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1.
“Just” Words?
Socrates: Every one is aware that about some things we are agreed, whereas about
!

other things we differ.

Phaedrus: I think that I understand you; but will you explain yourself?

Socrates: When one says iron or silver, we all understand the same thing, do we not?

Phaedrus: Surely

Socrates: What if he says justice or goodness? Do we not part company and disagree
!

with each other and with ourselves?

Phaedrus: Certainly

Socrates: Then in some things we agree and in others we do not.

Phaedrus: True

Socrates: Then in which of the two are we more easy to deceive, and in which has
!

rhetoric the greatest power?

Phaedrus: Evidently in the class of doubtful things
1

1.1
The Class of Doubtful Things as a Region of Language

Toward proffering its own stipulative definition-for, characterizing, and summarily
examining what it terms “Applied Value Words,” this thesis first sets about constructing a
conceptual framework through which to do so, namely, one informed by Wittgensteinʼs
concept of “regions of language.” This concept—viz., of regions of language—is based
on the idea that one might, not only conceive of there being, but that one might also
identify within language notable, albeit inexactly delineated, regions of language (i.e.,
words).1 Friedrich Waismann, a student of Wittgenstein, terms these “language strata.” 2
Waismann proposes that different classes (i.e., regions or strata) of language can be
distinguished from one another based on such criteria as the particular vocabulary of
which they consist, the topic matter they speak to, their grammar, their logic, their
degree of subjectivity, their standards for agreement, and so on; different concepts or
propositions (embodied in words) from different regions or strata of language will,
accordingly, “be true in different senses, verifiable in different senses, meaningful in
different senses.” One might, for instance, consider the potential for, and the character
of, truth, verifiability, and meaning in regards to a mathematical proof (e.g.,2 + 2 = 4) or

1

!

Hanna F. Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice: On the Significance of Ludwig Wittgenstein
for Social and Political Thought (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972), 140.

2

Weismann suggests, for instance, that we might delineate between such various kinds of utterances as:
“a sense-datum statement, a material object statement, a law of nature, a description of something halfforgotten, a statement of my own motives, a conjecture as to the motives by which someone else was
actuated, quotation of the exact words so-and-so was using, brief summary of the tenor of a political
speech, characterization of the Zeitgeist of a certain historical period, a proverb, a metaphor, a
mathematical proposition, and so on.”; Friedrich Weismann, “Language Strata” and “Verifiability,” in
Antony Flew, ed., Logic and Language (Garden City: Doubleday, 1965).
2

an indicative material-object statement (e.g., ʻthat is a piece of ironʼ) or a descriptive
material-object statement (e.g., that piece of iron is silverʼ) as compared with the
potential for—and the character of—truth, verifiability, and meaning in regard, for
instance, to a particular given ethical tenet (e.g., “justice”) or aesthetic judgement (e.g.,
“goodness”). The mathematical proof, the indicative material-object statement, and
descriptive material-object statement might, in each case and by every measure, be
said to be more amenable to clear comprehension, to evince a greater degree if internal
consistency, and, perhaps especially, to lend to agreement as compared with an ethical
or aesthetic term or proposition.3 This thesis returns to this notion, viz., of differential
standards vis-a-vis different regions (or Classes, as this thesis terms them, both directly
and tacitly, in the following sections.

3

Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 142.

3

1.2
Regions of Language: Classes, Families, Rooting(s)

What Wittgenstein designates as regions of language, and Waisman terms language
strata, this thesis stipulatively refers to as language Classes, which is to say, word
Classes. Classes constitute the broadest divisions in language—that is, in kinds or
Classes, of words—within the framework of this thesis. One might, in turn, identify a
theoretically infinite number of hierarchically-subordinate, and hence comparatively
more neatly delineable Families of language (i.e., word Families) within different
Classes. Similarly, any given Family of language might by this scheme be conceived of
as being constituted of Rooting(s), or root words and concepts. Such individual
delineations (i.e., Rootings) might, for their part, be thought of as fundamental root-units
of word Families (i.e., language Families). The root system of Arabic provides an
illustrative analogue to this notional definition. All Arabic words derive from three-letter
roots, which speak to a particular, fundamental idea. “For example, k-t-b conveys the
idea of writing. [The] addition of other letters before, between, and after the root letters
produces many associated words: not only ʻwriteʼ but also ʻbook,ʼ ʻoffice,ʼ ʻlibrary,ʼ and
ʻauthorʼ.”4 Just as such roots are basic structural elements in the Arabic language, this
thesis conceives of Rooting(s) in an essentially similar way: namely, as word-roots,
which allow for the generation of a theoretically infinite number of permutations from any
particular root-word, thence creating new, but inexorably linked, words and concepts.

"The Arabic language," AL-BAB: an open door to the Arab world, accessed March
22, 2011, http://www.al-bab.com/arab/language/lang.htm.
4

4

1.3
The Ancient City

For its centrality to this thesis, it might perhaps be useful to revisit the idea of regions of
language, in particular, by engaging the concept in a way more befitting of its nature:
conceptually. One might indeed, as Wittgenstein suggests, think of potential divisions
within language-regions (i.e., Classes) as conceptually analogous to those of an Ancient
City: “a maze of little streets and squares, of old and new houses, and of houses with
additions from various periods; and this surrounded by a multitude of new boroughs with
straight regular streets and uniform houses.”5
!

This thesis borrows from, and tacitly employs, an alternative metaphorical

conception of Wittgensteinʼs Ancient City, in part, using Wittgensteinʼs Ancient City as a
conceptual metaphor for the structural constitution of language. Just as with the
[stipulative] hierarchically-ordered, taxonomical model for examining, conceptualizing,
and delineating the actual or theoretical likenesses, associations, and divisions of
language (i.e., words), this thesis also offers, for ancillary and illustrative purposes, a
parallel and analogous hierarchical taxonomy pertinent to its particular reformulation
and use of the conceptual metaphor of the Ancient City, which provides hierarchicallyrelated, taxonomical strata, with which one might delineate within the Ancient City:
namely, Borough, District, and Neighborhood.

5

Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, trans. by G.E.M. Anscombe (New York: Macmillan,
1968), pars. 90, 18.

5

1.3.1
Language and the Ancient City

“Speech too, and windswept thought
He has taught himself,
And the spirit that governs cities…”
—Sophocles
Expounding further in this vein, what Class, Family, and Rooting word groupings are—
by this thesisʼ conceptual model—to language, Borough, District, and Neighborhood
are, respectively, to the Ancient City: hence, a Borough would, by analogy, correspond
with a Class; a District with a Family, and; a Neighborhood with a Rooting.
!

In other words, one ideate the abstraction of the Ancient City (in constitution and

composite) throughout this thesis as a conceptual map or, more precisely, as a
metaphor for language (in constitution and composite); accordingly, this thesis proffers
[the] three strata—viz., Borough to District to Neighborhood—by which one might
stipulatively delineate variably distinct zones of the Ancient City, and; developing the
metaphor further, it correlates these with the hierarchically related strata by which one
might stipulatively delineate, or group, words: that is, by Class, Family, and Rooting,
respectively.

6

By this analogy:
i. structurally:
1. [Word-] Classes are to language (as a whole), what Boroughs are to the
whole of the Ancient City .
2. [Word-] Families are to language (as a whole), what Districts are to the
whole of the Ancient City.
3. [Word]-Rooting(s) are to language (as a whole), what Neighborhoods are
to the whole of the Ancient City.
!

ii. internally:
1. [Word] Rooting(s) are to Families, what Neighborhoods are to Districts.
2. [Word] Rooting(s) are to Classes, what Neighborhoods are to Boroughs.
3. [Word] Families are to Classes, what Districts are to Boroughs.

!

In this way, the Class of Doubtful Things might be conceived of, analogously, to a

Borough, including (though not limited to) the hierarchically subordinate Family of ʻValue
Words,” itself constituted of two, closely related strains: “Archetypal Value Words,” and
“Applied Value Words,” which might be conceived of as representing overlapping
Districts in the Ancient City. Within these Districts are Neighborhoods, which, again by
this analogy, correspond conceptually with what this thesis classifies as Rooting(s), or
root-words6 and the derivatively associated permutations thereof.

6

Within this framework, “justice,” “peace,” “equality,” etc., would, for example, be [respectively]
representative of Rootings; words residing in the same Neighborhood.
7

1.3.2
Prolepsis

Before continuing the discussion here, it might perhaps be useful to address the
relevant objections that might be levied against the structural divisions, or, more
fundamentally, against the very attempt to distinguish, identify, characterize, and place
in an analytical and basically taxonomical framework, different Classes of words (i.e.,
kinds of words) and within those, taxonomically subordinate Families of words and
Rooting (individual permutations of) words. First, it must be acknowledged that
regardless of the particular criteria or similarities according to which one might delineate
the myriad regions of language, kinds of utterances, or types (i.e., Classes) of words,
the identification (through distinguishing delineation) and characterization of these
categories will inevitably, albeit to differing degrees, be inventive, subjectively
determined, and, most of all, abstract. Previous scholarship on the topic indeed reflects
such not-unwarranted skepticism regarding the attempt to delineate and categorize
language into distinct Classes (i.e., regions, strata, etc.). Political theorist and linguist
Hanna Pitken, for example, articulates a version of this concern. She writes:
The idea of regions or strata or categories in our language is likely to foster
the illusion ! of systematic rules, of sharply distinct, fixed subdivisions
whose boundaries may not be violated. We are likely to want to list the
regions, catalogue them, and thereby classify the world. We are, one might
say, in danger of wanting to treat the center of our ancient city as if it
consisted of nothing but suburbs. But any subdivisions we distinguish within
the main body of our language will be only questionably distinct; the

8

categories will be categories we set up because we happen to have
concepts available for them: ʻscience,ʼ ʻmorality,ʼ ʻreligion,ʼ and so on.7
#

Similarly, political theorist William Connolly stresses in his work, The Terms of

Political Discourse, that the fact of “essential contestability,” which, he argues, underlies
most concepts terms—especially socio-politically applicable concepts, i.e., concept
terms, such as “interest,” “freedom,” and “power”—precludes the strict division and
classification of language.8

On Connollyʼs view, concepts “do not permit of neat

delineation or definition by genus and specific difference, in Aristotleʼs terms,” as they
are rather loose groupings “with significant overlap but lacking in any set of shared
ʻuniversalʼ characteristics, like members of a family who share subsets of characteristics
without sharing any ʻessentialʼ set of common characteristics.”9
#

Notwithstanding the merit of such concerns, this thesis nevertheless does

propose to delineate particular [word-]Classes, Families, or Rooting(s). It does so,
however, with a humble acknowledgement of the limitations and potential shortfalls of
so doing. Indeed, the divisions proposed in this thesis are avowedly idiosyncratic in
nature—whether in regard to language (i.e., Class, Family, and Rooting) or the
metaphorical Ancient City (i.e., Borough, District, and Neighborhood)—and, as such,
admittedly reflect neither the nuanced inextricability of language nor, more specifically,
the multifarious nature of words. Nor, moreover, are such divisions of language
(including those proffered in this thesis) advanced as purported reflections of actual

7

Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 142.

8

See Connollyʼs discussion of essential contestability and overlap of concepts, in Cressida J. Heyes,
The Grammar of Politics: Wittgenstein and Political Philosophy (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
2003), 108-09.
9

Heyes, The Grammar of Politics, 108.
9

(i.e., absolute, a priori), objectively identifiable Classes or delineations within language.
There are not, after all, such types—Classes, Families, Rooting(s)—of words as Value
Words or Applied Value Words, per say.
!

Rather, they are functional divisions; tools for isolating and, in turn, investigating

more intensively, particular Classes or Families of words, or particular words as they are
variably used. On this view, as regards the study of language, “the borderlines will often
depend on what we decide to take as a borderline for a particular purpose.”10 However,
that this is the case—that such classifications are necessarily ad hoc— precludes
neither the analytical utility to which they may lend, nor the “truthlikeness,” which they
may arguably reflect.

10

Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 147.
10

1.4
“Value Words”

The Class of Doubtful Things, it will be recalled, is stipulated in this thesis as a Class of
words. Furthermore, this thesis proposes that one might conceive of there being a
hierarchically-subordinate Family (i.e., word Family) within this Class, which it
stipulatively refers to as Value Words. Value Words, as this thesis stipulatively defines
them, are:
i. characteristically abstract, ambiguous, “subjective as to content,” generally
emotive in effect, and frequently internally-inconsistent as concept-referents;11
ii. often used to “express the individual speakerʼs feelings and preferences,” or
else attitude, with regard to what are ostensibly “higher” concerns (e.g.,
“good,” “just,” “beautiful,” and so forth).12
"

The Family of Value Words might, in turn, be further characterized as one

composed of two interwoven and overlapping strains (i.e., kinds of Value Words within
the Class of Doubtful Things), which, while not distinct enough so as to require their
delineation into separate Families [of words], nevertheless merit separate attention. The
first strain of Value Words, i.e., Archetypal Value Words, might be thought of as
consisting of those words, which accord with the fundamental definitional criteria for
11

By this it is meant that the concepts, values, or ideas, as embodied or represented by words that fall in
the Class of Doubtful Things are generally inconsistent, both in terms of their denotative definition(s) as
well as in the suggestive meanings applied to them in ordinary use.
12

A.J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, (London: Victor Gollancz, 1936), p. 111: “It is worth mentioning
that ethical terms do not serve only to express feeling. They are calculated also to arouse feeling, and so
to stimulate action. Indeed some of them are used in such a way as to give the sentences in which they
occur the effect of commands.”
11

inclusion in the Family of Value Words. The second strain of Value Words might, on the
other hand, be distinguished from Value Words more broadly insofar as they are—by
the stipulative conception applied here—not only consonant with the general character
of the Family of Value Words, but also share a distinctive commonality of application, or
specific relevancy, that is socio-political in nature. These Value Words are, for the sake
of clarity, henceforth referred to as Applied Value Words.
!

