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ABSTRACTS OF THE PAPERS

Non-Conceptually Contentful Attitudes in Interpretation
Daniel Laurier
<Daniel.Laurier@umontreal.ca>

Brandom’sbookMaking It Explicit defendDavidson’sclaim thatconceptuathoughtcan
arise only on the backgroundof a practiceof mutual interpretation,without endorsingthe
furtherview thatonecanbe a thinkeronly if onehasthe conceptof a concept.This involves
(inter alia) giving anaccountof conceptuaktontentin termsof what Brandomcalls practical
deonticattitudes.In this paper,| makea pleafor the conclusionthat thesepracticalattitudes
are bestseenas intentional, but non-conceptuallycontentful.In particular,| arguethat the
hypothesighatBrandom’spracticaldeonticattitudesarenon-conceptuallgontentfulwouldn’t
conflict with his view that non-conceptuaintentionalityis merely derivative.l thenexplore
someof the implicationswhich this hypothesismight havewith respectto variousforms of
«intentionalascent».

Metaphor and Meaning
Alec Hyslop
<A.Hyslop@Ilatrobe.edu.au>

The paperarguesagainstDavidson,that metaphoricalitterancesnvolve meaningother
than literal meaning.The kind of meaningis a particularcaseof contextualmeaning.lt is
arguedthat metaphoricalmeaningis not a caseof speaker'smeaning(Searle),nor is it
occasionmeaning(Beardsley).l offer an explanationof why those metaphorgshat are not
paraphrasableannotbe paraphrased.

The Justification of Deduction
Silvio Pinto
<silvio@filosoficas.unam.mx>

Accordingto Michael Dummett,deductiveinferencestandsn needof justificationwhich
must be providedby the theory of meaningfor naturallanguage Sucha theory, he insists,
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should deliver an explanationfor the two essentialfeaturesof deduction: validity and
fruitfulness. Dummett claims that only a molecularisttheory of meaningcould offer the
desiredjustification. In this paper,| will considerandcriticize his solutionto the problemof
thejustification of deductionthe so-calledmolecularverificationistexplanationMy aim here
will be to show that Dummett’s solution does not succeedin reconciling the conflicting
demandsf the respectiveexplanationsof validity andfruitfulness.

New SystemicHypothesisof Ageing
Alexey Kolomiytsev
<betrg@pbox.ttn.ru>

A new evolutionaryhypothesison ageingis presentedThe developmentaprocessis
determinedby the kinetic curve of population growth which is typical for every cell
associationMulticellular organismsareconsideregystemshatconsistof cellularassociations
in symbiotic interaction. One of those associationsis dominating and determinesthe
developmentakinetics of the whole organismandits lifespan.

Truth Conditions Without Interpretation
John Collins
<JCollins42@compuserve.com>

Davidsonhas given us two theses:(i) Tarski's format for truth definitions providesa
formatfor theoriesof meaningand(ii) thatthe justificationfor a theoryof language. asone
of meaningis baseduponthetheoryaffording aninformative interpretationof L -speakerslt
will be argued,on the basisof a consideratiorof compositionality thatthe Tarskiformatcan
indeedbere-jiggedin line with (i). On the otherhand,in oppositionto (ii), | shallcommend
a cognitive understandingpf semanticcompetenceunderwhich interpretationis at best of
marginalinterest.In defenceof this move,it will be arguedthat oncecompositionalityand
other commonly held constraintsare recognisedas being in fact empirical ones,then no
principleddistinctioncanbe madebetweenthemandotherconstraintsvhich militate against
semanticcompetencdeing socially constituted.

Identity, Analyticity and Epistemic Conservatism
Paul Tomassi
<p.tomassi@abdn.ac.uk>

In the first instance the paperproposesa responseo W.V.O. Quine’s infamousattack
on the analytic-synthetidistinction which attemptsto carveout a core notion of analyticity
by strictly delimiting the extensionof that concept. The resulting position — epistemic
conservatism— provides a platform for a significant epistemicchallengeto essentialist
positionsof the kind proposediy SaulKripke andHilary Putnam:underexactlywhich kinds
of circumstanceare we warrantedin assertinghat we havegraspedhe truth of anidentity-
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statementof the requisitekind? In the absenceof a clear and completeresponseto that
epistemicchallenge the paperconcludeshat the Kripke-Putnamcaseremainsnot proven.

Gorgias the Sophiston not being. A Wittgensteinian Interpretation
Michael Bakaoukas
<bakaoukas_michael@lycos.com>

Provocative aphorismsof the most notable fifth century Sophist, Gorgias, such as
«Nothingactuallyexists»or his realisttenetthat «it is not speech(logos)thatservedo reveal
the externalobject,but the externalobjectthat provesto be explanatoryof speechshavebeen
subjectto endlesscyclesof interpretation. do not proposeto offer herea full analysisof
Gorgias’'thought,but rathersomenew suggestiongasto how to interpretGorgiason the basis
of how scholarshave interpretedGorgias.| shall put special emphasison the analytical
approacheso Gorgias’thought.

Privacy, Individuation, and Recognition
Michael Ming Yang
<mchly@juno.com>

In this paperl examineWittgenstein’sprivate languageargumentand Ayer’s counter
argument,(1) | arguethat the language-gamapproachs of transcendentatharactetin the
sensethat it concernsthe logical structure of human activity, which underlies concrete
linguistic practicesaswell asoperationsof consciousness:ailurein recognizingthis results
in muchconfusion.(2) | demonstratéhatthe key issueconcerningprivatelanguageas notthe
problem of correctnessof identification as commonly believed, but the social nature of
individuation.(3) | concludethatthereis no suchprimary recognitionas Ayer assumedand
sensatiorcanonly be recognizedhroughthe network of humanaction.If one believesthat
sensatior{assistedy memory)canbethe solebasisuponwhich languageandknowledgeare
maintainedthen certainpreferenceon privacy seemsnevitable,andthenskepticismaswell
seemsunavoidable.
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Non-Conceptually Contentful Attitudes in Interpretation

Daniel Laurier

Abstract

Brandom’sbook Making It Explicit defendsDavidson’sclaim that conceptuathoughtcanariseonly on
the backgroundof a practiceof mutualinterpretationwithout endorsingthe furtherview thatonecanbe
a thinker only if one hasthe conceptof a concept.This involves (inter alia) giving an accountof
conceptuatontentin termsof what Brandomcalls practicaldeonticattitudes.In this paper,| makea plea
for theconclusiorthatthesepracticalattitudesarebestseernasintentional but non-conceptuallgontentful.
In particular,| arguethat the hypothesighat Brandom'’spracticaldeonticattitudesare non-conceptually
contentfulwouldn’t conflict with his view that non-conceptuaintentionalityis merely derivative.l then
explore someof the implications which this hypothesismight have with respectto various forms of
«intentionalascent.

81— Practical Attitudes as Non-Conceptually Contentful

It is well knownthatfor Davidson,for any individual to haveconceptuathoughtsat all,
he must have the conceptof belief, which is tantamountto saying that he must have the
concepiof aconcept(the conceptof correctandincorrectapplicationof a concept).Since(on
Davidson’saccount)one canonly havethis conceptif oneis an interpreterof the speechof
others,it follows thatonly a communitywhosemembersare capableof mutually interpreting
(i.e. attributingthoughtsto) eachothercould countasa communityof thinkers(andthatthere
canbe no suchthing asa solitary thinker).

Oneusefulway of readingBrandom’swork is as propoundingan extensivedefenseof
Davidson’sclaim that conceptuathoughtcan ariseonly on the backgroundof a practiceof
mutualinterpretationandthusasendorsinga fundamentallyinterpretationisview of content,
or as he would probably prefer to say, a «phenomenalistwiew of content), but without
endorsingthe furtherview thatonecanbe a thinker (andhenceaninterpreter)only if onehas

the conceptof a concept(and hencethe capacityto conceptuallythink that someoneelse
thinks anything).

Theleadingintuition behindDavidson’sandBrandom’scommonattitudetowardsmatters
of meaningandcontentis thatan expressiorcanmeananythingonly insofaras,andin virtue
of thefactthat,it is takento meanit. In Brandom’sfavoredwords,this becomegheview that
whatoneis committedor entitledto, andhencewnhatit is appropriateor inappropriatgor one
to do or notto do, dependon whatoneis takento be committedor entitledto. This intuition,
however,is counterbalancetly the oppositeintuition that one may objectivelybe committed
or entitledto somethingevenwhenoneis nottakento be socommittedor entitledby anyone
(and converselythat one may objectively not be committedor entitled to what everyone,
including oneself,takesoneto be committedor entitled). The challengeis thusto providea
constructiveaccouniof normsthatis yet capableof sustainingarealdistinctionbetweerbeing
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corrector appropriateand being treatedas corrector appropriate(by anyone,including the
community as a whole). It is one of Brandom’s grand contentionto have taken up this
challengeand shownhow thesetwo conflicting intuitions can be reconciledand how social
practicesof a certainkind can institute objective norms and confer objective conceptual
contentson expressiongnd performancesAs Brandomputsit in his preface(1994: xviii):

A fundamentatriterion of adequacyof the accountto be propoundedhere]is thatthe theoristnot attach
semanticcontentsto expressiondy stipulation it must always be shown how such contentscan be
conferredon expressiondy the scorekeepingctivitiesthetheoristattributesto the linguistic practitioners
themselvesThat is, the aim is to presentconditionson an interpretationof a community as discursive
scorekeeperthat are sufficient (thoughperhapsot necessary)o ensurethatinterpretingthe community
asengagedn thoseimplicitly normativepracticesis interpretingthemastaking or treatingtheir speech
actsas expressinghe sortsof semanticcontentsin question:

As far as| understandvhat Brandomis getting at here, his aim is to specify a set of
conditionssuchthat,if acommunitywould engagen practicesneetingtheseconditionsthen
its memberswould, thereby,be taking someof their performancesas having content,and
theseperformancesvould therebyhavebeenendowedwith content.This raiseswo questions:
() what musta practicelook like, in orderfor its practitionersto countastaking or treating
somethingas having content,and (i) how is the fact that somethingis taken(in practice)to
have contentsupposedo makeit the casethatit hascontent(in somemore robustsense)?
In whatfollows, I'm goingto ignorethe secondquestion(deferringit to anotherpaper),and
focuson someof the issuespertainingto the first.

