Philosophy as Anti-Philosophy — Extracts

Anti-Philosophy and Philosophy

Some samples of possible Anti-Philosophy

Criterion of an Anti-Philosophy position: the thinker believes there is something
very fundamental which cannot be addressed by what they understand as
philosophy, and which in some way is a core aggression against what is considered
by others as philosophy.

JL Austin’s attack on foundationalism and his appeal to circularly based
faith:

“If I carefully scrutinise some patch of colour in my visual field, take careful note of
it, know English well, and pay scrupulous attention to just what I'm saying, I may
say: ‘It seems to me now as if I am seeing something pink’; and nothing whatever
could be produced as showing that I had made a mistake. But equally, if I
watch for some time an animal a few feet in front of me, in a good light, if I prod it,
perhaps sniff, and take note of the noises it makes, I may say: ‘That’s a pig’; and this
too will be incorrigible; nothing could be produced as showing that I had
made a mistake.”

(Sense & Sensibilia, p. 114, my italic and bold)

His undermining of foundational evidence which (with a Kantian appeal
to the ‘that’ of judgment) does not quite revert to naive realism:

“Consider next the point about evidence — the idea that there is, again, some special
kind of sentences whose function it is to formulate the evidence on which other kinds
are based. .....

First, it is not the case, as this doctrine implies, that whenever, a material object
statement is made, the speaker must have or could produce evidence for it. This may
seem plausible enough; but it involves a gross misuse of the notion of ‘evidence’. The
situation in which I could properly be said to have evidence for the statement that
some animal is a pig is that, for example, in which the beast itself is not actually in
view, but I can see plenty of pig-like marks on the ground outside its retreat. If I find
a few buckets of pig-food, that’s a bit more evidence, and the noises and the smell
may provide better evidence still. But if the animal then emerges and stands there
plainly in view, there is no longer any question of collecting evidence; its coming
into view does not provide me with more evidence that it’s a pig, I can now just
see that it is, the question is settled.” (Sense & Sensibilia, p. 115, last italic mine)

Fideism about Other Minds:

“The question, pushed further, becomes a challenge to the very possibility of
'believing another man', in its ordinarily accepted sense, at all. What 'justification' is
there for supposing that there is another mind communicating with you at all? How
can you know what it would be like for another mind to feel anything, and so how can
you understand it? It is then that we are tempted to say that we only mean by
'believing him' that we take certain vocal noises as signs of certain impending
behaviour, and that 'other minds' are no more really real than unconscious desires.



This, however, is distortion. It seems, rather, that believing in other persons, in
authority and testimony, is an essential part of the act of communicating [my italic
and bold], an act which we all - constantly - perform. It is as much an irreducible
part of our experience as, say, giving promises, or playing competitive games, or
even sensing coloured patches [my italic]. We can state certain advantages of such
performances, and we can elaborate rules of a kind for their 'rational' conduct (as the
Law Courts and historians and psychologists work out the rules for accepting
testimony). But there is no justification' for our doing them as such. [my italic]”
(Philosophical Papers, p. 83)

Leavis as anti-philosopher: the polemic and the positive vision:

“If confidence in oneself as a master-mind, qualified by capacity, insight and
knowledge to pronounce authoritatively on the frightening problems of our
civilisation, is genius, then there can be no doubt about Sir Charles Snow’s. He has
no hesitations. Of course, anyone who offers to speak with inwardness and authority
on both science and literature will be conscious of more than ordinary powers, but
one can imagine such consciousness going with a certain modesty — with a strong
sense, indeed, of limited range and a limited warrant. The peculiar quality of Snow’s
assurance expresses itself in a pervasive tone; a tone of which one can say that, while
only genius could justify it, one cannot readily think of genius adopting it. It is the
tone we have (in so far as it can be given in an isolated sentence) here:

‘The only writer of world-class who seems to have had an understanding of the
industrial revolution was Ibsen in his old age: and there wasn’t much that old man
did not understand.’

