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My propositions serve as elucidations in the following way: anyone who understands me eventually recognizes them as nonsensical, when he has used them—as steps—to climb up beyond them. (He must, so to speak, throw away the ladder after he has climbed up it.)
He must transcend these propositions, and then he will see the world aright.

—Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus §6.54
 

Philosophy is/as the power of words

By  Matt Lavery  and  Rupert Read

Wittgenstein speaks of “the correct method in philosophy” in § 6.53 of the TLP, and suggests that one being instructed in it “would not have the feeling that we were teaching him philosophy.”  TLP is often seen as mysterious; translator David Pears called it “a baffling doctrine, bafflingly presented.”
  We think, though, that Wittgenstein’s idea of philosophy as a method to be applied in dealing with a certain important genre of problems rather than as a series of instructional theses renders it not only a quite common-sense affair but also more relevant to the current state of the world than it ever has been in the past – and, more relevant to teaching (in and of) that world. A Wittgensteinian inspiration can offer tools for teaching philosophy that make it intensely relevant to life far from the ivory tower.

So: this essay is about how teaching philosophy can be a very different thing than it is often thought of as being. It is not entirely unusual for philosophers--especially  Wittgensteinians
--to insist that teaching philosophy is nothing like teaching a body of knowledge, or a science. (Though we believe that this idea is not taken nearly as seriously as it should be, not even by most avowed Wittgensteinians; we develop this point, below.)  But what is perhaps somewhat more unusual, and what is (we hope) of some importance, is our thought that a broadly-Wittgensteinian conception of philosophy and method of teaching philosophy 
 can be put to work in helping to teach students about living well, and thinking clearly, in direct connection with matters ethical and political. Our essay concerns the power of words, how to not be over-awed by that power, and how to learn to use that power to unleash wisdom and goodness. To love wisdom, and thus love the world.


This doesn’t sound neutral. Doesn’t our approach violate the canons of a liberal education? Yes. But this is, we submit, simply a direct result of taking seriously the idea of philo-sophia.  We reject the core idea in and of a “liberal education” of the neutral hand-over of a body of knowledge or at least of ‘the state of the debate’ from professor to pupil.
 We reject the notion of neutrality in education itself, not because it is unappealing compared to some alternative but rather because it is a fiction. Liberalism is a dangerous delusion that plays at objectivity and neutrality while smuggling along with it deeply embedded perspectives and prejudices that lead to self-contradictory and highly-undesirable consequences when applied (specifically) to education and to politics / political philosophy.
 We will elucidate and aim to justify that thought, ‘politically’, below. But let us begin such an elucidation with the following short reflection on our own classroom process:

If we are teaching Wittgenstein, say, we don’t pretend that Norman Malcolm might be as good a reader and as good a philosopher as (say) Peter Winch. To extend the point: It would be ludicrous--a parodic post-modernist pose--to suggest that maybe anyone’s view on a philosophical question is as good as anyone else’s. But at the same time, for reasons already implicit in our outline above of our rejection of all scientistic visions of philosophy (appealing though they are, as a prop, to the teacher in search of legitimation), we reject any self-deluded elitist idea of philosophical knowledge as the possession of a few who can simply impart it to the many. When we say for instance that Wittgenstein wrote in the strange way that he did not randomly nor for reasons of personality defect or pathology but because doing so was/is internal to his philosophy, we have no authority for so saying other than our integrity, the trust we can justly generate in our students, and (of course) the reasons that we offer for so saying. In effect, we stand before our students intellectually naked: our ideas, our wisdom, our reasoning, and yes, no doubt, our prejudices, exposed clearly to their view. That is our aim in teaching: to let our students see us and why we think what we do clearly, so that they can learn what they think, too. We are, as it were, an “object of comparison” for out students (Cf. PI 130). We aim to be a mirror in which their own thinking in its excellences, its inadequacies, and its deformities can be seen clearly, and thus changed.

Thus, there is no privileged non-neutral ‘Archimedean point’ from which philosophy can be taught without an assortment of what some would call ‘baggage’: political, intellectual, etc. . We speak to our students in a vital respect as equals. We aim to be true inheritors of Socrates’s mantle, taking seriously (as he did not) the claim to ‘ignorance’. To take seriously that there is no philosophic knowledge is, ironically, to give up the claim to teach a body of knowledge neutrally. For no such body exists.

Our suggestion is that philosophy needs to drop the paradigm of knowledge, and recover the paradigm of wisdom. Of valuing what is valuable. Without bad faith on this score, there is no avoiding hereabouts of ethical commitment.