To draw attention to the distinction of Applied Value Words from Archetypal Value

Words might: (a) lend to the notion that these veins are in fact distinct, that is, that they
stand as distinct Families of words within the Class of Doubtful Things, or else, (b) seem
to stress the degree to, and ways in, which they might be considered as distinct from
one another. Contrary to the former, this thesis treats Applied Value Words as an
indefinite, loosely-grouped subset of Value Words, and not as a autonomous Family of
words within the Class of Doubtful Things. Contrary to the latter, this thesis would
suggest that Applied Value Words and Archetypal Value Words be considered more
alike in nature than different, more inextricable than strictly separable, more overlapping
than distinct.
!

The purpose of distinguishing between Applied Value Words and more

Archetypal Value Words is to isolate, and so focus the examination and analysis of
Applied Value Words from within its broader discussion of Value Words. For, even as
herein conceived, the Family of Value Words might potentially include constituent words
of myriad forms and applications, and there are among them certain meaningful
differences.

12

!

For example, an Archetypal Value Word Rooting, such as “just,” might

reasonably be distinguished from “justice,” which, for its part, might be conceived of as
representing the Applied Value Word cognate of the former. Consider, for instance, the
individual who deems a particular thing (e.g., law, act, condition, situation, appraisal,
etc.) to be just. In this case, it might be argued that the speakerʼs use of the term refers
implicitly to that individualʼs tacit (perhaps unconscious) conception of the form of
Justice (or else a particular conception thereof), though neither the nature of this form
nor an account—couched in that particular conception of the form—of what makes the
thing just are present in the speech act itself. Moreover, were this individual to attempt
to articulate what in the thing is inherently just, or else what makes the thing just, theirs
would, it seems, nevertheless amount to little more than an individual, subjective
explanation, involving a claim about the just or unjust nature of the given thing or state
of affairs; this in itself presupposes the existence and the nature of the Form of justice.
This is, in other words, to suggest that the individual is arguably not advancing a
particular conception of the form of Justice, but is rather simply alluding—by
synecdoche—to the existence of such a form, and this in order to express an appraisal
(i.e., evaluation) of a particular thing (situation or act or policy, etc.).13
!

Rhetorician Richard Weaver provides a similar example in The Phaedrus and the

Nature or Rhetoric. Weaver writes that “the payment of a just debt is not itself justice,
but the payment of this particular debt is one of the many things which would have to be

13

Richard Weaver, “The Phaedrus and the Nature of Rhetoric,” in The Rhetorical Tradition: Readings
from Classical Times to the Present, ed. Patricia Bizzell and Bruce Herzberg, (Boston: Bedford Books of
St. Martin's Press, 1990), 1062.
13

done before this could be a completely just world,” the implication being that “it is
just...because it partakes of ideal justice, or it is a small analogue of all justice.”14
!

This line of reasoning would seem also to lead to a further point of difference

between Archetypal Value Words and their Applied Value Word cognates (in this case,
“just” and “justice,” respectively): namely, that, “justice” might arguably be considered to
be a “weightier” term—or, more precisely, a “weightier” form [of the term]—than “just”:
the former the form and the latter the allusion to it, the former primary and the latter
derivative, the former something outside and beyond the individual and the latter the
individualʼs only connection to it. One might indeed find oneself at a loss to describe
different individual actions or states of affairs as just in the absence of a primary
criterion, “that form itself,” to draw from Plato, that makes just all that is deemed just.15
In philosophy or jurisprudence, for instance, dialogue concerning the meaning and
nature of Justice is not ancillary to, nor derived from, dialogue concerning the Just. For,
to reiterate, just, like, “ʻgood,” or ʻbeautiful,ʼ or ʻdelicious,ʼ is an emotive...value word,
used to express the individual speakerʼs feelings and preferences. These are ʻhurrah
wordsʼ and ʻboo words,ʼ conventionalized refinements of those laughs, tears, and grunts
of pleasure that naturally indicate our emotive reactions to what we encounter.”16
!

Applied Value Words might, to expound further, be conceived of as essentially

similar to Archetypal Value Words insofar as they also speak to (i.e., refer to or
represent) ethical, moral, or otherwise normative principles, concepts, values, and ideal-

14

Weaver, “The Phaedrus and the Nature of Rhetoric,” 1062.

15

Plato. “Euthyphro,” in The Trial and Death of Socrates, ed. G. M. A. Grube and John M. Cooper, 3rd
ed. (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 2010).
16

Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 221.
14

states. This thesis differentiates Applied Value Words from Archetypal Value Words,
however, based primarily on the formerʼs sociopolitical character, sociopolitical
relevancy, or established application in sociopolitical dialogue. Moreover, this thesis
limits the scope of stipulated ideation on, and so too its inquiry into, those Applied Value
Words with a nominal-conceptual form (i.e., status). Nominal concept-words, such as
“justice,” “peace,” “equality,” “progress,” “freedom” and “liberty,”17 represent a sampling
of the kinds of words that would—by the stipulative criteria proffered in this thesis—code
as Applied Value Words, within the Class of Doubtful Things.
"

Thus, to recapitulate, the Class of Doubtful Things is ideated here as consisting

of Value Words (and, by extension, Applied Value Words), which are, to varying
degrees, vague, subjective, or contested as to meaning. That Value Words are
inherently vague, subjective as to content, and disputed as to application might arguably
predispose an individual to the fickle, tautological, equivocatory, or perhaps even banal
use of them.18
"

This caution is also pertinent to the use of Applied Value Words; perhaps

especially so. Indeed, as William Connolly suggests in his Wittgensteinian critique of
conventional political thought, The Terms of Political Discourse, “because many of the
[sociopolitical] concepts we employ are complex, rooted in traditions with a branching
development and open to further modification, they are capable of being construed

17

Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 221-22.

18

This is not to say that value or Applied Value Words are unique in this respect. To the contrary, there
are surely an inestimable number of words that might, likewise, be so characterized. Neither, however, is
it within the framework laid out by this thesis to examine the [stipulatively defined] Class of Doubtful
Things by comparison and in contrast with all other words, or Classes of words.
15

legitimately in many different ways.” 19 That is to say that the sociopolitical concepts
embodied in Applied Value Words “are not wholly shared by members of the
community,” but are highly contested.20 Hence, on Connollyʼs view, “these conceptual
conflicts are the very stuff of political life.” 21
"

One might, as aforementioned, further characterize Applied Value Words as

“weightier”—at least through a socio-political lens—than Value Words more generally,
and this for several linked reasons. First, besides being vague, subjective, and
essentially contested as to meaning, the sociopolitical concepts that are often
expressed through Applied Value Words (e.g., “freedom,” “liberty,” “equality,” “justice,”
etc.) are quite often, albeit to varying degrees, foundational to the formulation,
articulation, promulgation, and, ultimately, inculcation of sociopolitical conceptual norms,
including but not limited to: social values and taboos, as well as political, institutional,
legal, and civil principles. Second, these norms might reasonably be said to affect all
members of a socio-political unit in actual and significant ways. For instance,
sociopolitical norms serve to inform our conceptions of, and the way in which we
engage, such concepts including, though not limited to, “justice” (pertinent to norms of
punishment and conceptions of individual rights and liberties), “interests,” “equality,”
“peace,” “freedom,” etc.
"

By the stipulative classification put forth in this section, it is, it seems, in regard to

to the Class of Doubtful Things and, more specifically, to the Family of Value Words that
we are most easily deceived. And so it is, it seems, in regard to the particular strain
19

Heyes, The Grammar of Politics, 108-09.

20

Heyes, The Grammar of Politics, 108-09.

21

Heyes, The Grammar of Politics, 108-09.
16

within this Family—namely, to Applied Value Words—that rhetoric has the greatest
power. As such, on this view, it might be instructive, or at least informative, to critically
examine Archetypal Value Words and Applied Value Words—their semantic nature, use,
and potential influence. While this thesis engages in this effort, its purpose in doing so is
neither to submit, nor to affirm, any claim as to the “true” or “best” meaning of any given
concept-word, but rather to examine these skeptically, raising questions about them in
hopes that these might, in turn, lead to still more as-of-yet-amorphous questions.

17

1.5
Introduction to the Ordinary and the Idealist Approaches

In the beginning of section I, this thesis discusses to the distinction between the idea of
words having an essential meaning or conceptual form, as well as the idea of there
being a certain colloquial or “ordinary” meaning of words (and, by extension, notion of
concepts), on the other. Here, the case is analogous to that of Archetypal Value Words
and Applied Value Words, namely, insofar as delineating the approach to language (viz.,
to Value Words, especially Applied Value Words) that seeks to discover or define the
essential meaning (i.e., philosophical superfacts, the form) from that which looks for the
colloquial meaning (i.e., the meaning of words as expressed in ordinary usage) might
run the risk of seeming to apply to this distinction too much emphasis, or else of there
possibly being inferred from it an inflated sense of difference between the “ordinary” and
the “idealist” approaches, as this thesis henceforth—and respectively—refers to them.
Yet, as in the case of Archetypal Value Words and Applied Value Words, the distinction
between the ordinary and idealist approach to language is a quite useful analytical tool
to be applied toward examining the different conceivable—and kinds of—meanings,
forms, and uses of Archetypal Value Words, particularly Applied Value Words, as well
as the context(s) in which they are employed. Hence, this distinction is not a strictly
semantic one, in that it serves less to distinguish and parse out ordinary from ideal
meanings in terms and concept-terms, per say, and more to frame two distinct
approaches to the treatment or engagement of language itself (more specifically, terms
and concept terms). It is rather a functional, framing distinction: the idealist approach
18

presupposes a priori, intellectually discoverable, philosophical Superfacts, forms, or
essences, in language, or of specific concept-terms; the ordinary approach, by contrast,
locates knowledge and meaning of concepts and concept-terms in ordinary linguistic
practice, more specifically, in the “varieties of actual use” rather than explicit,
intellectually grasped, definitional forms.22
!

The drawing of this distinction is central to this thesis for several reasons: first, for

the its linguistic-rhetorical analysis pertaining to the Applied Value Words, which it
engages through a linguistic, phrasal deconstruction of the idiomatic expression (and
now popular organizational mantra, social rallying cry, and “bumperism”), “No Peace
Without Justice,” framing and examining it as an archetype of applied value/want-words
in ordinary usage, and; second, for the synthesis that this thesis will advance in section
III, which will seek to frame the dialectic interrelation and interdependence of the
ordinary and idealist approaches to language, viz., to Applied Value Words within the
Class of Doubtful Things.

22

For more on this particular [epistemological] distinction, see Richard Eldridgeʼs “Wittgenstein and the
Conversation of Justice,” in The Grammar of Politics: Wittgenstein and Political Philosophy, ed. Cressida
J. Heyes (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2003), 117.
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2.
Deconstructing “No Peace Without Justice”
Section 1 of this thesis sets out a conceptual foundation—viz., a taxonomicallyhierarchical conceptual structure—through which to frame and examine the Class of
Doubtful Things, that is, in particular, Applied Value Words. Subsequently, it proposes
that language might—for functional, analytical purposes—be conceptually delineated
into variably distinct Classes of words, containing hierarchically subordinate word
Families, and these ultimately emanating from Rooting words, which might be thought
of as analogous to etymons. It then reproduces Wittgensteinʼs Ancient City metaphor for
language, proffering it as a conceptual aid to such hierarchical divisions, correlating [by
analogy] Classes of words with Boroughs in the Ancient City, Families of words with
Districts in the Ancient City, and individual-root words with Neighborhoods in the Ancient
City. This thesis then stipulatively identifies the Class of Doubtful Things as a Class of
words. More specifically, it characterizes the Class of Doubtful Things as a Class of
words containing in it the hierarchically subordinate Family of Value Words, within which
it in turn distinguishes between Archetypal Value Words from Applied Value Words,
characterizing the latter as a secondary, though weightier, strain in the Family of Value
Words. This thesis now applies that structure to a deconstructive linguistic analysis of
the phrase “No Peace Without Justice.”

20

2.1
Kairos

The phrase focused on in this rhetorical analysis, “No Peace Without Justice,” which it
stipulatively designates as the “focus phrase,” is but one among a slue of similar
phrases to have—to differing degrees—come into the mainstream as commonplace
sociopolitical slogans 23 (and this, at least with regard to the particular phrase in
question, in both the international and [American] domestic spheres).24
!

