as 1 to hia that metaphysics in essence,
boiled ‘down to epistemology. Ve noticed that Aufbey there
is only one place re metaphysics obviously might enter and that
is in the area that we tqgd would call the epistemological section

of that construction system. N9 wonder Carnap wmas oconcerned with
metaphysics as epi ldgy. /

24, Carmap, Aufbteu, o { p.86 | j .
25, - Imid,, p.87 | /

26. Ivid,, p286 | . !
27. Ibnid,, p.287 !
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J1. The other two lping Kruft's

32,

33.

W,

35.

3.

|| » Viend Sohriftea

., ., and Neagee's w
o Yien: Sohrifwen sur visesmeshaft-

ches Ve o7 .

Compare Carmap's remaris ia 'The Blininatiea of Netaphysies’ in

Ayer, AJ., o Boy York: The Pree Press, 195,
where he argues L tssche is & nodel of a good philosopher as
when he made asserti (statements intended to have theoretiocal

or cogaitive ocontent) he tried o e &is points empirically.
Nowever, when he made an . on { & statenent vith 20 ecognitive

| content, og. emotive, imperative, perswasive), it was very glear
1 in his text that he was 80 doing. The pemniciocuances of traditional
philosophy, ascerdiag to Carmap, lies ia tha fact that the expressions
.of these philoesphers are both tahea gad intended as sssertions.

:Schlick, N. ‘'L’6cole de Vieags ot la philoscphie traditiommelle’,
;W. VYalenaam, 7. Viemma: Gereld aad Co.,

1938, p. e, was alacet certailaly aised at Neurath, as
oos can see W what follows below.

Schliek, ”"‘”‘%"" P32, Agaia, compare this with Neurath, who urged
that the word ‘philosophy’ be alamdesed altogether, and that the
phrase ‘the Unity of Seience’' be used ia its place.

von Nises, R., W Canbridges
Harvard University Press, 1331, p. . )
fhe explamation for this and the history of Vittgeasteia's relatiomship,
th personally and philoeophically with the Vieama Circle .is extressly
teresting, btut off the poimt. Carmap’s and Neurath's criticism
f Vittgenstein's notion of the langmage, is relevaat, tut far too
lntricate & matter to go into here. I will add, however, that

Vaismann's subsequent turm awmy from logical positivisa is not mearly
o radical in light of his relatiocmship with ¥it in. -

01,
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75.

81.°

82.
83.

8s.

86.

87.

' ' . | 105. ‘

~

Ibid., p.192

l -

Both in Ayer, op. cit., Carnap's article is abridged and given the
English title 'Unity of Science’,

Brkenntnis, Vol.III, 1932/33. In English in Ayer, op. cit.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig, Tractatug.Lo;ico-Philophicus op. cit, p.7
prop.l.1.

Neurath, 'Protocol Sentences’' in Ayer, op, ¢it,, p.199

Ibid., p.201. This 1s a paragraph for which Neurath has been chiefly
remembered - lqrgnly because it has been 80 often cited by . W.V. 0.
Quine,” who refers to it as ‘Neurath's Figure’,

Ibid,, p.207

Ibid., p.208

Erkenntnis, Vol. III, 1932/33

Several commentators ¢laim that this is where Carnap got the idea,
(eg. Kraft and Ayer). I have not found enough evidence to warrant °

this assertion. Significantly, Carnap does 'not take it up in his !
(albelt brief) discussion of Popper in his ‘Autobiography'.

Popper, K., logik der Forschung, Wien: Schriften 2ur Wissenschaftliches
Weltauffassung, V.9, 1935, pp.19ff, 195 ) }
-

See, for instance, Carnap, 'The t£limination of Metaphysics' in Ayer
op. cit,, p.62

Carnap's ‘'Autodblography' in Schilpp, op. cit,, p.51. Carnap does
not give the date of this debate but it certainly could not have
been after 1932, as can be seen by its substance. Carnap says that

- 1t 1nfluenced him greatly. The influence shows first in the Aufbau,

but more in his ‘'Ueber Protokollsaetze'.
Ibid.,

Relchenbach, H., The Rise of Sclentific Philosophy, Los Angeles:
University of Callfornia Press, }951, pp.314-4,

Neurath, ‘'Sociology and fhysicalism', in Ayer, op. cit, p.208

Feigl, op. cit,, p.281 ' ]

\o

Carnap, The Logical Syntax of Language, trtna.. Sneaton. Amrethe, New
Yorks Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1937, p.8

Ibid. p.51. Carnap's enphasia.
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101.

102.
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104,

105.

107.

108.

109.
110.

111.

" 106,

Ibid, p.52, Carnap's enphasis

fis view of the natu

of mathematics, influenced by Frege, Russell,
and GCoedel, is, of dourse,
his view of the nature of

no less controversial or fallible than
philosophy or sclence.