Now: Having said that, we nevertheless don’t think it proper or really necessary (read on to see why) for philosophers per se to simply proselytize or otherwise simply “stump” for a moral/ethical stance.  But, philosophical clarity has (more so now than ever) become an essential antidote to a moral skewing resulting from the studious and purposeful manipulation of language by various embedded, monied power interests deliberately working to confuse the real underpinnings of their actions. The corporate media are ever shortening the length of sound-bites; 24-hour rolling news is replacing serious current affairs analysis.
 These realities, not coincidentally, impinge especially hard on many students brought up in a highly consumeristic, materialistic and ‘relativistic’ world.
 Utilitarian economistically-minded under-resourced education is churning out students with short attention spans and little sense of underlying systems and holistic effects.  In this respect, the media serve ill not only philosophy and the teaching of philosophy but they also indirectly pose more immediate and important challenges to our political system
: politics is the way in which moral rubber meets the lived-world road, and morality and values are far far too important to leave to the political/religious ‘Right’.
Given these challenges, a key task of (particularly Wittgensteinian) philosophers is to find effective ways of enabling people to see things clearly in political life.  As we suggested above, in the current political/ economic climate, where language is used to obscure clear (perhaps we ought to say “philosophical”) vision, the philosopher seeks out values clarity, and always bears in mind that clarity begins at home. 

So we need to think about what is closest to home. And what could be closer than what one believes about what is most important: about all things political.
 Again: we reject the liberal conceit of neutrality in political theory/philosophy--and likewise in education.  Good philosophy teaching is honest philosophy teaching. Honest philosophy teaching is teaching that simply offers our students the world as we find it. Vividly re-seen, provocatively described across or against the grain of the dominant culture. Honest philosophy teaching makes no pretence to neutrality. It facilitates Critical Thinking in a number of ways: not least, through forcing students to think for themselves, not by setting before them a mythical row of consumer goods between which they can freely choose, but by forcing them to choose in the crucible of presenting them always with live options that are actually supported/held by those proposing them. Our paradigm in teaching ought not to be the pretend-neutrality of packaging, but the real non-neutrality of honest disclosures of how we take the world to be.  
So we don’t hesitate to deck out our lectures with accounts and examples of a political bent, described as we would and do honestly describe them. We don’t pretend to offer a (fantasized) neutral or impartial description of the intellectual options facing our students: we describe the landscape as we honestly see it, and leave it to them to find their own way among it or re-make it or re-vision it. (And we don’t hesitate to tell them that we don’t admire the mere pretence of following us in seeing the landscape as we do: that attempts to ape our way of seeing the world may well pass, but will never earn high marks.)  We submit that the worst--and most common--way that philosophy teachers ‘spin’ is to offer an account of the world or the mind etc. as if the last thing they would ever do is spin that account to help out their own actual perspective upon it…

Now, “spin” is a word that is bandied about a lot in our media-saturated times and it is one that most people would claim to understand without there being a single, universally recognized definition; it means something like dissembling that one cannot call all-out lying due to the thinnest connection to reality of the words making up the lie.
  It has become almost commonplace for the electorate to expect that issues are being spun, and to thus distrust politicians.  If fatigue towards political double-speak resulting from over-saturation of spin makes such blatant obfuscation a bit less dangerous than it has been in the pat, it has become no less difficult for individuals to see through it to discover the ’real value’ of political speech.  Demystifying spin, thus, becomes not the apogee of philosophical insight but rather a valuable ’warm-up’ for the more taxing, ’bloody-hard way’
 of deconstructing the verbal structures that place a veil over the political and practical agendas of special interests.  This more challenging philosophical clarity requires looking into oneself carefully to see the more subtle ways that language can play upon us to (mis)understand such agendas, namely by establishing conceptual “frames” that are not simply demystified in the way that spin can be un-spun.  Frames disclose value (the values upon which one’s ‘position’ is based) in the same way that spin tries to conceal it. Frames cannot be deconstructed in the same way that spin can: spin is superficial, framing is more substantial.  A frame concerns the entire way an issue is formulated, the way it is conceived of.