In the international arena, “No Peace Without Justice” has become something of

a mantra of, and one employed by, various non-governmental organizations (NGOs),25
multinational national organizations, institutions and tribunals, scholars, and other
independent advocates of the protection of international human rights and the
prosecution of those individuals or groups accused of gross violation(s) of them. To wit,
“No Peace Without Justice” is the chosen name of a prominent Italy-based NGO

23

This, at least in terms of its “public presence,” if not in terms of the source (i.e., actor, not object), the
purpose (e.g., civil, political or partisan, social, ethical, institutional, religious, etc.), or the medium (e.g.,
institutional mantra, pamphlet, book, banner, bumper-sticker, etc.), which, in turn, is adapted to a
particular audience (contingent upon the source and purpose).
24

Most notably including, but not limited to examples, such as: the Peace and Justice Program, of the
Italian-based International Center for Transitional Justice (ICTJ); the International Commission of Jurists
(ICJ); Amnesty International (AI); Human Rights Watch (HRW), and; No Peace Without Justice (NPWJ).
25

The most salient examples, in this context, being: The International Court of Justice, which serves as
the principle judicial organ of the United Nations; the [UN] International Criminal Court, which is an
effectively permanent tribunal (or institution) that prosecutes individuals for genocide, crimes against
humanity, war crimes, and the crime of aggression (See Article 5 of The Rome Statute and United Nations
Department of Public Information, December 2002. The International Criminal Court); the International
Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) and the International Criminal Tribunal for Yugoslavia (ICTY), both of which
were established during in the 1990s, and through the framework of the ICC.
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focused on human rights issues.26 It is, moreover, a phrase commonly invoked as a
slogan, or rallying cry, by various officials and representatives of prominent multinational
organizations and subsidiary bodies, such as, the United Nations, the ICC and the ICJ,
respectively.27 In point of fact, Kofi Annan (former Secretary-General of the United
Nations), himself invoked the mantra in speaking about human rights abuses in—and of
the establishment of the Criminal Tribunal for—Rwanda. In his own words, “there can be
no healing without peace; there can be no peace without justice; and there can be no
justice without respect for human rights and rule of law.”28 It may perhaps bear mention
ing that the adoption and championing of the phrase, “no peace without justice,” in the
international sphere is not something limited to the aforementioned multinational bodies.
Indeed, Pope John Paul II notably employed the phrase as the chosen message for the
Vaticanʼs World Day of Peace Celebration (though he appended to “No Peace Without
Justice” the adage “No Justice Without Forgiveness”).29

27

It is, arguably, not insignificant that such prominent and influential international bodies as those
aforementioned seem to have adopted the phrase, whether as a slogan, or else in affirmation of
whichever particular conceptual meaning they might identify in it. For, in doing so, NGOs, international
organizations, and other [independent] human rights advocates in academia are engaging in the process
of articulating, disseminating, inculcating, and strengthening common norms. Indeed, the process of
international norm-setting (also referred to as “norm promotion”), is considered by many to be a central
function of such NGOs and other semiautonomous multinational organizations. This thesis has already,
though perhaps somewhat tacitly, spoken to the relevance of norms, in terms of their bearing and
influence on the formulation and establishment of socially accepted conventions and social taboos, as
well as values and principles—political, institutional, legal, and civil. In the international sphere, norm
setting is, arguably, of particular significance (if even in purely consequential terms), in that these norms
are supposed to establish standards for behavior on a global scale.
28

Quoted on the UN webpage for the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda: http://65.18.216.88/
default.htm)
29

Quoted from the Vatican website:"Message for the World Day of Peace 2002." The Holy Vatican. http://
www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/messages/peace/documents/hf_jp-ii_mes_20011211_xxxvworld-day-for-peace_en.html (accessed March 10, 2011).
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2.2
The Focus Phrase

The aforementioned examination of the focus phrase begins with a deconstructive,
grammatical analysis. A stipulative description of the underlying structure of the phrase
might proceed from certain basic observations.
• First, that it is, in effect, a propositional phrase (P), consisting of two
component parts: (A) “No Peace,” consisting of the negatory prefixal root, “no,”
and the nominal concept-term, “peace,” and; (B) “Without Justice,” consisting of
the preposition, “without,” and the object of that preposition, “justice.”
• Second, that there is an implied conditional association between (A) and (B).
• Third, that each of the two propositions identified above are, respectively,
related to the other in a way that is not merely conditional but contingent. More
precisely, the phrase would appear to imply that [the existence, presence,
realizability, desirability, worth, etc., of] (A) is contingent upon [the existence,
presence, realizability, desirability, worth, etc., of] (B).
!

Establishing that (A) is contingent upon (B) does not, however, explain the

complexion of this contingency, for example: whether (A) ought to be contingent upon
(B); whether (A) might be—i.e., is conditionally—contingent upon (B), or; whether (A) is
in fact, and unequivocally, contingent upon (B). This ambiguity might in turn be traced
back—to some extent—to the fact that the focus phrase is arguably a semantic
fragment. That is, in other words to say, that there are arguably certain features absent
from the phrase, which are necessary, first, to an understanding of the nature of (A)ʼs
23

contingency upon (B), and from this (i.e., the nature of this contingency), to discerning
the plausible semantic content of the phrase. In particular, the phrase might reasonably
be said to lack elements from either or both:
• Feature (I)—an agent (i.e., grammatical person or deictic referent), or;
• Feature (II)—some form of an auxiliary verb, element (y), e.g., be, have,
including the “dummy auxiliary,” do), or else modal auxiliary verb, element (y)
e.g., must, shall, should, can, ought.), potentially in conjunction with a main
verb, and complemented by a deictic particle, element (x), e.g., there).

24

2.3
Two Complementary Features

If the absence of some form of feature (I) is regarded as the primary source of the
ambiguity of the phrase, at least relative, to some combination of feature (II), then one
might reasonably expect that interpolating some form of the former feature might serve
to ameliorate said ambiguity to some degree. Still, if one should do so—that is, add
certain elements from feature (1) to the focus phrase—then one must nevertheless
conjoin these with some, albeit not just any, supplemental combination of elements from
the latter feature. Otherwise, the incorporation of feature (I) would serve solely to clarify
the relevance of the missing agent; the relevance of the missing agent, in itself, to an
understanding of the phrase being that the inclusion of this feature serves to specify
whom the phrase is directed toward, as well as how it is directed toward that particular
agent (what—or whom—ever that may be). The inclusion of some element, or
combination of elements, from feature (II) in addition to feature (I) serves, in turn, to
clarify the relationship of the particular agent to the rest of the phrase (i.e., “...no peace
without justice”).
!

If, on the other hand, the absence of some combination of feature (II) is

considered as the primary source of this ambiguity, it is not similarly necessary that
some form of feature (I) be included in addition thereto. The relevance of feature (II)—
independent of feature (I)— to an understanding of the phrase might be said to lie in
that it might potential help clarify the specific nature of the contingent relationship
between peace and justice, viz., the nature of (A)ʼs contingency upon (B) in the absence
25

of a third-party agent. This is also to suggest that, in the absence of an agent in the form
of a grammatical person or deictic referent, one might reasonably construe Peace and
Justice to represent [implied] nominal concept-agents.
!

Thus, it is plausible to reason that, toward the end of fleshing out the

potentialities of (A)ʼs contingency upon (B), and from this the many and varied semantic
potentialities of the statement as a whole, one might begin by alternatively inputting into
the phrase either some form of feature (I) complemented by some combination of
feature (II), or singly some combination of feature (II). This activity might also serve to
illustrate the different types of statements (i.e., kinds of claims) that might reasonably be
construed from, or out of, the focus phrase. For the the analysis that follows is, at least
in part, intended to illustrate that the focus phrase—viz., by merit of the focal terms (i.e.,
“peace” and “justice”)—lends to two more-or-less-distinct modalities: namely, epistemic
and deontic.

26

2.3.1
Epistemic and Deontic Modalities

The epistemic statement is one that, to differing degrees, describes empirical facts or
probabilities (not to be confused with subjunctive possibilities) about the—or an—actual
state of affairs. Hence, in an epistemic statement, meaning “is a matter of belief
(inference, deduction), such as potentiality, possibility, probability, prediction, or
certainty.” 30 For example, an epistemic version of the focus phrase might read: “[there
can be] no peace without justice.”
!

A deontic statement is, by contrast, subject-oriented. Hence, the meaning of a

deontic statement “is a matter of action, such as permission, duty, responsibility,
obligation (weak or strong), ability, or command.” As expressed by Laurel J. Brinton in
her book, The Structure of Modern English, one might conceive of the stipulative
dichotomy (which, on an aside, should not be understood to be rigid and strict) between
epistemic and deontic statement in terms of the following distinction: “epistemic
meanings answer the question ʻHow do you know?ʼ, while deontic meanings answer the
question ʻWhat should I do?ʼ.”31
!

30

Laurel J. Brinton, The Structure of Modern English: a Linguistic Introduction, Volume 1 (Amsterdam:
Benjamins, 2000), 147.
31

Brinton, The Structure of Modern English, 147-48.
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However, before engaging in the approach outlined above (keying out, for
demonstrative purposes, a number of potentialities of inserting certain combinations of
the stipulated missing features), it might be useful to review what has thus far been
developed in this section. It has, in brief, been posited that:
i. the phrase “no peace without justice” is arguably a semantic fragment, which
is, in other words, to say, that its meaning is ambiguous;
ii. the chief source of this ambiguity is arguably largely a result of the ambiguity
regarding constituent part (A)ʼs [contingent] relation to constituent part (B);
iii. the ambiguity of (A)ʼs [contingent] relation to (B) might in turn be said to follow
mostly from the fact that the phrase does not contain in it some features (viz.,
feature (I) and feature (II)), and more specifically, elements of each of those
features, which might otherwise—and, in semantically complete phrases and
statements, do—clarify such relationships;
iv. as such, it seems plausible that inserting some of the logical combinations of
elements grouped under the two identified features might lend to a more
informed sense of the different conceivable ways in which (A) might
potentially be intended to be contingent upon (B), and;
v. through gaining an understanding of—by parsing out—the different
conceivable ways in which (A) might be contingent upon (B), one might glean
a more informed sense what the intended, or conceivable, meaning of the
phrase, “no peace without justice,” might be, viz., as what type of claim or
statement (e.g., deontic or epistemic) the phrase could potentially be
intended, and what its purpose (e.g., persuasive, informative) might be.

28

2.4
Feature (I) as the Primary Source of Ambiguity 32

Perhaps most amenable to interpolation in the focus phrase is that element of feature
(I), the grammatical person,33 which is denominated in this section as element (q). The
grammatical person, or agent, serves as a deictic reference to a more or less abstract
person who is in some capacity designated as a participant in a phrase, whether as the
speaker, the addressee, or other, third-party persons or groups of persons. 34
!

Hence, agents—as herein defined—typically take the form of pronouns (e.g., I,

you, he, she, it, we, they, or one).35 The agent has also, however, to be meaningfully
linked to the rest of the phrase. For this, one might draw idiosyncratically on those
elements, which this thesis has stipulatively grouped under of feature (II)—including, but
not necessarily limited to: primary auxiliaries36 (e.g., have and be, as well as do, the
dummy auxiliary), the variants of which have been grouped under element (z); modal
auxiliaries (e.g., may, shall, will, etc.), the variants of which have been grouped under
element (y), or; a modal auxiliary paired with a main verb, the variants of which, with
reference to the latter part of speech, have been grouped under element (w).37

32

Relative to feature (II)

33

In other words, an agent, or a nominal marker, e.g., indicating person, number, degree, definiteness,
etc.
34

Brinton, The Structure of Modern English, 104.

35

For the chief alternative to this—namely, a proper noun—see Figure 1.

36

In other words, stem auxiliary.

37

Brinton, The Structure of Modern English, 199-200.
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!

By drawing on elements from features (I) and (II), one might, for example,

reformulate the phrase to read “one38 can39 have40 no peace without justice.”41 One
might, by extension, supplant one with you (or, for that matter, with any other variant of
element (q)), can with any other functionally analogous modal auxiliary (i.e., variant of
element (y)), and have with be or do (the alternative variants of element (z). Thus, for
instance, the phrase might alternatively be reformulated to read: “we shall have no
peace without justice,” or “they will get no peace without justice,” and so on.
!

Another logical option would be to insert a main verb 42 (i.e., variant of element

(w)) in place of a stem auxiliary (element (z)). This action would, it seems, serve to
accord to the phrase a relatively greater degree of specificity; together, the main verb
and the modal auxiliary (i.e. “helping verb”) serve not only to provide information
pertaining to the agent, but to the potential meaning of the phrase as a whole. Consider,
for the sake of illustration, the key similarities and differences between the formulation
proffered above, “you can have no peace without justice,” versus, for instance, “you
ought to seek no peace without justice.” On one hand, both formulations are prima facie
persuasive appeals. On the other hand, while both formulations insert the secondperson pronoun, you, as the implied agent in the phrase, the former formulation might
reasonably be characterized as an epistemic statement, whereas the latter seems
clearly indicative of a deontic statement.
38

Second-person pronoun agent-signifier.

39

Modal auxiliary verb.

40

Stem auxiliary specifier.

41

In terms of the combined elements: (q) + (y) + (z)

42

For example: allow, permit, endorse, desire, seek, pursue, make, find, agree with, etc., etc.; See Figure

1.
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!

That the latter formulation reflects deontic modality and the former epistemic

does not, however, follow simply from of the inclusion of the main verb (in this case, to
seek). Rather, it is the inclusion of ought as the modal auxiliary in conjunction with seek
as the main verb that accords the latter with deontic modality.43 In other words, it is the
inclusion of the main verb (seek) that allows for the logical inclusion of the modal
auxiliary, ought, which, in turn, accords to the statement a deontic modality. Were one,
for example, to drop the main verb, the phrase would remain a semantic fragment: “you
ought to...no peace without justice.” Granted, one might reasonably object that, if
dropped, it would only be reasonable to replace the main verb with a primary auxiliary,
such as have, lending to the coherent formulation of the phrase provided above: “you
can have no peace without justice.” Yet, then again, this formulation would be epistemic.
It would be epistemic in that [you + can + have] speaks implicitly to a matter of belief
based on inference or deduction, not—as would be required of the deontic modality—to
a matter of action based in terms of the agentʼs abilities or lack thereof. For it seems
clear that neither the ability to have (i.e., realize) peace without justice nor the inability to
have peace without justice correspond with actual human (indicated by the agent)
capabilities or inabilities.