Menger, Karl, ‘'Der Intuitionismus', g';éot‘ur fuer deutsche Philosophie,

4. Band, Heft 3/4, 1

This argument, of courss,

930

begs the question as to whether in fact

¥rouwer and Weyl did want to mccomplish the same thing with regard
to their respective foundations for mathematics. To determlne a
philosopher's intentions is not easy, which may be the primary lesson
to be learned ( if indeed there 1s one) from reading this very essay.

The positivists never themselves=irev this distinction, as far as
1 can tell, Presumaply, they thought Ahat the second disjunct

entailed the first; which

Carnap, op. cit., p.164

Ibid,, p.317

 Idid,, p.218

is by no means clear at all to me.

Ivid,, p.320
Carnap, 'Autobiogxfaphy‘, in Schilpp, op. cit.., p.68 -

Trubner and Co. Ltd., 1935, p.

Carna'p. Philosophy and L_ggcal Syntax, London: Kegan Paul, French,

See Russell's indignant remarks on this in ‘Logical Positivism’,
Poleaic, Vol.l, 1945, pp.11-12

Carnap, 'Autobiography’, in Schilpp, op. cit., p.18

This insight I owe to Caton (see next note) except that he does not
+ occurs so early in Carmap's thought. He is

merely contrasting the Aufbau and the Logical Syntax and ignores

notice that the shif

Neurath's influence,

[ 2 .
Caton, Hiranm, ‘Carnap’'s ‘First Philoadphy'. Review of Hom’ ' aics,

" June, 1975, p.651

Carnap, ‘Autoblography', op. cit., p.uk

Kraft, op. cit, p. 60

Buck, MC., and Cohen, R.S., eds., Boston Studies in the Ptulosom'
of Science, Vol.8, Dordrecht: D. Reidel and Co., 1970, for a number .
of t.ribute%to Carnap, including some anecdotes.

»*
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113,

114,

118,
116.
118,
119.
120,

121,

122,
123,

124,

- 125,

«++"In the discuselons of the Vienna Circle, Neurath' has been - ‘

conspicuous for his early - often initiating - and especially
radical adoption of new theses. For this reason, although Bany of
his formulations are not unobjectiomabdble, he has had a very stimulating
and fruitful influence upon its investigations; for instance, in
his demands for a unifiea language which should hot only include
the domains of science but also the protocol-sentences and the
sentences about sentences; in his emphasis on the fact that all
rules of the Protocol-sentences depend upon conventional decisions,
and that none of it's sentences - not even the protocol sentences
can every be definitive, and finally, in his rejection of so-called
pre-linguistic elucidations and of the metaphysios af Wittgenstein,

It was Neurath who
“Unity of Science".

suggested the designations "Physlcalisn” apd
One of the most important prodlems of the

logical analysis of physics is that .of the form of the protocol
sentences and of the operation of testing ( prodlem of verification),

Carnap, The logical Syntax..., op, cit,, PP.320-1,

Stegnueller, in Buck and Cohen, op, cit, makes the interesting
observation that Marxism is never attacked as being a philosophical

(1in the bad sense,

le. metaphysical) doctrine., Of course, it is

to be suitably reinterpreted as a physicalistic, rather than a
materialistic, theory, See Neurath, ‘Sociology and Fh sicalism’,

in Ayer, op. cit,, and.the title monograph in Neuyath Empirical

Sociology, op., cit,

See alsd 'Die Wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung...' in Neurath, Ibid,

Carnap, Agfb‘_a.u. op, cit,, pp.xvil-xviii

Carnap, ‘'Autoblography', op. cit,, p.83 °

Ibid,
Ibid,

Ibid,, p.9

Feigl, ‘'Memoir of Rudolf Carnap’, in Buck and Cohen, op,i't. ,

P.Xxv

Neurath, Engiric_al_ Saciology, op,cit,, p.xiii

Schinory, 'Memoir of Rudolph Carnap’, in Buck and Cohen, op,cit,,

Pexxvi

See Neurath, title

essay, op,cit,, fb the complete story

Note that a similar move is made by a philosopher who strenuously
denies being a logical positivist - Karl Popper. Unlike Carnayp,

he has written extensively on socio- litical theory, claiming that
his canons for a good society are d on the only correct philosophy
of science., Science, being the paradiga of rationality both for

Popper and Carnap,

dictates how a sogiety ought to be run, From

.
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126,

127.