To be truly effective in aligning actions with values, then, frames must be completely reworked, issues must be reframed 
 in the same way a picture must be if we are to appreciate, say, the subtleties of one of its colors or textures.  Then, once one has reframed, one can add additional considerations and counter-objections. But making the initial ‘paradigm-shift’ is critically important. Fail to do so, and you are simply batting on your opponent’s wicket, playing away rather than at home. You might get quite a good score, but your chances of winning are minimal. So, for example: if one speaks of how we ought to conserve our natural resources rather than just turning them all into disposable consumer goods and throwing them away, one is already half-way to losing the argument. To have a decent chance of winning, one has to reject the very conceptulisation of the world as a collection (a ‘standing reserve’, as Heidegger puts it) of mere ‘natural resources’; one has to reject the idea that there is any ‘away’ where things can truly be thrown; and so on. (See below, for a little more detail on how positively to reframe an issue such as this one.)

Key to this project, as we have hinted at above, is that framing, deframing, and reframing are very difficult, and this is rational: otherwise, one is constantly floundering around without an over-arching paradigm, flitting from one set of grounding principles to another like a ‘fashionista’. To effect a scientific revolution is rightly rare; otherwise there would be no science.
 Reframing requires re-seeing. And unlearning old hard-dieing habits.
For a more concrete understanding of the difficulties and importance or reframing, we turn to an example.  Consider the images of freedom conjured up in adverts to persuade people to buy flashy new cars; but just imagine what our roads would look like if people acted absolutely freely upon them.  What would happen if, for instance: 

· there were no impediments like traffic lights or stop signs (or if these were routinely, universally ignored) 

· If people invariably parked wherever they wanted (e.g. in the middle of the street; or making it impossible for other parked vehicles to move).

· If people drove on both sides of the road, willy-nilly...

What makes ‘the freedom of the roads’ work, in practice, is, firstly, that we have rules of the road (such as driving on the left) which are very widely observed, and, secondly, that at least some drivers do show genuine consideration to other road-users (for instance, letting people out of side-roads). Without these two things, our roads would be scenes of total chaos, and of far worse carnage than they actually are.  What’s more, developments in technology continually factor out the “freedom” of the person behind the wheel:
 GPS is already giving way to concept cars with piloting systems that will remove most elements of choice in route from a driver; cars will have automatic speed-management to maximize fuel economy and to keep the car below the speed limit...we may end up, within a generation, with cars that are in effect entirely driven by electronic chauffeurs. This will free up 'car drivers' to read the newspaper etc. while going from A to B...just as riders on public transport are free to do already!  The reality is that the only means of transport that really deliver freedom to go where one will, under one's own direction, ironically, are the oldest and most low-tech of all: cycling (whereby you can quickly bypass road congestion, congestion that stops buses and cars alike), and walking. Walking is the most reliable mode of transport of all. Nothing (save something going wrong with your legs) can stop you. You have almost total flexibility to change position and direction at any time, when you walk... 

The reality is that drivers do not have much freedom, on the roads, within the Highway Code.
 The much-vaunted absolute freedom of the motorist, which can seem so much more attractive than depending on other people all the time (as one obviously does if one takes public transport), is a grand illusion. Car-driving needs to be tightly constrained by the law to work well, and, as a car driver, one always depends just as deeply on other people as one does when one is a public transport passenger. One person driving down the wrong side of a busy street can demonstrate that, in an instant.  By contrast, real freedom is arguably the preserve of the pedestrian, not really of the motorist at all;
 and yet the frame of freedom surrounding owning a car and driving is not easily undone by the many lobbyists and grass-rooters—like the New York City based bicycle activists “Critical Mass”—at work to bring about the much-needed paradigm shift: freedom of the pedestrian, freedom of the non-motorist (It’s hard to reframe: Even having looked closely at the example it still seems paradoxical to say these things!).  

It is difficult to shake off the wrong-headed idea of driving as “pure freedom” in part because to do so works against the interests of the car-economy—the manufacturers, the salespeople, big oil, advertisers. These interests have powerfully structured the entire debate, our very frameworks for making sense of freedom. If one’s paradigm of freedom is ‘the open road’, then it just seems like madness to think that cars might be making us unfree. (Much as, if one’s paradigm of the unmoving is the Earth, then it just seems like madness to think that perhaps the Earth itself moves through space, spins on its axis…)

