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Let me begin by saying just how chuffed I am that the Philosophical Society should have seen fit to use my book as the basis of this year’s Members Day event. But I won’t linger too long over being too chuffed, or the task of giving you some small sense of its 428 pages in just 50 minutes – already impossible – will become doubly so.  

It’s a book about persons. In it, I try to answer not the famous ‘who do you say that I am?’ question, but the almost unheard of ‘what do you say that I is?’ variant. And if your first question would have been – ‘why persons: why not people?’ – the quick answer is that ‘person’ is pretty widely accepted as a technical term in psychology, making ‘persons’ its plural of choice. 

Until my early retirement twelve years ago, I had spent most of my working life teaching psychology. But slowly over those years of doing so, I discovered that, quite literally, I didn’t know what I was talking about. An ‘ology’ needs an object of study. And my particular ‘ology’ claimed to be studying something called ‘the psyche’ - - - also known, variously, as ‘soul’, ‘spirit’, ‘mind’, ‘person’, ‘subject’, ‘agent’ - - - or just ‘I’. And it was when I tried to answer the question as to just what any one of these things actually was, that I found - - - nothing. 

An ‘I’ as an entity which has a body (for I exercise it, don’t I?), and has a mind (for I change it, don’t?) is an impossible object. It’s that dreaded little thing called an homunculus: the sworn enemy of all clear thinking in psychology. Fall for it, and you finish up with a second holy trinity – my body, my mind, and me – even more difficult to conceive of than the first. So: not to be fobbed off by such non-answers as ‘it’s the first person pronoun’, or ‘it’s an indexical’, I determined that I was going to answer that ‘what- in-the-world-is-this-thing-called-I’ question, if it was the last thing I did. And given how long it’s taken, I suppose it just might be.  

Now: given the huge constraints of time, and although it will leave much unsaid, I’m only going to try to make four points about the book’s content this morning. And even that might turn out to be over-ambitious. I’m going to deal, first, with ‘existences’ (two of them); second, with ‘boundaries’ (two of them); third, with Gods (two of them); fourth with ‘consequences’ (two of them). So let me begin with - - -   

[1] TWO EXISTENCES 

Can we start at the charts at the end of your glossary, on pages 29 and 30. The first outlines what I take to be ‘reality’. And I’m suggesting that the best hypothesis going as to the nature of this ‘reality’ is that it constitutes an outsideless, closed system. In true ‘twenty-questions’ style, if a proposed entity isn’t ‘animal, vegetable, mineral, abstract, or some combination of the four’, it just isn’t: it doesn’t exist. But far from this being an ontological restriction, my concept of ‘existence’ is considerably more capacious than most. Indeed, it’s so capacious that – to modify what I’ve just said – any entity which is ‘proposed’ comes automatically into existence: as a proposed entity; and probably belonging to the ‘abstract’ category. 

I’m also suggesting that this ‘reality’, all of it, has two ways of existing. Sticking again to the very useful ‘twenty questions’ formula, all its constituents are either animal, vegetable or mineral ‘material things’, or they’re the abstract ‘happenings’ which take place in and through them. In short: I’m a materialist. To accommodate e = mc2 , and all those ‘happenings’, of course my ‘material things’ are of the ‘matter-in-motion’ variety, established by Galileo. But that alters nothing: I’m a materialist. And let me register something important about that. 

When I first started coming to Rewley House philosophy, I was a bit thrown by the constant references to the physics of whatever we were talking about. In psychology, we used to call this – nodding in the general direction of Freud – ‘physics envy’. And consider it something to guard against, not embrace. So let me just point out that the theory we’re now considering – the theory called ‘materialism’ – is not, repeat not called ‘matterism’. Whatever physics wants to tell us that ‘matter’ is, its explanation will still have to be answerable to the ‘stuff-ness’  of 114 distinct elements, and their combinations in mixtures and compounds: that is, to chemistry. The electrical transmission down the axons and dendrites of a human nervous system – for example – is sourced in a sodium/potassium pump mechanism: it is ions of sodium and potassium, leaking back and forth across the nerve membranes, which carry the current. It wouldn’t work with manganese and rubidium. Similarly, the chemical transmission across the synapses of the system is sourced in specific chemical transmitters: acetylcholine, for example. It wouldn’t work if acetylcholine were replaced by methanoic acid - - - or whisky. So: I’m a  ‘materialist’, not a ‘matterist’.  

