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ABSTRACTS OF THE PAPERS

SYNTHESISING |INTERSUBJECTIVELY
S.H. Elkatip

The question discussed is whether Quine abolishes the analyti
synthetic distinction or changes its nature. It is argued that either the poin
is trivial and the former is not established or the latter holds: uin
challenges the teaching that analytical statements are excthange
intersubjectively whereas some synthetic statements are private.

L 3K B 3K 3 B K

TRUTH IN PURE SEMANTICS : A REPLY TO PUTNAM
Luis Fernandez Moreno

In his bookRepresentation and Realityilary Putnam raisea
number of objections against the semantical conception of truth. Acgordin
to Putnam two particularly undesirable consequences of the senlantica
conception of truth are that the equivalences of the form (T) are logicall
necessary and that the truth of a sentence does not depend on its meaning
In this paper | examine these two objections of Putnam with respect t
Carnap’s formulation of the semantical conception of truth.

L 3 B 3K 3 B B J
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ARGUMENTATION , VALUES, AND ETHICS
Alfonso Monsalve

Moral concepts are argumentative values with claims to universa
acceptance. they expreeasliefs that are formed in dialogical exchange. The
paper defines conditions of acceptability of this kind of beliefs and it
limitations.

L 3K B 3K 3 B K

FRAMEWORK OF AN INTERSUBJETIVIST THEORY OF M EANING
Cristina Corredor

Here a critical revision is caed out of the intersubjectivist theory of
meaning embodied in the Formal (Universal) Pragmatics developeah withi
the framework of the Theory of Communicative Action (J. Habermas)
According to very recent «internal» criticisms, only a version of H
Putnam’s theory of direct reference can avoid the kind of meaningrholis
and linguistic relativism which assails Habermas’ foundatiosheaired
meaningon the intersubjective validity of a rule. A more detailed analysi
of Putnam’s views, as well as of the referred criticisms, shows thatrthey i
fact represent an unorthodox reading trying to conciliate Putnamts firs
functionalist theory with his second pragmatical Internal Realismllyiha
iIs concluded that only quastKantian view on the formal-pragmatica
presumositions underlying epistemic language use seems to offer an answer
to the corale iurequestion: what makes it possible to justify validity fo
already constitued meanings in epistemic contexts.
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SYNTHESISING |INTERSUBJECTIVELY

S.H. Elkatip

The argument | presenere falls into four major parts. First, we note
that Quine’s usage of the word «stimulus» is more prodigal than Skinne
would have approved. In the second part, comes an argument inspired b
Fodor: are not Quine’s stimulus meanings precisely the linguisticsitem
about which we were querying when we were trying to understand th
translatability of linguistic behaviour? In the third part, Quine’s notibn o
«culture» is at the centre of our interest because Quine hints that liaguisti
phenomena are embedded in cultural phenomena. | argue that Quine’
relativism may rescue him from an infinite regress, but it does not save hi
from circularity: explaining linguistic phenomena by some other linguisti
or quasi-linguistic phenomena.

The fourth part of the argument is: there is a whole series okvagu
notions Quine has been employing all along: «empathy», «testimony»
«giving evidence», «<importuning», «acquiring», etc. These deceiveaus int
thinking that translation is accomplished in stimulus meanings. Thisfpart o
the argument hinges on the following question: could Quine’s work o
linguistic behaviour and stimulus meanings have taken off without fany o
the obscure notions he brings into his account? | argue that not onky do w
need all those vag notions to understand what stimulus meanings were for
Quine, but also stimulus meanings are superfluous: they do not acdomplis
what Quine wants them to do: to take linguistic phenomena tohvehells
«the tribunal of sense experience». In conclusion: we synthesis
intersubjectively via some mysterious notions like empathy, according t
Quine, and we analyse subjectively; and the latter, in spite of the fact tha
Quine denies the existence of private languages.

Stimulus

It is true that in section nine of Word and Object (p. 32) @uin
distinguishes «stimulation» and «stimulus meaning» and so wies t
disambiguate the word. He says: in this concept of stimulus meanig «w
now have before us the makings of a crude concept of empirical meaning
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For meaning, supposedly, is what a sentence shares with its transladion; an
translation at the present stage turns solely on correlations with non-verba
stimulation». In «Propositional Objects» (p. 158), he amtresthe problem

of identifying stimulus meaningsEven a primitive mother, in encouraging
or discouraging a child’s use of a word on a given occasion, will canside
whether the relevant object is visible from where the child sits. Andaven
highly civilized mother is content, when checking the child’s testynon
against the child’s data, not to penetrate the child’s surface... Thedroubl
is really, of course, the intersubjective equating of stimulations». (cf. [4] p
81: «Surely one has no choice but to be an empiricist so far as oneis theor
of linguistic meaning is concerned», and [6] p. 155: «Save the surfdce an
you save all».) The problem of stimulus identification and resemblance i
one that Quine leaves to posterity at the end of this essay: in pracsice it i
not a problem for psychologists; they could work it out later. But, asd thi
Is the problem, what Skinner as a scientist would object to is the peculiarl
Quinian aspect of this method: responses are correlated to stimudl oerb
non-verbal; whereas as scientists we should fiestadetermined our stimuli
when planning our experiments. The crux of the Quinian problem is a
indeterminacy in guessing about stimuli for linguistic behaviour. And, pu
in this way, it is a trivial enterprise: there is no clear cut analytic syntheti
distinction for Quinians, because the stimulus meanings they are toying t
discover are themselves indeterminate: they will be synthetic or analytic o
a combination of both. This indeterminacy is self evident from the faict tha
we are guessing what the stimulus meaning is from statements which ar
themselves not purely synthetic or analytic, if our beginning pointin ou
study indeed is, not those things Qaitalls «occasion sentences», but, full-
fledged statements.

Quine confesses above ([6] p. 158) that a child’s testimonytabou
experienced stimuli is important: child testifies, let's say, that there is a ca
in the room; mother encourages or discourages the use of the word «cat»
Let us suppose that there are not any bats, hats, mats or pats in the room
The child is randomly babbling ([7] p. 80): «random vocal behavior afford
parents continual opportunities for reinforcing such chance utteranceyas th
see fit; and so the rudiments of speech are handed downx».) and the paren
hears distinctively the words «bat», «cat», «hat», «mat», «pat» an@ng th
babblings uttered. Does the stimulus precede the responseé? Is i
simulataneous? In any case, you can not penetrate your child’s surface t
find the stimulus that prompted her to utter these things. Suppose, further
that the family dog, Fido, is also in the room, along with the cat. Beth ar
clearly visible to you and to the child. You must be sure of the stimailus t
reinforce «cat», unless you are pulling a trick! When you do, you ta&ke th
cat and say «cat». You can not ask the child to testify that by «cdt» bot
you and she means the «small furry domesticated carnivorous quagruped
that can purr and also hurt with its claws. The baby is not able to read Th
Concise Oxford Dictionary yet. If the child testifies that she was tglkin
about Fido as the «cat», then you would not go into a discus$ion o
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dictionary content with her. You will probably discourage the usdge o
«cat». Testimony can be either a verbal exchange with the child abut ho
things are defined, or a physical exchange in which the parent is oldiged t
penetrate sensory surfaces in order to «(under)determine» stimali. Th
former can not be since children do not usually chat about definiti@hs an
essences before they start speaking. And, it can not be the latter either
because, as Quine says, even primitive mothers will not do such atrocities

Of course, Quine disclaims the weight dfeirsubjectivity in an 1990
essay, «Three Indeterminacies», when he says «l was expressing thi
discomfort as early as 1965... In my original definition [of observatio
sentences] | had appealed to sameness of stimulus meaning betwee
speakers, but in 1981 | defined it rather for shmgle speaker» (pp. 2,3). He
alludes to his gradual denouncing of the notiomtdrsubjectivity. It began
in the nineteen sixties with Word and Object. The eleventh sectionsof thi
major work was entitled «Intrasubjective Synonymy of Occasion Sentences»
Quine was already expressingeagerness to replace «intersubjectivity» by
«intrasubjectivity»: «Altogether the equating of stimulus meanings wotks ou
far bdter intrasubjectively than between subjects...» ([7] p. 48) Quine’s aim
was to make the difference between private and public experience &éto on
of degree as he stated this both in Word and Object and in the conclusio
of his 1952 article «<On Mental Entities»: possible subjects of experienc
differ just in «idiosyncratic neural routings or private history of habi
formation». ([7] p. 31; cf. [10] p. 214.)

| think the notion of empathy includes intersubjectivity for Quihe; i
Is the bigger notion. He compares the linguist with the child, according t
the domination of empathy in learning a langeracEmpathy dominates the
learning of language, both by child and by field linguist. In the child’s cas
it is the parent’'s empathy... In the field linguist’s case it is empathysn hi
own part... We all have an uncanny knack for empathizing anaher’
perceptual situation... Empathy guides the linguist... And much the sam
must be true of the growing child». ([1] pp. 3,4) Is empathy a symenetri
relation or an asymmetric one? Is it reflexive as it appears to be in #he cas
of the linguist who empathises with himself, on his own part? Is the mothe
teaching her mother tongue more like the linguist, because beth ar
dominated andctivated by empathy? Or, is the mother more like the native,
because both are dominated passively by imposed translations? Is it both
and so, a symmetric relatiouine also says, «<Empathy guides the linguist
still as he rises above observation sentences through his analytica
hypotheses». ([1] p. 4) He compares a child’s learning of a language to
linguist’'s attempt «to project into the native’s associations and graminatica
trends». If linguists are like children in forming their analytical statements
then surely, mothers are like the primitive natives, dominated by empathy
([1] p. 4) Strangely, the linguist also has empathy on his own part, igsurin
the reflexivity of the relation. And, moreover, as a bonus, he caryfreel
project himself into other people’s subjectivities — whateveresiiijty is
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for Quine. Empathy is transitive relation like synonymy because the notion
allows that anybody can project himself into anybody. In his disccusions
Quine sets two proportions: (a) the mother is to the child as the linguist i
to the foreigner; and (b) the child is to the mother as the linguist i®to th
foreigner.

Mothers should note that children learn their uniquenessen th
following way: «’'Mama’, in particular, ge set up retroactively as the name
of a broad and recurrent but withal individual object, and thus as a singula
term par excellence». ([8] p. 10) Had Quine taken deontic logilc an
obligation sentences seriously, then mothers could be justified in \garnin
their babies that mother is neither undetached motrés por mother stages
but a human being. This what most babies are told when they grab the tail
of a cat: «No, poor cat; the tail is not a cat part or a cat stage!» And, tha
is how children first hear language even before they can walk, with norms
cats are good, they are animate beings, etc. Quine ignores deontic logic.
Nor does he distinguish movement from action. He seems to be cdgnisan
of the requirement that some stimulations must be stimulatiéns o
movement. Stimulations are not all about more or less static things. ([7] p
31) But, it is not clear at all how the child figures out the differenae, fo
instance, between intonation in speaking behaviour and singing behaviour
([7]. p. 96: «Mama sings».) It could all be singing or all be speaking €or th
child. Quine does not explain how the difference between movement
stimulations and action-stimulations are discovered or guessed by the chil
or by the field linguist.

A Fodorian Argument

It is quite futile to ask Quine wkiger there is room for intersubjective
linguistic dialogue. He taught that «epistemology naturalised» was a
attitude of «the mariner who has to rebuild his boat while staying afloat i
it». ([4] p. 84) To Quinians, looking for intersubjectivity sounds like a
unwarranted commitment to a definite source which can be exctiange
among people. (for example in [5] p. 29: «We give up an assurdnce o
determinacy».) | will first sketch an argument inspired by Fédut, |
myself am not at all convinced that such an argument will pelesuad
Quinians, who derive the semantical properties of natangiuage sentences
from those of their stimulus translations. Let us begin by noting that the
fail to give a story about what makes the translations mean what they do
However, argue Fodorians, it is necessary to give a story about stimulu
semantics, for the languagestimuli itself is productive. Call this language
«M»: «each of the syntactically distinct expressions of M has its disenctiv
truth condition» and «thesects about the meanings of M expressions can’t

! This opinion was further confirmed by consulting Professor C.J.F. Williams

2 (1990) Jerry A. Fodor, Theory of Content antédtEssays (Cambridge, MIT
Press), p.190.
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be parasitic on semantic facts about EngliShsis not necessary to cal

«a language of thought», says Fodor: «If you don’tlBkguage of thought
stories, then let it be a formula of anything you pledsk>could bea
language of stimuli in Quinian fashion: «And now here are our stisnulu
meanings, functioning both as the meanings of some sentences aad as th
objects of some propositional attitudes. However, stimulus meaniags ar
remote as can be from propositions in the sense of meanings ofleterna
sentences. They are meanings, on a reasonable usage of ‘meaning’, only o
observation sentences». ([6] p. 156) There is no reason why these stimulu
meanings can not be called «Quinese» or «Skinnerish» or, to borraw a ter
from Fodor, «Mentalese». The Fodorian reply is: «So, a story is @ante
about what makes the symbols of Mentalese mean what theyltithe
natural language of a native is explained by M, then the productiviteof th
Quinesdanguage, M, can not be referred back to the natural language. Each
of the syntactically distinct expressions of M has distinct truth conditions
We must learn why it means what it means without circularity, and,shat i
not a business of translation anymore.

Fodor notes the failure of translation with respect to transitiviy as
relation. Synonymy is an equivalence relation and thus is transifug.
translation is not symmetric either. Imagine a forum on intercliietlogue
during which you have serious reasons to shun misunderstandings. Yo
would surely have your speech translated back into your own language t
catch the discrepancies, if any. Otherwise, your hosts will hold yo
responsible, as the author of the radicalness in the translation, angl it ma
cost dearly.

Culture

In «Three Indeterminacies» Quine relates the course of his dis@ission
with other philosophers, mainly Davidson, Dreben, Follesdal and Lar
Bergstrom, about intersubjectivity. He considers intersubjectivity @ be
problem in linguiics, and says, «we can simply do without it». ([1] pp. 2-4)
But, he mentions «intersubjectivitys the very first sentences of the preface
to Word and Object: «Language is a social art. In acquiring it we loave t
depend entirely on intersubjectively available cues as to what to gay an
when». (p. ix) Wondering about the meaning of «intersubjectivity»ave g
to the index: 1f, 8, 31,134. The list is not very exhaustive. Thexe ar
overlooked passages: the following, for instance: «terms fosutigctively
observable physical things are at the focus of the most succe$sful o

3 pid.
“ pid., p.167.
5 Ipid., p.189.

5 Ipid., p.176.
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unprepared communication... they are at the focus of such sucktessfu
communication». (pp. 234,238)

«Intersubjectivity» was not a synonym for «translation». Maybe th
following is true: first communication, then translation, but this is prgbabl
because communication entails more than intersubjectivity; the native an
the linguist could commune, but they could not intersubjectively engage i
a conversation before the mahwas written. Could the baby and its mother
entertain intersubjective dialogue before the baby begins to speak? The
could share mother’s milk; however, this is not what we usually think of a
intersubjectivity, the sharing of a language.

«Intersubjectivity» was not included in the index of The Roéts o
Reference, published later in 1974. It occurs in the following passages, fo
example: «such intersubjective equating of stimulus situations... Wdat ar
observations?... They are sensory, evidently, and thus swbjectocially
shared... there is no presumption of intersubjective agreement aleout th
environing situation...» ([3]. pp. 24,38) Quine does not gldri§ notion of
subjectivity, although it is vital to his account of empathy and is indude
in empathy, apparently a reflexive relation. Subjectivity is as mystersous a
intersubjectivity.

Quine’s dMama» communicates her milk to the child; in teaching the
mother tongueshe communicates her culture; jungle linguists communicate
their sophistication to primitive natives; and so forth. (Here teaclher an
learner could be added to the list: [2] p. 6; [7] p. 7.) But, cultural norens ar
not shared like milk or chewing gum; they are shared linguistically.eQuin
remarks: «We improved stimulus synonymy a bit by socializing it». ([7] p
66) «Synonymy» carries the full generality of «<sameness in meaning». ([7
p. 61) Stimulus synonymy on an optimum modulus is an approximation t
sameness of confirming experiences and of disconfirming experiendes. ([7
p. 63) Stimulus synonymy related to stimulus analyticity while synonymy
of sentences in general would be related to analyticity. ([7] p. 65)eQuin
thinks that one cause of the failure «to appreciatentheterminacy» ([7] p.