The importantthing to keepin mind for this discussions thataccordingto Brandom,a
discursivepracticeis essentiallyonein which someperformancesavethe powerto alterthe
normativestatuse®f the individualsinvolvedin it, i.e., to alter what they are committedor
entitledto do. In this «deontic»perspectiveto makean assertionis to acquire(andto believe
somehingis to have) a (discursive)normative statusof a certain kind, which is called a
«doxasticcommitment» Both the fact thata given performancehasthe force of anassertion,
andthe contentof this assertiondependon the inferentialrole of this performancewhich is
itself determinedby the set of further performances(of the sametype) to which the
participantsare committedor entitled, in virtue of the fact that this performancehasbeen
issuedl cannotrehearsehe detailsof Brandom’sspecificbrandof inferentialsemanticiere;
it should suffice to recall that he conceivesof conceptualcontentin terms of inferential
articulation,andinferentialarticulationin termsof inheritancgandexclusion)relationsamong
deonticstatuses.

From this point of view, the notion of conceptuakontentis to be explainedin termsof
deontic statuseq(i.e., in terms of what the membersof the community are committed or
entitled to do), and the notion of deontic statusis, in turn, to be explainedin terms of
practical deonticattitudes thatis to say,in termsof attitudesof acknowledgingpr attributing,
in practice suchandsuchdeonticstatuses.

As Brandomstronglyemphasizedpr a normativeaccountof contentto avoid regressor
circularity, a performance’seing corrector incorrectcannotdependon its beingjudgedor
conceivedo be corrector incorrect(or on anyone’shavingthe capacityto judgeor conceive
it to be corrector incorrect);but sinceit mustnonethelesslependsomehowon the activities
of thosewho produceand consumeit, therearisesthe needto construewhatit is to take a

! SeealsoBrandom(1994: xiii, xxii, 7, 61, 155, 190) for someother significantstatements.
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performanceo be corrector incorrect(or to attributea deonticstatus)in a way that doesn’t
equateit with any conceptuallycontentfulstateor attitude(or more generally,in sucha way
that the capacityto take a performanceto be corrector incorrectdoesn’t presupposeany
capacityfor conceptuathought).In this respecttleast,Brandom’spracticaldeonticattitudes
(taking a performanceascorrect,acknowledgingor attributinga deonticstatus)are strikingly
analogougo Davidson’snon-individuativeattitude$ of holding-trueandpreferring-true(i.e.,
thosein termsof which the dataof radicalinterpretationareto be describable)andraisethe
samekind of worries. Theseare worries concerningthe legitimacy of appealingto non-
conceptuaintentionalityin an accountof conceptualntentionality.

In orderto bein a positionto dealwith theseissues] mustfirst be more explicit about
the impactthat the fact that sometype of phenomenordepends»n anotheris supposedo
haveon the way in which it canbe explainedor accountedor. | submitthat, in the present
context,the intuition behindsuchtalk of «dependenceeanbe capturedby taking the claim
that sometype of phenomenorX dependon anothertype of phenomenorY as equivalent
to the claim thatany explanationof X involveseitherY or anexplanationof Y (in the sense
thatit containsingredientssufficientto provideanexplanatiorof Y). In otherwords,| submit
that X dependon Y if andonly if it is impossibleto accountfor X without eitherinvoking
Y or beingin a positionto provide an accountof Y aswell.

Let’'s now askwhich dependenceelationscould plausibly hold betweenconceptuabnd
non-conceptuatontent.Ilt may be useful,here,to observethatthe ideathat thoughtdepends
on languages naturallyunderstoodasimplying, at least,that any systemcapableof having
thoughtshasmasteredsomesystemof symboliccommunicationThis strongly suggestshat,
in the sameway, (i) the claim that conceptualcontentdependson non-conceptuatontent
impliesthatno systemcanhavethe capacityto be in any conceptuallycontentfulstateunless
it alsohasthe capacityto bein somenon-conceptuallgontentfulstate,and(ii) theclaim that
non-conceptuatontentdependson conceptualcontentimplies that no systemcan havethe
capacityto be in any non-conceptuallycontentful stateunlessit also hasthe capacityto be
in someconceptuallycontentfulstate.But then, it goesalmostwithout sayingthat whoever
is willing to grantthattherearenon-conceptuatontentswill belikely to hold thatconceptual
contentdepend®nnon-conceptuatontentandthatwhoeveradmitsfurtherthatnon-linguistic
animals and infants can be in non-conceptuallycontentful states,will assumethat non-
conceptualcontentdoes not dependon conceptualcontent. This implies that it must be
possibleto accountfor non-conceptuatontentwithout relying on conceptuatontentor being
in a position to accountfor conceptualcontent,and precludesthe coherentiststrategy of
simultaneouslyaccountingfor both conceptuaknd non-conceptuatontent.

But onemustbe very carefulhere.For the fact that somesystemmay havethe capacity
to be in somenon-conceptuallycontentful stateswhile lacking the capacityto be in any
conceptuallycontentful state obviously doesnot entail that all non-conceptuallycontentful
statesare accessibleo somesystemlacking the capacityto be in conceptuallycontentful
statesThatnon-conceptuatontentdoesn’tdependon conceptuatontentdoesn’tprecludethe
possibility that somenon-conceptuathoughtscan be had only by systemswhich are capable
of conceptualthought, or eventhe possibility that sometypes of non-conceptuatontents

2 It seemoplausibleto assumehattheseattitudescanonly havenon-conceptuatontent,despitethe

fact that Davidsonarguablydoesn’tallow for (literal) non-conceptuatontent. As | suggesbelowthat
this may alsobe the caseof Brandom’spracticaldeonticattitudes,the analogyseemswarranted.
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dependon conceptualcontent(i.e., on the capacityto be in some conceptuallycontentful
states).

In other words, the claim that non-conceptuatontentdoesnot dependon conceptual
contentshouldnot be confusedwith the claim thatno type of non-conceptuatontentdepends
on conceptuakontent. The first claim implies thatit be possibleto accountfor the capacity
to bein anon-conceptuallgontentfulstatewithout relying on (or bein a positionto provide)
an accountof the capacityto be in a conceptuallycontentfulstate,but not that it shouldbe
possible,for any given non-conceptuatontent,to accountfor the capacityto be in a state
with this contentwithoutrelying on (or bein a positionto provide)anaccountof the capacity
to be in a conceptuallycontentfulstate.

What!| wantto suggestat this point, is thatthereis nothingto preventonefrom holding
thatBrandom’sbasicpracticalattitudes,f not conceptuallycontentful,mayyetturn outto be
non-conceptuallycontentful, and thus intentional,in someweakersense.In particular, no
incoherencer circularity would ensuefrom this assumptionif it is grantedthatadmittingthe
notion of non-conceptuatontentalmostforcesone to assumethat non-conceptuatontent
doesn’tdependon conceptualkontent.Moreover,evenif it mustbe acknowledgedhat the
capacityto practically attribute discursivenormative statusesentails the capacityto be in
conceptuallycontentful states(or in otherwords, that a systemcannothavethe capacityto
practically attribute discursive statusesunlessit also has the capacityto undertakesuch
statuses)this doesn’tconflict with the view that non-conceptuatontentdoesn’tdependon
conceptualcontent. For this implies, at most, that some practical (and non-conceptually
contentful) deontic attitudes (namely, those which consist in practically attributing or
undertakingdiscursivestatusesiiependn the capacityto bein conceptuallycontentfulstates,
whichis exactlywhatonewould expect,f thesepracticaldeonticattitudeswvere«constitutive»
of conceptualcontent, as Brandom’s analysisrequires. It may, however, be feared that
Brandomis precludedirom holding both that practicaldeonticattitudesare non-conceptually
contentfulandthatthey canbe usedto accountfor conceptuatontent,by his view? thatnon-
conceptuatontentis «derived»from conceptuatontent,which alonecanbe «original».This
theworry | wantto addressn the next section.

82— Original, Yet Dependentintentionality?

To dealwith this worry, we shouldfirst ask what the distinction betweenoriginal and
derivativeintentionalityconsistdn, andespeciallywhetherthefactthatakind of intentionality
or contentfulnesss derivative, while someotherkind is original, is supposedo entailthatthe
formerdepend®n thelatter,in the sensehatanyexplanatiorof thefirst would involve either
the secondor an explanatiorof the second. Oneobvioussuggestioris thatsomethingcounts
as derivatively intentional when its being intentional dependson somethingelse’s being
intentional,andasoriginally intentionalwhenits beingintentionaldoesn’tdepencon anything
else’sbeingintentional.Now, this cangeneralizein at leasttwo differentways:

3 A view which he shareswith Davidson,and generally,with all thosewho hold that thought

dependson language.
* In otherwords, | submitthat X dependson Y if andonly if it is impossibleto accountfor X
without eitherinvoking Y or beingin a positionto provide an accountof Y aswell.
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(1) anintentionalsystemcountsasderivativelyintentionalwhenits beingintentional(its
capacityto bein contentfulstatesdepend®n someothersystem’sbeingintentional,
andasoriginally intentionalwhenits beingintentionaldoesn’tdependon any other
system’sbeingintentional

(2) a (conceptually or non conceptually contentful) state/performancecounts as
derivatively contentful when its being contentful depends on another
state/performance’being (either conceptuallyor non-conceptuallyontentful,and
as originally contentful when its being contentful doesn’t dependon any other
state/performance’seing (conceptuallyor non-conceptuallyrontentful.