Back then to my two existences: to ‘material things’ and ‘happenings’. Both are in evidence at all three levels of reality: at the level of the universe (where oxygen is a material thing, and rusting is a happening); of the biosphere (where tigers are material things, and digestion is a happening); and of the world (where tables are material things, and thinking is a happening). Happenings always happen in and through material things, and are constrained in their ‘happening-ness’ by that materiality. Thus so-called ‘mental happenings’ (mental events) can’t be categorised as happenings taking place ‘in and through’ minds, because minds are not material things. Minds, in fact, are happenings in themselves. They’re happenings taking place in and through brains. They’re what brains do. They ‘mind’. 

And finally on this one, I’m also suggesting that as long as an entity is either a material thing, or a happening taking place in and through a material thing – and all entities are either the one or the other – then it is amenable to scientific investigation, and scientific  understanding. A curious ‘volt face’ takes place in our thinking about ‘science’. Almost everybody, when pressed, says that ‘of course’ science is a method: it’s the application,  to whatever is being studied, of something called ‘the scientific method’. But then almost always this is forgotten, and science gets identified with ‘the study of particular things’, rather than ‘the application of a particular method to the study of all things’. My claim is that both ‘existences’ – all material things, and all the happenings taking place in and through them – can be studied scientifically. Or unscientifically, for that matter. Vast swathes of current cosmology, for example, seem to me to be studies thoroughly unscientific. 

[2] TWO BOUNDARIES 

Still with the levels chart, the first boundary is that between the biosphere and the world; the second, this time within the world, that between I AM persons, and I IS persons. Let me now try to make it clear to you why these two boundaries are so important to my argument.  

Traditionally, the boundary between the biosphere and the world has been marked by both religious and rational criteria: sometimes the one; sometimes the other; sometimes the pair, in tandem. In short, humans have been thought to be different from all other animals in three different ways: because they were made ‘in the image of God’, with immortal souls - - - the argument, for example, from Christianity; because they were the only ‘rational animals’ - - - the argument from classical Greek ideas; or because of some mixture of the two - - - the argument from all those medieval attempts to combine the  traditions. But common to almost all varieties of both traditions, and their mixtures, has been the idea of free will. Human animals made in the image of God are free to choose: especially to choose the good or the evil. Rational animals, after rational deliberation, are free to decide: especially to decide what is right and what is wrong.

But for some time now, such traditional criteria have been coming under increasing pressure: and from several sources. Let me indicate here just five of those sources - - - as you will see, some of them even mutually antagonistic. One: post the scientific revolution, everything came increasingly to appear caused and determined. [And that’s notwithstanding the anyway contested interpretations of quantum mechanics: a theory which applies only at the level of the microscopically tiny. When something reaches the size of a pin-head, so-called sub-atomic indeterminacy drops to the level of 1 part in 1030. And Homo sapienses – even cats – are astronomically out of that range.] Two: post Darwin, human animals have come to look less and less different from all their animal kin. Three: post the ‘death of God’, philosophy has become less and less enamoured of being seen in bed with theology, and much of it has migrated, Quine led, to become the ‘under-labourer’ to science. Four: post Crick, Watson and the human genome project, human animals have come to look less and less different even from carrots. Five: post the decline of psychology as an arts discipline, with the advent of scientific psychology, cognitive science and neuroscience, free-will is finding less and less room for manoeuvre. And six: post the decline of Marxism, which offered the so-far most systematic under-pinning of the social sciences, their alternative under-pinning by socio-biology and evolutionary psychology, has come massively to predominate. So in the face of such pressures on the very validity of this boundary, what is the appropriate response? 

The answer, I argue, is two-fold. First, insist on its maintenance - - - though shift it through some 2.9 million years or so, as we shall see in a minute. Continue to maintain that humans are special: indeed, so special as to be the source of the a whole new and third level of reality called ‘the world’. But second, recognise that, in the face of scientific advance, old defences of the boundary – those based in the idealism and dualism which produce such concepts as ‘free will’ and ‘the rational animal’ – are rapidly ceasing to work any more. If the specialness of humans is to be defended, then to be taken seriously, that defence is going to have to be mounted using criteria not religious but scientific; not dualist but monist; not idealist but materialist. How then can that be done? Or even - - - can that be done? 

