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The first question ...is that of what kind of problems philosophers

try to solve, and thus what kind of questions are asked by those

philosophers who are interested in the natural and the social
sciences.
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All that is going to be argued is that we must bear in mind the
standards of explanation and understanding which we apply in the

natural sciences if we are to arrive at a balanced assessment of the
successes and difficulties of the social sciences.
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First, then, what kind of questions do philosophers ask, what sort of
problems do philosophers characteristically raise? Paradoxically,
but importantly, this is itself a question that has agitated
philosophers since antiquity, and one which has not received a
totally conclusive answer.
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It seems, therefore, that one of the things which we are trying to
explain is how we draw a boundary between what sociologists and
historians say professionally as sociologists and historians and what

they and others might say about their subjects as philosophers -
whether amateur or professional does not much matter.
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What, if anything, is odd or peculiar about such questions, leading
us to say that they are not questions within the discipline, but about
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it? ...what kind of response can the sociologist as a sociologist give
us?
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We can, in short, learn about the past and present existence of
groups of people who called themselves by various titles, and we can
learn about the kinds of activity which they declared themselves to
be performing.
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Even economists might be interested in the extent to which an

underdeveloped country's poverty could be explained in terms of the
diversion of funds into the unproductive hands of witch-doctors.
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This seems to have been the view of A. J. Ayer at the time when he
wrote 'Language, Truth and Logic', itself a book which aimed to
distinguish as clearly as possible between what was to be admitted
to the respectable label of 'science’ and what was to be thrown out as
nonsense. (3) There are attractions in such a view, and situations
where it would seem to apply.
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For the philosophical interest in words, in why we say what we do,
is not an interest in 'mere' words. For when philosophers study what
we say, and inquire into why we say it, they focus their attention on
the criteria in virtue of which we apply the words we do, the rules in
terms of which expressions are correctly or incorrectly used, and
particularly they attend to the reasons which these criteria embody,
reasons why we should draw one distinction rather than another,
why we should characterise things in one way and not some different
way.
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If we put all these considerations together, the position of the social
sciences, and the way forward can be simply characterised. We must
describe the facts more minutely, experiment where experiment is
possible, quantify what is quantifiable, take advantage of statistical
techniques and the speed in using them made possible by computers.

We need, also, to put forward appropriate theoretical frameworks,
lest we become swamped by a mass of undifferentiated information.
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The phenomena into which the physical sciences inquire are
essentially meaningless, in that the order they display is only a causal
regularity; insofar as they can be said to have significance, it is only
a borrowed significance which our theories lend them. It is human
beings who endow natural phenomena with what meaning they have,
for natural phenomena do not endow their own actions with
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meaning, as do human beings. In this way, the phenomena studied

by the natural sciences are different in kind, not merely in degree of

complexity, from those which the social sciences seek to understand.
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..that individual reason was at best a limited tool, and that
individuals could only achieve happy and morally acceptable lives
by following the implicit wisdom enshrined in the existing practices
of their society; in effect, the argument asserts that like the boy on

the bicycle we get along quite well, so long as we don't stop to think
what we are doing.
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His situation would be much more like that of an atheist who denied

that there was such a subject as theology. The atheist could agree
that there had for centuries been persons who were called
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theologians; but, he might go on, since there is no God, the subject
is a non-starter, and these persons were misnamed, for theology is in
intention the study of the nature of God, and there is no studying the
nature of something which does not exist in the first place; without
a subject-matter, there can be no science.

S5 b Sl 0T cadals ity pas a5 b Le oS ey ey o LS Y
S35 ) (g5 S Sl 10 5 LS 0 430585 s p e rj.l.p}\ Sﬁ\e;\s
aﬁﬁggijl;,pﬂujw.@\whﬁ:@.bwjg&w, sl O a0
é}@joMT&b@m‘\{wcJ)jTﬁﬁ\)}@TMJJsct%j&ﬁw&m
4 Sl 03 g5 |y (omalin (B S315 T L ol o 5 ol o pios lonis| 35S05S
0315 5 gy 5 SIS ) sl aslos Ll Jgl dmps e Ly aindi o pas
Slp oS Sl 03,85 Oloml (5,8 Sils sy adyady ) At IS (6,50 slacsil
s Jgome (938 0L 3 &S W o 0 SIS 3 ye s 5 ale gloes sl 5 S

It might seem that in describing philosophy as a second order
inquiry, we have made it out to be a parasite on other more real or
more respectable subjects, and have thus denied it a life of its own.
But this would be a misleading conclusion; the relationship is one of
symbiosis - philosophy and other disciplines draw mutual profit
from each other's existence. As we shall see in the next chapter,
philosophy has elaborated a set of distinctions and elucidated
various argumentative techniques, together with the technical
vocabulary required for such a task, and in this philosophy resembles
any other substantive discipline. These distinctions, techniques and
vocabulary are not arbitrary exercises of the intellect, either, for they
were evolved in the knowledge that distinctions not made in
everyday speech had to be made if we were to make sense of the
achievements of science, or even of common sense.