And none of theseseemsto imply that if non-conceptuakontentis derivative and
conceptuatontent,original, thennon-conceptuatontentdependson conceptuaktontent;for
noneimpliesthatif non-conceptuatontentis derivativeandconceptuatontent,original, then
no intentionalsystemcanhavethe capacityto be in non-conceptuallgontentfulstatesunless
it alsohasthe capacityto be in someconceptuallycontentfulstaté. However,this may not
be a very significantobservationgiventhat neither(1) nor (2) seemdo captureexactlywhat
is involved in sayingthat non-conceptuaintentionalityis merely derivative (and conceptual
intentionality, original).

Accordingto (1), to claim that non-conceptuaintentionality is derivativeis to say that
all intentionalsystemswvhich havethe capacityto bein non-conceptuallgontentfulstatesare
suchthattheir havingthis capacitydependon someothersystem’shavingthe capacityto be
in (conceptually or non-conceptually)contentful states, and to claim that conceptual
intentionality is original is to saythat no intentionalsystemwhich hasthe capacityto be in
conceptuallycontentful statesis such that its having this capacity dependson any other
system’shavingthe capacityto bein (conceptuallyor non-conceptuallyontentfulstatesBut
this cannotpossibly be what Brandom meansby «derivative»and «original»; for on this
understandingt would follow from the socialcharacteof intentionality,thatboth conceptual
intentionality and non-conceptuaintentionality are derivative,and that neitheris original.

Accordingto (2), to claim that non-conceptuaintentionality is derivativeis to saythat
all non-conceptuallgontentfulstates/performancesesuchthattheir contentfulnesslepends
on the (conceptuabr non-conceptualgontentfulnes®f someotherstate/performancendto
claim that conceptualintentionality is original is to say that no conceptuallycontentful
state/performands suchthatits contentfulnesgepend®nthe(conceptuabr non-conceptual)
contentfulnessof any other state/performanceBut on this understanding,conceptual
intentionality will probablyturn out not to be original, since (unlesscontentturns out to be
thoroughly atomistic) it is likely that many conceptuallycontentful states/performancesre
suchthat their contentfulnesgslependon the (conceptualbr non-conceptualgontentfulness
of someother state/performanceMoreover,this samereadingwould lead one to hold that
non-conceptuahtentionalityis derivativeevenif it shouldturn out thatthe contentfulnes®f
all non-conceptually contentful states/performancesiepends on the non-conceptual
contentfulnes®f someother state/performancéand neveron the conceptuakontentfulness
of any state/performance).

®>  And we have agreedaboveto understandhe claim that non-conceptuatontentdependson

conceptuaktontentasimplying just that.
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It is becomingapparenthatthesesuggestionsail to takeaccountof the factthattheidea
behindsayingthat non-conceptuaintentionality is derivative,is thatit is somehowderived
from conceptuaintentionality.A betterway to capturewhatis intendedwould thusbeto say
eitherthat

(3) non-conceptuaintentionalityis derivative(with respecto conceptuaintentionality)
if and only if all intentional systemswhich have the capacity to be in non-
conceptuallycontentful statesare such that their having this capacitydependson
someother system’shaving the capacityto be in conceptuallycontentfulstates

and

(4) conceptuaintentionalityis original (with respectto non-conceptuaintentionality) if
and only if no intentional systemwhich has the capacityto be in conceptually
contentfulstatesis suchthatits havingthis capacitydependn any othersystem’s
havingthe capacityto be in non-conceptuallycontentfulstates,

or that

(5) non-conceptuaintentionalityis derivative(with respecto conceptuaintentionality)
if andonly if all non-conceptuallyontentfulstates/performancese suchthattheir
contentfulness depends on the conceptual contentfulness of some other
state/performance

and

(6) conceptualintentionalityis original (with respecto non-conceptuaintentionality)if
and only if no conceptually contentful state/performanceis such that its
contentfulness depends on the non-conceptual contentfulnessof any other
state/performance.

Since it has been grantedabove that conceptualcontentdependson non-conceptual
content,in the sensethat no systemcan havethe capacityto be in conceptuallycontentful
statesunlessit alsohasthe capacityto bein non-conceptuallgontentfulstatesandgiventhe
socialcharacterof intentionality, it follows that conceptuaintentionalityisn’t original either
in the senseprovided by (4), or in the senseprovided by (6). On the contrary (on the
assumptiongust mentioned) conceptualntentionalityturnsout to be derivativewith respect
to non-conceptuaintentionality (when «to be derivative with respectto non-conceptual
intentionality»is understoodn the way suggestedy (3) or (5)).

As far as| can see,however,the fact that non-conceptuatontentdoesn’tdependon
conceptualcontentwouldn’t preventit from being derivative (with respectto conceptual
content)eitherin the senseprovidedby (3) or the senseprovidedby (5). Actually, (5) boils
down to (3), on the assumptiorthat non-conceptuatontentdoesn’tdependon conceptual
content.

On thesereadingsthen,it would turn out that (i) conceptualntentionalityis derivative
with respectto non-conceptuaintentionality, in virtue of the fact that it dependson non-
conceptualcontent (and that contentis essentiallysocial), and that (i) non-conceptual
intentionality could be derivative with respectto conceptualintentionality, eventhoughit
doesn’tdependon conceptuaktontent.This may help to makesenseof the suggestiorthatit
would not necessarilybe inconsistento hold that non-conceptuaintentionalityis derivative
with respectto conceptuaintentionality while denyingthat non-conceptuatontentdepends



SORITES Issue#13 — October2001.1ssN 1135-1349 12

on conceptualcontent.But there still remainsto make senseof the claim that conceptual
intentionalityis original.

Thisis easierthanthe precedingemarksmight suggestTheonly thingto dois to restrict
exclusionof thedependenceelationto intentionalsystemswvhich areat oncecapableof being
in non-conceptuallgontentfulstatesout incapableof beingin conceptuallycontentfulstates,
thus:

(7) conceptualntentionalityis original (with respecto non-conceptuaintentionality)if
and only if no intentional systemwhich has the capacityto be in conceptually
contentful statesis suchthat its having this capacitydependson the fact that any
other systemlacking the capacity to be in conceptuallycontentful stateshas the
capacityto be in non-conceptuallycontentfulstates.

As far as | can see, this yields an intuitively plausible sensein which conceptual
intentionality probablyis original, andin which its beingoriginal wouldn’t conflict with the
fact thatit is yet dependenbn non-conceptuaintentionality.

To round up this discussionjet’s now ask on what groundsone could be temptedto
claim thatnon-conceptuahtentionalityis derivativewith respecto conceptualntentionality.
It seemdo methat(in Brandom’sand Davidson’scasesat least)the motivationfor this view
comesmainly from the interpretationis{or phenomenalistprinciple accordingto which any
stateor performancecanbe contentfulonly insofaras (andin virtue of the fact that)it is or
can be treatedas such (i.e., insofar as it has been conferredsome contentby a set of
practices)togetherwith the feeling that (i) intentionalsystemdacking the capacityto bein
conceptuallycontentfulstatescannothavethe capacityto engagen any «content-conferring»
practice(i.e., to practicallyattributeany relevantnormativestatus) andthat (ii) suchsystems
(e.g.,non-linguisticanimals)thereforecountasintentional(if atall) only in virtue of the fact
that other systemswhich are capableto be in conceptuallycontentful states treatthem as
capableo bein (non-conceptuallyyontentfulstatesandattributesuchstatego them.In other
words, this attitudeseemsdo reston the convictionthat only systemswhich havethe capacity
to be in conceptuallycontentfulstatescan havethe practical attitudeof treatinganythingas
contentful. Thusthe intuition behindthis talk of «original»and«derivative»intentionality (in
the contextof an interpretationistperspective)may well be that an intentional system(as
opposedo akind of intentionality,suchasconceptuabr non-conceptuahtentionality)counts
as derivatively intentional when it lacks the capacity to treat anything as contentful or
intentional(i.e., to attributecontentor intentionalityto anything),andasoriginally intentional
when it hasthis capacity.At leastthis seemsto fit nicely with the way in which | have
proposedo understandhesenotions,in (3) and(7) above.Accordingto what hasjust been
suggestedf non-conceptuahtentionalitywereto satisfy(3), andto countasderivativewith
respectto conceptuaintentionality, it would haveto bein virtue of the fact thatall systems
havingthe capacityto be in non-conceptuallycontentfulstates(whetheror not they arealso
capableto be in conceptuallycontentfulstates)are suchthat they havethis capacityonly in
virtue of the fact that somesystemswhich havethe capacityto bein conceptuallycontentful
stategreat themas havingthis capacity. And asfor conceptualntentionality,it doessatisfy

& Whichis notto saythatall systemsapableof non-conceptuahtentionalitywould thereforecount

asderivativelyintentionalsystemsfor amongthese somewould be capableconceptuaintentionality
as well. Hence,the claim that somesystemis originally or derivatively intentional should not be
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(7), andthis is in virtue of the fact that no systemhavingthe capacityto be in conceptually
contentfulstatesis suchthatit hasthis capacityonly in virtue of the fact that somesystem
lacking the capacityto be in conceptuallycontentfulstates(but havingthe capacityto bein
non-conceptuallycontentfulstates)treatit ashavingthis capacity.

Now, the ideathat no systemis capableof treatinganything,in practice,as contentful
unlessit hasthe capacityto be itself in someconceptuallycontentful states(on which the
view that non-conceptuaintentionalityis merely derivativerests,in part) strikesme both as
guestionablgor at leastin needof further argument)and as little more than an empirical
conjecturelt shouldat leastbe pointedout that Brandom’sprogramitself requiresthatit be
possibleto practically attributesome(non-discursive nhormativestatusesithout havingthe
capacityto be in any conceptuallycontentfulstate.And if this is right, thenit is hardto see
why only systemscapableof conceptualthought could have the capacityto practically
attribute (non-conceptuallyrontentfulstates.