Clearly, there is still less Sir Charles Snow does not understand: he pays the tribute
with authority. We take the implications and take it more surely at its full value
because it carries the elan, the essential inspiration, of the whole self-assured
performance. Yet Snow is in fact portentously ignorant.....” (Two Cultures? The
Significance of CP Snow in Nor Shall My Sword p. 41)

The deeper positive aspect, and the anti-positivism, in Leavis, comes out in such a
passage as: “It is pleasant to think of Snow contemplating, daily perhaps, the
intellectual depth, complexity and articulation [of the scientific edifice of the physical
world] in all their beauty. But there is a prior human achievement of collaborative
creation, a more basic work of the mind of man (and more than the mind), one
without which the triumphant erection of the scientific edifice would not have been
possible: that is, the creation of the human world, including language [my
emphasis]...... I mentioned language because it is in terms of literature that I can best
make my meaning plain,......... It is in the study of literature, the literature of one’s
own language in the first place, that one comes to recognize the nature and priority of
the third realm (as, unphilosophically no doubt, I call it, talking with my pupils), the
realm of that which is neither merely private and personal nor public in the sense
that it can be brought into the laboratory or pointed to. You cannot point to the
poem,; it is ‘there’ only in the recreative response of individual minds to the black
marks on the page. But — a necessary faith — it is something in which minds can
meet.” (Two Cultures? The Significance of CP Snow in Nor Shall My Sword, p. 61-
62)

The collision between Nietzsche and Karl Barth (speaking for Paul the
Apostle) as Anti-Philosophy:

From the Second Part (‘Dionysius against the Crucified’) of Karl Barth’s excursus on
on Nietzsche’s Ecce Homo (Church Dogmatics Vol 111, Doctrine of Creation Part
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Two pp. 240-242)

“The new thing in Nietzsche was the fact that the development of humanity without
the fellow-man, which secretly had been the humanity of the Olympian Goethe and
other classicall figures as well as the more mediocre, reached in him a much more
advanced, explosive, dangerous, and yet also vulnerable stage — possibly its last. The
new thing in Nietzsche was the man of ‘azure isolation,’ six thousand feet above time
and man; the man to whom a fellow-creature drinking at the same well is quite
dreadful and insufferable; the man who is utterly inaccessible to others having no
friends and despising women; the man who is at home only with the eagles and
strong winds; the man whose only possible environment is desert and wintry
landscape; the man beyond good and evil, who can exist only as a consuming fire.
And so the new thing in Nietzsche’s relationship to Christianity necessarily consisted
in the fact that this pressed and embarrassed him in a way which the others had not
seen, or at most had only sensed. On this view Christianity seemed to be so
incomparably dreadful and harassing, presenting such a Medusa aspect, that he
immediately dropped all his other polemics which he needed to to proclaim his
Zarathustra in favour of the necessary battle against this newly discovered side of
Christianity, and all the other attacks on it, whether in the form of the dignified
rejection of Goethe, the speculative reinterpretation of the classical idealists, or the
rational objections of their successors, necessarily seemed to him to be irrelevant,
stupid, and even — and especially — frivolous. These predecessors had not seen how
serious the matter was or how much was at stake. They could not do so, because on
the positive side they did not go far enough and were not consistent enough. At the
bottom they really knew nothing of the ‘azure isolation’ of the superman. They had
been left far, far behind by Zarathustra. They still crept along the ground, having only
an inkling of the proximity of the eagles and the strong winds in which alone real
man can breathe. How could they see the true danger in Christianity? How could
they fail either to reach a frivolous compromise with this enemy, or, if they knew and
attacked it as such, to commit the serious error of leaving it intact where it was really
dangerous? Nietzsche, however, was consistent on this positive side. He trod the way
of humanity without the fellow-man to the bitter end. And this enabled him, and him
alone, to see the true danger at this point.

