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David Stove thinks that the four most
influential philosophers of science
since the war hold views so silly that
they dare not reveal them to their
readers. His primary aim in this book is
to explain how the deception is
maintained. The philosophers he has in
mind are Karl Popper, Paul
Feyerabend, T. S. Kuhn and the late
Imre Lakatos. And the ' common
absurdity he attributes to them is their
extreme scepticism about science.
They deny, he says, that there are ever
good grounds ~for any scientific
theories, or indeed that science ever
leads us to any knowledge about the
natural world.

Professor Stove argues that these
philosophers manage to get away with
this irrationalist foolishness only
because they maintain the appearance
of scientific rationalism while denying
its substance. They achieve this by
adopting a kind of newspeak. They
keep the old rationalist words, but give
them new irrationalist meanings. Thus,
for instance, they will use terminology
which implies cognitive achievement,
such as “knowledge” or “discovery”,
while surreptitiously® removing the
normal  implication  that  the
propositions “known” are true, or that
the things “discovered” are facts.
Sometimes. it is true, they have the
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The work of F. H. Bradley with which
Anthony Manser is almost entirely
concerned is the first edition of The
Principles of Logic; the text of this
reappeared almost unchanged in the
more accessible second edition, and
Professor ~ Manser  considerately
supplies a table for collating page-
numbers. (My references will be to the
second edition; pages are numbered
consecutively  through its  two
volumes.) Manser gives a clear and
sympathetic account of Bradley’s
work; how much his own labours have
been worth while must be judged
according to our estimate of Bradley.

The enterprise that Aristotle started
was first calﬁd logic by the Stoics and
has since retained the name. The aim
of the enterprise is to detect and
describe recurrent patterns of valid
inference (for which we still use the
Aristotelian word “schemata™) and to
devise means of expressing these in
abstraction from the concrete subject-
matter of arguments. Logic in this
sense has been taught, with varying
fortunes, for more than 2,000 years.
There are those who doubt or deny the
value of the enterprise; if they argue
civilly and reasonably, the courts of
ﬁhilosophy should not deny them a
earing. But such people are not
logicians but antilogicians; if they put
“Logic” on the spine of their books,
that is a false trade description.

For all that he claimed to be engaged
in “the science of logic™, Bradley was
an antilogician; he repeatedly denied
the very possibility of setting forth
fixed patterns of valid reasoning. He
was moreover a  remarkably
vituperative opponent; on pp 247-269
I find the following: “effete
superstition”, “dying effort of a hard-
run and well-nigh spent chimera®™,
“mass of orthodox rubbish™, “an effete
chimera which calls out for burial”.
Formal logic and casuistry are for
Bradley “twin delusions we shall
consign, if we are wise, to a common
grave” (p 269); and this is followed by
abuse of the prurient Popish priest’s
moral theology and confessional

good grace to signal this by putting the
relevant words in quotation-marks.
But as often they omit these. And in
either case, according to Stove, the
effect of this usage %and of various
related devices that he identifies) is to
create in the unwary reader the
impression that these philosophers
respect the achievements of science,
when in fact they do not.

A natural reaction to Stove's
obviously heartfelt polemic is that he
must somehow have missed the point.
It is true enough that the writers he
discusses reject traditional conceptions
of scientific success. And perhaps,
having done so, it would be better if
they avoided terms like “knowledge™
am! “discovery”, which might obscure
the radical nature of their conclusion
from unsophisticated readers. But
surely, one feels, this is a trivial
complaint. There must be more to
these writers than that. Isn’t the
important thing their new conception
of the aims of science? Or if not that, at
least the negative reasons they have
put forward for distrusting traditional
notions of scientific worth? When one
turns to these questions, one does
indeed find things to say in favour of
most of the authors that Stove attacks.
But there is one exception, one case
where the emperor really doesn’t have
any new clothes. Stove has got Sir Karl
Popper exactly right. '

Asevery schoolboy knows, Popper’s
view of science hinges on his rejection
of induction. Repeated instances are
no heuristic good for suggesting
theories, and no logical good for
supporting them either. Fortunately
scientists can  manage  without
inductive support. All they need is

delusion

practice, “odious beyond parallel and
in parts most filthy”. (I am sure this
went down well in 1883, when people
avidly read Maria Monk.)