  Now cross-apply this frame on a much larger scale:  Those such as the British ‘journalist’ and motor enthusiast Jeremy Clarkson who advocate the “freedom of the motorist” sound very similar to those economists and politicians who advocate “the free market.”  We often hear these days that there is no alternative to capitalism, no alternative to globalization, no alternative to “free” markets—this is what Thatcher and Reagan famously said in the 1980s; New Labour and the American neo-cons say almost the same now.  We are told that the little pleasures of our lives, from the ability to buy just about anything at a supermarket to discount airfare allowing inexpensive travel around the world (but surely not, as anyone who has ever flown economy-class could attest, “freedom”) are all built upon this globalized “free” market economy, but the utter failure and impossibility and undesirability of a truly “free market” on the roads should give us a clue to why unfettered freedom and selfishness do not work in the economy and society in general.  Yet see how much play such arguments get in primetime speeches on trade pacts like NAFTA:  policy-makers are frustratingly slow to take concrete action to curb such free selfishness for fear of alienating corporate constituents with the suggestion of policies that will impact their profit margins and voters with talk of the need to, for example, “give up,” “sacrifice,” and “go without.”  Anything which sounds like a constraint on a crudely-marketed personal (=corporate?) freedom is ‘hard to sell’. Thus the way the issue of sustainable economics (‘Sustainable development’ often in practice means simply development that can go on and on--i.e. endless economic growth--i.e. something by definition unsustainable!) is framed for the mass audience has been the primary barrier to adopting social and political policies that can counteract the devastating effects of global “free” markets.

In this most important and practical sense, the project of philosophy and of teaching philosophy in the Wittgensteinian sense described at the outset of this essay can be rightly seen as the disposition to uncover the power (of) words: it is the disposition to see how words take power over us … or can empower us.  What’s more, this disposition, as the basis for any possibility of reframing, is the power of words to affect change that can benefit all those currently disenfranchised or threatened by entrenched power structures. Our intelligence has been bewitched by a certain language; but it is by means of language too that we can overcome the bewitchment…

Wittgenstein strives for philosophical freedom. For liberty. He strives to find what are, for a given occasion and person, the liberating word(s). But one cannot have this freedom, unless one frees oneself from the grip of the thought-constraints of the dominant culture: for instance, the ideal of freedom itself as a pure thing, an absolute--a fantasy held out by driving, for instance, as we have just deconstructed. The fantasy of ‘the American dream’--the idea that anyone, everyone, can attain freedom by having lots of money--fails to recognize that money only works as a device to ensure that one has access to certain freedoms only if one is able to buy others’ labour-time with it – i.e. if others are unfree to do as they please in inverse proportion to one’s own financial freedom…

As we have been arguing above, the primarily philosophical task of deframing and reframing increases in importance accordingly as the political weight of the issues at hand impact life on the planet.  Presently, how to realize / seize the power of words in regard to ‘green issues’—for instance, the knotty and literally-all-important need to reduce the carbon emissions for which we are responsible—has been taken up and developed in some detail 
 by the major American linguist George Lakoff.  His seminal work, Moral Politics
, argues that much of American politics can be understood as the clash between the “Strict Father” morality of conservatism and the “Nurturant Parent” morality of what he calls “liberalism” (or, more recently, “progressivism” – we think it wise of him to have left behind the label of liberalism, in part because of its being a hate-word for the Right, but more importantly for the reason sketched above: that liberalism is inherently undesirable, is already an enormous compromise toward consumerism, a failure to seriously value the Earth, a huge drag on any seriously radical reframing project)
, and that environmental care naturally falls under the purview of the latter; just as self-interested exploitation of one’s ‘property’, and not conservation, is the logical consequence of (‘conservative’) ‘Strict Father’ morality. This is right, as far as it goes, but Lakoff seems to miss the need for deeper reframes in this account. One extremely obvious one is the reframe that we would urge: of thinking of the Earth as first and foremost our mother (‘Gaia’), or our parent, rather than the other way around.
 We are the nurtured, all of us, deeper than deep. Another such deep reframe, related though not exactly the same, is that promoted by Ecological Economics, the ‘deep-Green’ version of which is what Green Economics must ultimately replace mainstream ‘neoclassical’ economics with: of the economic system as a finite sub-system of our (also finite) life-support system, the Earth (as opposed to: of the ecological system as a mere ‘externality’ appended to the economic system, which is, in neoclassicism—the economic ideology of contemporary capitalism—taken to be in principle limitless.). This revolution that is perhaps taking place right now in economics is something the basis of which and need for it takes philosophical thought to see (which is one reason why the greatest advocate of ecological economics, Herman Daly, appeals explicitly to philosophy throughout his oeuvre
).