Thus, the claim that non-conceptuaintentionality is merely derivative (with respectto
conceptualintentionality) seemsinsufficiently supported,even from within Brandom’s
perspectiveBut whatis moreimportant,in the presentcontext,is (i) thatrejectingit would
not involve renouncingall forms of interpretationismand (ii) thatit is in any caseperfectly
compatiblewith the claim thatnon-conceptuatontentdoesnot dependon conceptuatontent.
For the latter is the claim that a systemcould havethe capacityto be in non-conceptually
contentfulstateswithout havingthe capacityto bein any conceptuallycontentfulstate while
the claim that non-conceptuatontentis derivativeamountsto the claim that no systemcan
havethe capacityto bein non-conceptuallgontentfulstatesunlesssomeother systemhasthe
capacityto be in conceptuallycontentfulstates.t follows that one could explainconceptual
contentin termsof non-conceptuatontentevenif the latter were derivativewith respectto
theformer.It would not be exaggeratetb suggesthatif interpretationisndoesn’trequirethat
non-conceptuahtentionalitybe derivative,thenits opponentsaretherebydeprivedof one of
their strongestargument.

Onepotentialproblemwith the suggestiorthatBrandom’spracticaldeonticattitudesmay
have non-conceptuatontentmay howevercomefrom the fact that, in casenon-conceptual
contentcouldbe accountedor in non-normativeerms,onewould run therisk of beingforced
to concludethatit is, afterall, in non-normativeratherthanin normativetermsthat content
hasbeenaccountedor. In otherwords,Brandom’snormativismwould thenthreaterto change
into its opposite(but wouldn’t that be very hegeliar?).

Thereis a sensen which any explanationpresupposesonceptualintentionality, just in
virtue of the fact that to explain anythinginvolves a piece of discursivethinking. But this
obviously isn't enoughto make it objectionably circular to appeal to non-conceptual
intentionalityin accountingfor conceptualntentionality (and sinceonly systemswho enjoy
conceptualntentionality could setthemselveshe task of accountingfor it, suchcircularity
is in any caseunavoidable).The main thing is thatto attribute non-conceptuaintentionality
is not yet to attribute conceptuaintentionality,andthatit is conceivablehat somesystems
be ableto havenon-conceptuallgontentfulattitudeswithout beingableto haveconceptually
contentfulattitudesor perhapsventhatsomesystemsnight be ableto havepracticaldeontic

confusedwith the claim that conceptualnon-conceptual)ntentionality is original (derivative)with
respectto non-conceptuajconceptualjntentionality.
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attitudes(conceivedas a specialkind of non-conceptuallycontentfulattitudes)without their

capacityto havesuchattitudesbeingsufficientto makethemcapableof beingin conceptually
contentful states(e.g. becausetheir use of this capacity doesn’t exhibit the right kind of

structure).

83— Original Intentionality in Practice and in Theory

My aim in this sectionis to see how and to what extent Brandom’s brand of
interpretationisndepartsfrom Davidson’sview thatone canbe a thinker only if onehasthe
conceptof a concept.

Ononenaturalreadingof Davidson’sviews, he holdsthata necessargonditionof having
the capacityto be in any intentional stateis having the capacityto attribute such statesto
others,whereto attributeanintentionalstateinvolves(not just havingsomepracticalattitude,
assuggestethy Brandom but) masteringhe conceptf a contentful intentionalstate.In other
words,to attributean intentionalstate,on this understandingis to be in some(higher-order)
conceptuallycontentfulintentionalstatewhosecontentcanbe specifiedonly by usingindirect
discoursgandthusamountsto thinking or judging that someonehinksthat so-and-so)This
might be encapsulateih the following «principle of intentionalascent»:

(8) If S hasthe capacityto think that p, then S hasthe capacityto think that S’ thinks
thatp.

Insofar as Davidson’sinterpretationisiperspectivamplies that a systemis derivatively
intentionalonly if it hasthe capacityto be in contentful states(i.e. to have «thoughts»n
somegenericsense)without itself being able to attribute such statesto others,this further
claim obviously doesn’'tleaveany room for derivativeintentionality, which could at bestbe
construedas unrealand metaphoricalln this perspectivethe capacityto havethoughts(or
to bein contentfulstates)t all thusgoeshandin handwith the capacityto havehigher-order
conceptuallycontentfulthoughts.

But in view of the fact thatit is certainly possibleto think that p without thinking that
anyonethinksthat p, it seemshatit shouldalso be possibleto attributethe thoughtthat p
without attributing the thoughtthat anyonethinks that p. And if this is possible thenthere
doesn’tseenmto be anyreasorto denythatit is possibleto attributethe thoughtthatp without
attributingthe capacityto havethe thoughtthatanyonethinksthatp. In otherwords,it is hard
to believethat there could be systemswith the capacityto attributethe capacityto attribute
thoughts(in the presentcontext, the capacity to have higher-orderconceptualthoughts)
without the capacityto attribute thoughtssimpliciter (i.e., first-order thoughts)in the first
place.But if thesereally are two distinct capacitiesthereis no reasonwhy such systems
should not also be able to attribute thoughtsto systemsto which they don't attribute the
capacityto attributethoughtsthemselvesThis obviously doesn’tshow (8) to be false,but is
enoughto showthatit’'s not necessaryand cannotbe sustainedas any kind of conceptual
truth, as Davidsonwould haveit), and strongly suggestghatif somesystemshaveoriginal
intentionality (which, in this context,meansthe capacityto attributeintentionalstates)then
it must be possiblethat some systemshave only derivative intentionality (which, in this
context,meansthe capacityto be only in simple,first-order,intentionalstates) Hence,there
seemdo be a sensein which original intentionality depend=on the possibility of derivative
intentionality; that is to say, therewould be no originally intentionalsystemsf they didn’t
havethe capacityto attributederivativeintentionality(i.e., if theycouldn’ttreatsomesystems
ashavingonly «simple»,derivative,intentionality).
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The significanceof this conclusionis not only thatit may go someway towardsdoing
justiceto thecommonsensadeathatnon-linguisticanimalsmightenjoygenuinententionality
evenif it shouldturn outthattheylack any capacityto attributeanyintentionalstatesput that
it may providesomegroundfor holdingthatthe notionof the objectivity of conceptuahorms
must make sense,or at least help to make that notion intelligible. Since a derivatively
intentionalsystemis a systemwhich canbein contentfulstatesput lacksthe capacityto think
thatit (or anything)is in suchstatesthe contentfulstatesof sucha systemmay turn out to
be incorrector inappropriatewithout its having the capacityto recognisethat this is so. To
admit derivativeintentionality is thusto admit that someintentionalstatesmay be incorrect
without the bearerof thesestatesecognisinghattheyare.But if it makessenseo admitthis
possibility, it seemdt mustalso makesenseto admit that one’s originally intentionalstates
may be incorrectwithout one’srealisingthatthey are,andthatif this canhappenthenit can
also happenthat no onetakes(or will evertake)themto be incorrect.

| concludethat the principle of intentionalascentas statedby (8), is untenableBut as
will shortly becomeapparentthis is not to say that other, restrictedforms of this principle
may not be acceptable.

Recallthatonemain differencebetweenDavidson’sperspectivgasjust reconstructively
modified) and Brandom’s,is that the latter allows that to attributean intentionalstate(most
fundamentally,a doxastic commitment) may consist, not in being in any conceptually
contentfulstate butin havingsomepracticaldeonticattitude.In otherwords,while Davidson
takesall attributionsof intentionality as being themselvesonceptuallycontentful attitudes,
Brandomintroducesa distinction betweenattributionsof intentionality which are somehow
«implicit in practice»and consistin taking (certainkinds of) practicaldeonticattitudes,and
attributionswhich are explicit in thoughtor discourse(and involve being in higher-order
intentionalstates,n the form of having higher-orderdiscursivecommitments)This (aswill
soonappeamoreclearly) seemgo be what permitshim to draw a line separatingwo kinds,
or gradespf original conceptualntentionality;thatis to say,to allow thatsomesystemsanay
haveonly the practicalability to attribute (conceptually)contentfulstateswhile othershave
boththis practicalability andthe capacityto makesuchattributionsexplicit (andthusnotonly
haveconceptsut havespecificallymasteredhe conceptof a conceptuallycontentfulstate).

As alreadyremarked Brandom’sprojectof giving anaccountof conceptuatontent(and
discursivedeonticsatuses)n termsof practicaldeontic attitudesprecludesone to take the
latter to be themselvesconceptuallycontentful attitudes,and thus to assumethat one who
practicallyattributessomedoxasticcommitmenis therebydoxasticalljcommittedto anything.
| suggestedabove that taking these practical attitudesto be non-conceptuallycontentful
(insteadof non-contentfulat all) would neither conflict with the view that non-conceptual
intentionality is derivative, nor be objectionablycircular, if it were allowed that a system
might have such attitudes without yet being able to be in or to attribute conceptually
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contentfulstatesat all’. But this suggestiorstill raisesmany other questionssomeof which
concernthe statusof variousforms of intentionalascentwhich are now madeavailable.

As cannow beclearly seenthe principle of intentionalascentasoriginally givenby (8),
canbereadin at leasteightdifferentways,dependingn (i) whethervariousoccurrencesre
taken to refer to conceptualor non-conceptuathoughts,and (ii) whether attributions of
intentional statesare takento involve beingin someconceptuallycontentful state,or being
in some non-conceptuallycontentful state,i.e., dependingon whetherwe’re talking about

«theoretical»(and explicit) or «practical»(andimplicit) attributions.This accordinglyyields
four principlesof theoreticalintentionalascent

(9) If S canconceptuallythink thatp, thenS canconceptuallythink thatS’ conceptually
thinks thatp (i.e., S cantheoreticallyattributethe conceptuathoughtthat p),

(10) If S can conceptuallythink that p, then S can conceptuallythink that S’ non-

conceptuallythinks that p (i.e., S can theoretically attribute the non-conceptual
thoughtthat p),

(12) If S can non-conceptuallythink that p, then S can conceptuallythink that S’

conceptuallythinks that p (i.e., S cantheoreticallyattributethe conceptuathought
that p),

(12) If S cannon-conceptuallytthink that p, then S can conceptuallythink that S’ non-

conceptuallythinks that p (i.e., S can theoretically attribute the non-conceptual
thoughtthat p),

andfour correspondingrinciplesof practical intentionalascent

(13) If S can conceptuallythink that p, then S can non-conceptuallythink that S’
conceptuallythinksthatp (i.e., S canpracticallyattributethe conceptuathoughtthat
p),

(14) If S canconceptuallythink that p, then S can non-conceptuallythink that S’ non-

conceptuallythinksthatp (i.e., S canpracticallyattributethe non-conceptuahought
that p),

(15) If S cannon-conceptuallythink that p, then S can non-conceptuallythink that S’
conceptuallythinksthatp (i.e., S canpracticallyattributethe conceptuathoughtthat
p),

(16) If S cannon-conceptuallythink that p, then S can non-conceptuallythink that S’

non-conceptuallythinks that p (i.e., S can practically attribute the non-conceptual
thoughtthat p).