I think it’s important to stress here that there can be no fudging this one. ‘Human’ is a dodgy word to think with. Human animals are to be found, clearly, on the biosphere side of this boundary. If something different which is human is to be found on its world side, indeed to be found constituting its world side, it has to be something different but equally scientifically respectable. If there really is no such something – if, for a very important example, ‘sentience’ is a well-secured non-contested concept on the biosphere side of the boundary, but ‘consciousness’ remains a not-well-secured and thoroughly contested concept on the world side – then this boundary will have to go. Socio-biology and evolutionary psychology will win, hands down. We will have to learn to see ourselves as no more than rather clever animals. And ‘personic reductionism’ will rule - - - O.K.

So: ‘what is to be done?’ Well, this is my proposal. First, move the biosphere/world boundary some 2.9 million years closer to today: from 3 million years ago when humans animals emerged to just 100,000 years ago when language emerged. Second, delineate the human which constitutes the very coming into existence of the world side of the boundary, as the human person. Third, find a scientific rather than what has been an essentially magical way of delineating ‘person’: I mean a materialist, monist, determined and ‘non-animal-of-any-kind’ way of delineating ‘person’. My suggestion as to how to do this last brings me now to my second boundary.  

As one planet in the universe (Earth) hosts the biosphere of species, so one species in the biosphere (Homo sapiens) hosts the world of persons. In the study of these ‘persons’, this should be the protocol. First, abandon all concepts borrowed from biology: concepts such as life, evolution, human nature, behaviour, and the like. They are appropriately scientific alright. But they belong to the wrong science. They belong to the science which it’s appropriate to use in the study of the biological host of persons: that is, in the study of Homo sapiens. But they won’t do to study those persons themselves, because persons are not organisms. And those who study them as if they were indulge in ‘personic reductionism’. Second, abandon all concepts borrowed from philosophy and theology: concepts such as souls, spirits, minds, subjects, mental events, qualia, free will and the like. Based in idealism and dualism, they are not scientific at all. They won’t do to study persons, because persons are not magical entities. And those who study them as if they were indulge in ‘personic exceptionalism’.

So: which then are the appropriate scientific-but-not-biological concepts to use when studying persons? Well, first recognise that scientific concepts are always situated within some  hypothesis. What we are looking for first, is an hypothesis as to what a person is. And here – in three stages – is mine. [1] To separate it clearly from the ‘material thing’ which is a human animal, hypothesise a person not as an entity which has experience, but as an entity which is experience: that is, as a happening. [2] To separate it clearly from the ‘happenings’ which are the experience of other animals, hypothesise a person not just as experience, but as linguistically structured experience. And [3] To make sure nobody thinks you’re talking about something as daft as ‘free-floating experience’, hypothesise a person as ‘the linguistically structured experience of a Homo sapiens.’ With those moves in place, this is what emerges at the second boundary. With I AM persons as those posited to have their experience, and I IS persons as those posited to be their experience, the earlier I AM stage of personic emergence can be seen as one intermediary between humans as animals and humans as fully-fledged persons. If you like, it’s a stage where we might call them – us, actually – proto-persons. Being now linguistic entities, we’re persons alright: per-sonare. But being only newly emergent from our biological host, we still trail many of the characteristics of that source. What then is there to be said for such an hypothesis ? Well: try these five things for starters.  

[1] It allows us unambiguously to separate out a Homo sapiens from a person. Suppose you were to leave this lecture hall, go under a bus, and loose both your legs. You would be a lesser Homo sapiens: lesser by half your limbs, several kilograms, some number of capacities - - - hop-scotch would be difficult. But would any of you be prepared to say  you were a lesser person? So: this ‘person’ thing that would still be intact is real enough. As a first approximation, we might settle on such things as its being ‘a voice’, or ‘a say’, in the human conversation. 

[2] It allows us to shed the obfuscating idea that persons have properties. As Anthony Flew – among others – has pointed out in relation to the more general case concerning entities and their properties, such a formulation involves the somewhat barmy idea that if said entity were stripped, one by one, of its various ‘properties’, it (what?) would still somehow be there (where?), but ‘property-less’. When a person becomes that which is experience, rather than a subject or agent which has experience as one of its properties, those essentially homuncular ‘subjects’ and ‘agents’ can disappear. At last, they can  come to be re-cognised as characters in a story, rather than concepts in an explanation: characters akin to ‘Mother Nature’ as the selector in natural selection; or to ‘it’ in sentences like ‘it is raining’. Chimera, the lot of them.   