As important as it is for the philosopher to see the need for these reframes, it is also, if we are right in our conception of philosophy, her task to see them through, to get them working in the lived world -- and here that philosophical vision, that teaching of philosophy, is of the utmost importance because it bridges the gap between an over-intellectualized solution and the actual experience of the people for whom the solution is intended: 

The first of these conceptions—the Earth as our mother—is as yet too esoteric, too ‘spiritual,’ for widespread usage. The second—that of ecological economics—is as it stands too technical, but it can easily be simplified: the Earth can be conceptualized as our home (and one doesn’t plunder one’s own home), as our nest (and one doesn’t soil one’s own nest), even (to make clear as crystal the stakes here) as our life-support system.  The traditional Left (as in much of what remains of the ‘Labour’ movement, and as in many of the left-wing splinter groups, such as the multiple ‘Respect’ Parties that have emerged from George Galloway’s failed experiment) uses the ‘nurturant parent’ metaframe (unconsciously) to foreground ‘the deprivation model’, under which poor people and working class people have been deprived of what is rightfully theirs, and thus deserve more money, more things.  But here the nurturant parent frame is in the end inadequate for greens, because it commits the error of insufficient holism hinted at at the beginning of this essay: it despoils the Earth, depletes ‘resources’, promotes consumerism, dishes out pollution—to try (hopelessly) to make up for the bad time that the poor and the working class have had at the hands of the rich; to deliver them their ‘rights’ to what they have been ‘deprived’ of (as if it is a deprivation, to not be decadent).  Thus, within the “nurturant” frame, we all talk about “deprived areas,” even though the absolute standard of living in those areas is frequently higher than the average standard of living in the 1960s, a time when most Americans and Britons were happier than they are now. Quality of life, not “deprivation,” not improvements in “standard of living,” is above all what matters. Additionally, what makes people unhappy is relative poverty, not absolute levels of standard of living (above a certain threshold minimum, above ‘rich subsistence’ levels).  But relative poverty cannot be tackled by relieving “deprivation” (because that still leaves the poor relatively far worse off than the rich, than celebrities whose culture they are continually forced to bear witness to, etc.); it can only be tackled by actively pursuing equality.

And so then the biggest thing that needs to be altered in Lakoff’s approach, the first additional radical metaframe that he requires, which to some extent eclipses entirely (or at least radically… reframes…) ‘nurturance’, is the centrality of the Earth, the ungainsayable value of the ecosphere.  The very first central issue must be not the (vital) issues of basing our lifestyle, our education system, and our politics around care (rather than strictness, toughness, etc.), nor the (vital) issue of reorganizing our economy to work for people, to fit with a finite planet, to reflect nurturant values: It’s not (first) education, education, education, nor the economy (stupid): it’s our life-support system. Human politics simply does not exist, without human survival. This
--Earth--is our home. Here we stand; we can do no other.
Nurturance is only a half-way house. True love, whether it be of parents and children, of siblings, of friends, of those struggling for a better world – a better and long-term habitable home -- together, begins at home, in the true sense of ‘home’. And therefore such true love is wide, and mutual; for our home is thoroughly shared. What is also then missing from Lakoff—what again ultimately makes his “nurturant moral politics” perhaps suitable for progressive ‘liberals’, but not for green-minded forward-thinking philosophers, as a key meta-frame—is mutuality.  The ethos of team-work, of us accomplishing great things together, is an ethos that can animate the broad socio-political forces necessary to affect real change.  As an ethical task, mutuality appeals to ‘pioneers’ and progressives.  It can appeal to ‘fashionistas’, who won’t want to be left out of smart, attractive, creative teams.  And it can appeal even to the hold-outs, the security conscious, older people: as in for instance ‘the spirit of the Blitz’ (Just as people pulled together under threat from bombing, so they may pull together under threat of the long climate emergency); and similarly, as, for instance, in the way in which even many radicals who were in New York on September 11th found the experience empowering and not (in the violence of the event, and of the vicious patriotism it set off) demotivating: for they felt that they were living in a community, where people—friends and strangers alike—spoke to each other, and helped each other, for the first time.  


Ours may seem a strange, politicized, vision of philosophy, of teaching philosophy with a moral politics at its core, or even: as its end.  But by our lights, mainstream philosophy is intensely politicized: with the politics of a more or less Rawlsian liberalism/conservatism (Rawlsian liberalism being a highly-conservative doctrine,
 the doctrine of the liberal who, as Stokeley Carmichael rightly had it, is enormously keen to change the world for the better--so long as his own power and financial position is not in the slightest threatened by the potential change…). Rawlsian liberalism, the dominant ideology of our times in the world of political theory and of the intellectual, pretends that it is not an ideology at all: it pretends to a kind of neutrality between conceptions of the good. This offensive pretence is in fact merely a veil for liberalism’s relentless promotion of a vision of the good according to which we are isolated individual desiring-machines. Rawlsianism is a proxy for the crudest consumeristic materialism. It is this veiled politics that we want to flush out into the light of day. To enable our students to see it as figure, rather than just as ground. Philosophical reflection, the power of words made spirit-and-flesh through the array of reframing devices that we have outlined above, enables one to see the human being as more than just an atom that exists only to satisfy its wants. 