43

This might be formulated: F (I) + e (w) + e (y)
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2.5
Feature (II) as the Primary Source of Ambiguity44

Furthermore, if some amalgam of [elements from] feature (II) were to be taken as the
primary source of ambiguity—both to the phrase as a whole and, in particular, to the
nature of (A)ʼs contingency upon (B)—then contrary to the obverse of this,45 it is not
necessary that some element of feature (I), i.e., an agent, also be inserted into the
phrase. As such, in order to key out the conceivable ways in which (A) might be
contingent upon (B), and from this the conceivable semantic implications that might be
educed from the phrase on the whole, one might idiosyncratically insert into the phrase
those elements grouped under feature (II), which logically fit, and semantically
complement—or else complete—the phrase.
"

As to the first syntactic unit in the phrase—there where, were some form of

feature (I) deemed most necessary to gleaning the nature of (A)ʼs contingency upon (B),
an agent might otherwise most appropriately be placed—one might, in this case, insert
a deictic particle (i.e., element (x)). In particular, the particle there might arguably
represent what is perhaps the most logical addition to the phrase.46 For, in the absence
of an actor, it seems that the focus phrase (i.e., “No Peace Without Justice”) cannot be
semantically grounded, that is, cannot be clarified beyond the implication: you canʼt
44

Relative to feature (I)

45

Viz., subordinating feature (II) to feature (I), in terms of their relative significance as source of ambiguity,
i.e., as most necessary to clarifying the meaning of the phrase
46

In fact, there is perhaps the only deictic particle that might logically be inserted into the phrase, which
wouldnʼt also require manipulating the phraseʼs fundamental syntactical structure (viz., part (A) and part
(B).
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Element (w)

[Option] Part (E)

(x)

Modal Auxiliary Verb

(y)

Elements (x), (y), (z)

[Option] Part (F)

Primary Auxiliary Verb

(z)

"No Peace"

"No Peace"

Part (A)

"Without Justice"

"Without Justice"

"Without Justice"

Part (B)

Phrase:
"No Peace Without Justice"

[Option] Part (D)

(w)

Deitic Particle

"No Peace"

[Constant]
Components Parts

[Option] Part (C)

Element (r)

Main Vern

Be

Feature (II)

Element (q)

(r)
Proper Noun, e.g.,

Be

Feature (I)

(q)
Pronoun

Will

"Without Justice"

Should

"Without Justice"

There

"No Peace"

There

Be

"Without Justice"

Pursue

Shall

"No Peace"

Sanction

There

Be

"Without Justice"

Crete

Value

Can

"No Peace"

Robert Mugabe

I
You

Libyans

There

"No Peace"

He

Submit to

Be

Americans

Be

She

May

Permit

Must
Accept

There
Socialists

Central America

There

We

"Without Justice"

They

"No Peace"
There

Be

Uphold

Ought to

Patriots

One

33

have this47 without that.48 Inserting there, as the—singularly amenable—variant of
element (x), would thus serve to indicate that there exists, or perhaps less concretely,
that there is, that is, there is something about, or is something to be said, or observed,
etc., about what proceeds from there: namely, “No Peace Without Justice.” This—that
is, what is implied by there—might, for instance, be: “ [there [can be]] no peace without
justice.” Hence, in the example above:
• there represents the deictic particle (element (x));
• can represents a modal auxiliary verb (element (y)), and;
• be represents a primary auxiliary verb, (element (z)).49
!

The presence of element (x) arguably presupposes that of element (z), and

element (z) might, in turn, be thought of as being described by element (y). All together,
elements (x), (y), and (z) might be conceived of as forming a single component part (F),
which, for its part, represents but one potential clarification of the nature of [component
part] (A)ʼs contingency upon [component part] (B). In the previous example, element (x)
is represented by there, as this is perhaps the only variant of deictic a particle that might
logically be inserted into the phrase without also requiring that the phraseʼs fundamental
syntactical structure be manipulated and reorganized (viz., part (A) and part (B). If one
inserts there as the deictic particle representative of element (x), then element (z)
would, it seems, almost without exception, be represented by be, making (y) the only
variable element by this particular formulation. Yet, as the diagram (Figure 1.) provided

47

i.e., “peace”

48

i.e., “justice”

49

In this, section 2 of the thesis, the term, element, refers to a grammatical element that has been
stipulatively grouped under features (i) and/or (II).
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at the beginning of this section illustrates, the interchangeability of element (y), and only
element (y), might still lend to myriad forms—each representing a distinct variant—of
(F). In turn, each variant of (F) might, in theory, combine with (A) and (B) in a distinct, if
not all too semantically different, way. Consider, for instance, the way in which the
following formulations semantically diverge from one another simply by inserting
different variants of element (y),:
i. “there [can] be no peace without justice,” versus;
ii. “there [ought to] be no peace without justice,” versus;
iii. “there [will] be no peace without justice,” versus;
iv. “there [should] be no peace without justice,” etc.
!

Example (i) is arguably representative of a formulation of the phrase, which

evinces a modality that is epistemic, and an appeal that is either persuasive or
informative.50 Example (ii) might, by contrast, be seen as illustrative of an unequivocally
deontic and persuasive formulation. Furthermore, the formulation of the phrase in
example (iii) might be considered an analogous, albeit less robust, version of that in
example (i), and such is similarly the case of the formulation proffered in example (iv) in
regard to that proffered in example (ii).
!

In lieu of a deictic particle (x)—which would ostensibly requires the inclusion of

both a primary auxiliary verb (z), as well as a modal auxiliary verb (y)—one might,
alternatively, insert into the phrase a main verb, i.e., some variant of element (w).51 As
Figure 1 indicates, any variant of the main verb might, within the stipulative framework

50

While one might interpret the phrase, in this particular formulation, as suggestive of either a persuasive
or informative appeal, the latter might reasonably be considered less likely to be the case than the former.
51

See Figure 1.
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presented in this section, be considered as representative of element (w); any variant of
element (w), in turn, effectively constitutes stipulated part (E).52 Adding part (E) to the
phrase as a semantic complement to parts (A) and (B) would, on this account, have the
effect of imbuing any single formulation of the phrase built of these three parts—(A), (B),
and (E)—with three key characteristics: first, with the character of an imperative
statement, or else, of an imperative mood, conveying commands or directing [a
personʼs] action53 ; second, with deontic modality, conveying “a matter of action, such as
permission, duty, responsibility, obligation (weak or strong), ability, or command,”54 and;
third, with a persuasive form of appeal, in that the presence of the main verb—element
(w)—would imply that that, regardless of which particular variant of element (w) is
inserted, the subject of the command is you, hence suggesting “[you], pursue No Peace
Without Justice.”55

52

See Figure 1.

53

This imperative nature, the result of inserting a main verb, might lend to formulations, such as, for
example: “[strive (for)] no peace without justice,” “[accept] no peace without justice,” “[desire] no peace
without justice,” and so forth.
54

Brinton, The Structure of Modern English, 199-200.

55

Expressed symbolically: {(q), (E) + (A) + (B)}
36

2.6
Application to Applied Value Words

Anatomizing—by deconstructing—the various conceivable potentialities resulting from
inserting either some variant of part (E)56 or some amalgam of part (F) 57 into the phrase
seems to be a pertinent exercise pertinent to the purpose(s) of [this] section 2. Yet, the
selection and incorporation of feature (II)—in and of itself—is perhaps most relevant to
this thesis on the whole.
!

It will be recalled that the selection of feature (II) in effect eschews the addition of

feature (I). Eschewing the addition of an archetypical agent,58 in turn, seems necessarily
predicated on the [implicit] warrant that it is not necessary to do so, that is, there is
ostensibly no need to insert an archetypical agent into the phrase in order for the phrase
to be a whole, i.e., a semantically complete expression. This warrant would seem to
logically presuppose that the unadulterated formulation of the phrase already includes in
it an agent, or rather, agents. Thus, to bring this line of thought to fulfillment, one might
reasonably identify Peace and Justice, respectively, as the the logical candidates, and
arguably the only candidates, for the role of agent(s) in the unadulterated formulation of
the phrase.

56

viz., some variant of element (w)—viz., to clarify, or to semantically complement, parts (A) and (B).

57

viz., constituted of a combination of some variant of element (x), of element (y), and of element (z).
Both both of which—viz., either variant of part (E) or of part (F)—being representative of a more specific
applications of feature (II).
58

i.e., element (q) or element (r).
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!

Hence:
i. the chief consequence of the selection and incorporation of some
configuration of elements derived from feature (II)—in and of itself—is to
thereby dismiss the need for, and eschew the addition of, a grammatical
agent, and;
ii. the key consequence of this might, in turn, be said to lie in that it would—by
extension—in effect imply Peace and Justice to themselves be representative
of grammatical agents [in the focus phrase].

!

One might rightly object that neither “peace” nor “justice,” respectively, accord

neatly with the conventional definition of grammatical agent (i.e., grammatical person),
that is, as a deictic reference to a more or less abstract person who is in some capacity
designated as a participant in a phrase—the speaker, the addressee, or other, thirdparty persons or groups of persons.59
!

Whether or not the words themselves (i.e., “peace” and “justice,” respectively)

might properly fit and function as conventional grammatical agents in the focus phrase
60is,

however, of comparatively ancillary significance; more significant is the simple fact

that they are presented as such, hence tacitly suggesting that they represent, or might
represent, agents. For, whether or not they might properly be conceived of as such (i.e.,
as proper grammatical agents), the implication alone accords them with certain
concrete, existent, participatory status in the focus phrase.

59

Granted, “peace” and “justice” might both, in some figurative capacity, be conceived of as participants
in the original formulation of the phrase. However, it seems clear that in neither the case of “peace,” nor
that of “justice,” might that participation reasonably be in the capacity of speaker(s), nor addressee(s), nor
of third-party persons or groups of persons.
60

i.e., “No Peace Without Justice.”
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!

One might perhaps denominate this, their tacit status, as one of concrete

abstractions61: as concepts, presented as proper nouns with a concrete essence; as
abstractions, treated as though they were “real” things; as at once abstract, concrete,
and constitutively independent entities, which are, moreover, themselves endowed with
some causal, instrumental, or factitive faculties.62
!

Proceeding from this characterization of Peace and Justice as concrete

abstractions, this thesis suggests that one might hence conceive of words accorded
such a status (i.e., as concrete abstractions) as befitting stipulative inclusion in the
Family of Value Words. Indeed, in both the focus phrase, as well as those formulations
with some variant of feature (II) appended as a semantic complement to the phrase,
Peace and Justice arguably fit with this thesisʼ stipulative conception of Value Words as:
(i) characteristically abstract; (ii) ambiguous and; (iii) subjective as to [semantic and
conceptual] content.
!

In sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2, this thesis engages in prolepsis, specifically, to

preempt objections to the characterization of the words “peace” and “justice” (viz., in the
formulation of the focus phrase outlined above) as abstract, [semantically] ambiguous
and subjective as to content, and hence befitting inclusion in the Family of Value
Words.63

61

A term specific to this thesis.
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For more on the role and character of grammatical agents, objects, and their cases, see Charles
Fillmore, ʻThe Case for Case,ʼ in Universals in Linguistic Theory, ed. Emmon Bach and Robert T. Harms
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1968) 24.
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It does not, however, engage in a similar exercise vis-a-vis the further distinguishing characterization of
these words as Applied Value Words; a defense of “peace” and “justice” (in the stipulated sense) evincing
those auxiliary characteristics specific to the strain of Applied Value Words does not seem warranted, as
the charge that they do evince such characteristics seems largely uncontroversial.
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2.6.1
Peace and Justice as Abstract

That “peace” and “justice” might both, respectively, be considered abstract terms (in the
conventional sense)—not only in regard to the focus phrase itself but also, more
broadly, in and of themselves—is perhaps the least contentious aspect of this
characterization.64 Words are considered abstract, whether in an academic sense or in
ordinary usage, insofar as they denote an idea, state, or condition of some sort, as
opposed to some tangible or corporeal thing. The dialogue chronicled by Plato between
Socrates and Phaedrus illustrates the formersʼ attempt to convey this distinction, using
analogical reasoning:
Socrates “When one says iron or silver, we all understand the same thing, do we not?”
Phaedrus “Surely.”
Socrates “What if he says justice or goodness? Do we not part company and disagree
with each other and with ourselves?”
Phaedrus “Certainly.” 65

64

It is important to note that this fact need not necessarily preclude that either peace or justice might be
conceived of as having some sort of concrete essence. Rather, it is to suggest that one might best
conceive of peace and justice primarily as terms, whose purpose is to refer to this ostensible concrete
essence.
65

Plato, “Phaedrus,” in Plato in Twelve Volumes, trans. by Harold N. Fowler, vol. 9 (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1925), 263b.
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2.6.2
Peace and Justice as Ambiguous and Subjective as to Content

That these words (i.e., Peace and Justice) might reasonably be characterized as
ambiguous is, on the other hand, contestable and, hence, more subject to debate. To
be sure, there is the potential objection, namely, that one might well be capable of
knowing (or at least knowing well enough) the meaning of any given concept word. That
is, for instance, to say that one might claim to have a sound enough semantic grasp of
concept words, such as “justice” or “peace.” It might nevertheless be noted that, to
suggest that the words Peace and Justice, respectively, might be considered
conceptually ambiguous, or subjective as to semantic content is also to suggest that
they might not be such. That is, that there might potentially be some essential meaning,
some unambiguous Form; a universally-graspable quintessence, in accordance with
which Peace and Justice might be defined and identified. But to say a) that a given
concept word has an essential meaning or form, is something apart from saying b) that
one might theoretically be capable of divining this essential meaning, and this, in turn,
different from saying c) that one has divined, or otherwise knows this essential meaning.
And if one cannot with certainty claim to know the essential meaning of a given concept
word, then one must, it seems, submit that said meaning is more or less subjective as to
semantic content, and hence ambiguous (though perhaps not entirely so). Indeed, the
simple fact that the semantic ambiguity of these terms is a matter of debate in itself
lends prima facie support to the position that Peace and Justice might reasonably be
characterized as ambiguous terms. In other words, insofar as semantic or conceptual
41

ambiguity might be said to convey linguistic indefiniteness or unclearness (viz., in terms
of the meaning of a given word or words), one need only to point the fact that the
meaning(s) of both Peace or Justice are arguably contestable, that is, might be
ambiguous, might be subjective as to [semantic] content, in order to lend sufficient
support to the claim this might, in fact, be the case (or, differently put, at least to a
reasonable doubt that this is not the case).
!