’ But it mustbe admittedthat Brandomdoesn’'tgive any clearindication that he would embrace

this position,andgivesinsteadthe impression(see,e.g1994: xiii) thatthe practicaldeonticattitudes
that are supposedo institute deontic statusesare to be takenas non-intentionalat all, which is the
sourceof somepuzzlementOn eitherview, however,jt couldbe grantecthatnot any practicaldeontic
attitudeis to countasa practicalattributionof a conceptuallycontentfulstate,or evenof a contentful
statein generalfor not all practicaldeonticattitudesare partof practicesexhibiting the right kind of

structureand complexity. Brandom’s accountwould thereforebe immuneto at least one kind of
circularity.
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Justas the original principle (8) amountsto the claim that all intentional systemsare
originally intentional, these various principles claim either that conceptuallyintentional
systemsor non-conceptuallyintentional systemsare originally intentional. But since an
intentional systemmay countas originally intentionaleitherin virtue of the fact thatit can
makepracticalattributionsof intentionality,or in virtue of thefactthatit canmaketheoretical
attributionsof intentionality, and since a distinction must be made betweenattributions of
conceptualntentionalityand attributionsof non-conceptuahtentionality,we now havefour
differentwaysin which an intentionalsystemmay turn out to be originally intentional.

Now, taking accountof the fact that (i) to conceptually(non-conceptuallyjhink that S’
conceptuallynon-conceptuallydhinksthatp is aninstanceof conceptuallynon-conceptually)
thinking that p, andthat (ii) to conceptuallynon-conceptually}hink thatS’ (conceptuallyor
non-conceptuallythinks that p is to theoretically (practically) attribute the (conceptualor
non-conceptualjhoughtthat p, it will be notedthat eachof (9)-(16) yields a corresponding
higher-orderprinciple as a specialcase:

(9%) If Scantheoreticallyattributethe (conceptuabr non-conceptualthoughtthatp, then
S cantheoreticallyattributethe attitudeof theoreticallyattributingthe (conceptuabr
non-conceptualljhoughtthat p,

(10%) If S cantheoreticallyattributethe (conceptualbr non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,
thenS cantheoreticallyattributethe attitudeof practicallyattributingthe (conceptual
or non-conceptualljhoughtthat p,

(11%) If S canpracticallyattributethe (conceptuabr non-conceptualihoughtthatp, then
S cantheoreticallyattributethe attitudeof theoreticallyattributingthe (conceptuabr
non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,

(12*) If S canpracticallyattributethe (conceptuabr non-conceptualihoughtthatp, then
S cantheoreticallyattributethe attitude of practically attributing the (conceptualor
non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,

(13*) If S cantheoreticallyattributethe (conceptualbr non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,
thenS canpracticallyattributethe attitudeof theoreticallyattributingthe (conceptual
or non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,

(14*) If S cantheoreticallyattributethe (conceptualbr non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,
then S can practically attributethe attitudeof practically attributingthe (conceptual
or non-conceptualljhoughtthat p,

(15%) If S canpracticallyattributethe (conceptuabr non-conceptualhhoughtthatp, then
S can practically attributethe attitude of theoreticallyattributing the (conceptualbr
non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,

(16%) If S canpracticallyattributethe (conceptuabr non-conceptualhoughtthatp, then
S can practically attribute the attitude of practically attributing the (conceptualor
non-conceptualjhoughtthat p.

It goeswithout sayingthatany of thesehigher-orderprinciplescould be true evenif the
correspondindirst-order principle hadto be rejected.

Thesevarious«combinatorial»possibilitiesare of coursenot on a par, and the purpose
of making them explicit is to help to clarify Brandom’sview and how it is related to
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Davidson’s.Hence,the task beforeus is to determine for eachof (9)-(16), how it (andits
higher-ordercorollary) fareswith respecto Davidson’sand Brandom’sperspectivegon the
working assumptionthat practical deontic attitudesare non-conceptuallycontentful). This
fortunatelyturnsout to be lesspainstakingthanit might seem.

In the presentlarger setting, it can easily be seenthat (9) is the only readingof the
original principle of intentionalascenftthe onegiven by (8)) which accordswith Davidson’s
claim that all intentionality is conceptualand original) intentionality,and which providesa
plausibleway to understandhis well-known claim thatno onecanbeinterpretableunlessone
is an interpreter(i.e., unlessone hasthe conceptof a thought,andis a theoreticalattributor
of intentionality).By contrastBrandomclearly rejectsnot only this principle®, but all of (10)-
(12) aswell (thatis to say, all forms of first-order theoreticalintentionalascent),since he
holds that it is possibleto have conceptual(or for that matter, non-conceptualthoughts
without havingthe capacityto makeany explicit, «theoretical»attribution of intentionality’.

It shouldhoweverbe emphasizedhat eventhoughhe rejects(9), Brandomcould (and
probablywould) acceptits higher-ordercorollary (9*), thusendorsingthe claim that no one
can have the capacity to theoretically attribute thoughts unless one has the capacity to
theoreticallyattributethis very capacity(which is oneversionof the Davidsonianclaim that
no onecanbe aninterpreterunlessonehasthe conceptof aninterpreter) As far asl cansee,
(10*) likewise seemscompatiblewith everythingBrandomsays,thoughit remainsunclearto
what extenthe would be preparedto endorseit (and how plausibleit really is). And asfor
(11%)-(12%), they clearly areexcludedby Brandom’sclaim that onemay havethe capacityto
practically attribute intentional stateswithout yet having the ressourceso make explicit,
theoreticalattributions(i.e., by Brandom’sdistinction between«merelyrational»and «fully
logical» conceptuallyintentionalsystems).

Let’'s now turn to the «practical»forms of intentionalascent(13)-(16) and (13*)-(16*).

Clearly, sinceBrandomwishesto maintainthat all conceptuallyintentionalsystemsare
originally intentional, while allowing that some of them may yet lack the capacity for
theoreticalattributionsof intentionalstatesthis leaveshim no choicebutto endorsg13) (and
(13*) with it). This actually provideshis version of Davidson’sclaim that no one can be
interpretablewithout being an interpreter,one in which being interpretableis restrictedto
being«conceptuallysinterpretableandbeinganinterpreteris restrictedto beinga «practical»
interpreter.

Furthermorethe argumentl gaveabove,to the conclusionthat no one could havethe
capacityto attributeintentionalstatesat all unlessonehasthe capacityto attributederivatively
intentional states, strongly suggeststhat (on the assumptionthat derivatively intentional
systems,if any, must be capableof non-conceptuaintentionality) (14) should also be
acceptablefor whatit says,in effect,is that no one could haveconceptuathoughtswithout
having the capacityto practically attribute non-conceptualhoughts,andit hasalreadybeen
grantedthatno onecould haveconceptuathoughtswithout havingthe capacityto practically
attribute at least conceptualthoughts.But as with (10%), it is hard to tell to what extent

8 Eventhoughit is perhapdessclearly untenablethan (8).

® It shouldalsobe pointedoutthat(11)-(12)areincompatiblewith the assumptior{madein section

6) that non-conceptuaintentionality doesn’'tdependon conceptuaintentionality.
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Brandomwould be preparedo endorsg14), eventhoughit seemsompatiblewith his views.
It all dependon whetherthe capacityto practically attributeconceptuathoughts(which all
conceptuallyintentionalsystemanusthave,accordingto Brandom)shouldbe takento imply
the capacityto practically attributenon-conceptuathoughts.

Insofar as Brandomis committedto acceptthat intentional systemswhich have the
capacityto be in non-conceptuallycontentful statesneednot havethe capacityto attribute
(evenpractically) any intentionalstate,he clearly mustrejectboth (15) and (16). Moreover,
it would seemthatif (asBrandomclaims)one may be ableto practically attributethoughts
without being able to theoretically attribute them, then (a fortiori) one may be able to
practicallyattributethoughtswithout beingableto practicallyattributetheoreticalattributions
of thoughts;andhence that (15*) probablymustbe rejectedaswell. The samedoesn’thold
for (16*), however,which is compatiblewith Brandom’sviews.

The upshotof this discussionis that Brandomis clearly committedonly to (13)-(13%),
thoughnothing (so far) seemsto precludehis acceptancef (9*), (10*), (14), (14*) and/or
(16*). Notethatonly two of thesg(namely,(9*) and(10%)) areformsof theoreticalintentional
ascentandthenonly higher-orderones.Sincein the contextof Brandom'sattemptto explain
conceptualntentionality,it clearlyis practical intentionalascenthatis of primeimportance,
they cansafelybeignoredhere.But perhapst is worth giving a closerlook at (14)-(14*) and
(16%), despitethe fact that they don’t seemto be strictly requiredby Brandom’sexplanation
of conceptualntentionality (and that Brandomdoesn’tpay much attentionto attributionsof
non-conceptuaintentionality).

On thefaceof it, (16*) looks interestinglylesscompellingthanits (Davidsonian)direct
opposite(9*). Indeed,sincepracticalattributionsof thoughts(evenconceptuabnes)are not
(andcannotbe)conceptuathoughtsthereis no obviousreasonwhy the capacityto practically
attribute(evenconceptualjhoughtsshouldentailthe capacityto practicallyattributepractical
attributions of thoughts.