[3] It allows a return to what the founders of the mis-named ‘social sciences’ – perhaps particularly those working in anthropology – were trying to make foundational concerning persons. Perhaps the best known formulation of their position is one from 1845: from the Theses on Feuerbach, written (if Radio 4’s ‘In our time’ audience is anything to go by) by ‘Britain’s favourite philosopher’. There are eleven of these theses: the eleventh being the famous ‘philosophers have only interpreted the world: the problem is to change it’. This one is the sixth. It’s the one that sees persons as ‘ensembles of social relations’. According to my hypothesis, an even better formulation would have been ‘ensembles of linguistic relations’. But together with the many other less-well-known formulations of the same idea, from social scientists of every stripe, it was certainly ‘on the right track’. As also, thirty-four years later, was another German. When Wilhelm Wundt set up the world’s first psychological laboratory – in Leipzig, in 1879 – he was asked what the subject matter of his new science was. He replied ‘Erfahrungswissenschaft’ [er-fah-rungs-vissen-shaft] - - - only his pronunciation was probably better. It means ‘the science of experience’. And an ‘ensemble of linguistic relations’ approach, in which persons are ‘linguistically structured experience’ would suit his project just fine.   

[4] It turns a person into an entity existing in time (a durational entity) rather than in space (an extentional entity). And when turning later to the significance of equality to my hypothesis, this ‘durational’ aspect of person-ness will be important. [In parenthesis: if there’s anybody here just aching to say ‘but surely we live in space time now?’, let me pre-respond to such a question. Space-time is a mathematical formalism. It’s excruciatingly valuable when you’re studying the nature of the universe. But of absolutely no significance when bumping into a bus-stop (because it’s in space), but being nonetheless able to catch the bus (because you reached it in time).] 

[5] It turns persons into entities just as caused (but differently caused), just as determined (but differently determined), as the organic entities of the biosphere and the inorganic entities of the universe. Flowing not ‘out of Eden’ but out of the pre-Cambrian, the organic sciences work with a river of informational genes, carried along in ‘vehicles’ actualised here as a daffodil, there as a slime mould, elsewhere as a hippopotamus , still elsewhere as a Homo sapiens. By contrast, flowing not out of Babel but out of Africa, the personic sciences need to come to work  with a river of informational morphemes, carried along by ‘bearers’ – the German word of ‘Britain’s favourite philosopher’, aforementioned, was ‘traeger’ – actualised here as Genghis Kahn, there as Abraham Lincoln, elsewhere as Dolly Parton, still elsewhere as Amartya Sen. With not quite perfect accuracy, where Homo sapienses are genetically determined, persons are linguistically determined. 

An hypothesis which delivers at this level is not to be sniffed at. An hypothesis which solves (for just a handful of immediate examples) (1) the hubris problem (the problem of the monumental hubris involved in ‘personic exceptionalism’); (2) the interface problem ( the problem of how a determinate and an indeterminate system could possibly interface the one with other)’; and (3) the ‘blaming’ problem (the problem of the hideousness of blaming people for doing that which they could not but do, because that is the experience they are, and which led the lovely Spinoza to call blaming ‘the vindictive emotion’: that’s an hypothesis which certainly needs investigation. And in the book, that is what I do: I investigate it. Over almost half its length, over its three longest chapters, I conduct a series of experiments. I take thirty-five philosophical problems as my specimens: problems such as those contained in such pairings as ‘is and ought’, ‘free-will and determinism’, ‘reasons and causes’, ‘autonomy and heteronomy’, ‘good and evil’. In each case, I remove from its formulation an I AM reading of a person as that which has experience); and I insert into its formulation an I IS reading of a person as that which is experience. And then in each case I argue that the result is the solving (or dissolving) of the problem. But time being what it is, none of all that is going to be able to figure in this opening. It’s a shame. But for that, you’ll just have to but the book!  

[3] TWO GODS 

In order to know with whom he was dealing, Moses called into the burning bush, and asked God to show himself. In declining to be so examined, the reluctant deity – elusive as anything other than ‘a voice’, note – replied with what is now known as ‘the great tautology’: I AM THAT I AM, he said. In this the third section of my talk, I want to turn my attention to this I AM THAT I AM God, made in their own image, by his I AM creators. 