In the following Sections, 2.6.2.1 and 2.6.2.2, this thesis aims to demonstrate the

tenability of the claim made above: namely, that the meaning of the words Peace and
Justice, respectively, might in both cases reasonably be considered ambiguous.
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2.6.2.1
Peace

In his highly esteemed paper, entitled Beyond the Traditional Concepts of Peace in
Different Cultures, author Takeshi Ishida proposes that western conceptions of the
[concept] word Peace have their primary origins in: (i) the ancient Judaic concept of
shalom (!"#$%&'); (ii) the ancient Greek concept of eiréné, and; (iii) the Roman concept of
pax.66
(i)

In Pentateuchal terms, Shalom might alternatively connote completeness (viz.,
in quantitative terms), soundness (e.g., “of body”), or welfare (in terms of health
or prosperity). As articulated by Brendan McAllister, “The peace of Shalom
means to live in a rich reality of wholeness between yourself, the Creator and all
of his Creation; to have a sense of wellbeing; a condition in which the human
spirit flourishes and releases creativity into the world.”67 What is more, while the
crux meaning of the word Shalom most fundamentally corresponds with the
English equivalent, “peace,” Shalom as peace, in turn, contains within it a
number of overlapping meanings: peace in terms of sensory perception (e.g.,
quietness); peace as a state of mind (e.g., tranquility, contentment); peace in

66

Takeshi Ishida, “Beyond the Traditional Concepts of Peace in Different Cultures,” Journal of Peace
Research, vol. 6, no. 2 (1969), 135-37.
67

Brendan McAllister, "Plenary Session: Restorative Justice and Society- Going Beyond the Law" (paper
presented at the Fourth Conference of the European Forum for Restorative Justice, Barcelona, Spain,
June 15-17, 2006).
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human relationships (e.g., friendship); peace with Yahweh, in terms of covenant
relationship, and finally; peace from war (i.e., defined as the absence of war).68
(ii) Given the manifold meanings of peace, which one might extract from the
Hebrew Shalom, it should come as no surprise that “in Greek translations of
Scripture there are more than twenty terms used to try to describe the concept of
shalom,”69 the best approximation being the Greek word eiréné. In conceptual
terms, the Greek word eiréné “primarily denotes a state, not a relationship or
attitude,”70 opposite in nature to that [state], which is denoted by polemos,
meaning “war.” 71 Eiréné, for its part, thus denotes peace in the negative sense,
as the absence from war and hostility.
(iii) Just as the Greek [concept word] eiréné (embodying the concept of peace)
ostensibly represented the nearest semantic approximation to the Hebrew word
shalom, so too, when the Christian scriptures were translated from Greek to
Latin, did the roman word pax come to represent the closest semantic
approximation to the Greek eiréné.72 Pax— as the Roman word for “peace”—
similarly denotes the absence of war and hostility, but conjoins this concept (i.e.,
of negative peace), too, to the imposition of order. Unlike eiréné, however, the

68

“Shalom,” Blue letter Bible, accessed April 15, 2011, http://www.blueletterbible.org/lang/lexicon/
lexicon.cfm?Strongs=H07965&Version=kjv.
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Brendan McAllister, "Plenary Session: Restorative Justice and Society- Going Beyond the Law"
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See entry for eiréné in Geoffrey W. Bromeliad and Gerhard Kittle, Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1993).
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Carl Ludwig Wilibald Grimm, Christian Gottlob Wilke, Joseph Henry Thayer, and James Strong, A
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Being Grimm's Wilke's Clavis Novi Testamenti (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1977), entry for Eirene.
72

Brendan McAllister, "Plenary Session: Restorative Justice and Society- Going Beyond the Law"
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ordered peace of pax, in its original sense (viz., pax), also inheres legalistic
connotations. Hence, by the ancient Roman conception, peace (i.e., pax) means
the absence of war or hostility due to, or by merit of, the imposition of legalistic
order. There are several notable, contemporary incarnations, that is, conceptual
descendents, of this particular conception of peace (based on the Roman pax),
which might bear mentioning.
!

The first contemporary incarnation appears in the field International Legal Theory,

wherein peace is defined by contrast to a state of war. The logic underlying this
conceptualization is, as articulated by Hugo Grotius, that “war and peace are to be
distinguished as two mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive legal statesʼ.”73 The
second contemporary incarnation of the concept of peace, conceived (i.e., defined) in
the Roman sense of pax—defined as the absence of war due to the imposition of order
(albeit not, in this case, legalistic order)—crops up in the field of International Relations
(IR), specifically, within the theoretical tradition of Realism. On this view (i.e., of IR
Realism), peace is, for the most part, defined synonymously with “order,” and order, for
its part, is conceived of as a condition (i.e., material state of affairs) resulting from the
suppression of conflict (i.e., quashing of challenges to the status quo balance of power)
by a hegemonic actor (i.e., state).74
!

While (i) and (ii)—as well as the contemporary incarnations of the latter—

represent conceptions in the negative sense, peace also has a meaning applied to it in
73

Hanneke van Schooten, “On War, Peace and Armed Conflicts,” International Journal for the Semiotics
of Law (Netherlands: Springer, 2004), 169-72.
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For more on the IR Realist perspective, see Hans J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man Versus Power Politics
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1965); John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power
Politics (New York: Norton, 2001); also see, Richard Crawley, History of the Peloponnesian War (New
York: Dover Publications, 2004), Book V.
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the positive sense, viz., denoting the presence of harmony, as a condition of well-being
or contentedness. The preeminent peace studies scholar Johan Galtung defines
ʻpositiveʼ peace as “as the integration of human society,”75 and this (i.e., the integration
of society), more broadly still, as “the simultaneous presence of many desirable states
of mind and society, such as harmony, justice, equity, etc.”76 It is perhaps relevant to
note that Galling does not posit positive and negative peace to be separable. To the
contrary, he asserts that each is possible without the other; they correspond to two
distinct dimensions of peace.
#

Galtung further advances, albeit with caveats, that positive and negative

conceptions of peace seem to roughly correspond with Eastern and Western
conceptions of peace. In a similar line of argument, Ishida suggests, more specifically,
that whereas order and prosperity (i.e., completeness, soundness, etc.) are perhaps the
most common characteristics among Western conceptions of peace, Eastern concepts
of peace, while similarly emphasizing order (albeit differently conceived), also evince
tranquility of mind.77 Moreover, whereas Western ideations of the concepts frame peace
“more as a property of social systems functioning to assure prosperity,” Ishida proposes
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Norm Freund, “Peace: A Myriad of Meanings,” World Peace (Spring 1988), 7-12.
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Charles Webel and Johan Galtung, Handbook of Peace and Conflict Studies (London: Routledge,
2007), 6.
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Takeshi Ishida, “Beyond the Traditional Concepts of Peace,” 135-45: “This article examines the concept
of peace in Judaism, Rome, Greece, China, Japan and India. Ishida suggests that Eastern and Western
concepts of peace have differences that separate each culture's understanding of peace.”
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that Eastern ideations have peace as something that is “achieved through individual
conformity to customs, norms, etc. [sic] as an outcome of individual internal harmony.”78
!

In sum, even this limited sampling of the divergent conceptual meanings for the

word peace provided above seems to strongly support the claim that the meaning of
peace might reasonably be deemed ambiguous, that is, in the sense of being subjective
as to semantic content.
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Milton Rinehart, "Toward Better Concepts of Peace," in Beyond Intractability (Paper presented at the
Conflict Research Consortium: University of Colorado, Boulder, May 2005), http://
www.beyondintractability.org/essay/peace/.
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2.6.2.2
Justice

In his On Liberty, John Stuart Mill treats skeptically of “the idea of Justice,” writing that
“the powerful sentiment, and apparently clear perception, which that word recalls with a
rapidity and certainty resembling an instinct, have seemed to the majority of thinkers to
point to an inherent quality in things; to show that the Just must have an existence in
Nature as something absolute.”79 Mill, however, seems dubious concerning this notion,
viz., that the word “justice” might (as is purported) in fact be said to evince some
particular “sentiment” or “clear perception,” which might rightly and universally be
ascribed to—or derived from—it. Hence, Mill writes:
To throw light upon this question, it is necessary to attempt to attempt to
ascertain what is the distinguishing character of justice, or of injustice:
what is the quality, or whether there is any quality, attributed in common to
all modes of conduct...if, in everything which men are accustomed to
characterize as just or unjust, some one common attribute is always
present.80
The purpose of this section is to throw light upon the question of what, if anything of
satisfactory definiteness, the word—and hence, by extension, the concept— of “justice”
might be said to mean. This thesis proposes that “justice,” as a conceptual term,
arguably has many and different, Kairos specific, and at times mutually—even internally
—inconsistent content (conceptually and semantically). The endeavor to constitute and
79

John Stuart Mill, On Liberty and Other Essays, ed. John Gray (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008),
177.
80

Ibid.
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catalogue the myriad kairos-specific semantic and conceptual ideations of the term
“justice” is not within the scope of this thesis (and certainly of this section), nor is it
necessary in order to demonstrate that the word seems to evince such semantic
diversity; to this end, one need but to provide a limited sampling of such variability.
!

In examining a selection of these conceptions of justice, one might begin with

contemporary definitions of the [concept] word, which, though providing but broad
contours in way of semantic exposition, might nevertheless be instructive to engage. To
wit, the Harper-Collins English Dictionary lists the following definitions of “justice”:
i. “the quality or fact of being just”;
ii. “ethics
a. the principle of fairness that like cases should be treated alike,
b. A particular distribution of benefits and burdens fairly in accordance with a
particular conception of what are to count as like cases
c. The principle that punishment should be proportionate to the offense”;
iii. “the administration of law according to prescribed and accepted principles”;
iv. “conformity to the law; legal validity.” 81
!

Definitional variant (i) arguably speaks to what this thesis characterizes in S 1.6

as defining the primary by the derivative.82 It suggests: first, that there be an essential
Form of Justice, and; second, that it is this Form of Justice that makes just all83 that is
just, and then; that instances of the latter might be used to define the former, that is, the
81

“Justice,” Collins English Dictionary, accessed May 07, 2011, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/
justice.
82

For the exposition of this notion, see S 1.6.

83

For example, actions, conditions, state of affairs, norms, laws, judgements, distribution of resources,
etc.
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Form. Definitions (iii) and (iv) in themselves seem, somewhat similarly, to suggest that
“justice” might be defined either in terms of those processes in which the responsibility
of the execution of justice is vested (i.e., “justice is those processes, which seek to
administer justice [through law]”), or else in terms of conforming to the dictates codified
through through the execution of the aforementioned processes (i.e., “justice is
conforming to the codified and ratified results of those processes, which seek to
administer justice”). In his own inquiry into the ostensible meanings applied to the word,
Mill, too, identifies among them that conception, which defines “justice” in terms of the
law and ancillary legal processes, and which, more specifically, describes “the terms just
and unjust in a perfectly definite sense, namely, that it is just to respect, and unjust to
violate, the legal rights of anyone.”84 On might perhaps say of definitions (i), (iii), and
(iv), that they seem, in each case, to represent tautological and hence less than
satisfying definition of justice. Such tautological conceptions might, as this thesis
suggests in Section 3, represent a particularly pernicious consequence of the idealist
approach (outlined in brief in Section 1, and reengaged in Section 3).
!

Variants (a), (b), and (c) under definition (ii), for their part, might be distilled down

to set of certain fundamental features, which seem, to differing degrees, common to
them all.
(1) First, and perhaps least contentious, each variant arguably evinces a distinct
sense of requirement and, as such, all three variants might be said to belong to
the domain of obligation (viz., rather than that of charity).

84

Mill, On Liberty, 178.
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(2) Second, the variants are arguably all, to some extent, rooted in the notion of
desert.85 The notion of desert as a facet of the meaning of justice is also one
noted by Mill in his inquiry into the word. On Millʼs articulation, “it is universally
considered just that each person should obtain that (whether good or evil) which
he deserves; and unjust that he should obtain a good, or be made to undergo an
evil, which he does not deserve,” and, he continues, that “this is, perhaps, the
clearest and most emphatic form in which the idea of injustice is conceived by
the general mind.”86 The concept of desert in relation to justice might indeed be
identified from as back as Plato, namely, in relation the crux of the Socratic
definition of justice: justice “ʻis everyone having and doing what is appropriate to
himʼ.”87 A system characterized by this conception of justice would, it seems,
have necessarily to incorporate some concept and measure of desert in order to
do so. Yet, here again, “the question arises, what constitutes desert?”88 This is
not only a question concerning how desert might be assessed; it is, more
specifically, one concerning how determinations89 about the dispensation or
withholding of benefits (i.e., positive desert), punishment and burdens (i.e.,
negative desert) might otherwise be reached, absent the concept and
measurement of desert. As to the latter part of this, it might be deemed
hypothetically (as this is a hypothetical) possible for said determinations to be
85

John Hospers, Human Conduct; An Introduction to the Problems of Ethics (New York: Harcourt, Brace
& World, 1961), ch. 13.
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Mill, On Liberty, 179.
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reached, and hence for justice to be realized (or at least upheld), in the absence
of some active engagement and application of the concept of desert. But this,
only providing that each member of this hypothetical system were to be
considered totally “equal,” and, in addition, that each member of this system were
—by all measures—to in fact be equal. For, notwithstanding the fact that “equal,”
in itself, suggests some concept of desert, considerations of desert might only be
eschewed [in the pursuit of Socratic justice] insofar as partiality, that is,
differentially accorded desert were absent as a feature from that system. Such
does not demonstrably appear to be the case in actual states of affairs. This
exercise is nevertheless instructive, in that desert is seemingly tied up with the
obligation of impartiality, and as Mill again notes, “nearly allied to the idea of
impartiality, is that of equality; which often enters as a component part both into
the conception of justice and into the practice of it, and, in the eyes of many
persons, constitutes its essence.”90
(3) Third, the concept of equality might also plausibly be discerned in each of the
three variants of definition (ii)—(a), (b), and (c). Equality, in this sense, might, for
the sake of clarity, be understood as meaning equality as fairness. For all three
variants might be said to tacitly refer to the idea of fairness, specifically, fairness
in relation to the individual. Continuing in this vein, John Rawlsʼ seminal work, A
Theory of Justice, outlines a thought experiment (the veil of ignorance), which he
employs in conjunction with features from social contract theory to support his
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Mill, On Liberty, 180
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position that justice is itself a form of fairness (as opposed to fairness being a
variably emphasized characteristic of justice).91
(4) Fourth, and finally, all three variants might reasonably be said to evince an
individual-centric character. This should perhaps not be all that surprising, given
that the concept of justice in the West has typically been defined in relation to the
rights, liberties, and responsibilities of the individual. Mill, it will be recalled,
indeed expresses a sentiment that would seem to reinforce this notion, namely,
“that it is just to respect, unjust to violate, the legal rights of anyone.” 92
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A Brief Etymology of Justice
2.6.2.2.1
Among so many diverse applications of the term Justice,
which yet is not regarded as ambiguous, it is a matter of
some difficulty to seize the mental link which holds them
together, and on which the moral sentiment adhering to the
term essentially depends. Perhaps, in this embarrassment,
some help may be derived from the history of the word, as
indicated by its etymology.93
!