Furthermoregiven thatin Brandom’sterminology,the following specialcaseof (16*):

(17) If S can practically attribute the conceptualthoughtthat p, then S can practically
attributethe attitude of practically attributingthe conceptuathoughtthat p,

would translateas:

(18) If S canhavethe practicaldeonticattitudeof takingS’ to be doxasticallycommitted
to p, thenS canhavethe practicaldeonticattitudeof taking S’ to havethe practical
deonticattitudeof taking S to be doxasticallycommittedto p,

to endorse(16*) would imply that to be involved at all in discursivepractice(i.e., to have
conceptuathoughts)requiresthatthe participantshavethe capacity,not only to keepdeontic
scoreson eachother, but alsoto keepscoreson eachother’'sscores.etc... But this raisesa
problem,insofarasto keepscoreon the scorekept by S mustbe somethingdifferent from
keepingscoreon S’s (higher-ordergdiscursivedeonticstatusegsinceby hypothesispractically
attributing a doxasticcommitmentis not having oneselfany doxasticcommitment).Perhaps
this point could be dealtwith by taking practicaldeonticattitudesto be commitmentsof a
non-discursivekind (taking in practicea performanceas correctmight commit and not only
dispose pneto sanctionit), a coursewhich, asfar asl cansee,is not precludedby the non-
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circularity condition (and accordswith someof Brandom’sremarks®). However, it would
still be hardto seehow such higher-orderattitudescould neverthelesde purely practical
attitudes,if this is meantto imply thatthey mustbe suchthatthosewho havethemmay yet
lack the capacityto havecorrespondingloxasticcommitmentgasBrandomseemgo require).

Another potential problemwith (16*) stemsfrom the fact that the following alsois a
specialcaseof it:

(19) If S canpracticallyattributethe non-conceptuahoughtthatp, thenS canpractically
attributethe attitude of practically attributingthe non-conceptuathoughtthat p,

andthatto endorsdt would thuscommitoneto the view that no systemcould haveoriginal
non-conceptuaintentionality without having the capacityto treat,in practice,othersystems
asthemselve£njoyingoriginal non-conceptuaintentionality (i.e., as practicalattributorsof
non-conceptuaintentionality); a capacitywhich one would perhapsnot wantto grantto all
systemswhich are capableof practically attributing non-conceptuathoughtswithout being
capableof havingconceptuathoughts(if thereare suchsystems)Of course this would not
be much of a problemfor Brandom,sincehe deniesthat therecould be any suchintentional
systems.

But evenif (16*) hasto be rejected(which is by no meansclear), it might still be the
casethatall intentionalsystemsof someinterestinglyrestrictedclassarerequiredto havethe
(higher-order)capacityto practically attribute practicalattributionsof thoughts.Indeed.,it is
easilyseenthat, on the plausibleassumptiorthatif no onecanhavethe capacityto practically
attribute the attitude of theoreticallyattributing the thoughtthat p unlessone also hasthe
capacityto practicallyattributethe attitudeof practicallyattributingthe thoughtthat p, (13*)
(andhence(13)) entailssomethingbetween(13*) and (16*), namely:

(14*) If S cantheoreticallyattributethe (conceptualbr non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,
thenS can practically attributethe attitude of practically attributingthe (conceptual
or non-conceptualjhoughtthat p,

(in Brandom’sterminology: if S can be doxasticallycommittedto someone’shaving the
thoughtthatp, thenS canhavethe practicaldeonticattitudeof taking someoneo practically
attributethe thoughtthat p).

It would be highly interestingto be ableto argueaswell thatonly intentionalsystemsof
someinterestinglyrestrictedclasscanhavethis (higher-order)capacityto practicallyattribute
practicalattributionsof thoughts,e.g.,to establishthe claim that:

(20) If S canpracticallyattributethe attitudeof practicallyattributingthe thoughtthatp,
thenS cantheoreticallyattributethe thoughtthat p,

which would restricthigher-ordempracticalattributionsto what Brandomcalls «fully logical»
intentionalsystems;or perhapsonly the weakerclaim that:

(21) If S canpracticallyattributethe attitudeof practicallyattributingthe thoughtthatp,
thenS canhavethe conceptualhoughtthat p,

19 However,this would requirecommitting oneselfto the claim that evennon-conceptuatontent

is essentiallynormative;andthis would needsomejustification.
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which would restrict them to conceptually(but not necessarilyfully logical») intentional
systemsin eithercase,jt would haveto be granted(asexpectedthatsomepracticalattitudes
(namely higher-ordeones)aresuchthatonly conceptuallyntentionalsystemsanhavethem.
It has howeverto be observedthat the weakerclaim (21) would seemto be of special
significanceonly if it could alsobe shownthat:

(22) If S can havethe conceptualthoughtthat p, then S can practically attribute the
attitudeof practically attributing the thoughtthat p,

somethingwhich doesn’tfollow from any of the forms of intentionalascentwhich haveso
far beenconsideredput to which Brandommay well be committed.

Enoughhasbeensaid,| think, to demonstrat¢hatthe hypothesighatBrandom’spractical
deonticattitudesareto be takenasnon-conceptuallyontentfulattitudes thoughprima facie
coherentand appealing,raisesa number of intriguing and potentially fruitful questions.
Exploring themfurther would howeverrequiresomethingwhich | don’t yet have,namely,a
substantiatheory of non-conceptuatontent®*
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METAPHOR AND MEANING
Alec Hyslop

How do we manageo understandnetaphors®o we understandhem?What arethey?
What kind of meaningdo they have?Do they have any? If they do, why are they not
paraphrasable?

| beginwith whatl amsureabout.Metaphorsare,indeed for practicalpurposeselliptical
similes:thoughnot all metaphorscanbe given the surfaceform of a simile, they all involve
comparisons.Metaphors, of course, are not reversible, but neither are similes. Our
understandin@f a metaphoronly beginswhenwe realisethattheliteral sensas not the point
(or the only point) of the utteranceThe sameis true of similes.In eachcasewe haveto make
what we can of the utteranceHow we do this is the samefor both figures. What we make
is the samein eachcaseandsubject(evenif not subjected}o the samecontroversiesBoth,
as RobertFogelin has put it, expressfigurative comparisonssimiles explicitly, metaphors
implicitly.

How do we unravel metaphorsaf rumour is claimedto be (like) a diseasethen we
comparehetwo. However,we proceedoy looking at diseaseandseeingwhatsalientfeatures
might be attachableio rumour. This orderis crucial. We are interestedn what featuresare
believed to be attachedto diseasewhether or not they are. Context might determine
attachability, particularly in poetry. We also needto move from talk of objectsto talk of
words; not becauserumour and diseaseare funny objects,but becausenve work with the
words. As we go about(and about)construingthe metaphoreverythingthat canbe donein
the objectmodecanbe donein the verbalmode,but thingscanbe donein the verbalmode
that cannot be done in the object mode. Words refer so we retain our objects, odd or
otherwise,but words havetheir own features particularly their allusive power. The Church
of Englandasthe Tory Party at prayerwould be neededto underpinour responseso the
claim that Marxism-Leninismwasthe CommunistParty of Australiaat prayer.

But what do we emergewith from this exercisein comparison3hat doesa metaphor
give us?Do we emergewith a metaphoricameaningor two, or more?Whatkind of meaning
would a metaphoricaimeaningbe? If we come out with no more meaningthan the literal
meaningwe wentin with, do we comeout with a new way of seeing,or experiencing?hat
metaphorsare comparisonsdoes not give us answersto such questions.Someonesays
«Rumouris adisease»Salientfeaturef diseasarecontagioranddamageandthesefeatures
seem«attachable>xto rumour. So hasit beenclaimedthat rumouris a diseaseand, more
particularly, a social diseaseand harmful (evenfatal, potentially)?Or havewe beeninvited
to try thinking of rumourasa diseasepr to havethe experienceof contemplatingumouras
contagiousand harmful; or to entertainthat thought; or, to have that thoughtentertainus?
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Knowing how we manageto respondappropriatelyto this metaphorjnsofaraswe do know
this, doesnot help us to decidebetweentheseoptions.

Thefundamentatlisagreemerdboutmetaphoiis betweerthosewho think ametaphorical
utterancehasa meaningotherthan, or in additionto, its literal meaning,and thosewho do
not (mostfamouslyDonald Davidson).But thereareimportant,thoughlesserdisagreements.
Are metaphorsa caseof speaker'sneaning?0r do the words usedmetaphoricallyhave,on
that metaphoricaloccasion,a meaningother than their normal, literal sense”oes sucha
meaningattachto the metaphoricalutteranceas a whole or to a word or words in that
sequencef words?Is the literal meaningretainedor discarded?

| havenot talked of specialmetaphoricmeaning.That seemgo offer no additionto the
embarrassmendf choicealreadyon offer. However,elucidationof the relevantconceptsis
neededo makesurethe optionsareclear.

‘Inspissated’'meanscomplexly dense’(nearenough)and startedlife asa term of haute
cuisine, so that a traditional Frenchsauceis inspissatedNaturally enoughit expandedts
reachinto the hautecuisine of the intellectual kitchen, so that «This book is inspissated»
meansthat the book in questionis complexly dense.What if, unsurprisingly,sometyro,
hearing‘inspissated’used,thinks it means‘unduly complicated’.They say: «This book is
inspissated»They mean,by sayingthis, that it is unduly complicated.Here is a caseof
speaker'ameaningdivergingfrom whatis normally (standardly)meant.Of course speaker’s
meaningneednot diverge.

What doesthe word ‘inspissated’mean, as usedon this occasion?t means‘unduly
complicated’.What if our neophyte,fresh from a lecture which has beenonly too easily
comprehensiblesays:«Thatwas inspissated»What hasbeensaid, strictly, is that the paper
is complexlydense Whatis meantby the speakeiis thatthe paperwasunduly simple.What
‘inspissated’(the word) meanson this occasionis ‘unduly complicated’.So in this casethe
speaker'sneaningdivergesfrom the standardneaning,andfrom the occasionrmeaning,and
theoccasiormeaningdivergesrom standardneaning Of coursewe needhaveno divergence
at all betweenthe three,and, of course,the terminologyis negotiable Notice that occasion
meaningattachesto a word or words: what the word or words mean on that occasion.
Speaker'smeaningis a matterof what is meantby uttering thosewords on that occasion.
Standardmeaningcoversboth what the words normally meanand what would normally be
meantby utteringthem.