72) hovering over our traditional analytic-synthetic distinction is tha «w
may speak of interlinguistic synonymy only within the terms of som
particular system of analytical hypotheses» ([7] p. 75): continglitie
encourage... an illusion that our so readily intertranslatable sentemces ar
diverse verbal embodiments of some intercultural proposition or meaning
when they are better seen as the merest variants of one and the sam
intracultural verbalism. ([7] p. 76) Culture may be regarded as aggcce
generis. However, this was not the point Quine was getting at. If we tur

to the essay which Quine largely incorporated into Word and Object, h
offers relativism as the antidote, if not a way out, for the circularitysn hi

7

(1968) Leslie A. White,»Culturology» in the International Encyclopaddia o
the Social Sciences, p. 547.
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explanations: the obstacle to correlating conceptual schemes is not that there
Is anything ineffable about language or culture, near or remotee.. Th
obstacle is only that any one of intercultural correlation of words an
phrases, and hence of theories, will be just one among various emyiricall
admissible correlations... ([8] p. 25) For Quine, translation was all there is
In «On What There Is» he maintained that to «analyze it in terms girectl
of what people do» is the procedure to deal with «the fact that a give
linguistic utterance is meaningful» ([12] p. 11) and concluded:thus
«ontology can be multiply relative, multiply meaningless apart feom
background theory... As for the ontologyturn of the background theory...
— these matters can call for a background theory in turn». (cf. [5])p. 69
Relativism was the solution for the infinite regress deduced fram hi
indeterminacy. Evidently, the circularity still remains.

The Proportion

Mothers do not begin with stimulations, stimulus meanings an
occasion sentences and get standing sentences, observation senfnces an
eternal sentences: as soon as the child starts grabbing things, they have t
reply with «No!» It is not necessary even to wait until the infant rmove
around in order to hear the reprimand: when the baby takes a hold of he
hair and she must try and change the baby’s diapers, she will findfhersel
impatiently saying: No, that is not nice, etc. That is how the songh«Hus
little baby, don’t you cry!» makes sense. Nor does dissent follow upo
assent as Quine says in the Bod he child is set upon her linguistic course
first with norms. Values are not formulated the way Quine says they are
«The likening of obedience to toffee is indeed the very strategyeof th
parent’s training program». ([3] p. 50) | wonder how many motherd han
down their values to their babies with a training program rewarding toffee

Quine notes that «Learning to react in appropriate non-verba way
to heard language is equally important. The child learns totreac
appropriately to many words before being moved to volunteer thens Dog
learn to act appropriately on some words without learning to volunteer any
Much of what is earliest and most urgent in language learnirthefnore,
iIs a matter of neither stating nor asserting nor acting upon statements, bu
of importuning». ([3] p. 46) «Importuning» is explained in the Odfor
Dictionary as «solicit pressingly» and «solicit for immoral purposene&xi
intention was to be an empiricist like Kant, at least in The Robts o
Referencé.Given that he has expressed his awareness of how it gdes wit
children — «Other utterances — greetings, commands, questions|— wil
figure among the early acquisitions too» ([1] p. 2) — we can ask: In wha
sense do babies acquire these things as Quinian occasion sentenges? Ho
can we be certain of this — there is a stage in infantile history, inhwhic

8  See his reply in Perspectives on Quine, p. 292: «l was on the Kantia

course»,
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babies do not respond as dogs do, by sitting or standing, or imitate ou
linguistic utterances in any remarkable ®wayow far back are we supposed
to push Quine’s Kantian construction for proof of its correctness? If our sole
criterion in the matter is parents’ or linguists’ «<importuning», Qune’
genetic account might have claimed any arbitrary point in the analysis a
proof for its truth.

As early as the writing of «The Scope and Language of Science» i
1954, Quine maintained that it is the mother who intersubjeactivel
appreciates the child’s learning: (1a) «At the very beginning ofone’
learning of language, thus, words are learned in relation to such likenesse
and contrasts as are already appreciated without benefit of words... Th
likenesses and contrasihich underlie one’s first learning of language must
not only be pre-verbally appreciable; they must, in additioa, b
intersubjective... the mother is in a position to appreciate that the shild i
confronted with something ‘red’». ([9] pp. 218,219) (1b) «the foreigner’
word has yet to be assessed, whereas the reference of the child’s word ha
yet to be acquired». ([3] p. 83) Acquiring and appreciating/assessng ar
correlative notions for Quine. From this, the intersubjective correlation, i
follows that synthetic statements are fixed intersubjectiédyexploits the
similarities between a child and a foreigner in order to salvage thieesignt
content precious to an empiricist. (1c) «Let us return our attention fem th
heathen who seemed to have a term for ‘rabbit’, to our own child a& hom
who seems to have just acquired his first few terms in our own language
‘mama’, ‘water’, perhaps ‘red’. To begin with, the case of thedhil
resembles that of the heathen». ([8] pp. 6,7) It is the correlative
intersubjectivity which is at work when both the child and the nativeexgiv
evidence» of their recognitions: (1d) «to say that he refers to the colo
would be to impute our ontology to him... considering in place of the chil
a foreign adult who gives similar evidence of recognizing red». ([3] pp
81,82)

On the other hand, there areteewhich picture the child as an agent,
exercising empathy: (2a) «the linguist unable to guess the trene of th
stimulus meaning of a non-observational occasion sentence... He can settl
down and learn the native language directly as an infant might. (See Chapter
[l for reflections on the infant’s learning of our owanguage.)» ([7] p. 47)
(2b) «The child scrambles up an intellectciaimney... these matters are not
reflected in stimulus meaning... the child has to scramble for thean by
method of simultaneous learning, and... the linguist has to resort t
analytical hypotheses to translate them». ([7] p. 94) (2c) «the field linguis
who is breaking into an unknown language by investigating eativ
speakers... Let us return then to home ground and consider how alr chil
might get on...» ([Bpp. 46,47) (2d) «the learner as theorist. That is the way
to look at both the field linguist and the learning child2b) suggests tha

® Replies in Perspectives on Quine, p. 291.
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the stimulus meanings of (1) are purely synthetic in contrast tethos
referred to in (2). Those of (2) may involve analytical hypotheses asd thu
be other than synthetic. Moreover, (2a) announces quite explicitly tha
stimulus meanings are guesswork, but, because there somehowtconten
which is not synthetic is involved, both the child and the linguist eaah hav
to do the work alone, that is to say, subjectively. It is then that empath
comes into play as a reflexive relation.

Quine talks of a reorientation in semantics whereby the pyimar
vehicle of meaning came to be seen no longer in the term buein th
statement: statements are translatable into sensory language as wtioles, no
term by term. ([11] p. 39) Carnap did not adopt a sense-datum language i
the narrowest sense and eventually has had tadabahe dogma of radical
reductionism. However, the dogma itself has lingered in the thought o
empiricists: for €ach synthetic statement, there is associated a unique range
of possible sensory events». ([11] p. 40) Quine, on the other handsargue
that the cleavageetween synthetic and analytic statements is indeterminate:
«our statements about the external world face the tribunal ofesens
experience not individually but only as a corporate body». [11] p. 4%) Ho
can we come to grips with what Quine has called «the tribunal oésens
experience»? In «Epistemology Naturalized», he had declared his isiterest
as: Two cardinal tenets of empiricism remained unassailable, howeger, an
so remain to this day. One is that whatever evidence there is for s@ence i
sensory evidence. The other, to which | shall recur, is that all inculcdtion o
meanings of words must rest ultimately on sensory evidence. ([4] p.. 75; cf
[10] p. 212) Quine’s so called «stimulus meanings» are verbal respanses i
disguise oquasi-verbal responses. By moving a step backwards we are only
reduplicating the linguistic responses of which we were seeking a
understanding. In fact, Quine is in danger of a different kind of irginit
regress, in addition to a charge of circularity, unless he admits that simulu
meanings are synthetically generated in experience. The query they is wh
he does not ground language more directly in sense experiedce an
introduces intermediate stimulus meanitfgsthink because it is difficult.

Bibliography for W.V.O. Quine’s Works Cited:

[1] (1990) «Three Indeterminacies» and Quine’s replies to papers intRober
B Barrett and Rogédf. Gibson (Eds.fPerspectives on Quin®xford,
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[2] (1986)Philosophy of Logi¢Cambridge, Harvard U Press).
[3] (1974)The Roots of Referenflea Salle, Open Court).

10 Special thanks to Anthony Rudd, University of Bristol, who, discussirig wit

me in detail two final drafts, challenged me to clarify the argument; to Aalrian
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Essay Competition.
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TRUTH IN PURE SEMANTICS :
A REPLY TO PUTNAM

Luis Fernandez Moreno

81. Introduction

One of the most important explications of the notion of truthes th
semantical conception of truth. It was originally put forward by Alfre
Tarski in the thirties and it rapidly gained important followers, ngtabl
Rudolf Carnap, but was not without critics, e.g. Otto Neurath. In tecen
years Hilary Btnam has become one of the most important opponents of the
semantical conception of truth.

In his bookRepresentation and Realitutnam raises a numbefr o
objections against the semantical conception of truth, two of whichare th
following. Firstly, he finds it objectionable that according to the semdntica
conception of truth the equivalences of the form (T) — for instanee, th
equivalence «the sentence ‘Schnee ist weiss’ is true in German if and onl
if snow is white» — are logically necessary. Let us recall that th
equivalences of the form (T), or for short the T-equivalences, are adbtaine
from the schema «S is true in L if and only if p» by substituting «L» #r th
metalinguistic name of an object language, «S» for the metalinguistie nam
of a sentence of the object language and «p» for the metalinguisti
translation of this sentence. Tarski lays down as the condition &or th
extensional adequacy of a truth definition for an object language that ever
T-equivalence formed with the sentences of the object languagedshoul
follow from this definition. The fulfillment of this adequacy conditiorais
very important desideratum for a truth definition and hence for a théory o
truth, as it uniquely determines the extension of the imtutise of the term
«true» when applied to sentences.

Secondly, Putnarolaims that according to the semantical conception
of truth the truth of a sentence depends only on its syntactic structlire an
on the way the world is, and not on the meaning of the sentence. Thi
second objection, if correct, would be a very strong objection agamst th
semantical conception of truth, since it is undeniable that the truah of
sentence depends on its meaning.

! H. PutnamRepresentation and RealjtCambridge, MIT Press, 1988.
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It is worth noting that Putnam’s argument against the semantica
conception of truth in his bodRepresentation and Reality addressedta
Carnap’s rather than against Tarski’s formulation of it. In the follgwin
pages | shall examenPutnam’s two objections against Carnap’s formulation
of the semantical conception of truth.

Before presenting Putnam’s argument it is advisable to r@min
ourselves briefly Carnap’s distinction between descriptive and pur
semanticsDescriptivesemantics deals with the semantical propertfes o
natural languages, and so of languages which are given by historical facts
the description of those languages is based on empirical investigation. |
contrast, an artificial language is given by setting up a system of rules
Carnap formulates the interpretation of an artificial language by méans o
a semantical system and characterigese semantics as the analysis o
semantical systentsA semantical system is a sgst of rules formulated in
a metalanguage and referring to an object language so that those rule
provide necessary and sufficient truth conditions for every sentence of th
object language. Accordingly those rules provide an interpretationdor th
sentences of the object language. In particular, the truth rules for ah objec
language not only provide the interpretation of the sentences of thi
language, but also constitute a truth definition for the language.

§2. Putnam’s Argument

Let us consider a language, la fragment of the German langeag
which contains only two sentences, «Schnee ist weiss» und «Der Mond is
blau». The truth rules for,lare the following: The sentence «Der Mord is
blau» is true in Lif and only if the moon is blue, and the sentence «Sthne
Ist weiss» is true in Lif and only if snow is white. Therefore the sen&nc
«Der Mond ist blau» means in that the moon is blue, and the sentenc
«Schnee ist weiss» means inthat snow is white.

Let «S» be a metalinguisti@akable for sentences; then the truth rules
and the truth definition for Lcan be formulated thus:

2 See R. Carnapmtroduction to Semantic€ambridge, Harvard U.P., 1942
pp. 11 f. and 155, and R. Carndptroduction to Symbolic Logic andslt
Applications New York, Dover, 1958, pp. 79 1.

Tarski used the term «descriptive semantics» indhgessense as Carnap;
see A. Tarski, «The Semantic Conception of Truth and the Foundations o
Semantics» (ifPhilosophy and Phenomenological Researt(il1944), pp. 341
375), p. 365. In this paper Tarski employs the expression «theoretical semantics
to refer to the kind of semantics he develops (see pp. 345, 348, 362 and 365)
Theoretical semantics in the sense of Tarski is the semantics of forthalize
languages, hence it corresponds to pure semantics in the sense of Carnap.
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Sis true in L if and only if (S = «Der Mond ist blau» andeth
moon is blue) or (S = «Schnee ist weiss» and snow is
white) 2

Carnap and Tarski have indeed accepted such a truth definition fo
languages with only a finite number of sentences. Putnam formulates hi
objections to the semantical conception of tqrécisely on the basis of the
language L and of the truth definition for L Putnam claims thaa
consequence of this definition is that the truth of a sentence depewds onl
on its syntactic structure and on the way the world is, but noten th
meaning of the sentence, because, Putnam says, whether a sentesice S ha
the property «S is spelled ‘Schnee ist weiss’ and snow is white» @.e. th
property that the sentence is spelled S-c-h-n-e-e-space-i-s-t-space-g-e-i-s-
and snow is white) does not depend at all on the meaning of the sentence
and truth in L has been defined as the disjunction of this property an
another of the same kildPutnam also asserts: Besauhe equivalence «the
sentence ‘Schnee ist weiss’ is true iniftand only if snow is white» ia
logical consequencef the truth definition, that equivalencelagjically
necessargiven this definition of «true in bk’

Putnam refers to a talk with Carnap in the fifties, in which Puatna
argued against Carnap’s thesis that the T-equivalences are lggicall
necessarfythus: The fact that the sentence «Schnee ist weiss» istrue i
German if and only if snow is white is quite an empirical and contingen
one. If the German language had developed differently, then the expressio
«Schnee» might have denoted not snow but water and then the trut
conditions for the sentence «Schnee ist weiss» in German would et hav
been given by the sentence «snow is white», but by the sentence ®water i
white». Carnap replied to Putnam by means of the distinction batwee
descriptive and pure semantics; the latter considers only languagesdaken a
abstract objects and defined by semantical rules. Putnam puts Garnap’
answer as follows:

«When ‘German’ is defined as ‘the language with suah an
such semantical rules’i$ logically necessary that the thut

Putnam, op. cit., p. 62.
Putnam, op. cit., pp. 62 and 66.

Putnam, op. cit., p. 62.
6 Putnam considers it an unacceptable consequence of the sermantica
conception of truth not only that according to this truth conception the T
equivalences are logically necessary, but also that according to & thes
equivalences are logically true. However, from the context of his argumentatio
(see Putnam, op. cit., pp. 62 f.) it seems clear that Putnam rdgeindsbjections

as equivalent. For this reason | shall take into account only the first of them.
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condition for the sentence ‘Schnee ist weissG@rmanis that
snow is white.%

In Representation and RealiButnam addresses an objection t
Carnap’s answer, an objection which he did not formulate at the time of hi
talk with Carnap, although he says that he had already thought of its Let u
consider the following definition of the languagglby truth rules ad
syntactic rules. Let «L» be a metalinguistic variable for languages and «S
a metalinguistic variable for seences. Then the languagedan be defined
thus:

L,=4 the language L such that, for any sentence S, S isitrue |
L, if and only if (S is spelled «Der Mond ist blau» and th
moon is blue) or (S is spelled «Schnee ist weiss» and snow i
white); ard (syntactic restriction) no inscription with any other
spelling is a well-formed formula of L.

At first sight one could perhaps think that this definition pfid
circular, because the term @loccurs itself as a part of tllefiniensof
«L,» (namely as part of the predicate «true jn)LOn this point Putma
correctly asserts that the definition of Is not circular, becauseeh
expression «|» does not occur in theefiniensof the expression «true i
L,». But,Putnam says, if in the last characterization,obthe substitutes the
expression «true in,k for itsdefiniensin order to show clearly thateh
definition of L, is not circular, then one obtains the following definitidn o
L,:

L,=4 the language L such that, for any sentence Ss(S i
spelled «Der Mond ist blau» and the moon is blue) os(S i
spelled «Schnee ist weiss» and snow is white) if and énly i
(S is spelled «Der Mond ist blau» and the moon is bluey or (
is spelled «Schnee ist weiss» and snow is whitel an
(syntactic restriction) no inscription with any other spellisig i
a well-formed formula of L.

Putnam concludes that:

«Apart from the syntactic restriction, this is now an eynpt
(tautological) condition. Every language whichisi@s the syntactic
restriction satisfies this#»

" Putnam, op.cit., p. 63.

8 Putnam, op. cit., p. 65. Putnam raises this objection to the definiteon of
language in Carnap’s semantics not only on the basis of the truth rules,dout als
of the designation (or reference) rules which belong to this definition. | do no
present these designation rules, because they are not necessany for a
understanding of Putnam’s objection.
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In other words: another languagg Whose sentences have the sam
syntactic structure as the sentences ofolut with a different meaning
satisfies the denition of L, too. Therefore Carnap’s definition of a language
by semantical rules is empty («tautological>aibroad sense) — apart from
the syntactic restriction.

Putnam therefore claims to have shown that the sense irhwhic
Carnap maintains that the T-equivalences are logically necessary i
unacceptable: Since Carnap’s thesis that the T-equivalences are jogicall
necessary is based on his definition of a language — a language degfined b
semantical rules — and this definition is untenable because it is empty
Carnap’s thesis turns out to be unacceptable.