128,

129,

130.
131,

132,

133.

v ¢

108,

(con't) ) ' '

this position, Popper feels free to tag the theories of his
philosophical oppenents with various epithets connotating, in his
eyes, various forms of irrationality, eg. primitivism, tridvaliasm,
and so forth, Both Fopper and Carnap are consistent when they make
this move., If science is the paradigm of rationalily, then what

1s unsclentific is irrational. Popper relies heavily on this sort
of argument. Carmap need not, except in the unique case where
someone contravenes the principle of tolerance. .Otherwise, by -

the principle of tolerdnce, it seeas to me that Carnap must have

a very liberal criterion for what is to count as science - any theory
would seem to have to count as a legitimately scientific theory.

See Naess, Arme, Four Modern Philosophers, Chicago:, University of

Chicago Press, 1985, p.15, for'ﬁést one of many such accounts, Here
I should also like to acknowledge my debt to Prof. liermann Tennesen
of the University of Alberta who has talked to me about what Carnap

when they were both teaching at the University of Cal

orn}a at
Berkley in the early 1960's.

- was like as a person on the basis of his friendship t;Zh Carnap

Hempel, C., ‘'Hemoir of Rudolph Carnap', in Buck and Cohen, eds.,

op. cit., p.xviii. One only needs to examine the history of the
principle of verifiability and its formulations to see this 'strongly
confirmed' - all the way from the Scheinprobleme in the Aufbau, to
his late 'The Methodological Character of Theoretical, Concepts’,

op. cit,

Reichenbach, M., 'Hemoir of Rudolph Carnap', in Buck and fohen,
op. cit,, p.ixv. This is extremely revealing when one cgnsiders
that Kant is responsible for the 'apodictic' distinctian, between
pure (theoretical, cognitive) and practical reason. /

Tarski, Alfred, 'The Concept of Truth in Formalized Lan s',
(from the German 'Der Wahrheitsbegriff in dem formalisierten
Sprachen') in his Logic, Semantics, and Hetamathematics, ed., and
trans, Woodger, J., New-York: Oxford University Press, 1955.

Carnap, Introduction to'Sénantics, Cambridge: Harvard University7Press,
1942, p.247

Carnap, 'lMeaning and Synonymy in Natural Languages', &n Meaning and
Necessity, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957, p.233.

Schilpp, op. cit., p.66. This.is done, for example, through his
theory of ‘'meaning postualtes; see 'Meaning Postulates', 1A Carnap,

020 Cit.. p.2220 \ , ’

~

See Kekes, John, ‘Skepticism and External Questions', Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, March, 1971, p.327 for a general categorization
of the objections, .
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.Ontology’, in Linsky, L., ed.,.
» Urbanai University of
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Ibid, , p.211 : N

i
Carnag, ‘Autobiography’, op, cit, p“f*fb

In m. U.

Truth’, 1n

V.0., ¥ays of ‘Paradox, New'Yeshi. Bandon House, 1966, -

s O

See his 'Two Logeas of Empiricisa’, in t of View,
New Y i s H‘mr m ROV. 1%1. p.20. and P 1

d.y PP.112-113

Quino. ‘Carnap’s Views on Ontology’, op: ¢its p.129

Carnap, 'Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology', op, cit. p.218 nl
op, cit,

. and p,220 n2

uine, 'Onto

k-‘

logical Relatiyity' in Ontological R vity and Othe
Essays, New York: Columbia University Press,: 15“ p.'5§

‘ »eg.
Quine, 'Carap's Views on Ontology', op, cit, ):'m\

Goldstick, D

Ibid,, p.259
Ibid,, p.260
Ibid,

I have sru.ire

St hge
++ 'The Tolerance of Rudolph Carnap’, jAuptfe)tan Journal

.of Philosophy, December 1971. ¢

v

doudts as to whether this can be done. This stems hrgely

from the fact that I do not think that the artificial context in
which Goldstick situates his tio can be coherently construed

in Carnapian

terms, as it co s sentence tokens with sentence

types, taking A as a type, whereas it is merely the token in English
of 'A', This would be a long argument, however, and I leave it be
here as 1t is inessential to the business at hand, ,

Lanbros, Charles H., 'Carnap's Principle of Tolerance and Physicalisa'
ir the Transactions of the C.S. Peirce Society, 197, p.26

Ibid,, p.30

Ibid,, p.27, _
problem could have arisen in Carnap’s philosophy without his realiring

also gives a brief genetic explanation of ‘.o ochow the

4

it...', claiming that Carnap's concerns were different for each.
Physicalism was the result of the positivist reaction against the

traditiomal
social (

(especially German) dichotomy between the natural and the
tes)sciences, according to Lambros. So far, so good.

o
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) u:ﬁ the pﬂuotﬂ‘ of ‘ajerance, he cm.l. ws 'y un.ﬁmz .