Among many an other, Freud identified three functions as those which have been fulfilled by the idea of a monotheistic ‘God’. It provided a story about the origins and workings of the universe; a story about the origins and workings of life; and a story about what it meant to be good. Of the three, the first and second are now rather more firmly secured elsewhere: and by explanations, rather than just stories. In the making of substantial paradigms, first for the physical sciences, then for the biological sciences, we have made pretty serviceable scientific theories to account for the origins and workings of the universe and the biosphere. But scientific theories as to what the good might be are conspicuous by their absence. In the past, if the question was ‘what is it to do good?’, the answer was ‘it’s to do the will of God’. And there were plenty of powerful institutions and individuals around claiming to know just what God’s will was, and just how to ensure that you did it. In addition, given that there was only ‘one God’, with ‘one will’, this third of Freud’s ‘functions of God’ was to provide what I call in the book ‘immunity before a relativising critique’. Let me now unpack that idea. 

Anthropologists point out that the idea of a monotheistic God emerges at just that historical ‘moment’ when a human group becomes too large for all its members to be individually known to its leader. Put over simply but vividly, this is what then happened. I AM top persons, understanding themselves, in I AM style, as outside the world, over against the world, uncaused causers and prime-movers, made an I AM THAT I AM even ‘topper’ person, also outside the world, over against the world, uncaused causer and prime-mover - - - and called it ‘God’. It was as though each was saying, to the ‘little platoon’ over which he sought to maintain dominion: ‘look, maybe I can’t now see what you’re up to all the time, but he can, so watch it!’ And behold, there was made the idea which could provide ‘immunity before a relativising critique’: that is, an unquestionable and single source of universal value. O.K. we might be many, and have different, situated conceptions of the good. But he is one. And not any old one either. He is immortal invisible and ineffable. He is lord of lords, king of kings, all-knowing, all-powerful and all-good. Beat that for a source of universal value if you can ! And for millennia, we couldn’t. The only way to rebel against such a one was not to question him directly – for wasn’t He ‘He’ – but instead to question the reliability, as his translators, of his spokes-persons on earth: that is, those who were mediating to us what it was that he was ‘willing’ 

as the good.    

But just as there had been an error in our I AM conception of ourselves, so there had been an error in our I AM THAT I AM conception of him. Of course: there would have to have been. And the same error, too - - - for didn’t we make him in our own image. The error is that both conceptions are preposterous. Not ‘preposterous’ used just as an expletive. But literally preposterous. That which is ‘pre-post-erous’ is that which inverts the order of things. When we have an I AM concept of ‘I’ as the precondition of experience (that which has it when it comes along) rather than an I IS concept of ‘I’ as the post-condition of experience (that which is it as it accumulates), we have a thoroughly normal, but also thoroughly preposterous, conception. Our ‘I’ would seem to be something like a singular stand-point (note: dodgy spatial imagery) ‘a couple of inches behind the eyes, and up a bit’, as Galen Strawson describes it, out from which, as a pre-conditional uncaused entity, it acts or does not act on the world as it will. What we are now coming to see, I contend, is that, by contrast, our ‘I’ is actually something much more like a sequence of understand-moments (O.K. durational imagery), out from which, as a post-conditional caused entity, it acts in the world willy nilly.  

Now apart from their maximally different sizes, these I AMs – the I AM of the inventing person: the I AM THAT I AM of the invented God – are essentially the same phenomenon. The function of the ‘I’ of an I AM person is to provide an ultimate and unquestionable explanation which will not in its turn need explaining. The explanation buck stops here. An ‘I AM’ is not mediated: it is a centre, from which it initiates as a free-willing agent, it originates as an autonomous creator. As Descartes explicitly spelled out, there is no need to ask ‘but what is I?’, because it is essentially ineffable. And the comparison? The function of the ‘I’ of an I AM THAT I AM God is to provide an ultimate and unquestionable explanation which will not in its turn need explaining. The explanation buck stops here. An I AM THAT I AM is not mediated: it is a centre, from which it initiates as a free-willing agent, it originates as an autonomous creator. There is no need to ask ‘but what is I AM THAT I AM: because it is essentially ineffable. To fulfil these essentially similar functions, both an I AM person and an I AM THAT I AM God need to be ‘outside’ and ‘over against’. The I AM person needs to be posited as outside and over-against the world which, with its mini ‘view from nowhere’, it can know, even if only in part, untroubled by any particular situatedness. The I AM THAT I AM God needs to be posited as outside and over-against the world which, with its maxi ‘view from nowhere’, it can know why, everything down to all the hairs on ourl heads, untroubled by any particular situatedness. It is the utter incoherence of such ‘outside-time-and-space ‘Ies’ which points up the utter incoherence of the separation of ontology from epistemology in philosophy. 