83. Carnap’s Definition of an Interpreted Language is not Empty

However, | do not agree with Putnam’s objection. Against hisnclai
| shall argue that Carnap’s definition of an interpreted languagetis no
empty.

First it must be pointed out how Putnam arrives at that gmpt
description of a language. The procedure is absolutalal. If in an
explcit definition one substitutes tliefiniendunfor thedefiniens then one
arrives at a logically true statement, namely the identity or the equiealenc
of thedefinienswith itself. This is the procedure that Putnam appliesdo th
definition of truth in L, which is par of the definition aforementioned of .L

But that definition of L. contains not only the term «true ipLbu
also thedefiniensof «true in L». Therefore the definition of,lone arrive
at, if one leaves out the expression «true jin o show clearly that th
definition of L, is not circular, is not the definition Putnam claims, bet th
following:

L,=4 the Bnguage L such that for any sentence S, (S is spelled
«der Mond ist blau» and the moon is blue) or (S is sgelle
«Schnee ist weiss» and snow is white); and (syntacti
restriction) no inscription with any other spelling is a well
formed formula of L.

This definition of L, is notempty. One must stress here tha th
sentences of the metalanguage «the moon is blue» and «snow is white
which appear in the definition of,Lstate the truth conditions foréh
sentences «Der Mond ist blau» and «Schnee ist weisdhemce they give
us the meaning of those sentences fllhe object language, lwe ae
considering then fulfills this definition, becausgik a fragment of t&
German language consisting only of the sentences «Der Mondustdoa
«Schnee ist weiss» and ttranslationsof these German sentences inte th
metalanguage — i.e. into English — are the sentences «the moonis blue
and «snow is white». Thus the fulfillment of the definition oflly a
language depends not only on the syntactic restriction but alsceon th
meaningof the sentences of the language.
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If Carnap’s definitiorof a language by semantical rules is not empty,
as | have just argued, then it can be claimed that thereascaptabé
sense in which the T-equivalences are to be regaad logically necessary.
Let us remember Tarski’s condition for the adequacy of a truth definition
which Carnap assumes and which is intuitively satisfactory, as it ugiquel
determines the extension of the intuitive use of the term «true» applied t
sentences: auth definition for an object language is extensionally adequate
if every T-equivalence formed with the sentences of the object lapguag
follows from this definition. So an extensionally adequate truth defmitio
must have the T-equivalences as logical consequences and herece thes
equivalences are logically necessary on the basis of the truth definition.

Now, Putnam admits that the fulfillment of Tarski's conditio
guarantees the extensional adequacy of a truth definition and hethas no
offered an alternative criterion for this purpose. Thus, Putnam wouwdd als
employ Tarski’s criterion to test the extensional correctness of la trut
definition. But then, if as a result of this test Putnam concludes thabha trut
definition is extensionally adequate, he will have also to agree thatthe T
equivalences are logically necessary given that truth definition. Since in th
framework of a truth definition and hence of a theory of truth which filfill
Tarski’'s adequacy condition the T-equivalences must be regagded a
logically necessart.

In short, once we have rejected Putnam’s objection against Carnap’
definition of an interpreted language, ahd@arski’'s adequacy condition for
a truth definition is accepted, then it turns out to be admissible to regard th
T-equivalences — as they are in Carnap’s pure semantics — as lpgicall
necessary. If Putnam wants to reject this conclusion, he needs to questio
Tarski’'s adequacy condition for a truth definition, but this is sometheng h
is not willing to do.

®  See note 5.

10 On the other hand, it is obvious that the T-equivalences are logicall
necessary if one regards them (and more generally the truth definition) ak part o
the definition of the language, as Carnap does — see text from note 7 m whic
Putnam describes Carnap’s reply to him.

Here we find a noteworthy difference between Tarski’'s and Casnap’
semantics. In Carnap’s semantics the definition of truth for a language bedongs t
the description of the language; in Tarski’s semantics this is not the case. Tarsk
pointed out this difference: «[...] if we took a different point of view, regpresl,

e.g., in Carnaplhtroduction to Semanti¢si.e., if we regarded the specificatio
of conditions under which sentences of a language are true as an essential part o
the description of this language [...]» (A. Tarski, op. cit., p. 373, n. 24).
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84. The Dependence of Truth on Meaning in Carnap’s Semantics

My reply to Putnam’s objection against Carnap’s definitionrof a
interpreted language also contains the reply to his second objectiont agains
Carnap’s truth definition by semantical rules, i.e. to the objection tha
according to this definition the truth of a sentence depends onlyson it
syntactic structure and on the way the world is, but not on its meaning
because, Putnam claims, whether a sentence has the property «Sds spelle
‘Schnee ist weiss’ and snow is white» does not depend on the meéning o
the sentence.

To prove that this objection is incorrect let us recall that the skecon
member of this conjunction, i.e. the sentence «snow is white», gives us th
interpretation of the sentence «Schnee ist weiss». If one chamnges th
meaning of the predicate «ist weiss» so that it no longer means the ypropert
of being white but the property of being red, then one has changed th
language, one has defined another language, let us,sapd one shal
hence have the following clause in the truth definition: S is trug ihand
only if S is spelled «Schnee ist weiss» and snow is red.

Putnam seems to see this way out from his objection. As mentioned
he claims that whether a sentence has the property «S is spelled ‘Sthnee is
weiss’ and snow is white» does not depend on the meaning of the gentenc
and he adds:

«But to be ‘true in I’ was defined as to have the disjunatio

of this property and another similar property. Occasiorally
philosopher of a Tarskian bent seems to be dimly awkre o
this problem, and then the philosopher is likely to say, ‘Well
if you change the meaning of the words, then yoa ar
changing the language. Then of course you have togive
different truth definition.’(Note that this is just what Caona
said, in a less formal guise.) But what is ‘the language’?»

Here Putnarm asks the question «what is ‘the language’?» because he
thinks that he has refudeCarnap’s definition of an interpreted language. An
advocate of the semantical conception of truth should therefore formaulate
definition of an interpreted language which is not empty and accoraling t
which the truth of the sentences of this language does not depenchonly o
their syntactic structure and on the way the world is, but also on thei
meaning. Howevel, have argued that Carnap’s definition of a language has
that property. We have seen that according to his definition (and hence t
the truth definition which is part of that definition) the truth of a sergenc
of the objet language depends also on its meaning, since the sentence of the
metalanguage which says how the world is to be for the sentence of th
object language being true is ttranslationinto the metalanguage ofeth

1 Putnam, op. cit., p. 66.
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sentence of the object language. A change in the meaning of a serftence o
the object language implies a change of language (i.e. of thetobjec
language), and as a result of this change the sentence of the metaéganguag
that gave the truth conditions of the sentence of the old object lamguag
must be replaced by the sentence of the metalanguage whigioigmous

with the sentence of the new object language. It is indeed a similarranswe
as Carnap’s — Putnam himself admits.

In any case Putnam would still lodge the objection to Carnapls trut
definition that it does not take into account many factors which are rélevan
to the meaning — and therefore to the truth or falsehood — of a sentence
So Putnam says:

«What is bizarr@bout these Tarskian ‘truth definitions’ is that
so many factors which are obviously relevant to the meganin
of a sentence (and hence to whether the sentence isrtrue o
false) do not appear in the definition at all: under wha
circumstances it is considered correct to assert the sentence
what typically causes exps and/or ordinary speakers to utter
the sentence; how the sentence came into the language; ho
a speaker typically acquires the use of these words'%tc.»

However, it is not at all bizarre that these factors do not appear i
Carnap’s truth definition. On the contrary, itabviousthat they are o
going to appear in pure semantics as Carnap conceived it.

In the definition of an interpreted language — of a language evhos
expressions have meaning — in Carnap’s pure sérsanteabstractsaway
from the speakers. The assignment of meanings to the primitive degcriptiv
signs of thednguage proceeds by stipulation, although the definitions of the
semantical terms must fulfill conditions of adequacy whicirgntee at least
a partial correspondencetiwveen the thus defined concepts and the intuitive
semantical concepts. The circumstance that in pure semantics one sibstract
away from the speakers in the sense just mentioned implies thatsin thi
context, the questions which Putham asks above do not have an answer o
can only have a trivial one. But this doesd constitute in itself an objection

2 bid.
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to Carnap’s theory in the field for which he formulated it — the fidld o
pure semantics.

Luis Fernandez Moreno
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ARGUMENTATION , VALUES, AND ETHICS

Alfonso Monsalve

81. Argumentation.

Peaceful conviviality, social cooperation, solidarity, and autgnom
could be considered the most important values of public moraldy an
political culture in this era of globalization.

Human rights are the incarnation of these values. They have bee
historically created, and their real existence in our time is the resuk of th
dialectic between theoretical proposals and the experience accumulated b
humanity in solving problems of social interaction in specific conditidns o
historical evolution in modernity. Under the presently unavoidable conslition
of the spread of the market economy, theversalization of these values has
permitted mitigation and will permit reduction of the disasiou
consequences of the economic model, and will even make possble th
creation ofa culture whose moral, ethical, and political values have a certain
liberating character for individuals and societies.

The acceptance of these values depends only on their proven abilit
to resolve conflict situations and to guarantee life and quality of lifd to al
human beings. Rather than a theoretical foundation, we focus hereron thei
practical function.

However, it is interesting to venture a possible theorética
interpretation compatible with their historicity and capability to resolv
conflicts fairly and equitably. Other explanations are possible andtn fac
exist; but here we only want to contribute to this important discussmn. T
do so, first we will try to define what a value is from the point of viéw o
argumentation.

To do so from this perspective is justified because both the chibice o
the values considered supreme and the specification of their conéent ar
guestions that must be settled theoretically through the mechaiism o
providing reasons for and a@igst, criticizing and responding, that is, arguing
different @nceptions, which evolve in just this way. But also because in real
confrontations the different positions, often based on force, are alway
accompanied by argumentation. In all cases, these are based imturn o
values. Consequently, the moral, ethical, and political theories areyclearl
argumentative in their configuration; and social interaction$iestet levels,
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are accompanied by argumentus it is necessary to pay attention to what
argumentation is.

§2. The characteristics of argumentation.

1) Chaim Perelman conceives# the theory of persuasive discourse,
which seeks the assent or agreent, both intellectual and emotional, of any
singular or plural addressee (audience) to a thesis or a set of theses. Henc
it concerns rhetoric in the original Greek sense of the word, emplgyed b
Aristotle, that is, a theory of persuasion, and which includes as a kpecia
case dialectic, understood as the set of techniques for controversy (1958
1977, p. 177. See also Monsalve 1992, pp. and Gomez).

2) From this perspective, argumentation covers the whole field o
non-formal thought: one does not seek assent for nothing. In realdy, on
who argues tries to influence the addressee through reasons inrder t
obtain a certain result; in addition, the reasons for or against make i
possible to consider courses of action and/orexd®cisions, even to accept
a theory. In this way we use argumentation not only to make redsone
decisions in everyday life, but also in law, philosophy, and the humanities
and even in situations of scientific revolution in the formadtlan
empirical-deductive sciences. It is, in this sense, the theory ofjustifycator
reason that works as a theory of practical reason.

With respect to justificatory reason, to defend a thesis is affer t
another (who can beneself in autodeliberation understood as a special case
of dialogue) the arguments that justify assent to it. To refute a thesis is t
present the arguments that justify rejecting it (dissenting from it). ait is
theory about what is reasonable to accept or to reject (Monsalve 1995, p
578). Tre reasonable, then, is what is accepted or rejected using reasons that
can in principle be disputed.

With respect to practical reason, unlike a scientific theory that trie
to build a body of true propositions, angentation tries to obtain agreement.
And though one kind of agreement is about that which is considered true
there are others about what is desirable or preferable for a community or a
individual, or about what is beautiful, or even about how to dress during this
season, etc.

Another basic difference between deductive reason and justificator
reason is that the latter always admits argument to the contrary: a point o
view or theory presented for agreement can be completely or pwartiall
accepted or completely rejected, which means that persuasion is a fhatter o
degree. But precisely because of this gradual character, assent leas to b
reinforced if it is to be maintained. It always requires a meetingef th
minds. In addition, there is the temporal character of the assent an
agreement that argumentation produces: ideas accepted as indisputable i
one epoch are rejected later, and vice versa. This is completely coatrary t
a demonstration in which, once the reference system and the fules o
inference are fixed, the theorems follow impersonally, their trath i
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unquestioned and independent of the flow of events in time, and thensyste
is even objectively reproducible by machines designed to do so.

3) Argumentation, then, requires addressees or, to use the Peralmania
technical term, audience. There are two classesdi¢ace depending on the
level of assent that the arguer (orator, as he says) seeks relatiwe to th
number of individuals: the orator could try to persuade one or s@ne, a
when one tries to sell a product like a car, or try to persuade allhuma
beings who are in a position to evaluate arguments of common interest.

In the first case, there is a particular audience, and in the secend, th
so-called universal audience. Moral and scientific arguments, ane som
aesthetic, ethical, and political ones, among others, would have this reach
Perelma defines it as the set of reasonable adult persons of a specific epoch
(1983, pp. 41 and ff). He considers this audience to be a thedretica
construction, because each orator conceives its universality basesl on hi
criteria for what should be universally accepted, so he excludesevgrybod
who do not share his reasons (ibid, p.41); however, he tries to wm the
over to his point of view. If we introduce the modifications which wee ar
about to present to the conditions of argumentative agreement preslippose
by Perelman, the features of arguments of common interest do not eoincid
with the ideal community of speech conceived by Apel nor with thd idea
conditions of dialogue on which Habermas’ discursive ethics is based.

Perelman thinks that any argumentation presupposes a didlogica
situation, the existence of a common language, and the renunciation of an
use of force different from that of argument. And if one argues fr th
universal audience, it is necessary to add the condition of sincerity,,that is
that one believe what one is proposing. Thus understood, the noton of
universal audience does coincide with the pragmatic conditions of dialogical
discourse that Habermas locates at the base of his discursive ethics.

But in reality these conditions are not completely fulfilled, not is i
desirable that they be satisfied. In effect, gitte conditions of dialogue in
which real-world interests conflict, recourse to positions of force isiofte
necessary to improve the chances of an agreement and even to reguire on
of the parties to seek one. Hence it is possible to dialogue even if orge of th
parties does not fulfill the condition of sincerity: if there are mechanisms t
require dialogue, agreement can be obtained although it is not desieed. Th
use of force is not morally good or bad in itself; its moral value depends o
the interests which it serves.

In the same way, we must arrive at an agreement, but this dbes no
have to be legitimated through acceptance by all parties involved, net at th
beginning and development of the dialogue nor at the culminatioreof th
agreement, although it would be desirable. Of course, the use of farce an
the non-universality of the agreement have limits that will be predente
below.
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Conceived without Perelman’s restrictions on argumentatfon o
common interest, the universal audience serves to stress that taere ar
arguments that claim universal validitydatmat each orator supposes that his
argument satisfies this claim and also defines what would be reasamable t
admit if its parameters are accepted, which in turn determines thé set o
persons considered reasonable. As the parameters of reasonableness ca
differ from one orator to another, and can occasionally be incompatible, i
IS not possible to define the universal audience as a legal construction othe
than that we have seen formulated by Perelman: the set of reasonable adul
persons of a specific epoch. But this definition is ambiguous because i
contains terms like ‘adult’ and ‘reasonable’ which are confusetl an
controversial, which makes ‘universal audience’ a confused notion.

However, confused notions play an important role in argumentation
for they are the framework for the argument and the agreement. Fiyst, the
serve the function of being a place of agreement precisely because thei
meaning has not been clearly fixed: everyone would agree that we must ac
reasonably. But what does acting reasonably mean? Once the differen
contexts in which it appears are specified, the differences appear.tiet in
ensuing discussion it is possibtereach agreements, generally partial, about
its meaning, so there will be shared meanings that coexist with others tha
are not shared. And from the latter the process can be continuedcso as t
augment the number of shared meanings.

If we apply this to the notion of ‘universal aude®’, we can see that
its confusion is positive because it permits the free play of proposals an
possible agreements, together with tihespective ranges of flesh-and-blood
addressees who will finally opt for particular assents. In other words, ove
andabove the universal audience as a theoretical construct, there are the real
individuals who are the addressees of proposals of common interest and fo
whom the different versions of the universal audience are configured.

To continue, it is possible to explore a partial delimitation ef th
conception ‘reasonable’ relative to the universal audience. First ofall, th
universal audiencis temporally relativized. What is justificatively accepted
or rejected in a determined epoch is a more less ample, moresor les
incompatible set of beliefs, values, ways of life, theprés,, which interact,
that is, coexist, compete, or are independent; but they all have in gbmmo
some kind of social acceptance. Perelman chooses to call thiseset th
‘common sense’ of a determined society. This then relativizes th
reasonable, because if this set is what is accepted or rejected withsreason
(justificatively), as above, the acceptability of these reasons vari@s fro
epoch to epoch and society to society.