We are not done backgrounding.Take an ambiguousutterance.Standardmeaning
providesmorethanonemeaning Normally, oneof thosewill be whatthe word meanson that
occasion,as used by the speaker.Now take the role that context can play in modifying
standardmeaning.In Mark Antony’s speechin Julius Caesar,when he says, frequently,
«Brutusis an honourableman»,what ‘honourable’meansdoesnot changeasit is repeated.
What he meansthough, by the utterancedoeschange But the contextmakesclearhow the
speechis to be understood,independentlyof any other evidence,with in this case,the
immediatelinguistic context, the repetition of the word ‘honourable’, being crucial. The
contextmight not makethis clear, however.Literary textsin particulararelikely to provide
severalpossiblecontextualmeaningsas candidatedor the author'smeaning.

Let me make sure that contextual meaningis understood,as it occursin ordinary
(non-literary)contexts.Takethe caseof anambiguoussentenceS, with two possiblestandard
meanings,A andB. Soif S is utteredthe speakemight meanA or might meanB. The
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speakemight also meanboth (or neither,asin the caseof irony) or, indeed,whateverthe
speakemhappengo mean.So the occasionmeaningcould be A, or could be B, or could be
A andB, or, whatever.But a choicehasto be madebetweenthe variouspossibilities. The
occasionmeaningwill be just one of thesepossibilities;viz. A, or B, or A and B, or,

whatever Speaker'sneaningallows for variouspossibilitiesin termsof whatmight be meant
by uttering S, but, asin the caseof occasionmeaning,must choosebetweenthem. Since
context,linguistic andnon-linguistic,bothaddsandremovesossibilities,contextuaimeaning
offers comparablepossibilities for consideration.However, contextual meaningdoes not

involve a choicebeingmadebetweenthe possibilities.All areequallyinstancesf contextual
meaning,of what might be meantby uttering that (ambiguous)entencegiven the context.
Not all, of course needbe equallylikely to havebeenwhatwasin fact meant,andwhatwas
in fact meantmight not be predictablegfrom the context,beingtotally idiosyncratic,andsonot

a caseof contextualmeaning.

In the caseof aliterary text, somewould opt for speaker’snmeaning(providedit fitted the
text) asgiving the correctcontextualmeaning(interpretation);somethe contextualmeaning
thoughtto bethe mostaestheticallysatisfying;somewould think it wrongto makeanychoice.
But all the interpretationswould have equal standingas contextualmeaningsof that text,
providedeachfits thattext. Rejectednterpretationgemaincontextualmeaningsof thattext,
of what might havebeenmeantby that text, given the context,linguistic and non-linguistic.

Sowe now havethe possibility of a four way divergencethoughit remainsthe casethat
we neednot haveanydivergencelt is importantto seethatoccasiomrmeaningandcontextual
meaningcan diverge,both from one another,and from speaker’'smeaning(and, of course,
from standardmeaning).A specific,non-linguisticcontextmight limit, or addto, what might
be meantby and within a text, given what the words meanor might mean;and, of course,
speaker’'smeaningmight be gloriously or ingloriously private,indeed,idiosyncratic.Notice
that it is only occasionmeaningthat can attach a divergentsenseto a word or words.
Contextualmeaningis at onewith speaker’'smeaningin generatingnot word meaning,but
what might be meantby an «utterance»¢onceivedasencompassing text, or stretchof text.
Thoughcontextualmeaningis distinctfrom speaker’'smeaning,contextincludesthe speaker,
andone (or more) of the contextualmeaningamight be what the speakemeantin particular
cases.

We needthesefour conceptsof meaningfor the ordinary, non-metaphoricatange of
linguistic facts. They offer enoughoptions for metaphoricalmeaning,though contextual
meaningdoesnot seemto be amongthe optionson offer in the writings on metaphor.

Sufficiently backgroundedye can now returnto the variousdisagreementsThere are
thosewho believemetaphoricalitterancedavenon-literalmeaningrangedagainsthosewho
believe that metaphorshave (at most) literal meaning.This is the big disagreementThe
former group divides betweenthosewho are for speaker'smeaningand thosewho are for
occasiormeaning(word meaning).Thereseemso bevirtually universalagreementhowever,
that metaphorsare not paraphrasabléat any rate, interestingmetaphorsare not).
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But why arethey not paraphrasableRavidson is triumphantlyclear: given the absence
of any meaningotherthanthe literal thereis nothingto paraphraseWith oneboundJackis
free. Whereaghoseespousingsomeform of metaphoricameaningseemto struggleto have
any answer, he has the knock-down answer to why metaphorical utterancesare not
paraphrasable.

However,Davidsonwould seemto havewhatmanywould seeasa knock-downproblem.
If we losemeaning,do we not losetruth?If we losetruth, do we not lose metaphorSurely
metaphorganbetrue, eveninterestingmetaphorsWherethereis meaningtherecanbetruth.
Devoid of meaning,Davidsonis devoid of truth.

To decidefor or againstDavidsonl needfirst to considerthe choice confrontingthose
attractedio metaphoricaimeaning.This hasheretoforebeenthat betweenspeaker'sneaning
and occasionmeaning,betweenSearlemost famously on the one hand,and Beardsleyand
Black on the other.Various objectionshavebeenadvancedgainstmetaphoricameaningas
speaker’'ameaning,but they can be exemplifiedby Beardsley’sobjections.

He claimsthat speaker'smeaning(as utterer’'smeaning‘cannotaccountfor our ability
to interpretmetaphoricaéxpressionevenwhenwe know thattherelevantpropertiesverenot
meantby any utterer.” In addition, he claims that occasionmeaning(my terminology)fits
betterwith the movefrom live metaphorto deadmetaphor;andwith the fact that thereis a
continuity between metaphorical «<senses»and literal senses;and with the fact that
metaphoricaksensesbehavan manyof the samewaysasliteral senseskor example... we
candevisemetaphoricakquivocationsxp.11). He alsoinsistson the «rule-guidedcharacter
of literary interpretation»(p.11).

Whattheseobjectionsall tradeon is surelythe essentiafreedomof speaker'smeaning,
indeed its possible total arbitrariness. This freedom is, however, incompatible with
metaphoricalutterance.You cannotdecreethat your utterancebe a metaphorby fiat. Your
utterancecan,indeed,be totally idiosyncratic,andrisk, or court, beingincomprehensibleyut
it cannotthenbe a metaphorNo morethana raisedeyebrowcana metaphorexist by itself.
It needsalinguistic contextthatwill sustaina metaphoricainterpretationlin thisit is different
from ironic utterancewheremy insistencehat| am speakingronically may be treatedwith
incredulity by all and sundry,but no matter;| caninsist,andit is possiblethat| am.

So speaker’'smeaningis ruled out for metaphorslt is too wide. Of course,speaker’s
meaningmay be the sameasmetaphoricakmeaning»n a particularcase but a metaphorical
«meaning»mayforceitself on usin anothemparticularcase whetheror not sucha «meaning»
was,or couldhavebeen the speaker'sThewordsthemselvessometimegperhapswith alittle
helpfrom thenon-linguisticcontext,invite ametaphoricainterpretationSospeaker’sneaning
is also too narrow. But if metaphorical«meaning»is seenas contextual meaning,and
generatedy the context,linguistic and non-linguistic,thenit is not speaker'smeaningiit is
not loose,andit is not vulnerableto Beardsley’sobjections.

! DonaldDavidson,What MetaphordMean’, Critical Inquiry 5 (1978):31-47;reprintedin Sheldon
Sacks(ed.)On Metaphor(Chicago:University of ChicagoPress;1979).29-45,especiallyd4-45.Page
referencesreto Sacks.

2 Monroe Beardsley,Metaphoricalsenses’No(s, 12 (1978),3-16.
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It is true thatmetaphoricalitterancehasthe potentialto be highly specific,dependingn
thefeaturesof thatparticularoccasionijts circumstancesandparticipants Sucha momentfor
metaphorcan,indeed,pass.But the dependencen the wordsremains.Evenso, the outsider
may well be at a loss, not knowing the particular circumstancesContextualmeaningstill
coverssucha metaphoricabitterancebecausef its dependencen thewords,on thelinguistic
context.

If metaphoricalmeaningis not speaker’'smeaning,is it a caseof occasionmeaning;a
matterof what the word, or words meanas usedon that (metaphoricaljpccasion?

Surely attachingsuchnew sensesvould be ex postfacto? Facedwith a text we make
what senseof it we can,asa text, asa whole. What might be meantby this text, by this or
that passageby particularwordswithin the text? What might be meantby particularwords,
given all the other words, and whateverelseis germaneVe work with, and within, the
context. We need answersat this level before there could be any chanceof assigning
metaphoricalmeaningsto individual words, and assigning such meaningsis what the
alternativeto contextualmeaningdemands.

Also, we are not always able to assignmeaningto individual words. Often metaphor
works with phrasesasthe relevantunit andit seemsstrainedto attacha new meaningto the
phrasewherewe are unableto do so for the individual words making up the phrase.Such
casesarehandledstraightforwardlywithin contextualmeaning:aswhatis meant,or might be
meant,by utteringthe phrase.

A fortiori, if we think we shouldwork on thelevel of sentenceghencontextuaimeaning
seemghe naturalway to go, andl think we shouldaccepthatwe work no lower thanon that
level. Take GeorgeHerbert'stwo lines from his poem,Virtue: «Only a sweetand vertuous
soul,like seasonetimbre, nevergives».Try attachingnew sense$o someof thesewords,as
opposedo thewholequotation.Thesoundsof words,therhythms,allusions,(bothnternaland
external)all go to requireat leastthe sentenceasthe minimal unit to which a new meaning
or meaningscould be attached.