All this is spelled out much more carefully than I have been able to spell it out here in Chapter Eleven of the book: a chapter which is a sort of ‘conceit’, in the sense of ‘elaborate metaphor’, whereby the idea of an I AM God is systematically contrasted with the idea of an I IS God, in much the same way as their I AM and I IS creators have been contrasted. And it is concluded that the only ‘view from nowhere’ really available – nowhere being - - - well - - - nowhere – is the ‘view from everywhere’. That is: that the only real immunity to a relativising critique and thus source of universal value is to be found inside the world, as the consensus view of all free and equal persons. It is to a development of that idea that I turn with my forth and last point, concerning - - - 

[4] TWO CONSEQUENCES

Of course I know that a sophisticated audience like this one will not be mistaking the philosophical and neutral meaning of ‘materialism’ (which is the idea that nothing exists except ‘material things’, and the ‘happenings’ which take place in and through them) with the everyday and pejorative meaning of ‘materialism’ (which is the tendency to consider material possessions as more important than decent values). But nonetheless, I  think that the emotional tone attached to the word in the second context quite often leaks across to the first. It’s therefore particularly important that I conclude with ‘two consequences’ of this way of conceptualising ‘I’ which can counter any such seepage. Let me conclude, therefore, with equality and love. 

Human animals are constituents of the biosphere. As a consequence of evolution, their struggle is the struggle to live. And in the course of that struggle to live, they are as capable of being red in tooth and hand as any other animal is capable of being red in tooth and claw. By contrast, human persons are constituents of the world. As a consequence of development – the development, via language use, of the consciousness which ushers in both self and Other, their struggle is the struggle to love. In The Art of Loving, Eric Fromm provided the so-called social sciences with what is probably the most influential understanding of what love is. To love, he said, is ‘actively to pursue the well-being of the loved’: where ‘the loved’ are those of the ilk of ‘the lovers’ which those lovers can recognise as such. For just as it was inevitable that, once living-things existed, evolution would occur, so it was inevitable that once loving-things existed, development would occur. Inevitably, evolution pits one living thing against other living things in the competitive struggle to live. Just as inevitably, development recruits one loving thing for other loving things in the co-operative struggle to love. 

I AM persons are posited as those at the earlier stages of the struggle to love: I IS persons those at a later stage of the struggle to love. What has developed across the shift from the one to the other is first quantitative (steadily more and more other persons become those of their ilk which they can recognise  as such); then qualitative (eventually all other persons become those of their ilk which they can recognise as such). And that recognition develops because steadily they learn to want, as an expression of love, the thoroughly non-natural thing called equality. Why? Because the co-operation which characterises persons is over and over again found to be vitiated by inequality: by inequality of power, of influence; of control; but particularly by inequality of wealth and income, which anyway under-pins all the others. For a tiny but powerful example: I said when first introducing the idea of persons as durational entities, that it would have particular significance to the case for equality. Well, here it is. Consider a person spending an hour of her or his time driving a bus, and a person spending an hour of her or his time lecturing to students. Each is making the same contribution - - - of an hour of their durational personhood. And an economic system which results in a distribution of goodies which does not respect that, which creates the sort of non-loving inequalities characteristic of capitalism, for example, is an economic system which does not respect personhood. Co-operation is that which characterises personic development. Co-operation can only become complete when it is the co-operation of equals. And only in a situation embodying the cooperation of equals can interest be controlled for, and thus ‘the good’ which is not the will of God but the will of free and equal persons be made. It’s called ‘making love’. It’s what persons are about.  

* * * * * * * * * *

Close packed in these last few minutes, I’ve tried to ‘beat the clock’, and get in all the rest of the ideas of the book. I’ve got in many, but by no means all: for example, a very important idea – that of ‘the having ideology’ – appears not at all. But: it’s in the glossary. Please: use the glossary, as well as what you’ve just heard, to ask your questions and make your contributions to discussion.   