Ancient Greek and Judeo-Christian 94 semantic conceptions of justice might

arguably be said to represent the primary etymological ancestors of the word justice,
and, moreover, arguably constitute the bedrock of Western notions of justice. But
neither reveal a common Form thereof.
!

In “A Genealogy of Justice,” author and Addie Clark Harding Professor in the

college and the Committee on Social Thought at the University of Chicago, Leon Kass,
identifies the radix of the Judeo-Christian concept of justice in the Pentateuchʼs parable
of Tebhath Noah, specifically in the “Noahide law and the covenant, which contain the
first explicit rules of retributive justice, and which call on human beings to ʻexecute
justiceʼ in punishing murder.” 95 According to Kass, this ideation of retributive justice
stands in contrast to the pre-Noahide version of personal justice. The latter, conveyed in
the story of Cain and Able, is proffered as a form of non-legal revenge in which the
93
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severity or scope of punishment is not expected to be in direct proportion to the severity
and scope of the crime or wrongdoing, whereas the latter speaks to the obverse of
this.Moreover, Kass presents the plight of Abraham as a parable that frames justice as
an artifact of faith to be realized through something approximating individual [religious]
virtue.96
!

In more strictly etymological terms, the Hebrew concept of justice is expressed in

the word tsĕdaqah. The Hebrew meaning of tsĕdaqah, however, might more accurately
be semantically correlated with “righteousness.” Furthermore, the righteousness
expressed by tsĕdaqah might, for example, mean righteousness in the governmental
sense (e.g., of a governmental authority figure, of the law, etc.), righteousness “of Godʼs
attribute,” righteousness as an adjective applied idiosyncratically to particular cases or
ends,

and righteousness as an adjective applied to certain modes of behaviors or

actions in accordance with a particular ethic code of conduct (similarly to definition (i.)
above).97 Here, one might identify a further relevant etymological link, namely, with the
German word Recht, “from which came right and righteous,” and which “is synonymous
with law.”98 The original meaning of Recht did not, however, strictly denote law, “but to
physical straightness...and from this it is argued that right did not originally mean law,
but on the contrary law meant right.”99
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!

Translations of the Hebrew tsĕdaqah into Latin have generally been found in the

word justitia. Justitia, meaning “righteousness” and “equity,” derives from justus,
meaning “upright” and “equitable”; justus derives from the jus, meaning “ʻrightʼ,
especially ʻlegal right,ʼ” or law, and; jus, in turn, derives from the Old Latin word ious,
which is thought to mean “sacred formula.”100 All of these forms might be considered
related to each other and to the aforementioned etymological origins in Hebrew
[conception(s)] and German, in that each—though seemingly less true of the Hebrew—
conception seems to define justice more or less in relation to the idea of a personal
right. On this view, “justice implies something which is not only right to do, and wrong
not to do, but which some individual person can claim from us as his [sic.] moral
right.”101
!

Thomas Aquinasʼ definition of justice might prove an instructive introduction at

this point in the inquiry. Indeed, on Aquinasʼ conception, “justice is the steady and
lasting willingness to give others what they are entitled to (their right: jus [or ius]
suum).”102 Just as with variants (a), (b), and (c) [of definition (ii) in the Collinʼs set],
justice as so defined by Aquinas, would seem to entail a set of duties, and hence to
belong into the domain of obligation.
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In a related vein of inquiry, John Finnis further, and much more eloquently, articulates
what the semantic implications Aquinasʼ definition might be:
His [sic.] prioritizing of the concept of right (jus), conceived as something
that belongs to another, brings him to the brink of articulating a concept of
human rights, a concept certainly implicit in his thesis that there are
precepts of justice each imposing, on me and my communities, a duty to
everyone without discrimination (indifferenter omnibus debitum: ST II-II q.
122 a. 6). For his definition of justice immediately entails that correlative to
such duties of justice there must be rights that belong to everyone
indifferenter.103
"

Just as with variants (a), (b), and (c), Aquinasʼ conceptual definition of justice

might reasonably be characterized: as individual-centric and connected to egalitarian
notions of impartiality and equality, as at once evinced by his tacit proposition of
individual rights, and these as rights that “belong to everyone indifferenter.”104 Notably,
Finnis also makes a point of emphasizing Aristotleʼs ostensible centrality to Aquinasʼ
conception, and semantic definition, of justice.105 Whether, and the extent to which, this
might be the case is largely immaterial. A point of interest does, however, arise from
their superimposition: namely, that both Aquinasʼ particular definition of justice and
Aristotleʼs notion of distributive justice—viz., “good judgement about how to divide up
and parcel out beneficial or burdensome wholes or sets in a way that is fair because
guided by appropriate criteria”106 —evince the concept of desert, which underlies them.
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!

With Aristotle, the momentum of the inquiry herein engaged shifts gradually away

from the etymological, in the direction of the conceptual—”zooming out,” as it were—
and refocusing briefly on several key meanings, which the word “justice” had for the
Greeks. For example, Hanna Pitken writes in her Wittgenstein and Justice that among
the Ancient Greeks (vis-a-vis most english translations), “the word dike, which came to
mean ʻjustice,ʼ and to measure the rightness of human action, originally simply meant
ʻthe wayʼ: a descriptive account of how things in fact were, or were done.”107 Ernest
Barker further complicates this word, first, in terms of our ability to fit it neatly within our
current conception of what the word “justice” might mean and, more abstractly still, in
terms of our capacity (or incapacity) to conceive exactly what those who used the word
dike understood it to mean, conceptually, without ideationally filtering our [current]
understanding of their understanding of their particular concept, i.e., dike, through the
interpretive lens of our own particular concept, which we presume to be the nearest
conceptual approximation to their own, namely, incarnated in the word justice. For,
according to barker, the Greek word dike, from dikaiosyne, “has a broader sweep than
our word ʻjusticeʼ; is something more than legal; and includes the ethical notions (or
some of the ethical notions) which belong to our word ʻrighteousnessʼ,”108 which, it will
be recalled, is also seemingly true in the case of the Judaic conceptual corollary to
justice, as expressed in Hebrew word tsĕdaqah, which we translate as justice, but which
more accurately denotes righteousness. This conceptual cross-pollination of the
concept of righteousness might help us toward a more full understand of the way in
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Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 273.
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Aristotle, Politics, trans. by Sir Ernest Barker (New York: Oxford University Press, 1958), 362.
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which, and why, Plato often “treats justice as a personal virtue, a virtue of individual
men, why he speaks of ʻthe just manʼ.”109 Indeed, the ideation of justice as roughly
synonymous with virtue more broadly might perhaps be included as a distinct variant
among Ancient Greek conceptions of justice.110
#

The final—though certainly not, exhaustively, the only remaining—meaning for

justice held among the ancient Greeks that will be presented here finds its embodiment
in, and is perhaps best articulated by, Thucydides (460-411 B.C.E.). In his “History of
the Peloponnesian War” (particularly in the “Melian Dialogue”), Thucydides provides a
chronicle of the confrontation and violent conflict that defined relations between Athens
and Sparta in the years spanning from 431 to 404 B.C.E.111 Much like other classical
political theorists, Thucydides conceived of politics as inherently bound up with moral
questions. “Most importantly,” writes Julian Korab-Karpowicz in his The Roots of the
Realist Tradition, Thucydides “asks whether relations among states to which power is
crucial can also be guided by the norms of justice.” 112 The answer to this question,
while not a reliable indication of Thucydidesʼ personal view, might best be expressed
through the statements he attributes to the Athenian delegation in the Melian Dialogue,
delivered the citizens of Melos (proxy allies of Sparta). The Melians, for their part,
appeal to justice in an attempt to persuade the Athenians to spare them from otherwise
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Hanna Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 307
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WIlliam Francis Ross Hardie, Aristotleʼs Ethical Theory (Oxford, 1968), ch. 10; also, David Miller,
Social justice (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002), 17.
111

Thucydides. History of the Peloponnesian War, trans. by Rex Warner, (Harmondsworth: Penguin
Books, 1972), Book V.
112Julian

W. Korab-Karpowicz, "Political Realism in International Relations", The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (Fall 2010).
59

choosing between war (i.e., annihilation) and surrender (i.e., ruination and subjection).
The Athenians, for their part, respond thus:
We both know that decisions about justice are made in human discussions
only when both sides are under equal compulsion, but when one side is
stronger, it gets as much as it can, and the weak must accept that.113
!

It seems somewhat fitting that this stark declaration—which, if perhaps not itself

among the earliest, is at least among the most resounding mnemonic echos of justice114
recorded and passed down through human history—mark the conclusion of the survey,
viz., of various meanings of justice. The semantic and conceptual ideations of justice
included in this [sub]section (2.6.2.2.1) represent but an exiguous selection of instances
extracted from the figurative Super-Form—a smattering of flakes chipped off proverbial
stone—of justice, containing all conceivable conceptions, definitions, meanings, senses,
and applications of the word justice. The merit of this survey lies not in its breadth, but
rather in illustration. The purpose of this admittedly inexhaustive survey is not to
catalogue and explicate the myriad meanings and ideations of justice, but rather to
show that there is such diversity. That is, in terms of the express proposition advanced
at the outset of this section (and, in part, of this thesis), to say that the word justice
seems to demonstrably warrant characterization as ambiguous, and subjective as to
semantic content.
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Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, Chapter XVII. 5.89.
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Semantically and conceptually, however conceived.
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!

For:
Not only have different nations and individuals different
notions of justice, but, in the mind of one and the same
individual, justice is not some one rule, principle, or maxim,
but many, which do not always coincide in their dictates, and
in choosing between which, he is guided either by some
extraneous standard, or by his own personal predilections.115

115

Mill, On Liberty, 191.
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2.7
Conclusionary remarks on Section 2

In Section 2, this thesis has sought to demonstrate that while inserting different possible
variants of parts 116 from feature (I) and (II) might serve well toward the end of discerning
what the modality 117, ostensible purpose,118 and mood119 intended of the phrase might
variably be, it arguably does not adequately clarify the intended meaning and
significance of the focal terms, Peace and Justice. Consequently—absent any further
information regarding the intended sense in which Peace and Justice are, respectively,
conceived (i.e., what exactly they are supposed to mean in the phrase, or at all, for that
matter), the semantic content of the phrase, too, might be deemed more or less
subject to subjective determination. 120 If nothing more, it might be said that
combinations of particular semantic conceptions of “peace” with particular conceptions
of “justice” lend to variable semantic outcomes in terms of the meaning of the phrase as
a whole.
!

116

Namely, (C), (D), (E), and (F).

117

Namely, deontic and epistemic.

118

Namely, e.g., persuasive, informative, instructive.

119

Namely, e.g., imperative, descriptive, inferential, presumptive, etc.

120

It will be recalled from the aforementioned phrasal deconstruction that part (A) is presented as
ostensibly contingent upon part (B) in the focus phrase. But, again, without some sense of the what the
intended meaning of either Peace or Justice might be, the nature of this contingency is arguably
inexplicable.
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!

For the sake of illustration, were one to hold the word “justice” to mean

something roughly equatable to virtue, and the word “peace” (in something of an
existential sense) to mean an inner harmony, or contentedness of spirit, then the
semantic content of the focus phrase might, in this particular illustration, perhaps be
expressed as: one can have no inner harmony without that they first have virtue.
!