a‘l‘hoorouul Concepts’, op, eit,

wanted ‘various Jimitations of logic' (ie,
v swmuta). This he got straight out of the
he had instead ddne hie’

bothered writing this o windeed, the p.moa as \he talhes it, o
18 roughly Carnap’s own in the' vheze toleration as exeroised ’
vith regard to the base of ' the tion system, Mﬁt 14

wvas in some eapirical 1 ) tf Hegin with. However, this was
superceded in 1932 in' ‘Uede Protokonmuo‘. oD, oit, :

See upochlly Carnap's hto ‘The Hothodologiul Chn.rncut or _— “

Kuhn, T.S., ‘The Structure of Gciou:inc Revolutions, ' v

0 Vol. 2. No, z. CWI Wlwv of ch’u“ ; . 50 .
75 TEC and Pegerabes;, V... Asningt Belted. Londen: , 1975, '
pp.188fr _ L g

Neurath, 'Sooiolog’md Physicalisa’, op, gg_t,, and ’hpiriul
Sociology' op, ¢it,, to name just the two major essays. The following
is offered as an example, It is from 'Personal Life and Class’
Struggle', Neurath, Ibid,, p.273. "Intolerance in the fipld of
world-outlook is @n the whole alien to the workers." (who all

presunably share a Veltanschauung).

See lenin, V.I., “eft Wing" Communisam, An Infantile Disorder,

Peking: Foreign lLanguages Press, 1 As Feyerabend acutely

points out (Feyerabend, Paul, K., mmat Method: Outline of an \
Anarchistic Theory of Knowledge', in Minnesota Studies in te

Phi;osogrﬁ of Sclience, Vol.4, ed., Radner, M., and Vinokur, 8.,

Minneapolis: Unlversity of lunnosou Press, 1970, pp.17-19), Lenin's &
entire monograph can be read as an essay in scientific methodology, ¢ -
see especially pp.110-101. He argues roughly that the poletariat, \
although it has certain alms, must not embrace any one theory, at the

expense of the others. FPraxis will dictate the means by which ’
proletariat will reach its goa goals, and this will mean, given the i %
ever changing material conditions in which the proletariat f 1f, B
that there is no single method for the proletariat to ubnco.

Lenin also has written an attack against what h- ealls posit.i B
entitled Materialisa and Empiro-Criticisa, Pekingy Foreign s
Press, 1972, 'Here he argues that the positivisa Mach and o
Avenarius is solipsistic, bourgeolsly individualistic, and reactiomary.
If one may legitimately question Lenin‘’s judgement with regard to

Mach, one has even stronger grounds for disabusing oneself of the

villifications to be found in Ruml, A., Der Logische-FPositivismus,
Berlin: VEB Deutscher Verlag der Wissenschaften, 1965. This work

‘attempts to extend Lenin's critique to logical positivisa, It is the

oaly indepth treatment of the work of the Vienna Circle which tries

to assess it in the political and social light. Alas, if the thesis

I propound in this essay has any substance at all, Herr Ruml has missed
the mark hatlly. He sees the principle of tolerance as encouraging
bourgeois libertarianism, instead of seeing it as an instrument for .
making a theory a tool for social reform. See especially his p.17,
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terpretaticn of left wing

affinity: .
ag' Peyerabend's principle of proliferation ‘ e
the neceseity of a humanistic bent to sdund science, c) the

world in keeping with our picture of man and mlot.y /

Soo ¥ittgenstein, L., rans, Anscoabe,
G.%. H. and Uittg.ﬂlt.in. . Certa H. [ ) Ansoomde, G.2.l.

This sor‘ of critique <is similar‘in kind to that which hl been used °
by phenomenological sociologists like Alfred Schuets again stiMax
wobor 8 thoorios. -

Carmap, 'Autouomm' op,. cit,, p.18. This is munt in the
1ntroduction to his monumental work .on inductive logic,
tions of Pro ity, Chicago: University of Chi Press,

19 the sequel $o0 that work: Cont

Methods, Chicago: U of Chacago Press, 1952, pp.53 and 59-60.
He holds that one mays rany one of an infinits range of inductive
methods, and there ' 4ifferent sense of ‘probabdble’ for each one
tion of choosing the method to suit one's

olds. .
Shestov, Léon, _t_!égu et Jerygalem: Esgi -do philogophie religeuse,
P‘n‘. 19380

Honberpr. Hans, 'The Logical Consistency of Language' in hig. J.A.,
Fleming, J.T., and Popp, H.M., eds, a&mp_%_h_t_ng. New

York: Hu‘court. Brace and Horld. 1l » pp.250-2 3

nh a similar fuhion. we would not know what to make of a claim that
some arithmetic as strong as what we now call a 'classical arithmetic’
is both complete and consistapt.

Such is the claim of Chomsky and various of his followers.
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