But this fact does not make the reasonable something arbitrary. O
the one hand, the efficacy of all argumentative action, that &s, th
achievement of assent, presupposes that the orator knows the audience. S
it must be understood that whoever argues must know what the agidienc
accepts: his beliefs, values, traditions, and customs. This knowled@ge is th
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starting point of all persuasive action. If this condition is not satisfied, w
make the worst of argumentative mistakes by begging the questiorn, whic
consists in presupposing that the audience accepts that about which hi
assent is sought.

In reality, the strategy of all argumentation consists in leadiag th
audience from what he accepts to what it is proposed that he accept. Th
context in which it is exercised consists of argumentative premised) whic
Perelman (1958, pp. 50 & ff.) classifies into facts, truths, supposjtions
values and their hierarchies and commonplaces. When arguments ar
addressed to the universal audience, the context is common sense.

However, common sense is not unquestionable, as one can infer from
the foregoing, but in areas and fields (theoretical or practical) whers it ha
not been questioned, it works like a deaisiale, that is, as a precedent that
comes from a model for the resolution of situations following the sokution
which have been successful in similar cases in the past. In fact, preceden
plays a key role in argumentation because one tends to treatrsimila
situatons (or people or problems, etc.) in similar ways. This constant, which
Perelman calls the ‘rule of justice’, produces a very important feature in th
mechanism of argumentation: if someone proposes or executes arsolutio
other than the precedent for a situation, the burden of proof falls on him.

Given that beliefs, values, theories, ways of life, etc. at times ¢oexis
in conflict, it is necessary to question common sense through sc¢ience
philosophy, and social practice to overcome prescientific conceptians an
unacceptable values and social practices. Then a dialectic is pbduce
between common sense and its reasonableness, on the onanubimdories
and critique, on the other, in which the former incorporate what th
clarifying force of the latter produce. But, at the same time, the lager ar
contrasted with the unreasonable consequences often generatedeby thes
conceptions, completely opposed to what any individual could admit.

83. Argumentation, values, and ethics.

1) When social practice hasdredistilled and formulated in theories,
conceptions, or proposals, it provides decision criteria that ane ver
important for resolving conflicts of social interactiol hrough human rights,
seen at present as something reasonable to admit for ngsslgh conflicts,
we can achieve peaceful coexistence, social cooperation, and individua
autonomy.

This is because what happens in social interaction is the privglegin
or ordering of a set of values and providing reasons for doing so.ghat i
why it is very important to clarify the notion of «value» from a
argumentative point of view. We have already said that values ar
argumentative premises, in the sense defined by Perelman, that is,timplici
or explicit points of departerfor all argumentative action. But they are also
results if an audience assents to them after having accepted thesreason
offered for them.
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«Value» could be understood as «a collective or individual belief that
determines certain parameters about what can be acceptearing facts,
behaviors, actions, or interactions to which it is applied» (Monsalve, 1993
p. 109). In turn, a belief is «an idea admitted according to certain itmplici
or explicit procedures by an individual @group» (ibid., p. 109). From this
perspective, a theory is a belief system that is accepted according t
procedures established by the scientific or knowledge community. But thi
idea can also be extendexdjustify moral, ethical, or political proposals that
are presented with universal claims.

84. An ethical proposal from argumentation.

Values like «justice» and «goodness» incarnate at present fa set o
beliefs and hierarchies that reflect particular conceptions which aspire t
generalization in a global world. Besides, they are confused notions in th
sense defined above, with all the argumentative characteristics this implies
they are the framework for the argumentation and the agreement éecaus
they are values about «the preferable». This is always disputablealsat it
permits the construction of important convergences. That is the case of th
concept of human rights, which can be justified as reasonable rules o
interaction addressed to the present universal audience. If we acaapt the
in this role, it is possible to advance through shared meanings that wide
and deepen, leaving the points of disagreement open for discussion.

In consequence, we could establish some criteria of admissibility fo
these values. They should be understood as specificities hetasonable
to globalize: for they function as an undeniable part of the commoe sens
of our era. We will therefore need to look for shared meanings, aad in
process without end, widen and deepen these meanings. In whasfoléo
will propose some of them for discussion.

1) We are living in a global society impregnated by the mtarke
economy. This society has deep inequalities in the distribution of benefit
and costs of social interaction at the nati@mal international level. Political
domination is exercised over peripheral countries that are externally an
often internally culturally diverse. There are common human problems
unprecedented development, and an increase of scientific and tdchnica
knowledge with unforeseen technological applications. There are possibilitie
of immediate communication and global interrelation, etc.

2) Peaceful coexistence, social cooperation, and autonomy svalue
that imply human rights - have proved to be the best way to resolv
conflicts of social interactiom this era, given the characteristics mentioned
in 1), and in this sense they cannot be renounced. These values are th
patrimony of humanity independently of their origins (they are a spegificit
that should be globalized) and they are a point of no return becausera bette
society without them is unthinkable and theid@ning and deepening would
permit better quality of life for all human beings. They are the conaeptio
of globalized society’s common good. In principle, there is no theoretica
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priority among the different types of human rights. Therefore,rthei
enjoyment by all human beings must be guaranteed.

3) So that these goods can be enjogguditably by all, it is necessary
to agree upon and put into practice criteria of distributive justiceeat th
national and international levels. Equitable distribution is also a cahfuse
concept to which a shareable meaning must be assigned. Conggdgisnt
not necessary to establish maximum criteria of distribution but acceptabl
minimum parameters. There would be an acceptable minimum distributio
if all human beings in their respective societies are assured of the set o
rights according to present basic standards. Many of these standards ar
fixed internationally. For example, there are definitions of minimal ircom
beneath which one is in poverty; in addition, the level of calorigs an
nutrients beneath which there is malnutrition has been defined, ete Thes
rights cannot be renounced: the right to life, to the non-mutilation ogone’
body, to free thought, expression, and opinion, the right to laave
government that guarantees these rights and the security of judicia
procedures that provide for the right to defense and a fair trial; the eight t
participate actively in public life, and the right to preserve one’s cultura
identity.

4) Pluralism and tolerance are not arbitrary values. Frenpdimt of
view of argumentation, they are derived from the fact that in the field o
interaction an absolutely valid conception is impossible. Given th
justificatory character of that which is preferable, argument to the cpntrar
will always be possible. But if the claims of 3) are reasonable, thea thes
values have two limits: on the one hand, the actions of those wko tak
advatage of the benefits and opportunities of the present situation to further
their own interests without «cooperating in the resolution» of theegrav
problems of distribution and recognition that afflict our world canmot b
accepted. On the other, the actions of those who want to destroy attoleran
and pluralist society or to avoid constructing one in order to impose
totalitarian and dogmatic society are not acceptable.

5) It isenough to conceive of individuals as historically, socially, and
culturally placed, taking part in a net of relations that creates identities an
oppositions. They possess different degrees of autonomy, dependirgy on th
society in which they live, but in principle and in normal situations, all ar
persons with argumentative capacity, that is, the ability to discriminat
among different reasons to decide courses of action.

6) The differences between countries and groups within atg@re

at times and in @ny places so deep that an effective way of resolving them,
within the limits of pluralism and tolerance, is the strategic contract o
agreement. With it the parties agree on distributions, rules and meckanism
that permit the elimination of differential recognition by each of thém o
their weaknesses and relative advantages. Consequently, the use,of force
understood as a mechanism of exerting pressure on others that obliges o
aids the realization that failure to agree may cost more than agreesnent, i
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not excluded. From this perspective, strategic contracts are morall
acceptable when they permit solutions to conflicts that produce aacess o
improvement of individuals or groups previously without it to at least a
aspecbf the common good, without requiring that someone who reasonably
possesses goods give them up. This idea of a strategic pact is appticable t
the elaboration of international agreements, the elaboration of nhtiona
constitutions, the resolution of specific conflicts, etc.

A special case of the application of force is the use of violehce.
peaceful or at least nonviolent agreement to resolve conflicts is alway
preferable. But the definitive renunciation of violence by one party gives the
other an una@ptable strategic advantage. Hence the use of violence to seek
social justice is not morally unacceptable. But it must have precise.limits
These would be:

a) It is legitimate to use it only in cases of serious, prolonget, an
unacceptable violation of the highest values of peaceful coexistence, socia
cooperation, and personal autonomy.

b) It must cease once the objective has been achieved or the othe
party accepts the negotiation of an agreement.

c) It must respect international law concerning the treatment o
civilians and combatants.

These are moral conditions.

d) Violent action must be approved by a majority of those affiecte
by the violations. No one can legitimately act violently in the nameof a
oppressed or exploited group without its support. This is a condifion o
democracy.

e) Violent action may be resorted to only if all channels for cdnflic
negotiation stipulated by the applicable laws have been exhaustedror afte
repeated and failed attempts at peaceful negotiation.

These are conditions of juridicality and political correctness.
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Very recently, some internal criticisms have been directed t®wvard
core theses of th€heory of communicative actiaand some postenio
modifications of them.This theory aims at reconstructing the unavoidabl
and most general presuppositions, of a formal-pragmatic characteh whic
underlie and are constitutive for our processes of human undergjandin
(EinverstandnissprozessgrOne of the core theses in the theory affirms that
the particular interaction form represented by the communicativefuse o
language is theriginal modus of use of language; furthermore, this motio
becomes the most basic one for a general theory of human ratiorality
understood asommunicative rationalityThis latter is considered to e
universalcompetence allowing to take part in processes of huma
understanding. These are claimed to share, from the point of view of thei
formal-pragmatic structure, a common triple reference to three walidit
claims — truth, rightness and sincerity, resp. correlated to the assertive
communicative and expresive uses of language — to the effect that thes
validity claims establish an internal connection between meanidg an
validity redeemable in rational argumentation, and entail a corretajle
reference to three «worlds» or dimensions of reality: namely, an olgectiv
world (of facts or states of affairs), an intersubjective world (of valid sorm
and values), and a subjective world.

In fact theTkH entails a widegheory of rationalityin which—
following its most recent formulation — three types (or roots) of ratignalit

! Reference is made here, in particular, to J. Habermas’ following works

Theorie des kommunikativen Handelrfém 1981 (from here on referred te a
TkH); «Entgegnung», in A. Honneth u. H. Joas (ed®)nmunikatives Handeln
Ff, 1986;Vorstudien und Erganzungen zur Theorie des komm. Handeins
1984;Nachmetaphysisches Denk&ifm 1989; typescript of théorlesungheld
at the university of Frankfurt a.M., Winter Semester 1994.
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are to be distinguished, the three of them being nevertheless conmected t
each other through thdscoursive rationalityembodied by the proccesk o
argumentation in the see stated above. These three types, internally related
to knowledge, action and speech, a@stemi¢strategic-teleologicalard
communicativeationality. The present discussion deals in particuléar wi
epistemic rationalityand its internal connection to knowledge. Withia th
framework of theTkH, anepistemicconception of truth as ratioha
acceptability is assumed, according to which «Wissen (...) unterstellt di
Moglichkeit einer diskursiven Einldsung entsprechende
Wahrheitsanspriiche»This means that we can be saicktmwfacts
provided we knowvhythe corresponding sentential judgements are true
Thus the following claim can be seen as a definition of the notfon o
epistemic rationality«Umeine Meinung as [epistemically, C.C.] rational zu
qualifizieren, genugt es, dal3 sie im gegebenen Rechtfertigungskorgext au
guten Griuinden fur wahr gehalten, d.h. rational akzeptiert weaien>s Yet
rationality in a julgement does not presuppose its truth, but only its justified
acceptability in a given context. In order to keep track of the fundaimenta
distinction between been true and been accepted-as-tefexaveascehn

Is required. This is assumed to be possible, due tddbhkle propositionia
structure(Austin, Searle) of epistemic claims within scientific theores

or in the epistemic use of language in general-. Nevertheless, the necessit
and lack of a further detailed logical-semantic analyse of this strusture i
explicitly recognised.

The criticism referred to abovaims at showing that the intetna
logic in theTkH, together with an insufficient account of the episteme us
of language, have finished in a form of meaning holism and a subgequen
relativism that threat the universalism intended bythieery. This relativism
is claimed to depend on the (maybe non-explicit, but acritical) acceptanc
of two thesis: firstly, the preeminence of meaning upon referencke, an
secondly a form of meaning holism. Under these premisses, naither
reflexive revision of th&Velterschliessun@world disclosure) we belan
with, nor a critical distinction between our meaning-knowledge amd ou
world-knowledge are to be possible. This conclusion becomes unavogidable
since the claimed internal connectibetween meaning and intersubjectively
shared validity does not allow one to isolate the acceptability conditfons o
speech acts from the background knowledge determining them andgmakin

2 J. Habermas (1994)yprlesung Ms., p. 28.

3 Ibid.
4 Ibid., p. 27.

> Esp.: C. Lafontl.a razén como lenguajéMadrid 1993; id Sprache ud
WelterschlieBung-fm 1994, esp. pp. 262-326.
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them possible. So long as any intelligible use of language, jointly wath th
corresponding validity claims and standad rationality, are stated to come
from the pre-reflexivelinguistically structured lifeworld of intersubjectively
shared meanings and practices, it can only be claimed for the forener th
same contingent and historical character possessed by the latter —ythe ver
instance constitutive for them. Everdescoursiveuse of languagesi
condemmed to such relativism, given the fact that the standdrds o
rationality and validity criteria to be revised only become reflexivel
accessible by means of their own applicafidie conclusion to be draw
seems to be that of questioning the universality claimed by kkieard
which constitutes an unrenounceable premisse fdDiglairsethik

In order to overcome these difficulties, however, the criticismdtate
above is accompanied by an explicit proposal. The suggested solutisn find
theoretical support in semantical theories of direct reference (Kripke
McDowell, previous works by Putnam) and, in Putnamtsrnal realism
The theories firstly mentioned emphasize the function of rigid designatio
fulfill ed by certain terms and complex expressions, which are emploied with
a referential value in inductive epistemic contexts and learning processes
and such that it is not possible to associate to them, as their meaning,
complete linguistic description of all the properties, relations, etc thiat wil
be virtually predicated of the entities they name. Although inTkiéthis
epistemic use of singular terms is not ignored, the communicativef use o
language (especially the discoursive one) does always suppose a previou
understanding of sense that makes impossible, according to the cdmente
criticism, to reflexively question and put under control the reagive
Weltanschauungtructures that constitute their own conditiohpassibility.

To this extent, a meaning theory of direct reference, re-elaborated within
form of internal (pagmatica) realism (Putnam) and the presupposition of an
objective world entailed by it, appears to be — so the referred prioposa
assumes — the uque theoretical solution in order to avoid meaning holism
and the subsequent relativi$m.

®  This agument applies to a general philosophical-linguistic domain Gadamer’s

re-elaboration of Hegel’s critic against Kant in the domain of ethics. Acaprdin
to this view, and in opposition to e.g. Prof. Apel's semiotics based on Peirce
reflexion can never transcend contextual dependency.

"It should be made clear here that, although both proposals, a theory of direc
reference and internal realism are referred back to Putnam, they represent tw
different moments in Roam’s philosophical developments. From the first one, as
exposed in his works «Meaning and referendéwe (Journal of Philosophy0/19
(1973), pp. 699-711) and «The meaning of ‘meaning>Mind, Language ath
Reality (Philosophical Papers 2bambridge, Mass. 1975, pp. 215-271), Puoitna
took a critical distance because of what he considered to be Kripke’s
«magical»metaphysical) theory of reference. His second stamieznal realism

is to be found e.g. in his worl&eason, Truth and HistorfgCambridge, mass.
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An important theoretical contribution implicit in this proposal seem
to be the idea, already present in Te? that it is the breakage points o
«breaches» between language (our theories otittaad meanings), on the
one hand, and the objective world (supposed to be independerd of th
theory), on the other, what makes of these problematic situations the ver
constitutive instances for a nalelterschliessungro the extent that thes
breakage points, or problematic contexts, as they become manifest in th
course of epistemic practices (paradigmatically, in learning processes), ar
compelling for a atical revision of our background knowledge, they cannot
be referred back to trechon immenf previously established senses arising
from the lifeworld. For the problematic situation promptesg th
counterfactual, thus normative presupposition of a unique objective.world
Moreover, the revision it motivates is underlied by a fallibilistic intutio
concerning our knowledge and by a competence allowing us to distinguis
between our knowledge of alrgadonstituted meanings and our knowledge
of the world, the latter only counterfactually anticipated.

Yet there are in this proposal some other elements which | find mor
difficult to agree with. In particular, the stated criticism seems to adscrib
to theTkH an acritical embodiment of a theory of indirect references Thi
would be brought about by an explicit appeal to formal semantics
considered as the theoretical device adequate to analyse the structere of th
propositional content element in speech acts and the referential funiction o
langage in epistemic contexts. A meaning theory of indirect referemce an
an attributive interpretation of designating expressions are seen a
necessarily correlative to this Fregean formal semantics.