There is no possibility of philosophy and of teaching what is of value without challenging that picture of the human being that seems not to be a picture at all, and that structures so much of our politics and so much more.

      For if you thinks that the logic of our argument applies only to politics or ‘the environment’ 
, then think again. For, as we have said, all (or at least, most) of mainstream philosophy is, by our lights, already politicized; only: in the wrong way. The logic of our argument applies too to (for instance, and this is a crucial for-instance) the supposedly 'detached' logician. A logician with a care for truly educating her students needs to provide – to engage in, to make perspicuous to students -- some thinking about the framing of her teaching, as whatever she says is profoundly political in that, without a suitable work of re-framing, it implicitly argues for a particular kind of thinking.
      Our use of the female pronoun here is itself a small deliberate piece of reframing, of course, the kind that often gets dismissed through a brilliant and destructive piece of spin as ‘mere’ ‘political correctness’. (As though it is better not to be correct, in the all-important sphere of politcs?!)  It is a particularly pertinent piece of reframing, in that it touches upon perhaps the most famous device of teaching logic that there has ever been: namely, the following syllogism:

All men are mortal.

Socrates is a man.

Therefore Socrates is mortal.

As a Feminist philosopher once pointed out, this syllogism, the first paradigm of sound logical reasoning that many students learn, is questionable. For presumably “All men are mortal” is not meant to refer only to males, as opposed to to women (leaving open, as it were, that maybe women aren’t mortal…). And yet, if one replaces “Socrates” with “Hypatia”, one gets this:
All men are mortal.

Hypatia is a man.

Therefore Hypatia is mortal.

…And this seems unsound, for “Hypatia is a man” surely induces a bizarreness-reaction, and indeed would always have done so. 

The conclusion is uncomfortable: the first paradigm of logical thinking typically taught to students arguably equivocates! Because of a failure to think beyond the gendered assumptions subtly present in much traditional language-use.
So: the kinds of reframes that we have outlined above, in the body of this paper, are only a very small sample of the kind of thinking that is needed across the entirety of philosophy teaching; and of life. The reframes that we have outlined above, the making figural (so that they can become the new ground) of an inherent mutuality, and of the Earth being what makes life possible and not some mere source of ‘raw materials’ that we are free to turn into trinkets and throw away (Because again: There is no ‘away’…), do not deprive students of freedom. They enable.
 They enable a way of thinking, of seeing and speaking and acting, that is no longer under the thumb of a hidden set of unchallengeable assumptions concerning what is valuable: roughly, assumptions as to the absolute value of things and the insatiability of human desire for those things.

We believe that the reframes outlined above should be made available to students. Taught. But students are not of course compelled to accept them. (Indeed, they have the option of arguing consciously and clearly against them, which they probably never had before.)  Rather, they are given the realistic possibility of seeing beyond the grammar that tends to dominate our lives. The grammar of objects (that are called, euphemistically and prejudicially, ‘goods’); the grammar of greed.

Liberty from such grammar is a philosophical task of the utmost importance that offers yet another reason for not teaching in a neutral way. It would seem to us abominable, for instance, to present things as if maybe producing a ‘good’ that will lead to vast suffering of beings who cannot even complain is just as good a way to lead one’s life as acting so as to satisfy real human needs, or acting so as to produce an understanding of our interconnectedness, our utter dependence upon this beautiful blue-green rock; and so on.

So ours is, we hope to have demonstrated in this essay, at the very least no stranger a vision of philosophy than the ones that too-often dominate in academics: philosophy as a veiled apologia for the status quo, or philosophy as a kind of intellectual game of chess, or abstract theorizing, or philosophy as mere historical analysis.  By contrast, this (our) vision of philosophy as a kind of social critique, and a communicative tool for enhanced reflection and better vision—a view reasonably well represented even within the traditional academic philosophical “canon” from the Ancient Skeptics through Nietzsche and up to and beyond Richard Rorty today—is, we think, more appealing and appropriate:

We are philosophers.  We are the world, grown conscious of its plight, but also aware that another, better world really is possible. It is literally insane to think that we (we philosophers, we humans) ought to be indifferent between the suffering of the world and the flourishing of the world, between the extinction of humanity or the flourishing of humanity. The fantasy of teaching philosophy neutrally between life and death, between eco-philia and eco-cide, is a fantasy that only someone dead to their feelings -- to their broader self (other beings, the ecosystem that they are always already part of), to anything but abstractions -- would cling to. Cling to, rather than allowing themselves to take the world as it is and as it ought to be--in short, to see it aright.