If, on the other hand, one were to conceive of the intended meanings of both

Peace and Justice within the ideological framework of the Liberal camp of international
relations (not to be confused with “liberal” as it is applied domestically), the semantic
content of the phrase might be drastically different. In this field, the word “justice” crops
up most often in relation, or by allusion, to human rights in intrastate, post-conflict
situations, and is widely treated to mean some form of institutional sociopolitical
justice,121 the most commonly 122 invoked being the Mosaic (i.e., retributive) form of
justice, exemplified in the dictum "life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand,
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It should be noted that there are many different kinds/ conceptions of post-conflict justice in IR
literature, including, but not limited to: retributive justice (Lex Talionis), restorative justice, redistributive
justice, and numerable subtypes of each. For more on these conceptions and forms, see Joshua G.
Smith, “POST-CONFLICT JUSTICE AND THE PROSPECTS FOR PEACE: Assessing the Arguments for
Human Rights Prosecutions in the Aftermath of Civil War.” pg. 5); also, see, e.g., David Rieff, The
Precious Triumph of Human Rights, N.Y. Times, Aug. 8, 1999, at 37; Lambourne, Wendy. “Post-Conflict
Peacebuilding: Meeting Human Needs For Justice and Reconciliation,” Peace, Conflict, and
Development, Is. 4, (April 2004); Bassiouni, M. Cherif, (ed.) Post-Conflict Justice, International and
Comparative Criminal Law Series. Ardsley, N.Y.: Transnational Publishers (2002); Orentlicher, D.F.
“Settling Accounts: The Duty to Prosecute Human Rights Violations of a Prior Regime” Yale Law Journal,
Vol. 100, No. 8 (1991) pp 2537-2615; Ball, Howard. Prosecuting War Crimes and Genocide: The
Twentieth Century Experience. Lawrence, KS: Kansas University Press, (1999).
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On this increasingly championed view, “real justice” requires, first and foremost, that the prosecution
and punishment of said crimes not be attenuated in the interest of political expedience, sociopolitical
reconciliation, nor in the interest of peace in the short-term. See, for instance, Borello, Federico. A First
Few Steps: The Long Road to a Just Peace in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, A Report of the
International Center for Transitional Justice, (October 2004); Human Rights Watch, ʻNew Justiceʼ vs.
Impunity, Human Rights Watch Commentary, (18 June 2003); Amnesty International. Afghanistan:
Addressing the Past to Secure the Future, Amnesty International News Release (7 April 2005);
International Commission of Jurists. Colombia Persists in Granting Impunity for Grave Crimes, ICJ Press
Release (23 June 2005).
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foot for foot."123 The word “peace,” for its part, is most often conceived by Liberal figures
in this field—in the negative sense—as the absence of pernicious coercion and violent
conflict. Thus, in combination, the semantic content of the phrase might perhaps be
expressed as: there can be no absence to conflict and violence without, first, that
punishment proportionate in its severity to that of the crime or wrongdoing committed
has been levied on the guilty. This would, in other words, seem to imply that justice is a
primary good to which peace is merely ancillary, or else that no peace is in itself
desirable if predicated on an attenuated justice.
!

The purpose of these examples is to illustrate the way in which particular

combinations of distinct semantic conceptions of “peace” with particular conceptions of
“justice” lend to variable semantic outcomes in terms of the meaning of the phrase as a
whole. The point of illustration this, in turn, to convey show that any particular meaning
applied, presumed, inferred, or found in Applied Value Words, such as peace and
justice, has the very real potential of being realized—to whatever degree—in tangible
ways, in actual application to real-life situations, in law (international or domestic) and
the enforcement thereof, in sociopolitical norms, and in personal ethical principles.
!

In Language, Truth and Logic, A.J. Ayer writes of what he terms “real non-

existent entities,” which might be understood as more or less equivalent to what this
thesis has stipulatively defined as Applied Value Words, that “there is no place in the
empirical world for many of these ʻentitiesʼ, a special non-empirical world is invoked to
house them.”124 The Ancient City, as a conceptual metaphor for language, might
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Pentateuch, Exodus 21:23-21:27.

124

Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, 27.
64

perhaps represent such a “non-empirical world,” not only to house such concepts, but to
frame their relations and particular character. Within the metaphorical framework of
Value Words might hence be conceived of as a class of citizens125 inhabiting a
particularly affluent District,126 and Applied Value Words as representing a still more
exclusive stratum of this class; as a single familial-branch 127 of a larger Family
belonging to this Class, inhabiting this District, whose members are of an exceptionally
high rank in society [of the city], and are endowed with an especially lofty status. Their
reputation128 accords the members of this single branch (within said larger Family,
belonging to said Class, inhabiting said District) a special “weight”129 in the Ancient City,
and this, in turn, accords them with a relatively exceptional degree of influence—as
citizens of consequence—in the Ancient city.

!
125

By analogy, words.

126

By analogy, Family.

127

By analogy, strain.

128

By analogy, meaning.

129

This, though not itself fitting within the analogy, is an allusion to Applied Value Words as particularly
“weighty” as compared with Archetypal Value Words, and more broadly, with other Classes of words.
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Section 3
!

!

!

“A wise man hears one word and understands two.”
!
!
!
!
-Yiddish Proverb.

Before continuing to the final reflections on this thesisʼ discussion Applied Value Words,
it should perhaps once again be emphasized that this thesis does not, on the whole,
have an express, central claim that it seeks to advance the rightness of, nor prescription
that it seeks to prove the necessity for. The purpose of this thesis is rather an exercise
in two parts.

66

3.1
Inquiry as an Exercise of Purpose

!

The first part of this purpose, bearing in particular on sections 1 and 2, might be

said to be the exercise of the inquiry—in and of itself:
i. in the ideational process of framing the concept of divisions within language
and Classes of words and, from this, abstracting its own delineations and
idiosyncratically identifying Classes (etc.) of words;
ii. in the conceptualization, denomination, and characterization of a particular
Class (viz., The Class of Doubtful Things), containing a particular
[hierarchically subordinate] Family (viz., the Family of Value Words),
consisting of two semi-distinct strains (viz., Archetypal Value Words and
Applied Value Words);
iii. in the naming of archetypes (i.e., representative words) respective to each
stipulated word Class and Family, and subsequent presentation of a [the]
focus phrase (viz., “No Peace Without Justice”), both as an exemplar of the
type of phrase containing, and, perhaps chiefly, as an example of a particular
phrase (viz., the focus phrase) that contains what, according to the stipulative
framework laid out in this thesis, might be considered specific, representative
instances of Applied Value Words.130
iv. in the deconstruction [and reconstruction] of this, the focus phrase, and the
corollary analysis, engaged therethrough, in terms of what this exercise might
be said to illuminate about the character—the grammatical role, the

130

Applied Value Words represent one of two stipulated strains within the Family of Value Words (the
other being Archetypal Value Words)—itself subsumed by the Class of Doubtful Things—and, more
importantly, are also this thesisʼ focal object of inquiry, that is, as a grouping of a particular kind of word.
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conceivable meaning, the status (loosely conceived), and the potential
relevance in application131 —of the focal terms in that structure.
v. in, more specifically, the illustrative account of the characterization of these
two particular focal terms (i.e., peace and justice) as Applied Value Words.
!

It is in this way that one might think of this first part—the inquiry, in and of itself—

an exercise of purpose. This exercise in inquiry 132 might, however, further be construed
an exercise in deconstruction. More precisely, it might be considered a rhetorical
exercise in deconstruction. 133 In his Transcendental Deconstruction, Transcendent
Justice, Jack M. Balkin writes that “when we employ deconstruction to discuss
questions of justice, we always refer to the discrepancy between human law, culture,
and convention, and the human values which they articulate.”134

While this thesis

might, in Balkinʼs language, “employ deconstruction to discuss questions of justice” in
such a way, one might perhaps more accurately say that this thesis employs
deconstruction to questions that arise from the word, rather than from “justice” itself.
!

In either case, this thesis certainly seems to fit with Balkinʼs characterization of

the way in which the typical deconstructive argument ends: namely, that “it generally
ends with a conclusion that a particular distinction or set of distinctions is effaced,
undecidable, or more complicated than one had first imagined. It ends when the
131

In other words, the “status” or, as referred to earlier, the “weight.”

132

In the sense of the execution of rhetorical processes.

133

Jacques Derrida, Force of Law: The ʻMystical Foundation of Authority, trans. Mary Quaintance (11
Cardozo L. Rev. 919, 1990). It is interesting to note that, in this work, Jacques Derrida claims
“deconstruction is justice.”
134

Jack M. Balkin, Transcendental Deconstruction, Transcendent Justice, (Originally Published at 92
Mich. L. Rev. 1331, 1994).
(It might hence also be said that this thesis has also employed—to presumably like effect—the human
practice of deconstruction to the word “peace,” and perhaps to some degree, by extension, to Applied
Value Words.)
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deconstructor believes that she has reached an appropriate degree of enlightenment
from the process of deconstructive argument.” 135 Yet, as he writes, it is also the case
that, “from another perspective, the conclusion of a deconstructive argument is a
conclusion in neither sense of the word: for it does not end the possible lines of the
deconstructive argument, nor does it lead to a fixed and determinate result.”136
!

So, it might similarly be said of this thesis that its conclusion (in this section) is “a

conclusion in neither sense of the word.” Indeed, the first stipulated part to this thesisʼ
exercise of purpose (viz., the inquiry in and of itself) certainly does not itself seem to
lead to anything that might be called a “fixed and definite result,” nor do the conceivable
lines of this, or a in-some-way-connected deconstructive argument end with this section,
nor, for that matter, with this thesis.
!

Given the aforementioned characterization of this thesis as non-prescriptive and,

in a sense, non-end-based, one might be given pause by the use of “argument” above,
as this word often carries with it the implication of persuasive intent. But to engage [in]
an argument does not of necessity require that one seek to prove the rightness of a
particular view, nor the validity of a particular assertion; argument is not an end per se,
nor a means to a predetermined end, but rather a means in and for itself.137 One
engages in argument so as to raise questions and challenge assumptions, not simply to
advance conclusions, that is, to find truth found. One [necessarily] joins in argument
with others; argument is a dialogue wherein each participant holds a mirror to the other

135
136

Balkin, Deconstructive Practice and Legal Theory, 96 Yale L.J. 743, 745 & n.8, 761 n.56 (1987).
Ibid.

137

In one sense of the German, in und für sich selbst, which one might translate as in and for itself (rather
than in and of itself)
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(s), reflecting each upon itself and each upon the other, and seeking in this infinitude a
dialectic reflection with a synthetic depth and complexity beyond what one might
otherwise have realized. Moreover, as Hannah Pitken writes, “the point of...argument is
not agreement on a conclusion, but the successful clarification of two peopleʼs positions
vis-a-vis each other.”138 Hence, this thesisʼ first exercise [in inquiry] of purpose might
indeed itself be considered an argument, though not perhaps a persuasive one, at least
in the ordinary sense of the word.

138

Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 153.
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3.1.1
Reflection on Inquiry as an Exercise of Purpose

One might take further exception, however, with the suggestion that this thesis is not
persuasive in nature. Like Balkin, one might object that, “like all rhetoric, deconstructive
argument is a form of persuasive advocacy,” that, like other forms of rhetoric,
deconstruction “takes certain features of culture and convention for granted and uses
them to deconstruct others.” 139 But to whatever extent this thesis might be said, at least
in some measure, to evince some form of persuasive advocacy, this form is arguably an
attenuated one. The suasive thrust of this thesis might be said to advocate that, which is
the second part of its exercise in purpose: an argument in reflection.
Indeed, the second purposive-part of this thesis140 might be characterized as a

!

non-prescriptive exercise in reflection on Applied Value Words. “Reflection” may
perhaps seem a misleading description of the intent here. The intent here is rather to
suggest, with all due humility, how one might think about thinking about, using, and
judging—the various conceptions and varieties of usage in—such words as might be
considered Applied Value Words. Hence, reflection (in this sense) refers not so much to
an exercise in looking back as to an exercise in thinking over, in holding a mirror to
ourselves, “as we seek in reflection to take responsibility for who we are and what we
do, both socially and individually.”141
139
140
141

Ibid.
Specific primarily to this [the third] section.
Eldridge, “Wittgenstein and the Conversation of Justice,” 117.
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3.2
Reflection(s) on Applied Value Words
“‘When I use a word,’ Humpty Dumpty said in rather a scornful tone,
‘it means just what I choose it to mean— neither more nor less’.”142
.

The first book of Platoʼs Republic presents a dialogue between Socrates and the
sophist Thrasymachus, in which echos of the aforementioned [Thucydidean] conception
of justice reverberate through the voice of latter participant. When asked what justice is,
Thrasymachus unhesitatingly answers, “ʻjustice is in the interest of the stronger,ʼ which
he then elaborates to mean that in every society the norms and standards defining what
is just and what unjust are set by the ruling elite, the strongest group in society, acting in
its own interest”.143 By contrast, Socratesʼ answer to this same question follows: Justice
“ʻis everyone having and doing what is appropriate to himʼ.” 144
#

One might reasonably infer from this the sense that there is an irreconcilability

between Thrasymachusʻ and Socratesʼ respective definitions of Justice. Or perhaps

142

Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking-Glass, ed. Helen Oxenbury (Cambridge, Mass.: Candlewick Press,
2005), ch. 6.
143

Gerald Jones, trans., The Republic of Plato (London: Hodder Murray, 2007), 338c-339a.

144

Ibid., 433a-434c.
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Thrasymachus and Socrates simply understand, and hence answer, the question “what
is justice?” in different ways.145 Indeed, as articulated by Hanna Pitken:
Each of them would insist that his understanding has to do with what
“justice” itself really is, as distinct from mere verbal conventions or
peopleʼs ordinary, thoughtless assumptions. Yet one could accurately
characterize the difference between them this way: Socrates answers the
question as if it were about the meaning of the word “justice”; or at least
we can recognize his answer as a plausible definition. This is not true of
Thrasymachusʼ answer. He is not formulating a phrase more or less
synonymous with the word “justice,” but making a kind of sociological
observation about the things which people call “just” or “unjust.”146
"

The Thrasymachusean perspective, as it might be called, finds more

contemporary expression: for one, in the Marxist doctrine of ideology as false
consciousness , which holds that “human culture is only a reflection, a superstructure of
the economic base of society, the accepted standards and values and meanings
embodied in the culture are in fact a reflection of class interests,” and hence, “what
things people call ʻjustʼ or ʻbeautifulʼ or ʻgoodʼ is really determined by what is in the
interest of the ruling class in any society,”147 and; 2) also, in the imminent French
deconstructionist, Jacques Derrida, who, in his Faith and Knowledge, writes that “the
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Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 171: “Still another way to think of the quarrel between Socrates and
Thrasymachus would be in relation to the dispute in jurisprudence between legal idealism and legal
realism. The legal idealist maintains that the law is an ideal set of deductively systematic norms, together
with decisions correctly derived from them. No unconstitutional ʻlawʼ or inconsistent ʻjudgementʼ can be
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conception roughly parallel to the Thrasymachean [sic.] view of justice.”
146

Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 170.
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dominant power is the one that manages to impose and, thus, to legitimate, indeed to
legalize (for it is always a question of law) on a national or world stage, the terminology
and thus the interpretation that best suits it in a given situation.”148 One might,
conversely, also identify modern successors to [what might be called] the Socratic
perspective, such as Karl Barth, for instance, who writes in his Wahrheit und Ideologie:
Whatever is meant by the idea of justice or of truth cannot be shaken by
proving that what was taken for justice or truth in concrete cases was
merely the precipitate of the political or economic advantage of some
social class. Even if it can be shown that interests—those determined by
personal relationships and those determined by class relationships—
exercise an undeniable influence over what people consider as the
measure of justice or truth; still, this dependence does not vitiate the fact
that what the order considered just, was taken to be, was precisely a just
order.149
!
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Jacques Derrida, “Faith and Knowledge,” in RELIGION, (ed., J. Derrida and G. Vatic., 1998), 52.
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Karl Barth, “Wahrheit und Ideologie,” in Wittgenstein and Justice, trans. by Hanna Pitken, 154.
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!