Nevertheless, to this argument it can be objected that the prggnanc
of formal semantics is undeniable, given the fact that the mosttrecen

1981; cf. pp. 46-48 for the criticism stated above) Regresentatioand Reality
(Cambridge, Mass. 1988). The epistemic conception of truth here defended — a
justified acceptability under ideal conditions — is abanddagtat and criticail
qualified as a form of «moderate verificacionism» related to a kind of sceentifi
realism. Since then Putnam has modified his position, first emphasizng th
pragmatical component of what he went on calling internal realism, and mos
recently by approaching naturalism (cf. Putnam (1994): «The Dewey Lectures»
in The Journal of Philosoph§1/9 (1994)). In the present discussion a somewha
«unorthodox» reading of Putnam’s thinkingstbeen accomplished, as later again
adverted, to the extend that Putnam’s first theory of direct reference (Putna
(1973), (1975)) is integrated within his posterior pragmatical realism (FPutna
(1981), (1988)). — | am grateful to Manuel Liz for some remarks concetimisg
point

8 Cf., e.g.TkH, ibid., vol. 2, pp. 583-593.
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linguistic theories since Chomskyave made use of theserfal-semantical
developments in order to construct models intended to be adequat
counterparts for their sintactical and grammatical accounts of Hatura
language. These structural descriptions of linguistic expressions sleuld b
seen as strictly instrumental and just a useful device to make it explici
structural-semantical relatiorsanong expression#\ standard formia
semantics is interpreted as related to a referential theory of meareng; th
definition of a semantical model is carried out by introducing a set o
«entities» (or semantical domain) and a set of properties and redation
defined onto it; finally, the «meaning» of linguistic expressions is seen a
a relation between the linguistic symbols and the set of entities, this latte
being considered independent of the language. (No matter wheeher th
logical proper names or constant symbols are interpreted as gamin
Wittgenstein’s objects, CarnaEslebnisseor Putham’s stereotypes).

The formal semantics developed from the seminal works of Frege
Tarski and Mntague (among others) does not convey as the thedmeot
reference does, any «ontological commitment» in itself. Though it i
undeniable that Frege, Russell or Carnap argued for a theory of indirec
reference, they did it in a very different context. They were in seareh for
vollkommene Spracha which all names playedédhrole ofgenuineproper
names — what amounted to saying that the minimal linguistic catsgorie
should name the corresponding minimal categories of reality, the ntinima
expressions for predicates should name the most basic properdies an
relations, and so on. But the formal language in itselfsdmanticswas
just tobe seen as an instrumental device, able to consistently and adequately
model some theory. Treemanticadomain (or universe of discourse)dan
the set of relations and fuctions defined on it were not in themselve
«ontological»; only when this instrumental device was applieden th
pragmatic level as the formal coate of a theory, could the meta-linguistic
expressions be seen as intented to convey information on the «ontotogy» 0
«structure» of reality.

The fact that this semantical structure was read by its own authors a
a «real» one has been denounced as an «ontological contaminfation o
semantics»? What is of importance here is that formal semantics isgjust

®  These theories do not constrain themselves to classical or a particular logic

nor are they committed to assign psychological (or any other kind of) reality t
the assumed underlying logic. Linguistic theories such as Game@rammar or
Categorial Grammar make use of an (extended) intensional logic, yet explicitl
refusing to see this semantical model as different from just a descriptive account
10 Cf. e.g. Ch. Thiel's interpretation on Frege. Although Thiel is a meniber o
the Erlangen Schule and thus subscribes a constructivist view, his acoount o
Frege’s philosophy of language seems to marate and valid. This very problem
underliesalso Quines’s proposal, according to which semantical models should be
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useful device to describe structural relations among linguistic expressions
and its embodiment within the framework of empirical and thedrica
linguistics validates them. Only a «realist» reading (rememberathat
semantical model is always defined «a posteriori» and fixes jeast th
available knowledge on the matter) can assign to formal langumages
different character, not intended by its creators. To a certain extent, th
direct reference theorists have tried to exaggerate the consequencds of suc
a realst reading, in order to emphasize what their own reconstruction is able
to provide: i.e. the fact that, practical contexts and for certain refergn
expressions, we cannot assume the interpretation funotims substantively
given — thisprecisely because it is in course of elaboration. From this point
of view, it seems essential to keep in mind once more that we areglealin
with actual contexts of praxis, where some conflict opposes our preyiousl
established knowledge. If it is an undeniable fact that formal semastics i
usually related to referentitheories of meaning (whether direct or indirect),
neither a realist reading of the model nor meaning holism should besseen a
logical consequences of it; on the contrary, these count as previou
theoretical assumptions guiding the introduction oédigular analysis and

the preference for a definite basic logic.

These considerations send us back to the communicative (discpursive
domain in which our own criteria of validity amdeta-theoretical principles
are reflexively accesible and critically revised. A refusal of sach
possibility, the adscription of logical or theorical priority to a particular us
of language (the epistemic one) or to a particular semantical theery (th
direct reference theory) is subject to an almost unavoidable risk:fthat o
carrying out an objectivist or functionalist explanation, this fact in spite o
all efforts to keep track of the normative dimension.

The assert that thEkH acritically embodies an indirect referenc
theory of meaning (because of its explicit acceptance of formal-semnantica
analyses, its implicit substaining of the preeminence-of-meaning-upon
reference thesis and a subsequent meaningdiisds legitime support in
some of Prof. J. Habermas’ writings — and in particular in the 1st vlum
of TkH-, as C. Lafont’s critical reconstruction has clearly shown

defined without introducting constant terms standing for

proper names of individuals; insteaahy referring expression should be accounted
for in terms of quantified variables, these latter playing the role of «prowisory
names for insufficiently-known entities — which could turn out to possess othe
properties or just not to «exist». It is evident that Quine has submitted to othe
epistemological and theoretical commitmebts; this belongs again to the domain
of theory of science (or ontology) and not necessarily to that of formal desjant
that is to say, to the development of formal languages to be appdied a
instrumental devices in order goposterioriexplicit the minimal or essentia
categories a theory does convey.
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Nevertheless, there are also in TeH asserts and analyses that seem t
make it explicit the same kind of intuition motivating the criticism. Thus i
the 2nd volume of this work, and in the course of an interpretive study o
G.H. Mead, an explicit treatment of tientity-of-meaningroblem s
carried out — i.e. the problem of the intersubjective constitution of dhare
meanings. Here a re-elaboration of Wittgenstein's last meaning theorg allow
Prof. Habermas to formulate what is intended to be an intersubjectivis
theory of meaning as use, as opposed to any referentialist meaning theor
in general — no matter whether «direct» or «indirect». For, as it i
explained, «Die bedeutungskonstante Verwendung desselben Symifols m
nicht nur an sich gegeben, sondern fir die Symbolbena&tbst erkennbar
sein. Und diese Identitat der Bedeutung kann nur durch die intersubjektiv
Geltung einer Regelie die Bedeutung eines Zeichens «konventienell
festlegt, gesichert werdent»

There are two ideas to notice here. The first one is that mganin
identity or the intersubjective sharing of meanings do not possess th
character of thaschon immegiven. It depends on the validity of rgle
which in a practical context fix or warrant the use of the term. In the cas
of a referential usage in learning processes, for instance, neither should
preeminence of meaning upon reference be assumed, nor the inverse. Fo
what counts as referenaed what counts as meaning are both dependent on
the rules that are constitutive of the epistemic praxis. Here a conteptua
distinction is assumed between what is constitutive of meaning (or)sense
and to what justifies its validity — to put it in Prof. Apel's terms.

The second noticeable idea in the quotation is that meaning identity
as given through the validity of a rule, is not credited by the empirical fac
of a continuity in its use, it is not something merely «given»; m&anin
identity requieres the possibility of a reflexive access to it. The reason fo
that lies on the fact that these rules @santerfactual that is to say, the
have anormativecharacter. This allows for mutuaktnuction and reciprocal
criticism: «Indem sie die kritische Stellungsnahme des anderen zu
fehlschlagenden Deutung eines kommunilegtiAktes sich selbst gegentber
einnehmen, bilden sidRegeln der Symbolverwenduags (...) Auf dies
Weise bilden siciBedeutungskonventioneand bedeutungsidentilsc
verwendbare Symbole au$®>>Here the choice is made for a theoffy o
meaning as use, as different from referential (direct or indirect) thedries o
meaning. Notwithstanding this, from the point of view of the disalisse
criticism this moving $ not enough to avoid relativism. For it does not grant
that a reached accord on the validity of a rule does not arise from s@ndard
schon immepgiven within the lifeworld background.

1 TkH, vol 2, pp. 30-31.

12 |bid., p. 29.
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It is in fact difficult to find in theTkH an explicit discussion of thi
problem. The arguments against relativism seem to focuse on anothe
guestion, undoubtedly a core one: namely, the way in whick «di
formalpragmatische Analyse, die an hoch idealisierten, vereinzelten un
elementaren Sprechhandlungen ansetzt», can be applied to factual
empirically given «kkommunikativ strukturierter Lebensformé&hbwould
say that, in an implicit way, the idea stated here is as follows. Thefrisk o
falling back to relativism lies on the step leading the waynfro
intersubjectively identical meanings (as counterfactual presuppositons) t
their effective performancde(nlésung in a particular lifeworld context
Here Wittgenstein’s notion @ineRegel folgens appplied to show how this
Is possible. For constant or «literal» meanings, and invariant senhénatitsa
can be reconstructed as bearing a normative character: they canstitut
inevitable presuppositions for the participamtsny linguistically mediated
interaction.

Yet to «take as granted» — as it seems to be the caseTkhhe-
the intersubjective validity of shared meanings in thisnal-pragmatic level
of analysis, in which all conditions of possibility (the inevitabl@ an
maximally general presuppositions) are integrated, is not enough to gran
universalism in the level of ordinaire communicative practices. Forsn thi
case «handelt es sielnstensum das grundsatzliche Problem, wie sie di
situative Bedeutung eines Sprechakts zur wdrtlichen Bedeutung seine
Satzkomponenten verhaftTherefore the idealization of a literal meamin
seems to overconmmntextuality inEinverstandnigprocesses, so long as this
very presupposition counts as such for all participants and is reflgxivel
accessible whenever a problem interrupts the process, so #at th
performances redeemingdral, warrantly shared meanings do not «open the
door» to insuperable forms of contextualism or relativism. It is evident tha
the claim for universalism rests on the possibility to reach an agreement o
this ideally presupposed meaning, when this is necefsathe subsequent
interaction®® Thus the problem was seen adeaiureproblem, namely tha
of identifiying what makes a justification of the validity of factual
constituted meanings possible — and that previously to, anld wit
independence of, the particular contents to which this validity shauld b
accorded.

13 J. Habermas, «Erlauterungen zum Begriff des komm. Handelms», i

Vorstudien ...ibid., p. 600.

4 Ibid.
> To a certain extent, tigkH seems to have faced mentalist or intentionalis
theories under the assumption that relativism would arise from the réalm o
subjectivity. At the same time, in an effort to preserve a critical perspective o
society, the theory concentrated on the analysis of an archetipical soalety an
lifeworld. This fact could have concealed the risk of meaning holism.
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It may be in this sense that in ti&H it was argued: «Dies
Relativierung der Bedeutung sprachlich standardisierter Ausdfubke
freilich nicht zur kontextualistischen Auflésung semantischer Invarignzen
also zu einem konsequenten Bedeutungsrelativismus; departicularen
Lebensformemveisen nicht nur Familiendhnlichkeiten auf: in ihnen kehre
vielmehr dieallgemeinen Infrastrukturen von Lebensweltdrerhaup
wieder.»°

The assert thatll lifeworlds share a common lifeworld structure (the
formal-pragmatic strcture of communicative rationality) represents, as | see
it, a «strong» thesis central to thkH. Here lies as well the plausibilityf o
its claim for universalism. Yet what the dissed criticism aims at showing
from a philosophical-linguistic perspective is that meaning relativisma doe
not only emerge in the transition from intersubjectively valid, idehtica
meanings, to their effective realization in situative lifeworld contexts, i
which breakages of human understanding take place. From this Icritica
prespective, it is the very moment of constitution of intersubjectiveld vali
meanings what is in need of further elaboration. The intuitiosh an
subsequent commitment to internal realism could be seen as an effort t
answer this insufficient development in the restricted domain @f th
epistemic use of language. Nevertheless, in some respects this proposa
seems to be in conflict with basli&H premisses. Here, the fundamdnta
remark is made that a «wahrgenommene Konstanz der Badeutr of the
reference in epistemic contexts) is not enough; this constancy (or rjgidity
can be seen as purely functional and identifiable just from an observer’
perspetive. In order to legitimately speak of shared meanings, a further step
Is needed: that leading the way to the constitutionalid rules fa
reference-fixing and herewith to the interactive sphere of meganin
constitution.

In this point, however, it can be anticipated that an answer tanno
come so much from the sphere of meaning constitution as frem th
normativesphere of validity justitication. Here it is where these formal
pragmatic, unavoidable and general rules enter into play, includingfthat o
referring to (or anticipating) a common objective world. But for that it i
necessary that some problematic situation make it compellingstigning
of the previous accepted validity and a searching for a new justificdtion o
it.

[l.

The burden of the proof is now for tA&H to show that shack
meaning, as based in the intersubjetive validity of a rule, can esaape th
relativism of being immersed in a unassailable lisgaWelterschliessung
The commented critical proposal sutvas a double betting. Firstly, it posits
a direct reference theory (as theoretical reconstruction of semhantica

16

Ibid. [my emphasis, C.C.]
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structures of language) as a possibility to overcome the «tostality
representa by a particula¥Welterschliessungnd its hipostatization. It order

for that to be possible, it is necessary to identify some instance, of
normative or regulative character, not pre-determined by this linguistid
disclosure. What is required is that this instagoeinterfactuallyoperatim

as an inevitable presupposition in epistemic contexts, should encpurage
make possible and regulate such a linguistic disclosure. This ins&ance i
identified as the&ounterfactual presupposition of a common objective world
— which presents itself in epistemic contexts as preand inevitable with
respect to any symbolic mediation at disposal.

Henceforth the second betting subsumes an epistemic comrhitmen
with internal realism. If this position is assumed as valid, then — althoug
this conclusion is not drawn as such by the discused criticisme— th
epistemic use of language, which allows for an explicit treatment &f trut
claims implicit in the propositional component of speech acts and waich i
seen as based in a direct reference theory,tatdyibecomes the anchoring
point for a formal-pragmatic reconstruction of (maximally generdl an
unavoidable) structures of speedimiag at overcoming the risk of meaning
holism — i.e. the risk of not being able to distinguish our world-knovdedg
from our language-knowledge. This seems to highlight the insufficiehcy o
a Wittgensteinian account of meaning publicity.

Yet | thik — as advanded before — that something essentiadl coul
turn out to be lost in this double betting. For in epistemic contexts itis no
only the presupposition of a common objective world — nat ye
linguistically open — what enters into play. It is required as waedl th
implicit assumption that the realization of such a linguistic disclosure
towards which the epistemic practice is directedan take placeThis
amounts to saying that the objetive world isessible to liguistic disclosure,
thus that the structure of reality is, toghether with the structure of language
rational. Or, equivalently, that the objective world can be counterfagtuall
interpreted as articulated in a way similar to the semantical structure o
language,.e. the referential, predicative, attributive language structures. But
now, even if the intuition differentiating world and language is preserved
it is so only by means of this structure — at once empiricalcuract
transcendental, for it prefigures the formal structure of a not-yet-disclose
world.

What the previous remarks attempt to show is the risk subsuyned b
the commented proposal and which it shares — paradoxically ereugh
with all referentialist theories of meaning. Namely, the risk of perfagmin
a realist readinghat eventually absolutizes what is only a semantical fuction
of language. If a direct reference theory is seen just as a deseriptiv
reconstruction of the epistemic use of language in learning processes, the
it is undoubtedly accurate and pregnant. So restricted, the theory ca
legitimately dispense with two necessary complementations: firstly, a global
reconstruction of all sintactical and semantical structures of langoage t
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which reference, attribution and predication belong, and secondly, & theor
of knowledge accounting for the relationship between these strlictura
elements and what counts as empirical evidence and/or fenomenblogica
experience.

| think that it was this second, methodological perspective, and no
the first, «absolutizing» one, what H. Putnam adopted in his initia
formulation. But if he was far away from metaphisically absolutizirg th
referential function of language, his proposal could not help but turngng hi
reconstruction of learning processes intiwactionalistexplanatiornt’
Among the core facts that convey the use of a word and helpcto fi
reference are «pieces of empirical information», «purely lingaisti
information» and sometimes the extension of the word.t\8#wms clear is
that his assignment of semantical value, even for rigid designators, does not
escape a linguistic mediation and a dependence of background knewledg
and of a set of constituted practices. For the use of a referring exprassion i
explained in its turn in terms of the function it fulfils — possibly from a
observer’s perspective — within a more comprehensive epistemic fraknewor
and thus in dependence of other elements within it.