“No case; abuse  plaintiff's
attorney.” It is no surprise that in
discussing actual bits of reasoning
Bradley made many mistakes. On pp
264-266 he tries to cite concrete
arg s we can i diately see to
be valid, without benefit of rule; quite
a number are in fact fallacious
Untutored logical insight is myopic, as
teachers of logic continually find. In
the course of a patronizing and heavily

ualified commendation of Stanley

evons’'s logical work, Bradley
professes himself unable to understand
Jevons’s “somewhat subtle argument™
(p 157); indeed he is unable, for among
other blunders he gives as the negation
of the term “(A and B) or (A and not-
B)” the term “not-A and B and not-B”.

Bradley had odd views, which
Manser partly shares, about “and” and
“or”. Pace both of them, use of these
connectives does not require some
overlap of content between the clauses
that are joined together. Glancing
through Language, Truth, and Logic, a
reader might judge straight off: Either
91x 79 = 7189, or there is a misprint on
p 117, or A. J. Ayer sometimes makes
mistakes at arithmetic. The clauses do
not overlap in content; and moreover
(contrary to another view of Bradley's)
the disjunction need not be exclusive;
for a misprinted formula may still be
arithmetically correct, and obviously
the correctness of the formula does not
rule out Ayer's sometimes making
mistakes at arithmetic. Bradley and his
friend Bosanquet zealously contended
for the solely exclusive reading of “or™;
some writers of today argue with equal
zeal that no such reading is even
permissible. (An outsider who inherits
a language distinguishing exclusive
and nonexclusive disjunction may well
find these successive Anglo-Saxon
attitudes highly comic.) Idealistic
“logic” held that disjunctions have a
pre-eminent place in the system of
“judgments”: I do not understand this
Anyhow, Bradley and Bosanquet did
not even know what a disjunction is.
“Triangles are cither isosceles or
scalene™ is not a disjunction, as they
would say, but a categorical with one
disjunctive term (to use the old
jargon); the difference is not trivial,
and yet on p 161 Manser seems to slip
over it.

Indeed Manser's own logical-ideas
apear very defective, just as Bradley's

imagination (to think up bold
conjectures with), honesty (to make
them look for falsifications), and clear
logical heads (so that they know what
to do when they find them).

The trouble with this is that in his
concern to keep scientists on the logical
straight and narrow, Popper quite
forgets to explain why they, or
anvbody else. should believe their
theories. The boldness of a conjecture
is certainly no reason to expect it to be
true. And why should successfully
surviving attempts at falsification help
if, as Popper insists, repeated instances
don’t support theories? Popper does, it
is true, specify principles which are
supposed to guide scientists in their
“acceptance” of theories. But this is
scarcely of much interest, given that
“acceptance” has nothing to do with
reliable belief or sound action. At
bottom Popper’s science has the same
status as Herman Hesse's glass-bead
Eame: it's no doubt terribly profound,

ut even if you keep on reading right
till the end you never quite get told
what it’s all for.

Surprisingly few of Popper’s many
enthusiasts recognize his underlying
epistemological nihilism. And for this
Stove surely has the right explanation.
There are occasions where Popper
does come clean and admit that he
thinks scientists have no positive
reasons for believing any theories. But
they are few and far between. Far more
familiar are his repeated reassurances
that of course scientists have “reasons”
for “accepting” their theories. And itis
only if we read the very fine print that
we realize that these are “reasons” and
“acceptance” only in Popper’s private
sense.

are. He censures for its “truth-
functionality” the doctrine that what
follows from true premises by valid
implications is true! As readers may
see (p 161) Manser has here been
mulling over what he remembers
people saying to him about material
implication in his student days. It just
goes to show how right Quine has been
to reject the term “material
implication™ in truth-functional logic;
its use has done nothing but create
confusion ever since Russell made it
familiar.

Manser follows Bradley in thinking
logic is alt about “judgments”™. At the
beginning of Prior Analytics. Aristotle
lays it down that it does not make any
difference to the rules of syllogism how
we get the premises, nor whether or
not we assert them as known truths.
Similarly in modern logic: even if the
original  premises and the final
conclusion are meant to be asserted,
the derivation by natural-deduction
methods may proceed via subordinate
inferences whose premises are not
being asserted. The continual talk of
“jbudgmem" darkens counsel: it
obscures both this Aristotelian point
and the related Fregean point that the
same thought may be expressed in a
fr ding assertoric or in
an unasserted clause within a sentence.