And the true danger in Christianity, which he alone saw at the climax of that
tradition, and on account of which he he had to attack it with unprecedented
resolution and passion — and with all the greater resolution and passion because he
was alone — was that Christianity — what he called Christian morality — confronts
real man, the superman, this necessary, supreme, and mature fruit of the whole
development of true humanity, with a form of man which necessarily questions and
disturbs and destroys and kills him at the very root. That is to say, it confronts him
with the figure of suffering man. It demands that he shoud see this man, that he
should accept his presence, that he should not be man without him but with him,
that he must drink with him at the same source. Christianity places before the
superman, the Crucified, Jesus, as the Neighbour, and in the person of Jesus a whole
host of others who are wholly and utterly ignoble and despised in the eyes of the
world (of the world of Zarathustra, the true world of men), the hungry and thirsty
and naked and sick and captive, a whole ocean of human meanness and painfulness.
Nor does it merely place the Crucified and his host before his eyes. It does not merely
will that he see Him and them. It wills that he should recognise in them his
neighbours and himself. It aims to bring him down from his height, to put him in the
ranks which begin with the Crucified, in the midst of his host. Dionysius-Zarathustra,
it says, is not a God but a man, and therefore under the cross of the Crucified and one
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of his host. Nor can Dionysius-Zarathustra redeem himself, but the Crufied alone can
be his Redeemer. Dionysius-Zarathustra is thus called to live for others and not
himself. Here are his brothers and sisters who belong to him and to whom he
belongs. In this Crucified, and therefore in fellowship with the mean and painful host
of His people, he has thus to see his salvation, and his true humanity in the fact that
he belongs to Him and therefore to them. This Crucified is God Himself, and
therefore God Himself is only for those who belong to His host. They are then the
elect of God. And Dionysius-Zarathustra can be an elect of God only if he belongs to
them. Away, then, the six thousand feet, the azure, the isolation, the drinking from a
lonely well! Everything is back to disturb and destroy the isolation. The fellow-man
has returned whom Zarathustra had escaped or to whom he merely wanted to be a
hammer, and he has returned in a form which makes escape impossible (because it
embodies something which even Zarathustra cannot escape) and which makes all
hammering futile (because in this form of suffering man there is really nothing to
hammer).

This was the new thing which Nietzsche saw in Christianity and which he had to
combat because he found it so intolerable, wounding, and dangerous. And it was for
this reason that in the last resort his ‘anti-donkey’ meant Antichrist. Sometimes he
could act as if Christianity were mere donkey-dom and he could meet it with the
corresponding attitudes and measures. We might well ask how it was that all their
life long even Strauss and Feuerbach found it necessary to keep hammering away at
what they declared to be so bankrupt a thing as Christianity, especially in a century
when it no longer cut a very imposing figure outwardly, and the battle against it had
long since ceased to be a heroic war of liberation. But we certainly have to ask why
Nietzsche was guilty of the Donquixotry of acting in the age of Bismarck as if the
Christian morality of I Corinthians Ch. 1 constituted the great danger by which
humanity necessarily foud itself imperilled at every turn. Yet the fact remains that
Nietzsche did take up arms against Christianity, and especially the Christianity of I
Corinthians Ch. 1, as if it were a serious threat and no mere folly. And he had to do
SO....... The one who as the heir, disciple, and prophet of the Renaissance and its
progeny discovered the superman was quite unable — irrespective of historical and
psychological circumstances — to overlook the fact that in Western culture, in face of
every repudiation, reinterpretation or assault, persisting in spite of every evacuation,
there existed at least in the form of the Greek New Testament such a thing as
Christianity, so that from the pages of the New Testament he was inevitably
confronted by that figure, and could only recognise in that figure the direct opposite
of his own ideal and that of the tradition which culminated in him, and was forced to
protest and fight against it with the resolution and passion which we find in
Nietzsche, not as against asininity, but with the final resolution which is reserved for
a mortal threat.

And of this attack we have to say that it was well aimed, that it centred on the point
which was vital for Nietzsche as the most consistent champion and prophet of
humanity without the fellow-man. It is another matter, and one that objectively
considered is to the praise of Nietzsche, that he thus hurled himself against the
strongest and not the weakest point in the opposing front. With his discovery of the
Crucified and His host he discovered the Gospel itself in a form which was missed
even by the majority of its champions, let alone its opponents, in the 19t century.
And by having to attack it in this form, he has done us the good office of bringing
before us the fact that we have to keep to this form as unconditionally as he rejected
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it, in self-evident antithesis not only to him, but to the whole tradition on behalf of
which he made this final hopeless sally.”

Freud is a very peculiar special case whom I shall present on the day!