Certainly, the critical proposal here discussed has a differen
character. A reconstruction of the (direct) referential function in gurel
semantic terms is here intended to count as a reconstruction of the inevitable
rational presuppositions in epistemic contexts. However, in such atcase i
should not be enough to show that the result of such a reconstructian «doe
the work». The fact that this fixation of a direct reference fulfils or satisfie
a function in our learning processes or inductive practices (or bettex: to b
able to explain the latter in terms of the former) does not contdramal
character to these epistemic practices —+atfional is to preserve #
philosophical relevance here.

In order to clarify conceptst could be of use here to make it explicit
what is to be understood under «functionalist explanatfon»:

17 Therefore the question «<How do we come to uderstand a new word?» wa

to be answered by giving the «core facts» that show the function fulfilleceby th
use of a word — those core facts conforming its assocsatedotype«To sum

this up: there are a few facts about ‘lemon’ or ‘tiger’ (I shall refer to hecoras
factg such that one can convey the use of ‘lemon’ or ‘tiger’ by simply congeyin
such facts (...piven the functiorf a kind of word, it is not difficult to explai
why certain fact§unctionas core facts for conveying the use of words of tha
kind.»

H. Putnam, «Is semantics possible?», in S.P. Schwartz R&iing, Necessit
and Natural KindsIthaca, London, 1977, pp. 102-107, here 114, 118 [m
emphasis, C.C.]

18 J. ElsterExplaining technical change&ambridge 1983, p. 57; quoted in J
Bohman, «The completeness of macro-sogimal explanations>Rrotosoziologie
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«An institution or behavioral pattern X ig@ained by its function Y
for a group Z if, and only if,

1) Y is an effect of X
2) Y is beneficial for Z
3) Y isunintendedy the actors producing X

4) Y or at least theausal relationbetween X and Y, isinrecognizedby the
actorsin Z

5) Y maintains X by @ausalfeedback loop passing through Z.»

What makes a functional explanation differentirthe type ofjuast
transcendental deduction brought into play is, firstly, that the kfnd o
presupposition identified by the latter cannot be said to «fulfil» a fumctio
Y, but to constitute a necessary (inevitable) condition for this epistemi
practice — there are, so to say, no «alternative models». Furthermgre, the
should be previous to, and independent from, the particular realizations t
which epistemic rationality is accorded. Secondly, the relation betwesen thi
practice and the presupposition making it possible should be accessible t
the participants — if this linkage is not to be comaeed to the pre-rational
status of what is given in inherited practices (points 3. and 4.an th
definition).

If this is right, then the discussed proposal is to be seen as inyolvin
two «strong» assuntipns. On one side, a notion of rationality which should
be different from mere operative or teleological «blindoratlity and able
to acquirereflexiveknowledge of its own conditions. On the other sale,
universality claim which is not to be restricted to the contextual characte
pregnant in the quoted definition.

V.

I think this latter idea is what the commented proposal atterapts t
show and therefore what puts it to the proof. In a recent gaperel
Miller accomplishes a reconstruction, from a formal-pragmatic viewpoint
of the structural properties present in those epistemic contexts in which w
talk of «learning byexperience». After the linguistic turn in philosophy, this
investigation can only be philosophical-linguistic. The author shows tha
there is a connection between certain predicates applied in inductiv
practices and singular terms for natural kinds when applied as rigi
designators. This connection is claimed to lie orréiienal presuppositions
underlying the epistemic output of such expressions. These rationa

5 (1992), p. 106 [my emphasis, C.C.]

19 A. Miller, «Referenz und Projizierbarkeit», Ms., Ffm 1994 (reprintedein th

first number ofSorite3.
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presuppositions would have themselves an aprioric charactesjnce they
regulate normatively the correct usage of these singular and predicativ
terms in their empirical application. It is by means of presupposing @ fixe
reference in the case of singular terms, or the projectability of inductiv
predicates onto the domain of discourse, that this rationality underlygng th
epistemic use of language becomes effective. Thus both practices acquire
guas-constitutive status when learning by experience, to the extent that they
are underlied by two inevitable, epistemically rational presuppositfons.
first, quastontological one, is to the effect that the «entities» correlated t
the concepts (a natural kind, or the class of all entities satisfaying a
inductive predicate) are legitimately supposed to be «real», no matter wha
method of identification has been emploied. A second, meta-epistemi
presupposition allows for a permanence of the objectual domain
notwithstanding the fact that a continuous change in the knowledg
assocciated with the concept is to take pfadénally, it is importanta
notice that these presuppositions of epistemic rationality areto b
reconstructed asumiversalcompetence for following rules — precisely, the
kind of rules that make the epistemic output of these concepts possible
Moreover, this competence permits to distinguish «zwischen Zeicken un
Bezeichnetem, zwischen Wirklichkeit und Konstruktion und zwische
Bezugnahme und Mitteilung$.

| think that this reconstruction of the pragmatic structures basic fo
the epistemic rationality represents precisely the kind of necgssar
complementation tMch a general Wittgensteinian account lacks, as stressed
above; yet it is indispensable for the commented proposal to overceme th
two mentioned risks. But the rigour of the analysis makes some diffecultie
in it manifest. The intuition | would like to make good here is that
reconstruction of learning processes in terms of a direct reference theory i
not enough by itself to avoid meaning holism, i.e. to identify the linguisti
game allowing for a distinction between meaning knowledge andworl
knowledge.

This in its turn amounts to questioning the sufficiency of the tw
presuppositions identified in A. Muller’s analysis as constitutive fo
epistemic rationality. The expressisafficiencyis not intended to put iat
guestion their mostly generah@necessary character, but to suggest that, in
order for the two presuppositions to effectively acquire such character, it i
not enough to place them within the domain of epistemic rationalitg in it
application to learning by experience in general. This move suffersarom
certain ambiguity, since these processes, so far as they take place in a non

20 |bid., pp. 16, 18, 21.
2 bid., pp. 16-17.

2 |bid., p. 21.
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problematic way and following the usual patterns of scientific practiees ar
not necessarily guided by counterfactual presuppositions but ratheg by th
factual criteria at work in «normal science» periods (to speak alomhg wit
Kuhn). At this stage, and as long as no reflexive or critical revision of thes
criteria is needed reconstruction in terms of underlying presuppositions of
rationality is not different from a «reconstruction» (explanation) i
functionalist terms. Only when a «breach» or a conflict arises, is there als
a need for the rational, reflexive competence which bestows te thes
presuppositions their character. Yet this «screw turn» appeabs for
discursive use of language and no longer for a mere «blind» eptstemi
rationality.

| would say that, to some extent, it is this moment of conflict whic
Follesdall’s comment hints at, although not intendedly — in fact, with a
opposite intention-, when he says: «All our talk (...) presupposes that w
can keep our singular terms referring to the same objeetihe extent tha
we fail, thesenotions [change, causation, knowledge] become incohéefent.»
Only in such moments does it become possible to reflexively idengfy th
presuppositions of rationality «brought into play». Consequently, onty the
IS it possible to adscribe to epistemic rationality the import of a universa
competence, able to separate the referential function of language &om th
presupposition — now of a nhon-ambiguous normative character a— of
common objective world. Insofar as no conflict interrupts the contindum o
epistemic practices in normal periods, nothing transforms referencg-fixin
practices and inductive reasoning into an «anchoring point» forgacin
meaning holism. Contrary to it, and so long as these practices tale plac
non-problematically within the framework of previously establshe
practices, they do not escape either a falling back into the pre-indtitute
Welterschliessung

The fact that this is so, i.e. that those presuppositions of ratipnalit
only acquire their character in the context of a reflexive revision forged b
a «breach» or conflict, becomes manifest in the folowing sense. # thes
epistemic breakages are considered to be constitutive for the immediat
(«blind») epistemic rationality, their output cannot be separatad fro
particular contents and from a contextual dependence on the emistemi
asserts they contribute establish — in the same sense as the corresponding
reconstruction of the process cannot be kept appart from a functionalis
explanation. | think that this becomes apparent in A. Miller’s papei, and
will try to hint atsome relevant points in his analysis in order to support this
claim.

The first difficulty is almost terminological. For a post-metaphysica
notion ofexperienceds only to be understood as a result of lingwisti
mediations and as an abstraction — since to talk about «our» expgerienc

2 Quoted in ibid., p. 18 [the original italics are not respected, C.C.]
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already presupposes intersubjectivity and linguisticity in its transmainal
interpretatior?* This problem is oyl an aspect of a more basic difficulty, as
explained by the author himEe<Damit ergibt sich (...) die Notwendigkeit,
den Sprachverwendern die Einsicht in die Moglichkeit der «direktens, abe
nicht unmittelbarerBezeichnung von etwas von Bestimmungswisse
unabhangigen mittels eines Zeichens zuzumuten.»

It seems to me that the logical grammar of singular ternts an
inductive predicates is here accurately analysed, but it does not answer th
guestion of how the application and correct use of these terens ar
communicated and acquire intersubjetive validity, and in what avay
particular (provisoire) fixation of reference turns out to be publycall
accesible and the correlated concept reaches intersuityedtiit is true that
this reference-fixing is said to be accomplished through a varifety o
procedures (e.g. operational, contextual, ostensible, theoretical ones)
nevertheless — as it happened in Putnam’s first formulation — ak thes
procedures are stances of established practices, linguistically mediated and
context relative. The possibility of a reference-fixing is underliec by
presupposition not mentioned, namely the possibility of its publi
transmision and of some form of consensus with respect to it — herewith
the initial question on the constitution of intersubjective validity reagpear
once more. To the extent that introducing a rigid designator — and it
associated concept — is guided by internal criteria, nothing in it guasantee
an access to the difference between world knowledge and ngganin
knowledge. What to a «naive» intuition appears to be a new entitg in th
world, not reducible to pre-existing meanings, may turn out tresult of
our background knowledge and practices, methodological crigéciato the
effect that all these things together produce «new» objects of expefience.

The fact that the crucial distinction between natural kind terrds an
general terms, as correlative to the opposition between a referential and a

24 Similarly, to talk of «synthetic a priori» terms seems paradoxical, gieen th
fact that (after the de-transcendentalization in philosophy related to the liaguisti
turn) language counts as the omlgrioric instance in our experience and
henceforth, the pre-existing meanings become constitutive fovéttenschauung

To this extent, talking of «a priori» terms seems to recovex @nori in our
knowledge with respect to linguistic experience. But the inevigabl
«substantivation» carried out by this move questions the claimed universalism i
the discussed proposal.

% «... die durch keine Gesamtheit an Wissen definitiv Uberbrickt werde
kann.» Ibid., p. 18.

%6 Quine’s remark that we introduce a «new» entity whenever we aresunabl
to «descompose» it in pre-established relations among other, simpler ones, seem
to have a point here. But he interprets it as an argument in favor of geanin
holism.
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attributive use of language, do not seem to rest on a wholly rational criterion
— as the author himself notes-, makes this determination of refer@nce t
depend again on internal criteria coming from the concerned enlpirica
theories and henceforth language-relative. (From this perspeative, t
distinguish between the assignment of content to a symbol and the structural
functionit fulfils within the epistemic practice is not enough, as previousl
remarked, since a functionalist explanation does not reconstruct the-formal
pragmatic structures of the epistermationality).

This difficulty — and the subsequent fact that distinguishing between
a referential and an attributive use of language does not depend oh forma
traits of linguistic expressions, but on their usage in the particular ¢ontex
in which they play such a role — is present again in the distinctiorebatw
inductive (or projectable) and non-inductive predicates. Here, afisk 0
circularity — projectable predicates are identified precisely as thosdawhic
«do the work» in learning processes — is only to be overcomesif thi
identification is not formulated in formal terms — since in this way, n
acces to them exist — but by taking into account the particular contex
within which a predicate turns out to be inductive. In this sense, itsseem
correct the decision in favor of a precise notionnofuctiort’. For this
notion supposes an empirical or experimental context whegypathesis has
been proposed, before the inductive process oriented to its chekingeand th
assignment of a projectable character to the involved predicate @n tak
place.

That a hypdtesis has already been proposed means that some regular
and (assumed aspmpleteevent has been observed whose repetigon |
expected, and that some set of entities has been picked out as @ossibl
«universe of discourse» (therefore, as objectual set virtually satisfyang th
predicate), as well as some property or relation identified as that ngmed b
the predicate. In this respect, A. Miller critically discusses Goodsnan’
paradoxe — a counterexample propobgdhis author in order to show that
we tend to use as projectable those predicates whose output in greviou
inductive practices has conferred them this character. Muller efute
Goodman’s thesis by showing in his turn that Goodman’s paradoxe i
brought about by an incorrect application of induction in the case of-a non
inductive predicate.

Yet it seems to me that the paradoxe can be solved even agoptin
Goodman’s perspective. For his sophisticated counterexample can be said to
lack the contextual determination required, if it is seen as a caseoof «to
quick» induction — thus of «blind» Egpemic rationality-, formulated before
thecompletesequence of events had taken place. In ordegftoedhis non-
inductive predicate «grot», Goodman needs to adopt a «God’s eye
perspective — or an observedosterioriviewpoint. The previasiremarks

27 bid., pp. 10-11.
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are intended to suggest that the attribution of an inductive (projertable
character to a predicate is epistemically reliable (therefore episteynicall
rational) only when one has successfully isolated the «correct» sequence o
events. The burden of the proof for the validity of the induction — thus fo
the new knowledge it introduces — lies on the correctness in the sgntheti
moment of abduction, or formulation of the hypothesis. But this in its tur
implies entering into the sphere of validity justification, hence of discursive-
reflexive rationality.

What from the side of language counts as intersubjectiveld vali
meaning includes, from the practical side, some procedure or cniterio
allowing to introduce such terms by a fixation of reference&a(in
communicable way) and/or by establishing (though provisionally) thei
application. So long as the implicit expectationsxdbbecome problematic
— that is to say, as long as «we can keep our singular terms referrirgg to th
same objects», or we can keep our indecfiredicates projectable-, the kind
of epstemic rationality «set to work» follows the pattern of that given in our
background practices. Furthermore, and unless we resort to a nbtion o
experience previous to the linguistic turn, what counts as such isalso
result of mediations that bring nearer the experiential and the experimental
Here, it sems difficult to distinguish between theevitable presuppositions
of rationality, in a normative sense, and what counts as functional, operative
devices from a descriptive point of view.

The situation changes as soon as the concerned presuppoBiitns (
of reference, projectability of predicates) become problematic. Onlyshen i
there a need for therkdl of competence that makes a revision of the implicit
presuppositions possible, hence an access — no longer unintentional o
unconcious — to the rules of use which normatively guide the applicatio
of empirically interpreted terms. This problematic moment — tha
presumably will lead to a new hypothesis — acquires a constéutiv
character for the new synthetic terms to be introduced. Moreover, ismake
legitime attach to them the counterfactual, formal-pragmatic presitippos
at stake: as A. Miuller puts it, «die Fortsetzbarkeit and Festgelégthei
vorauszusetzen bedeutet nicht, etiasr die Welgelernt zu habenpadern
die Differenzierung von Sprache und Wedtflexivdurchfihren m
konnen.$? | think that in this sense it becomes possible to speak|ation
to learning processes in generalPobzessen des Verlernefis

28 |bid., p. 18. [italics undeeflexivare mine, C.C.] Although this passag

interprets what has been accomplished by Goodman and Wittgenstein, t think i
states also what could be seen as the core idea in A. Miller’s critical anatysis an
what | have in my turn tried to reconstruct following him.

29 J. Habermad,kH, vol. 2, p. 588. Although the discussion here is conekrne
with the confrontation among differeWeltanschauungerthe same expressio
reappears ivorstudien...(ibid.), in the answer to M. Hesse’s objections, and i
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For these presuppositions have a double character. As faryas the
provide rules of use in the course of learning processes, within whach th
application of synthetic categories is non-problematic (sincerthei
reference/their unambiguous implementation is paradigmatically determined)
these presumsitions belong to the competence that is to be attributed to the
agents as epistemic rationality, so long as they are able to make & correc
use of the correlative terms, empirically interpretable. These rulesof us
belong then to the background knowledge of the involved practices.
Nevertheless, at this stage a conceptual distance remains open betveen th
participants’ pre-understanding of the rules, on the one hand, and th
normative and rational character to be attributed to them, on the other. Thi
becomes apparent whenever their paradigmatical application turns out t
become problematic, because the same questioning seems to affect (or b
extensible to) their rationality — in the sense, e.g., in which the attributio
of projectability to Goodman'’s «grot» happens to lose its «rational
character. Yet this problematic situation motivates a critical revisioreof th
implicit presuppositions and a re-elaboration of the epistemic devices i
guestion. And this is only possible through a form of reflexion tkat
within the framework of a practice enjoying intersubjective validity —eis t
take place uniquely as communicative rationality. Only in the context of
problematic situation — i.e., whenever the kind of «blind» epistemi
rationdity accounted for by a functionalist explanation happens to fail — do
the rules of use corresponding to singular terms and projectable predicate
acquire the validity of aational presupposition. For only then are they t
be reflexively recovered and a critical revision of the epistemic dgsvice
presently into play is made possibleand necessary. Only then too does th
un-learning process correspond to a competent (i.e. rational) decision.

| think also that theseeflexivelanguage games, in whicheah
problems arosen in learning processes are revised, caerasonstitutive
for our learning of the difference between language knowledge and worl
knowledge. Yet this assert leads the way to a more complex question
namely, that concerning the status to be assigned to this shared @&bjectiv
world that we counterfactually presuppose — and to which we havesacces
throughreflexionin the referred problematic contexts. Finally, anothe
difficulty arises in relation to the three basic conceptsnofvledgereality

other places as well, where the dission is unambiguously epistemological. And
the same idea is anticipated as well in the apparent paradoxe pointed.at by A
Mduller: «Es fragt sich also, was die in einer solchen Reflexion (...) rutag
tretendemormativen Voraussetzungen der Verwendungs-weiséradikaten im
allgemeinen sind, die ein Lernen aus Erfahrungeht verhinderm (ibid., p.4

[last italics mine, C.C.])