Manser holds that Bradley's logical
work has been undervalued in the
“official story™. I can at least agree that
a re-reading of Bradley's Principles of
Logic is historically valuable: for we
find there some bad ways of thinking
that are still followed. Neglect of the
Aristotelian and Fregean points about
assertion, even scornful polemic
against those who maintain them, may
often be found in recent books and
artjcles; Bradley's talk of “judgment”
is echoed in a recent textbook's
explanation of logic as “the study of
consistent sets of beliefs”. Quite in
Bradley's style, we find people
rejecting the idea of a conjunction’s
being true just in case each conjunct is
true, and otherwise false: and people
still follow Bradley in trying to reduce
“bare” negation to contrariety of
characteristics.(Bradley himself,p118n,
went to the length of saying that a
blind man’s mind must have some
“positive character™ that IS
incompatible with -sight!) Happll{,
recent antilogicians do not usually
imitate Bradley’s vituperations; they
prefer to damn formal logic with faint
praise, and urge that philosophers
should leave it to mathematicians,
physicists, and computer scientists.

Perhaps, though, Popper has
interesting reasons for his peculiar
view of science? Well, there are
reasons — but they are not so much
Popper’s as David Hume’s. Far from
having solved the problem of induction
(as he is mysteriously wont to claim),
Popper has simply swallowed Hume’s
sceptical arguments whole. Stove
spends some time on this, for it allows
i v iepeai and refine ie anaiysis of
his earlier Probability and Hume's
Inductive Scepticism (1973), where he
showed that, contrary to widespread
impression, Hume offers no argument
for his crucial presupposition that all
good reasons must be deductive ones.

Stove’s extended treatment of Hume
is certainly of independent interest: it
shows us one possible way of resisting
inductive  scepticism (and, also,
incidentally, where Stove’s engagingly
archaic sentence constructions come
from). But it is not particularly
relevant to his polemical purposes.
Many philosophers other than Popper
have failed to spot the flaw in Hume's
argument, even if they haven’t all tried
to build a world-view on their
oversight. And it is a pity that Stove
does not devote some of the attention
he gives Hume to other of the
philosophers he discusses. He is far too

uick to dismiss them as purely
erivative sinners who have nothing to
add to Popper but historical examples.

To start with, it is surely misleading
to suggest that Kuhn and Feyerabend
want to hide their irrationalism under a
bushel. Although they do on occasion
lapse into cognitive newspeak, there is
nothing covert about their desire to
show that science is far less rational
than commonly supposed, and in
particular that it is far less rational than
even Popper thinks. This last
suggestion  so  arouses  Stove's
incomprehension that he immediately
concludes that Kuhn and Feyerabend
must themselves be far less rational
than Popper. But he does his cause a
disservice here. For Kuhn and
Feyerabend have good arguments for

going beyond Popper. They in effect
show that honesty and clear logical
heads are not enough, because of the
“theory-laden” nature of statements
recording empirical observations; and
because of the insulation, stressed by
Pierre Duhem, of central theoretical
assumptions from direct contact with
the evidence. It ill behoves someone of
Stove's epistemological inclinations to
ireal these arguments as iightiy as he
does, for they raise as many difficulties
for the inductive probabilist as for the
Popperian falsificationist.

Lakatos is a different case again. He
certainly presented himself as a
rationalist. But he had a good case for
doing so. This was not just that he
made strenuous attempts to defend
Popper from Kuhn and Feyerabend.
Stove no doubt thinks that is like trying
to save Tony Benn from the Militant
Tendency. But if Stove had only
curbed his impatience, and read
Lakatos through to the end, he would
have found out that Lakatos was fully
aware that falsificationism was no
answer to the problem of induction.
Indeed two of the papers in Lakatos’s
collected writings are concerned with
just this topic. His strategy for solving
the problem of induction is not Stove's,
and perhaps in the end it won't work,
but at least he deserves some credit for
trying.

But these are relatively minor
complaints. Despite the title of his
book, Stove is far more concerned with
Popper than with those who came
after. And even if justice is not done to
the followers, the leader himself
certainly gets his full deserts. In the
course of the book Stove exposes a
surprising number of Popperian
idiosyncrasies as intellectual or
linguistic contortions flowing from the
initial need to present an essentially
irrationalist philosophy as other than it
is. And he does so with wit and energy.
Popper and After will serve as an
excellent antidote for the many
philosophical innocents who are still in
danger of being bewitched by Popper.
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