That is what we think. We have made no effort to dress it up or to hide its assumptions or consequences. Now it is up to you: to agree, to disagree, to struggle with us, or against us. Just as the choice of how to think and how to live is set before students plainly, when one teaches them honestly. When one aims to teach with all of oneself; not just with one’s mind, but with (one’s) humanity.
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� Trans. by David Pears and Brian McGuiness (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1961).  Hereafter TLP.


� In The False Prison: A study of the development of Wittgenstein’s Philosophy (Oxford: Clarendon, 1987) p. 143.


� Think here for instance of the Preface to TLP with its insistence that Wittgenstein’s book is “not a textbook”.


� A conception and method influenced also we hope by Kuhn and by others discussed below.


� In this rejection, obviously, we are influenced by some educational philosophers and pedagogues, such as Paulo Freire.


� There is a lot to say here, to expand upon this, that we cannot do in the present place.  Two good places to start are Michael J. Sandel’s Liberalism: the limits of justice (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1982) and Chapter 3—“Religion without Belief” (pp. 44-56) in Read’s Philosophy for Life (London: Continuum, 2007; ed. Lavery).


� See Nick Davies’s Flat earth news (London: Chatto and Windus, 2008) for a strong analysis of why.


� See the paper by Hutchinson & Loughlin in this volume.


� For one strikingly relevant discussion of this—for it concerns precisely the failure of the media to reflect the moral concerns that almost invariably frame political issues—see Lakoff’s Moral Politics: how liberals and conservatives think  (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002), pp.384-388.


� To some, this claim will seem odd. We aim to make it crystal clear – natural – as this essay proceeds. We have to re-see what our home is…


� See Steven Poole’s useful book Unspeak:: how words become weapons, weapons become a message, and how that message becomes reality (New York: Grove Press, 2006), for useful dissection of the spin (i.e. the 99% lie) involved in the very concept of ‘spin’… For a book in the same field that contrariwise simply embraces spin in the basest possible way, one need look no further than Frank Luntz’s Words that work (New York: Hyperion 2007). See e.g. Frank Luntz’s wikipedia entry, for illuminating for-instances of his especially-influential (form of) spin.


� For an interesting discussion of the intersection between philosophy and ethical responsibility (and teaching!) of this phrase of Wittgenstein’s, see James Conant’s “On going ‘the bloody hard way’ in philosophy” in J. Whittaker’s (ed) The Possibilities of Sense (New York: Palgrave, 2002) pp85-130.


� To understand fully the difference between reframing and spin, goto � HYPERLINK "http://www.rockridgeinstitute.org/research/lakoff/luntz/view" ��http://www.rockridgeinstitute.org/research/lakoff/luntz/view� 


� Reframing is an idea discovered perhaps in many places/minds (most recently, in Lakoff), but certainly (among others) in Wittgenstein, and elaborated by the Wittgensteinian philosopher of science Thomas Kuhn’s idea of a “paradigm shift.”  Consider the need for reframing, and not just for radical critique, that is central to Wittgenstein’s philosophy. A picture often holds us captive.  One displaces such a picture…with another picture.  (Ideally, in philosophy, one is now freer than one was before – i.e. the second picture doesn’t capture one, because one is aware now of one’s tendency to overly attach to pictures. In science, things are different – ‘normal science’ under a new paradigm depends upon being captured by the new picture.)  That second picture may be a genuinely more attractive alternative. Becoming aware of seeing-as—of reframing—the central topic of Part II of Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations -- often introduces new possibilities for seeing-as; by means of pointing up or creating internal relations. Seeing things under new aspects the possibility of which one has been alerted to is having those things reframed for one. In situations of ‘seeing-as’, there is no ‘just seeing the facts’; one sees-as one thing, or as another. Kuhn was concerned above all to perform exactly this kind of therapy upon his readers—to enable them to see why they were attracted to out-of-date ‘Whiggish’ interpretations of the history of science, and to enable them to replace those histories of science with histories giving proper attention to the way in which paradigm instances of science (e.g. Newton’s laws) prepare the ground for a puzzle-solving tradition that follows them, through structuring fundamentally the way the world is seen: through changing what looks natural.  In short, Kuhn enabled his readers to see the world in a new way, roughly as one does after a successful course of therapy. This is exactly what Kuhn says happens in the lived world of scientists during a scientific revolution.  For more, see Read’s and Sharrock’s Kuhn: Philosopher of scientific revolution (London: Polity, 2002).