% Here | closely follow A. Miiller, ibid. pp. 14, 21, 16. The difference batwee
the sign and that designed by it can also be seen as arising from the bagkgroun
of aproblematic presuppositions.
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andtruth, and the relationship among them. This question is dealt with i
two very recent papers by C. Lafdht.

V.

C. Lafont argues for a non-epistemic conceptwuth and slows that
the inconditional validity we attribute to it comes from its intdrna
connection with the concept o#ality, a non-emtemic one as well. So long
astrue/falseare conceived of as exclusively dependent of the (abgolute
opposition betweeitt is the case/it is not the caseue can preserve st
inconditional validity with respect to any epistemic criteria whatsoeklver o
rational acceptability? The inconditional validity of truth rests, to $hi
extent, on the logical condition expressed bytdr®éum non datur By
reconstructing this basic intuition, it is noticed that we are confrontdd wit
a formal aspect inherent to the concepteaflity that is nd exhausted by its
epistemic countegrt, namely the absolute, totalizing character we assign to
it. This character of the notion cfality becomes manifest in the inevitabl
presupposition related to the practices concerned with the revisiom of ou
believes: namely, the counterfactual presupposition of a unique dshare
objective worldf?

This perspective necessarily entails a very critical positioh wit
respect to epistemic views on truth, which characterize this noson a
«rational acceptability under ideal conditions». Among those are Putnam’s
Dummett’s and th®iskurstheorie der Wahrhedefended by Prof..J
Habermas and critically revised by Prof. A. Wellmer. C. Lafont’s criticis
seems to be based on the observation that, in order &pistemianotion
of truth to preserve the inconditionality we intuitively associate & th
concept, we are forced to suppose some kinehgdhaticknowledge tha
enters into conflict with the fallibilism we assign to odfrhis last fat
implies, quoting Prof. A. Wellmer, that «es gegen das, was wir jedzt al
wahr einsehen, auch in Zukunft keine triftigen Gegenargumentengebe
wird.»*® According to the discussed criticism, this view unavoidably entail
the presupposition of a consensus on that which is acceptable onlrationa

3L C. Lafont, «Dilemas en torno a la verdad» and «Verdad, saber y realidad»

Ms, Fim 1994 (henceforth referred to @Y andVSRresp.; the second is reprinted
in the first number oSorites)

2. Cf.VSRp. 14.

¥ Cf.ibid., pp. 12, 13.

% Cf.ibid., p. 10.

% A. Wellmer, quoted in J. Habermas, «Entgegnung», ibid. p. 352; ref. to i
VSR p. 10.
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grounds, a consensus which has to be seen as definitive or irrevfsabis.
inconditionality, even if we understand it as counterfactual presuppositio
or strong idealiz&bn, cannot be brought into agreement with the fallibilistic
reservation we matain with respect to all factual knowledge and all factual
rational consensus. ffuth is to preserve its normative value in relation t
our epistemic criteria, then it cannot be itself — so the discussed kritica
proposal runs — an epistemic concept, and this amounts to saying that i
does not need embypdhe counterintuitive anticipation of the incorregibility
of such criterid’

Prof. J. Habermas has explicitly refused to assign a realist ard non
epistemic import to the concept of truth. This refusal forces him, acgordin
to the commented criticism, to the presupposition — inherentyo an
epistemic view on truth — of fanal true theoryor aultimate opiniontha
would be so metaphysical as incompatible with fallibilism. Certainly, if C
Lafont is right here, then this has also relativist consequences incorapatibl
with the claimed universalism.

The criticism and its conclusions appeab&indisputable. Yet there
are elements in the epistemic conception of truth that seem not to raceive
wholly fair treatment. For, on the one hand, the speaker’s intuitive pre
understanding of the conceggems to be underlied by something more than
the formal-pragmatic presupposition of a unigigective world — with no
need in this «<something more» for a substantive rationality. Thisisto b
observed in the different ways in which a statement considered asitrue ca
turn out to be problematic, henceforth in the kind of commitment agssume
by asserting it. As C.dfont shows, the statement held as true anticipates the
obligation to correct it, whenever some pregra@ninterargumenarises. Ye
what counts aselevant counterargumemtannot always be formulated i
terms of «it is the case»/«it is not the case» (as the discussed writicis
claims) and prevents us from considering that the statement truth or falsit
just depend on this opposition. For neither the search for a rdtiona
justification of it seems to adopt always the form of an exclusion of bne o

% Cf.VSR p. 11. Nevertheless, Prof. Wellmer’'s argument does not seeen to b
concerned mainly with a strictlgpistemicnotion of truth — as it becorse
manifest in his consideration of the problem «in welchem Sinnen&mter
begrindeter Konsens nicht aughhr gennant werden sollte» (A. Wellmé&tthik

und Dialog Ffm 1986, p. 81.). Hereue seems to meawvalid in a wider sense
Prof. Wellmer’s discussion is concerned with tle#ztbegringsproblerof the
Diskursethik namely the extent to whichkoonsenstheorigof truth, or validiy

in general), «die sich, wie gesagt, nicht mehr criterial verstehen lal3t»smake
possible «die starken Hintergrundannahmen rechtfertigen (...), die de
diskursethischen Reformulierung des Universalisierungsgrundsatzes zeigrund
liegen» (ibid.) In fact, in the course of the present argumentation thesg stron
background presuppositions should be seen as playing an essential role.

% Cf.DV, p. 14.



«Framework of an Intersubjetivist Theory of Meaning» by Cristina Corredor 53

the two cases (as the strictly logical bivalence oftdtdum non datu
would require)*® nor should two different commitments be identified
namely that of correcting the statemenmnteiievant counterargumentsise

and that of revising the affected belief when confronted topipesite one.

A counterargumentloes not need to adopt the form dbgical negatim

of the statement in question, as a strictly formal identification of truth wit
bivalence, without regard to its epistemic import, would require, anceas th
commented criticism seems to asstifne.

On the other hand, and even if it is right that the epistemic view o
truth introduces strong idealizationstfit attributes to the participants in the
epistemic game, these idealizations concern the inconditionality asdociate
with the predicatérue and this trait is also nuclear to the non-epistemi
account?® Obviously enough, the difference lies on the justification for it
and the presupposition afshared objective world — seen as contitutive for
the epistemic use of language by this non-epistemic account — is @ot fre
from some idealizations either — as it is argued below.

In relationto the idealizations embodied by the epistemic view, in the
explanation of truth as «rational acceptability under ideadlit@ns», these
inevitable idealizations and the inconditionality associated tité are
present in the two adjectivegleal andrational. In the case of
expression «under ideal conditions», it becomes apparentathat
determinatiorof such conditions is not independent of the particular context
and the theory («language») for which they are formulated. The rdferre
idealization can be seen as purely internal and immanent — as Pstnam’
analogy with ideal conditions in physics or chemistry suggests. Aathe s
time, however, the expression is intended to trascend this contextua
dependence. For it expresses, from a formal-pragmatic perspective, ou
intuition thatour knowledge of the context sufficsgrant that th
attribution of truth to the statement is not misled, that it has not «go
astray». Perhapsithsupposition represents another way to introduce a form
of idealization. Yet this latter does not refer to our (substantive) knoeledg
as such, but to the competence allowing us to know the preparatbry an
general contextual conditions necessary and sufficient to assert the statement
And this knowledge presupposes in itstthe ability to distinguish between
language-knowledge (that allowing for the enunciation of the statement) and
world-knowledge (i.e. of the contextual conditions making the asser
possible). So understood, the resort to «ideal conditions» is not intended t
account for a presupposition of infallibility that we would attach to ou
knowledge, but for the independence that speakers attribute to their ow

% Cf.VSRp. 13.
% Cf.DV, p. 15.

“©  Cf.VSRp. 9.
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competence in which concerns virtual situative and contextual corslition
that could have an effect uptimem, affecting their capability of judgement.

To realize this does not mean refusing the discussed criticigm, bu
rather displacing its faus. For the competence referred to — if it is accepted
as playing a role whenever a statement is held to be true — formd part o
our epistemic rationality so much as the knowledge of the statement truth
conditions. Furthermore, this competence makes the burdereof th
reconstruction of the inconditional validity attributedttoe rest on tle
adjectiverational. And here again, ifational is assumed to belong toeth
domain of the epistemic rationality, then its universalism seems in danger
since we are sent back to a criterial rationality with restricted validity. Ye
there is also a possibility that it belongs to communicative rationality. Fo
— as it is evident in th&ékH as well as in C. Lafont’s papers trde entes
explicitly into play in problematic contexts; and in such cases onlyesom
form of consensus or final accord, communicatively attained, ca
(provisionally) settle the questioNevertheless, even if this communicative
rationality is claimed to be restricted to the domain of intersubjectiv
relationships and to a reference to the intersubjectordfi — henceforth,
in the presentontext, to be oriented to a conjoint definition of the situation-
, its application (of communicative rationality) depends on assuming th
competence and knowledge of the context conditions alluded toeby th
expression «under ideal conditions» — as analysed above.

This fact suggests thedtional should be understood here in a wide
sense, i.e. as referring to a competence capable of integrating bothftypes o
rationality, the epistemic and the communicative ones, and to argculat
them. A «conjoint definition of the situation» should include not only a
evaluation of the problematic statement and the concurring refevan
counterarguments, but also the virtual revision of the criteria of ratignalit
playing a role in these formulations, together with the competente tha
permits to jointly find a final accord on the matter. Yet this seems to mea
«dividing» the notion of communicative rationality — to some extent, i
analogy to Kant’'s two uses ¥ernunft In the present context, the stgon
commitment underlying the adjectivational, within the framework of
Diskurstheorie der Wahrheits concerned with formal-pragmatic traits (e.g.
a knowledge of the rules for participating in a discussion) tltpteat
transcendental reflexion would find to be maximally general and inesitabl
conditions present not only in the epistemic use of langumagealso in any
forum of discussion of a reflexive character. From this perspectige, th
anticipation of a shared objective world cannot be distinguished frem th
presupposition of a possible consensus on the definition of tlagi@tand
a conjoint determination of the preparatory and general context corsdition
related to the problematic statement.

4 Cf. J. Habermas’ typescript of tielesungheld in Ffm, WS 1994,
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Although this picture undoubtedly subsumes a strong idealization, i
does not entail the idea of a «great final theory» or an infallible knowledg
«in the long run». For both things would have a substantive character
whereas the above idealization concerns the formal-pragmatic conditions
which the discussion is to take pldé&his presupposition, which points a
a virtual final «substaivizing» — whereof the imputation of making appeal
to a «great final theory», or an «infallible knowledge», or to a «definit
consensus in the long run» seems justified — could only be séeasése
if another strong, somewhat gratuitous assumptioririsdaced, namely that
no ulterior problematic situation or questioning of our estadtisgtnowledge
will take place. Without thiassumption, the fallibility in our knowledge and
the necessity to renew the consensus w.r.t. its conditions of pogsibilit
cannot be brought to any final point, without a utifiesl categorial «jump».

(In such a case, even the «objective world» would lose its countelfactua
character).

It is undeniable that, in the explanation of the discursive thdoty o
truth itself, some elements are rightly susceptible of C. Lafont’s criticism
Thus, as Prof. Habermas notices, with Thél «wird der scheinbar klag
Unterschiedzwischen der Explikation d&edeutungzon Wahrheit und der
Angabe vorKriterien fur die Feststellung der Wahrheit empfindlich
relativiert.»*® What is more, «jeder, der ernsthaft einen theoretischen Sat
aufstellt, findet sich unvareidlich in der Rolle des ‘letzten’ Theoretikef§.»

In spite of this risk of «substantivizing», thus of relativizing the notion o
truth, as objected by the commentedicism, the final intention underlying
the epistemic reconstruction of our pre-understanding of the notiont i.e. o
the logical grammar afue, should not be accounted for — so do | kin

— in realist terms. For a realist interpretation and its alluded objectio
supposes the kind of categorical «jump» that only the disappearancte of al
epistemic breaks would permit. As | see it, Bhekurstheorie dekVahrheit
makes the inconditionality of truth depend not on the presuppositian of
non-fallible knowledge, but on tteampetencéhat allows for a revisionfo

‘2 The need to distinguish between the idealizations that a criterial nétion o

rationality does embodynd those concerned with the formal conditions in which
the discussion is to take place and with the competence that allows us t
participate in it, is taken into consideration in A. Wellmer’s critical conclysion
when he wrotes: «Die Idealisierung erlautet hier in der Tat eine Sinnbedingun
dessen, was wir ‘rationales Argumentieren’ oder auch ‘rationales Ubetlegen
nennen (...) wir [wirden] uns tber den Sinn der notwendigen Untersgellun
intersubjektiv geteilter Bedeutungen tauschesenn wir sie als Antizipation einer
letzten, einer idealen Sprache verstehehthik und Dialog ibid., p. 112) Tk

same applies, in my opinion, to a non-fallible knowledge or a «last great theory»

43 J. Habermag/orstudien...ibid., p. 554.

% |bid., p. 561.
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our own criteria of validity and for searching an agreement on them
whenever tharising of a problem demands it. This latter competence would
make possible, in principle, to gain access to our own standdrds o
rationality by a process of rational argumentation. And it is not differen
from theunique type of knowlge to which the Diskurstheorie der Wahrheit
bestows a non-fallible charactenamely «jenes vorgéangige, von alle
kompetenten Sprechen geteilte, freilich bloss intuitive, d.h. de
Nachkonstruktion bedurftige Wissen, auf das wir rekurrieren, wenn wi
sagen sollen, was es bedeutet, in einer Argumentation einzutfeten.»

As | tend to see it, the intuition underlying this epistemic concept o
truth is not only thatrue, with the inconditionality we attribute to it, allew
us to reflexively distinguish between our beliefs and an objectivedworl
counterfactually presupposed; this predicate, understood as «rationgall
acceptable under ideal conditions», makes it possible for us to assign
fallible character to the very criteria deciding its applicatfdBut the ida
underlying C. Lafont’s proposal is — if | am not mistaken — that th
counterfactual presupposition of a common objective world is in effec
constitutiveas wel as normative of the epistemic use of language — and not
merely the obligatoire reference embodied by any epistemic truth ckaim, a
asserted within the framework of tfikH. Yet within the framework of &
TkH it is only possible to attribute @nstitutive characteto languaeg
games, themselves part of the lifeworld. And, «weil sich alle Lebenswelte
Uber das Medium verstandigungsorientierten Handelns reproduzieren missen
kommt in der Mannigfaltigkeit konkreter Lebensformen zugleioh di
Allgemeinheit kommunikativer Rationalitat zur Gelturfg.»

My impression is that, by assigning@nstitutiverole to the common
objective world, C. Lafont tries to avoid an anchoring of the epistemic us
of language in a reference to or a theoretical dependence on intersubjectivity
— thus avoiding the relativism that she sees as correlative to it. Bu
attributing a constitutive value to the realist presupposition of a cammo
objective world is not exempt of other consequences as well. If it is tb fulfi
a role at the same time constitutive and regulative of the epistemic,praxis
then a conceptual precision seems to be requiredohdiee meaning of the
word constitutive For according to Kant, and in relation to theoretiscle
Vernunft constitutiveis opposed toegulative(normative; but in the
opposition betweeNerstandandVernunft constitutive principledecone

% J. Habermag/orstudien...ibid., p. 555.

“® In this sense do | interpret the claim: «Ich verstehe die Diskurstheorie de
Wahrheit so, dass sie den diskursiv erzielten Konsens nicht (s.) al
Wabhrheitskriterium auszeichnen sol{3: Habermas, «Entgegnung», ibid., p. 352.
Inconditionality and fallibilist reservation do not take place simultaneously.

47 J. HabermagdkH, ibid., vol. 2, p. 335.
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regulative and are thesundamental principles that, as rules of the objective
use of synthetic a priori categories and meaning postulates (either in th
form of axioms or anticipations that can be constructed, or in the fbrm o
analogies and postulates that only in the discourse attain validity), suc
constitutive principles make the knowledge of the objects of experienc

possible.