More broadly conceived, the Socrates perspective might be characterized by its

claim to linguistic-philosophical superfacts about the essence or Form of the word
“justice.” On this view, Socratesʼ answer to the question ʻWhat is justice?ʼ reflects what
this thesis characterizes in S~1.7 as the idealist approach to language, while
Thrasymachusʼ answer, by contrast, might be said to reflect the ordinary approach to
language. In terms of the discussion here, the pertinence of these two approaches—the
idealist and the ordinary—lies in their relevant application to what this thesis stipulatively
defines as Applied Value Words, within the Family of Value Words, within the Class of
Doubtful Things.150

!

150

It is, perhaps, important to emphasize that neither of these approaches, not the idealist nor the
ordinary, are proffered in a overly definite sense. They are not intended to represent two strictly delineable
camps with two diametrically opposing views on any particular aspect of language—specific words (or
kinds of words), facts, values, methods. Rather, they might perhaps be thought of analogically, as
together constituting a set of linguistic binoculars. Binoculars [of the non-figurative variety] are
constructed of two identical telescopes—each positioned alongside the other—allowing for binocular
vision. As with its monocular counterpart (as in the case of a single telescope), binocular vision allows for
the viewing of distant objects; unlike its monocular counterpart, binocular vision allows for the viewing of
distant objects in three-dimensions. Hence, by this analogy, the ordinary approach to language and the
idealist approach to language each, respectively, represent one of the twin telescopes. Looking through
but [either] one lens, one might find that the distance from which oneʼs object seemed to look back to be
not quite as far away as it had been before. One must nevertheless squint oneʼs obverse eye, and the
strain of this forced cyclopean effort might seem to only further obscure the object of oneʼs view. With
each lens held at once to each eye, however, one might find the image on the other side with a fullness in
depth, and a clarity that one had not had with but one. Hence, each of these approaches are limited, and
even looking through both lenses, our object, language, nevertheless remains at a distance.
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3.2.1
The Idealist Approach

One might think of the idealist lens, exemplified by the Socratic perspective, as
representing a semantically—or, perhaps, epistemologically—dialectical approach to
language. Hence, in regard to Applied Value Words, this approach would eschew the
notion that the meaning of a word, such as “justice,” is to be found in colloquial, i.e.,
ordinary, use. Indeed, the idealist approach judges the way people ordinarily talk to be
lackadaisical, substantively wanting, and effecting misunderstanding(s) regarding the
meanings and applications of words, and consequently proposes to “translate ordinary,
ambiguous utterances into clear, unambiguous ʻlogical form,ʼ separating what is
meaningful in them from what is nonsense.”151 The case made for the idealist approach
is in no small part based on such critiques [of the ordinary] as these, which evince a
discernible element of intellectual elitism vis-a-vis ordinary people and their ordinary,
and ostensibly ʻnonsensicalʼ use of language.
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Pitken, Wittgenstein and Justice, 4.
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Indeed, Hannah Pitken seems to suggest as much in her characterization of the idealist
critic, through the voice of whom she writes:
Even assuming that we can get reliable knowledge of ordinary speech,
why should it be binding on the philosopher? The ordinary man, after all, is
of only mediocre intelligence and likely to be thoroughly conventional. Why
should his habits be taken as normative, used as mandatory standard for
the man of genius? Respect for ordinary men may be laudably
democratic, but surely in intellectual matters we should foster the
extraordinary, the creative, the unique. It seems perverse to limit a Plato or
a Kant to the common sense of shopkeepers and farmers.152
!

Such criticisms might perhaps be seen as a shortfall of the idealist approach. Its

underlying notions might, however, be said to reveal the merit of the idealist approach,
[and this] in both a negative and positive sense. In a negative sense, such criticism
arguably evinces a useful skepticism regarding the ordinary meaning(s) and use(s) of
Applied Value Words (and language in general). In particular, it recognizes the present
deficiencies, and potentially deleterious consequences of terms and principles as they
stand, and in doing so serves to remind us of our enduring desire for improvement, for
something more or for something better. If nothing else, it reminds us at least of our
capacity to so wish and of the possibility of the realization of such desires. The obverse
of this skepticism, or dissatisfaction might, moreover, be said to in turn reveal a
arguable merit of the idealist approach in the positive sense. For the idealist approach
hence attends to—in its search for—the form of the Good, the essence and aspiration of
human life and society, “intellectually grasped and thence to be realized in practice

152

Ibid.
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guided by that grasp.” 153 This search for the form of the Good must be attended to, as
Plato writes, “for the cause of all that is right and beautiful...and he who is to act
intelligently in public or in private must see it.”154
!

Perhaps the most basic shortcoming one might identify in the idealist approach to

Applied Value Words follows from the fact that the kind of meaning accorded such
words through this approach is a fundamentally abstract one. The kind of meaning
accorded to words, such as “rock,” “cat,” or “apple,” for example, is distinct from the kind
of meaning accorded Applied Value Words, such as “justice,” “freedom,” or “peace.” To
wit, when a child asks “What is a cat?” one need but to point to a cat in order that the
child might—through concrete reference—gain an empirical understanding of the
meaning of “cat.” This is arguably not true of the kind of meaning respective to an
Applied Value Word like “justice.” One indeed cannot simply point to some thing, state of
affairs, etc., and say of it to the child “That is justice.” The child, if she is at all inquisitive,
is likely to ask “Why?” or “How?” or, in more complex terms, “What is it in this thing or
this state of affairs that makes it and all other things or states of affairs just, which are
called just?” The standards of justification and agreement are thus much different, and
satisfied with considerably more difficulty, with regard to the abstract concepts
contained in Applied Value Words than is perhaps the case with regard to other Classes
—or, more precisely, Families—of words. This might be see as a detraction from the
idealist approach. For, given the absolute, transcendent nature of semantic definitions
within the idealist approach, the onus weighs that much more heavily on the
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practitioners of this approach to in some way justify or validate claims made as to the
essence(s) or form(s) of the words they propose to define or seek to discover. If they
cannot adequately do so, then the claim made will seem at best a tenuous one.
!

An additional problem associated with the idealist approach (as stipulatively

conceived) is that, if we adhere to it too strictly, we may risk removing ourselves from
“from our role as finite human speakers always working out with ourselves and with
others critically the terms of going on with our lives.”155

For, in the effort to

conceptualize, define, and judge the meaning of our terms in the abstract, according to
some ideal and absolute standard, we may lose “a full realization of what we are
saying...we may no longer know what we mean.”156 This, in turn, might pose the threat
of distracting one from attending to the realities and corollary necessities of actual
circumstances as they stand, of distorting oneʼs sense of oneʼs own interests as well as
the interests of other members of oneʼs community, and of thereby neglecting oneʼs
individual and social responsibility to attend to each respectively.157
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3.2.2
The Ordinary Approach

The ordinary approach to language, as stipulatively defined in this thesis, draws on the
views of imminent “ordinary”158 language philosophers, such as J.L. Austin, Stanley
Cavell, G.E.M Anscombe, and perhaps especially from Ludwig Wittgenstein. On this
thesisʼ stipulative use of the term, the ordinary approach holds ordinary speech (i.e., the
way people ordinarily speak in everyday conversation) to be “in order as it is.”159 For, as
Wittgenstein tells us, the intellectual-philosophical engagement of language represented
by the idealist approach “may in no way interfere with the actual use of language; it can
in the end only describe it.” 160 On this view, Applied Value Words, such as “peace” and
“justice,” would not be considered as having some magical essence, some concrete or
absolute form, which we seek to discover, or else, of which we claim to have some

158
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Words.
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understanding. For, by the ordinary approach, “oneʼs knowledge of a concept or of the
application of a word is expressed in ordinary practice.” Hence, “in attempting to apply
our words, we should attend patiently to ordinary uses of language, rather than trying to
discover philosophical superfacts (for example, about forms or essences) that are
properly legislative for ordinary practice.”161 In more precise terms, this would suggest
that if one wants to discern the meaning of a word, she might best look:
i) to those expressions (i.e., semantic or phrasal contexts) wherein the word in
question is most commonly found, and
ii) to other, more or less synonymous words which might otherwise, and most
commonly be exchanged for it in the same expressions.162
"

There is perhaps much to be said for the central idea presented here: namely,

that the various conceivable meanings of any given Applied Value Word are expressed
in—and are ʻin orderʼ as they are expressed in—their ordinary, albeit variable,
conventional use(s). For, by way of illustration, when an individual says that she intends
to “do justice to a meal,” or of another that “he received his just deserts,” we arguably do
not find ourselves en masse at a loss to discern the meaning of what has in either case
been said. To the contrary, in most cases we know what we mean by such words as
“justice” or “peace” when we employ them in use, ordinary or otherwise. In other words,
we are capable of knowing the meaning of an Applied Value Word without some
transcendent form in our minds to justify our use of it, and to rationalize its meaning.
"

A degree of skepticism is nevertheless in order regarding the ordinary approach,

and certainly as it pertains to the meaning(s) and use of [at least some] Applied Value
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Words. In particular, one might perhaps point to the ordinary approachʼs arguably
conservative character as potentially troublesome. Consider, for example, the word
“equality” in the context of race in America: the redefining of that word, whether explicitly
or by tacit reference, might plausibly and meaningfully be connected, not only to the
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments to the U.S. Constitution, which respectively
extended citizenship and voting rights to black Americans but again, years later, to the
Supreme Courtʼs decision in Brown v. Board of Education, which broke with the
conventional judicial precedent in ruling that de jura segregation of public schools
represented a violation of the equal protection clause provided by the Fourteenth
Amendment. The meaning of equality in this context was arguably not gradually
expanded to include more than just white male landowners as a result of ordinary,
conventional understandings of the word, but rather as a consequence of the idealist
search, that is, the challenge posed by individuals thinking about the sociopolitical,
ethical, or human prospects for standing terms or principles, which might plausibly be
said to represent the crux to the formulation of norms for our practice. It might thus be
said that, in maintaining “contact with what is ordinarily done,” the ordinary approach
“offers us results about how most effectively to satisfy preferences as they stand,” but in
so doing poses the risk of scanting “our powers for reflecting and for desiring
otherwise.”163
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3.3
The Dialectic Synthesis

“The closer the look one takes at a word, the greater distance from which it looks back.”164

On balance, neither approach—not the idealist nor the ordinary—seems sufficient in
regard to Applied Value Words. For each approach, if taken too far, might potentially
lead to reductionist, or otherwise problematic ways of thinking about the meaning and
use of such words: the idealist approach may predispose an individual to tautology 165;
the ordinary approach to equivocation.166 Where, in holding to the idealist approach,
we might stand to “lose a sense of ourselves as finite subjects in conversational and
other practical relations to other finite subjects,”167 the ordinary approach presents a
means of escape from this isolation: namely, in the “return to ways of ordinary thought
and interlocution, with all their unclarities, imperfections, and pains.”168 But to do this is
to return to the very scene in which the temptations and wishes to speak otherwise, to
speak absolutely, arose.”169 One might hence infer a sense of the ordinary and idealist
approaches as irreconcilable. Yet, to the contrary, it is precisely in this double-
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movement, “carried on in and through us,” 170 from the idealist approach to the ordinary,
and back again that this thesis proposes we might identify the balance between what
might otherwise seem mutually-inconsistent approaches. For it seems that the meaning
(s) of any given Applied Value Word is at once inherited and dynamic, continually
constituted and reconstituted in-and-through the dialogue we engage in about it,
oscillating between “the Charybdis of unconditional reflection and the Scylla of the
deadweight of custom”171—in other words, between the ordinary and the idealist.
!

In this way, these two approaches need not be conceived of as existing in a

relationship of mutual-exclusivity. To the contrary, this thesis suggests that we might
conceive of the idealist and ordinary approaches to Applied Value Words as mutuallyreinforcing. The idealist approach will be most necessary “the present conditions—that
is, present practices and the criteria in use there—have grown repressive, stultifying, or
conformist,”172 when the meanings, conceptions, and applications of words, such as
“peace,” “justice,” “equality,” “freedom,” have ceased to be examined, have been taken
for granted, have fallen into the depths of taken-for-grandness and misuse. But if one
maintains contact only with the idealist approach, one risks becoming isolated by-and-in
oneʼs language, no longer able “to speak as a genuinely human subject at all.” 173 Thus,
there are also times that call for a return to the ordinary, viz., to the everyday
conversation, wherein the idealist standard is employed, tested, and reified by the
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ordinary [members of a linguistic society]. For, as is the case with an argument, the
substance of an Applied Value Word consists in its participation—through our use of it,
whether ordinary and idealist—in a society of meaning(s): “cultivation or perfection is
the ongoing aim of this participation, as one seeks both actively and independently to
think and judge and also to think and judge cooperatively, in reciprocity and
acknowledgement of others who actively think and judge likewise.”174 The substance of
an Applied Value Word hence consists in a conversation about itself—the concepts it
embodies; its possible meanings—as well as in our sensitivity, as the wielders of it, to
the ways in which it is used.

On the whole, then, Applied Value Words—like all words—are just words, more or less.
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