� (For explication of this point, see Read’s Kuhn, passim.) Thus we are not pushing a voluntaristic, liberal fantasy of (re-)framing: reframing is always non-neutral, values-based, challenging – it is of a completely different order from quasi-consumeristic ‘Coke vs. Pepsi’ choices which can be more or less voluntaristically understood.


� The example we are developing here is much the same as that famously employed by Charles Taylor in his “What’s Wrong With Negative Liberty” in arguing against Isiah Berlin and for a notion of positive liberty. Those wishing to see a deft carrying out at length of a philosophical reframe could do little better than to study the whole article of Taylor’s. His deconstruction of Berlin’s very famous but disastrously crude and covertly right-wing conceit of (negative) liberty is the kind of ambition we aspire to, and aim to engage in with our students.


� And consider for instance guided busways.


� One might object that our polemical re-visioning here doesn’t work: Am I free to walk to Manchester from London tomorrow? I am free to get the train there and I’m free to drive there (if I can afford the ticket or the hire car and I have a licence) but I could not walk the 150 miles there tomorrow. Of course we don’t mean to deny that: but it is useful and interesting to reflect that those freedoms depend upon being extremely unfree as one makes the journey. And it remains true that walking, for all its limitations, involves [for the able-bodied] a kind of uber-freedom: an ability to change direction at any moment;  a lack of dependence upon any machine; etc.


� At least, in the ‘standard’, crudely over-simplified sense of freedom that is generally in play within ‘the American dream’, within Berlin’s ‘negative’ liberty conception, etc. . Within the Highway Code drivers do have freedom. That is to say, once the facticity of the code is accepted. If the facticity of the code is not accepted then we see it as a restriction on freedom. But only in the negative sense of freedom – again this is the point made at length by Taylor against Berlin.


� For amplification of this theme, see the radical ‘metaphorical’ reframing effected in Read’s newspaper op-ed pieces, at  <� HYPERLINK "http://oneworldcolumn.org/2.html" ��http://oneworldcolumn.org/2.html�> and <� HYPERLINK "http://oneworldcolumn.org/4.html" ��http://oneworldcolumn.org/4.html�> .


� Though much much more is needed, on this front. Read is at present working on a handbook on green reframing, to fulfil this need.


� Op.cit. See also the still available (and vital) work of the Rockridge Institute at <http://www.rockridgeinstitute.org/>.


� It is easy to see how these labels apply to some areas of policy in Britain much the same as in the States, or at least how they used to apply.  Take ‘crime’, for instance.  It used to be the case that the Conservative Party was a “Strict Father” Party while Labour and the Liberals were “Nurturant Parent” Parties.  But all that has been swept away—all three major British Parties are advocates of “Strict Father” attitudes.  Of course the same has happened in the States, and not for no reason.  New Labour and the New Democrats in America gave it up because they thought it a millstone around their necks; they decided to paint themselves as tough on crime, unforgiving to criminals. This policy-orientation tends to be popular because of how much “common sense” and media discourse assumes the same, and thus grounds a “moral politics”’ of blame and punishment.  


� Of course, these can be brought together, as in this profound Native American chant, “The Earth is our mother, we must take care of her; The Earth is our mother, we must take care… of… her.”


� Most strikingly, in his magnum opus, For the common good (Boston: Beacon, 1994).


� Rawlsian liberalism, born out of despair at the non-action-guidingness of a Utilitarianism that is not morally repellent in its results, is itself just as non-action-guiding: virtually any inequality, however extreme, can be ‘justified’ by an apologist for it who claims that its trickle-down consequences are still the best possible for the worst off in society. (A notion which we, by the way, find morally repellent…)


� As outlined above, and as expanded upon in the first chapter of Philosophy for life (Read, ed. Lavery: London: Continuum, 2007), ‘environment’ is already a disastrous piece of mis-framing that guarantees the failure to take seriously what (broadly) green thinking has in mind. The term ‘ecosystem’ is much better.


� As does the Highway Code.


� Our thanks to Phil Hutchinson and to the Editor for very useful critical comments on a previous draft of this paper.