Similarly, the presupposition of a common objective world appear
to have to be considered more a postulate than an anticipation — g it is t
remainas constitutively present and counterfactual; for, as anticipation to be
constructed, it would send us back to the «big true theory» preyiousl
denounced. But this seems to entail, in its turn, that only thraugh
discursive-reflexivaise of language is it possible to gain access # thi
presupposition, together with the corresponding rules for its empirica
interpretation. Hence, only in a discourse can this presuppositson, a
postulate, reach argumentative validity. It is this reflexive, communeativ
use of rationality, thus the discoursive use of language — the «diseursiv
game» — what is to be seen@mstitutive by Kant, of the thinkig
subject; and within the present framework, of the set of presuppasition
playing a role for the epistemic use of language.

If the above conclusion is right, the reference-to-an-objectiveeworl
subsumed in the raising of a validity claim in general becomes a pestulat
of a kind that only acquires validity through discoursive (reflexive
argumentation. And the corresponding process takes place precisely i
contexts in which a previously established knowledge happens to b
questioned. But this reading seems to imply for the commented pr@posal
risk of self-contradiction. Namely, that of assuming intersubjectivityeto b
consttutive not only for the standards of rationality, but even for the formal-
pragmatic presuppositions that are present in the epistemic language gam
— and all language games in general. Nevertheless, dispensing with thi
perspective seems to imply the opposite risk, and one which —yin m
opinion — the commented proposal cannot avoid. Namely, that o
absolutizing?® by attributing a normative and (at the same tirae)
constitutive character to the presupposition of a common objective w&orld,
postulate that is only to bedeemed in certain contexts — in those contexts

“8  This imputation of «absolutization» could be applied not only to thetrealis

assumption of an objective world, but to the non-epistemic concept of guth a
well, if — on the basis of the above presupposition — this notion is idehtifie
with logical bivalence. For, as Quine has shown, a formal bivalence issalway
«translatable», although this possibility of translation does not warrant éat th
intuitive pre-understanding of the bivalent function and the intuitive pre
understanding of the notion of truth in correspondence with it are the same (fro
apragmatical perspective) for the speakers of both natural languages, the tranlated
and the translating one. This turns the possilizzersalismof this formai
semantical trait into almost impossible to falsify, but it is impossible as avell t
confirm its pragmatical universality — in the desired sense.
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in which the questioning of a previous knowledge demands a reflexive
communicative use of language.

Here the commented proposal could object that even the distussio
prompted by the problematic situation is guidgdhe realist thesis at stake
— even more, that this latter is condition of possibility for the former t
arise. And now the argumentation seems to bring up into a cirqularit
difficult to overcome. For on the one hand, if the commented proposal i
right — and the presupposition of a common objective wisrlthchored in
the epistemic use of language and reconstructed by means of a theory o
direct reference jointlyith a realist view on truth-, then some form of (non-
linguistic) causaltyis required to account for our relationship to this world,
together with some experience of the commensurability of difteren
interpretations on it. Yet on the other hand, what is assumed to be d share
objective world needs to be anchored in the possibility (still counterfactua
presupposed) of a shared experience, and in the communicabidity an
possible public testing of this experience. This possibility can oaly b
consistently supposed, in its turn, against a background of comngon an
shared practices, within an intersubjectively validated linguistic context.

Henceforth the ‘uniqueness’ and objectivity of the wo+d
understood as independence w.r.t. aprioric, «already given» meanirggs — i
only accessible, as counterfactpatsupposition, in the public context of the
lifeworld we share — and which includes epistemic practices of fixafion o
reference in learning processes, whereof the causalty relation is reversed: i
IS us ourselves who «act» upon the world. The presupposition of a
objective world, as it is present in the intuition of speakers, can be seen a
arising from these shared public practicesuistically mediated, thus from
the «breach» between our practices (actions, activities, practical behaviour
etc.) and what constitutes their object. It is in the context of the prgblem
brought about in the course of these practices where the possibility t
distinguish between our meaning-knowledge and our world-knnowledge i
to be based upon. Likewise, the fact that practical problems caenot b
produced «on purpose» does not allow us to see these eptstemi
discontinuities — in the continuunonstituted meaningscounterfactualy
presupposed worle— as arising from a pre-existing intersubjectivity
Furthermore, not any arbitrary form of intersubjectivity can be seen a
constitutive for validity claims. Yet conversely, any reference & th
counterfactual assumption osharedworld subsumes already the very idea
of a form oflegitimately(rational-communicatively) constitude
intersubjectivity.

49 A new difficulty arises here which should be dealt with, given the fatt tha

the more recent scientific developments do not consider the «laws» of mature t
be causallaws and even reject this very notion.
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VI,

A theory of direct reference could be, as C. Lafont and A. Mdller’
analyses have shown, the best device in the formal-semantical devel t
account for our use of language in learning processes and epistemic contexts
in general. This reconstruction would allow us to avbelkind of meaning
holism that prevents distinguishing between language knowledgie an
meaning knowledge. But this proposal embodies a risk as well, that o
absolutizing the referencial function of language and giving prioritydo th
corresponding designative use of it, thus falling batk an instrumentalist
(functionalist) view — something that Frege was trying to avoid wigen h
introduced the distinctio8innBedeutung

Thus the presupposition of a common objective world that underlie
these epistemic practices — and #pistemic use of language in general —
can only be consistently introduced and considered as revisaldiety
accessible) if it belongs to the sphere of commumeattionality and under
the assumption that we are reflexively competent to gain access tomour ow
«rules of the game». Yet this point of view, together with the idea tlsat thi
reflexive competence can only be redeemed in the context of a legiyimatel
constituted intersubjectivity, is close to claiming that the internal realis
connected with the epistemic use of language becomes a sort of hdealis
of the intersubjectivity’ on the level of the communicative rationality, o
which it depends.

And yet a problem remains open, which must play the rolerof (o
replace) any final conclusion. The central question underlying the presen
discussion concerns the universality claim essential folT#t¢ and
threatened by meaning holism. On the one hand, any emphatical niotion o
rationality — thus substantive — or any approximation to it in terne of
notion of non-fallible knowledge appears to be not universalizable. ®n th
other hand, however, the intuition related to the non-epistemic confcept o
truth, no matter how much it claims for its universality, does not grartt wha
for theDiskurstheorie der Wahrheggeems a main concern: the possipilit
to ‘substantivize’ a consensus with respect to our interpretationeon th
objective world. For the universality claimed by the realist view, gurel
formal, can only be substantivized through linguistic mediations &hos
potential universality is dependent upon the universality of a Mirtua
consensus, rational-communicatively attained.

A non-epistemic view on truth semanticallynodelled. Its addoptio
from the part of the commented critical proposal, jointly with theetated
realist assumption, represents an attempt to reconstruct the domain o
(factual) meaning constitution, granting from this domain orn tha
universalism is preserved. Nevertheless, and as the present discussion ha
tried toshow, this proposal carries with it other difficulties as well. Tkid



SORITES Issue #08. June 1998sN 1135-1349 60

insteal focused on de iurequestion, namely what makes possible to justify
validity for those already constituted meanings in problematic contexts.

Cristina Corredor
University of Valladolid
E—47071 Valladolid, Spain
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NOTES TO POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTORS

All submitted manuscripts will be refereed either by members of the
Board of Advisors or by other specialists; as far as possible, each
manuscript will be refereed by philosophers not unsympathetic to the
paper’s philosophical outlook or orientation.

No manuscript may be submitted if it is being considered for
publication elsewhere.

Once accepted, papers may not be printed or displayed elsewhere
or incorporated into a book, an anthology or any other publication of any
sort until the SORITES team has accorded the author(s) permission to that
effect — which in normal cases will be done routinely, provided SORITES
Is duly acknowledged as the primary source. By submitting a paper, the
author agrees to the points, terms and conditions contained in the Copyright
Notice included in each issue of SORITES.

All submitted papers must be written in English. The author’s local
variety of English (including the spelling) will be respected — be it Indian,
Filipino, Australian, American, Western-African, British, Southern-African,
Eastern-African, Jamaican, etc. All editorial material will be written in BBC
English, which is the journal’s «official» dialect.

There is no settled length limit for papers, but we expect our
contributors to stand by usual editorial limitations. The editors may reject
unreasonably long contributions.

We expect every submitted paper to be accompanied by a short
abstract.

We welcome submissions of in-depth articles as well as discussion
notes.

Ours is a journal granting a broad freedom of style to its contributors.
Many ways of listing bibliographical items and referring to them seem to us
acceptable, such as ‘[Moore, 1940]’, or ‘[M:5] or ‘[OQR]'. What alone we
demand is clarity. (Thus, for instance, do not refer to ‘[SWT] in the body of
the article if no item in the bibliography collected at the end has a clear
‘ISWTTY in front of it, with the items sorted in the alphabetic order of the
referring acronyms.) We prefer our contributors to refer to ‘Alvin Goldman’
rather than ‘Goldman, A.’, which is obviously ambiguous. We dislike implied
anachronisms like [Hegel, 1989] or ‘[Plato, 1861]' — but you are entitled to
ignore our advice.
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How to submit?

(1) We will be thankful to all contributors who submit their papers in the
form of [I1.B.M.-PC] WordPerfect 5.1 files. There are several convertors
which can be used to turn docs from other word processor formats into
WP5.1 format. (Notice that with WP5.1 you can write not only almost all
diacritically marked characters of any language which uses the Latin script,
but moreover all of Greek and virtually all symbols of mathematical logic
and set theory.)

(2.1) In case a contributor can neither use WP5.1 nor have their doc
converted into WP5.1 format, they can send us their file in its original format
(be it a different version of WordPerfect or another sort of word-processor,
such as MS-Word, MS-Word for Windows, WordStar, AmiPro, XyWrite,
DisplayWrite, .rtf, etc). We'll try (and hopefully in most cases we’ll manage)
to convert those files from other formats into WordPerfect 5.1.*

(2.2) When WP5.1 format is not available and we have been unable to use
the original file, a good idea is for the author to have their doc converted to
a .html file (there are lots of HTML editors and document-to-HTML
converters from a great many formats — PC-Write, [La]TeX, MS-Word and
Windows-Word etc). We expect HTML files to bear the extension ‘.htm’.?

(2.3) Another solution is to use [stripped and extended] ASCII format, which
means: text files (not binary ones) written using any printable ASCII
characters of Code-page 437 (USA or default), i.e. any character except
ASCII_00 through ASCII_31; with CRs (carriage returns) only between
paragraphs — not as end-lines. Such files will here be called ‘ASCII files’.
We expect them to bear the extension ‘*.ASC’.

(2.4) Another alternative (which is in itself worse, but which nevertheless
may be more practical in certain cases) is to use the DOS text format, with
no character outside the range from ASCII_32 through ASCII_126, no
hyphenation, a CR at the end of each line and two CRs separating
paragraphs. Such files will be here called ‘text files’; we expect them to bear
a .txt’ extension.

(3) In cases (2.2) and (2.4) the contributor can include their paper into an
e_mail message sent to our editorial inbox ( <sorites@fresno.csic.es>).

(4) Before sending us their file the contributor is advised to compress it —
except in case they are sending us a text file through procedure (3) above.
Compression reduces disk-storage and shortens transmission time. We can
extract and expand files archived or compressed with Diet, ARJ (both

! Unfortunately we cannot yet handle TeX or LaTeX files. The comertor

we’ve tried have proved useless.
2 At our home siteftp.csic.es there is — hanging from our main diregtor
/pub/sorites— a subdirectoryWWW , which, among other files, containseon
called ‘HTML.howto’, wherein the interested reader can find some lisefu
information on HTML editors and convertors.
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warmly recommended), Tar, Arc, Zip (or PKZip), GZip, Compress (i.e. .Z
files), LHA, Zoo, RaR, and some versions of the MAC archivers PackIT and
StuffIT.

(5) The most expedient way for contributors to send us their submitted
paper is through anonymous FTP. At your host’'s prompt, you enter ‘ftp
ftp.csic.es’; when you are prompted for your username, you answer ‘ftp’ or
‘anonymous’; when you are next prompted for your password, you answer
with your e_mail address; once connected, you enter ‘cd
pub/sorites/incoming’, then ‘binary’, and then ‘put xxx’ — where xxx is the
file containing your submitted paper and a covering letter. (If the file is an
archive, the extension must reveal the archiving utility employed: *.gz’, *.Arj’,
*RAR’, etc. (DIETed files needn’t bear any special denomination or mark;
they will always be automatically recognized by our reading software.)

(6) Whenever a paper is submitted, its author must send us a covering letter
as an e_mail message addressed to one of our editorial inboxes.

(7) If a contributor cannot upload their file through anonymous FTP, they
can avail themselves of one of the following alternatives.

(7.1) If the file is a “.htm’ or a “.txt’ file (i.e. in cases (2.2) and (2.4)), simply
include it into an e_mail message.

(7.2) In other cases, an 8-to-7 bits converter has to be used, upon which
the result can also be included into an e_mail message. 8-to-7 bits
convertors «translate» any file (even a binary file) into a text file with short
lines which can be e-mailed. There are several useful 8-to-7 convertors, the
most popular one being UUenCODE, which is a public domain software

available for many different operative systems (Unix, OS/2, DOS etc).

Perhaps the most advisable at this stage is PGP [‘Pretty Good Privacy’],

which also allows authentication (signing). Another good such convertor,
very easy to use, is Mike Albert's ASCIIZE. We can also decode back into
their binary original formats files encoded into an e-mailable ASCII format

by other 8-to-7 bits convertors, such as: Mime, TxtBin, PopMail, NuPop, or
University of Minnesota’s BINHEX, which is available both for PC and for

Macintosh computers. Whatever the 8-to-7 bits encoder used, large files
had better be previously archived with Arj, Diet or any other compressor, the
thus obtained archive becoming the input for an 8-to-7 bits convertor.®

(7.3) An alternative possibility for contributors whose submitted papers are
WordPerfect 5.1 or WordPerfect 6 docs is for them to use a quite different
8-to-7 bits convertor, namely the one provided by the utility Convert.Exe
included into the WordPerfect 5.1 package. (WordPerfect corporation also
sells other enhanced versions of the convertor. WordPerfect 6.0 has
incorporated a powerful conversion utility.) A separate e_mail message is

% For the time being, and as a service to our readers and contributors,ewe hav

a directory called ‘soft’ hanging from our home directory /pub/sorites at the nod
ftp.csic.es. The directory contains some of the non-commercial softwarewe ar
referring to, such as archivers or 8-to-7 encoders (or 7-to-8 decoders).
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mandatory in this case informing us of the procedure. The result of such a
conversion is a ‘kermit-format’ file.*

(8) You can also submit your manuscript in an electronic form mailing a
diskette to the Editor (Prof. Lorenzo Pefia; CSIC, Institute of Philosophy;
Pinar 25; E - 28006 Madrid; Spain.) Diskettes will not be returned.

* In the case of WordPerfect 5.1, the procedkies follows. Suppose you have
a file called ‘dilemmas.wp5’ in your directory c:\articles, and you want to submi
it to SORITES. At your DOS prompt you change to your directory c:\articles. We
assume your WordPerfect files are in directory c:\WP51. At the DOS prompt yo
give the command ‘\wp51\convert’; when prompted yeply ‘dilemmas.wp5’ as
your input file whatever you want as the output file — suppose your answer i
‘dilemmas.ker’; when prompted for a kind of conversion you choose 1, then 6
Then you launch you communications program, log into your local host,duploa
your file c:\articles\dilemmas.ker using any available transmission protocal (suc
as Kermit, e.g.). And, last, you enter your e_mail service, start an e_mail to t
<sorites@fresno.csic.es> andlide your just uploaded dilemmas.ker file into the
body of the message. (What command serves to that effect dependseomtil
software available; consult your local host administrators.)

With WordPerfect 6 the conversion to kermit format is simpld an
straightforward: you only have to save your paper as a ‘kermit (7 bits transfer)
file.
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(1) SORITES is not in the public domain. In accordance with international Law
(especially the Berne Convention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic
Works and the Universal Copyright Convention), this issue of SORITES is
Copyright-protected throughout the Planet.*

(2) The Copyright of this issue of SORITES taken as a whole is held by the
electronic publisher (the SORITES team).

(3) The Copyright of the papers published in SORITES is retained by the individual
authors, except that: (i) no part of any such paper may be printed or
displayed elsewhere or incorporated into a book, an anthology or any other
publication of any sort until SORITES has accorded the author(s)
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SORITES is therein clearly and explicitly mentioned as the primary source];
and (ii) the authors agree to abide by the other terms and conditions
contained in this Copyright Notice.

(4) The authors of the included papers and the electronic publisher, the SORITES
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(5) A licence is hereby granted without fee for anybody to freely make as many
unmodified copies as they wish of this issue of SORITES IN ITS INTEGRITY,

! The reader may find an excellent discussion of copyright-related issaies in

FAQ paper (available for anonymous FTP from rtfm.mit.edu [18.70.0.209
/pub/usenet/news.ansmdaw/Copyright-FAQ). The paper is entitled «Frequently
Asked Questions about Copyright (V. 1.1.3)», 1994, by Terry Carroll. We hav
borrowed a number of considerations from that helpful document.
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give such copies to anyone, and distribute this issue of SORITES via
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(7) This issue of SORITES may not be sold for profit or incorporated into any
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