If thatis acceptedthen what would be wrong with attachinga new senseto George
Herbert'slines?Whatwould bewrongis thatthis caseof sentenceneanings unlike standard
sentencaneaning,and unlike divergentsentencemeaningas it otherwiseoccurs.Here the
sentences a whole acquiresa new senseor sensesut not the individual words. Whatever
understandingve haveof this kind of sentenceneaningseemgparasiticon our understanding
that what is meantby uttering a sentencemay be different from what is normally meant.
Insofarasit is thoughtto be a distinct notion, it is not surprisingthat this hasled to notions
of a specialkind of meaning,andthento a specialkind of (metaphorical}ruth. Contextual
meaningcarriesno suchdanger beinga particularcaseof something’sbeingwhatis meant,
or might be meant,by uttering (in this case)a sentencewherespeaker'smeaningis another
suchparticularcase.Thereis, therefore ,nothing mysteriousabouteither of thesecases.

Socontextuaimeaningshouldbethe choicefor metaphoricameaningHowever,Searle’s
choice, speaker'smeaning,is in fact profferedas possiblespeaker’'smeaning® So perhaps
contextualmeaningis nothing more thanthat: possiblespeaker'sneaning?ot so: possible

3

John R. Searle, ‘Metaphor’, in Andrew Ortony (ed.) Metaphor and Thought (Cambridge:
CambridgeUniversity Press,1979),92-123.See93.
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speaker'smeaningscastfar too wide a net to catchmetaphoricalmeaning,which is found

only in contextswhich includea linguistic context.Also, possiblespeaker’'smeaningsvhich

are candidatesor metaphoricaimeaningare so only becausehey are contextualmeanings.
Becausehey are somethinghat could be meantby the relevantutterancegiven the context,
thenthey could possiblybe meantby a speaker.Suchspeaker'smeaningsare parasiticon

contextualmeaning.n addition,thereis no guaranteeghata contextualmeaningwill be such
that it might, in fact, be utteredand meantby a speaker.There might be sometaboo, or

mental barrier or whatever.Again, contextualmeaningis the prior notion, and a possible
speaker’'smeaningis so only becauset is a contextualmeaning.So: a possiblespeaker’s
meaningcan qualify asmetaphoricameaningonly insofarasit is a contextualmeaning,and

cannotqualify unlessit is a contextualmeaning.

So metaphoricalmeaning had better be regardedas contextual meaning. However,
accordingto Davidsonthe only meaninga metaphoricautterancehasis its literal meaning.
Thereis more.Metaphorshaveno cognitivecontent,no cognitivecontentwhatever although,
given that it would seemthey sharethis featurewith pictures,perhapsthey might yet be
allowed to be useful. Davidson’s banishmentof metaphoricalmeaning seemsintuitively
implausible,after all we think metaphorsanbe true or false,andwe run themin arguments
andinferences.

Davidson’s extendedbroadsideagainstmetaphors’involving any meaningother than
literal meaningis conducted,in fact, as a broadsideagainstany notion that words have
meaningother than their literal meaning.Speaker'smeaningis not mentioned,never mind
contextuaimeaningHowever the positive Davidsonpicturethatemergesn the courseof the
broadsidemakesit unlikely that eitherspeaker’'smeaningor contextualmeaningwould shift
him.

Accordingto Davidsonwe areto respondto the metaphorto give ourselvesoverto it.
The effectsthe metaphomproducesn us arewhat matters.Notably, ‘thereis no limit to what
a metaphorcalls to our attention and much of what we are called to notice is not
propositionaincharacter’(p.44). What mattersis the experience.That is why thereis no
meaningotherthanthe literal; thatis why metaphorsrenot paraphrasabléeMetaphormakes
usseeonething asanother...Sincein mostcasesvhatthe metaphopromptsor inspiresis not
entirely, or evenat all, recognitionof sometruth or fact, the attemptto give literal expression
to the contentof the metaphoris simply misguided’(p. 45).

But metaphorseemto be capableof beingtrue or false,andthey cannotbe so andlack
meaning Now Davidsonis happyto acceptthat metaphordoesleadusto noticewhat might
otherwisenot be noticed,andthereis no reason supposenot to saythesevisions,thoughts,
andfeelingsinspiredby the metaphoraretrue or false’ (p. 39). However,he insiststhat ‘the
sentencef which metaphorsoccuraretrue or falsein a normal,literal way, for if thewords
in themdon’t have specialmeaning,sentenceslon’t havespecialtruth. This is not to deny
that thereis sucha thing as metaphoricatruth, only to denyit of sentences(p.39).

Why should it be thought that meaningwhich is other than standardwill produce
non-standardruth?If it is a differentconceptof meaningthenthe consequenceight follow,
justasif metaphoricaieanings mysteriougshenmetaphoricatruth mightbe mysteriousBut
speaker'smeaningis not mysterious,nor is it a different conceptof meaning.Standard
meaningis, of course differentfrom speaker'sneaningbut thatis not becauseherearetwo
different conceptsof meaning.Why shouldspeaker’'smeaningproduceonly speaker’'sruth?
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What might be meantby sucha claim? Speaker'smeaninggives us no cluesto what might
be meantby speaker’s«truth».

Perhapsve shouldregardDavidsonashavingdonenothingotherthanrejecttheideathat
metaphoricalsentencesacquire new meanings.So interpreted,he would be happy with
metaphoricalmeaning otherwise understood.However, that would bring the problem of
paraphraseéback again, and also seemsincompatiblewith his positive characterisatiorof
metaphor.Perhapshis view is that metaphormay causeus, for example,to seethat some
thoughtis true. But that would be oneonly of many possibleeffects,andwould be an effect
of the metaphor,not intrinsic to it. The inspired thought could be called true, not the
metaphorwhile the inspiredvision could only metaphoricallybe calledtrue.

Is heright, sointerpretedhosewho attachmetaphoricameaningio wordsareclaiming
thatthewordson thatoccasiorof their usehavea meaningotherthantheir standardneaning.
Just as the word ‘inspissated’, used by someonewho has the wrong notion of what
‘inspissated'meanswill havea senseotherthanits standardsenseTheywill also(generally)
meanby the utterancejn which no doubt‘inspissated'will be the starturn, somethingother
thanwhatis standardlymeant.If they haveexpressedin so doing, the belief (say) that my
categorisatiorof meaningis unduly complicatedthen their claim is, of course,false,while
whattheyhave(strictly) said(thatit is complexlydensemight by somebethoughtto betrue.
Surely,here trueis true andfalseis false,andthe twain areno morelikely to meethere,than
they areanywhereelse.

Anotherexampleof nonstandaraneaning’sallowing for truth, is irony. Someonesays,
of an embarrassinglyelementarypaper,that it was inspissatedand opines,by sayingthat,
somethingike thatit wasembarrassinglglementarySomeoneould disagreeandthink the
opinion false, or agreeand think it spot-ontrue. This is surely plain old, boring old truth,
spot-onor otherwise.

Truth hasbeenattachedn thesetwo examplesn the one caseto sentencegas uttered)
andin the otherto what hasbeenmeantby utteringthe sentenceln the examplesgyiven, the
point againstDavidsoncould havebeendriven homethis way: what hasbeen(strictly) said
(thatthe paperwasinspissatedis notwhatthe sentenceneansjn Unduly Complicated’scase,
nor what is meantby the sentencein the caseof Complexly Dense’sironic utterance But
whatis, in fact, meantcould aswell, thoughno better,have beensaid directly. Why then,
giventhis equivalenceshoulddirectopining be true or falsebut its deviantsibling be denied
this excitement?

It is true that metaphordiffer from the examplesabovein thatthey are (generally)not
paraphrasabléut beingparaphrasables neithernecessaryor sufficientfor truth. ‘This little
roosteris red’ is not paraphrasabld.pluck this examplefairly randomlyfrom manyon offer.
‘Rhett Butler wasa gentleman’Dalziell is adrongo’.‘He’s a ratbagbut he’s me mate’. But
it might be thoughtthat metaphorsarein principle, if they are so, not paraphrasablénhy,
though,shouldthis difference,if indeedit exists,haveasa consequenceat suchmetaphors
haveonly literal meaning?Trying to explainwhat a ratbagis, in practiceis very like trying
to explainwhata metaphormeansWe grope,andcontinueto grope,neverdoubtingthatwe
know.

Thoseclinging to this difference,shouldconsidersomeliteral comparisons:She looks
like Bette Davis’, whereit is known how Bette Davislooks, will beloadedwith information,
which cannot,in principle, be paraphrased. might well say,finally havingfound this Bette
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Davis look-alike, all hope suddenlygone:‘She doesn’tat all” More was meantby saying
what was said, thanwas said.

This talk of meaningshouldnot be resisted.Someonas claimedto be like a colleague,
wherethe contextmakesclearthatwhatis beingclaimedis thatthey arekind. Thereshould
be no uneasen treatingthis asa caseof speaker'sneaningwherewhatis meantby saying
‘He is like Alec’ is thatthe personis kind. Now this is paraphrasabléyut whatif the claimed
likenessis in respectof my unusualwalk. Thenl think they meanmore by what they have
saidthanthey havesaid, but that moreis not paraphrasable.

Thereis, then, no problemin principle in metaphorsmeaningother than their literal
meaning;nor is therea problemin principle in what they meanor might meannot being
paraphrasablenor in their being true or false. However, Davidson seemsto have the
advantagehathe hasa clearexplanatiorfor metaphorsiot beingparaphrasablaiothingother
thanthe literal is meant,so thereis nothingto paraphrase.

Searlebelievesthatmetaphorsreintrinsically not paraphrasablébecausewithout using
the metaphoricalexpressionwe will not reproducethe semanticcontentwhich occurredin
the reader’'scomprehensiomwf the utterance’(p.123).But this would seemto hold equally of
ironic utterancesndthey do not seemto be intrinsically not paraphrasable.

Black refersto Toynbee’s'No annihilation without representation’and saysthat this
‘could no doubt be spelled out to render his allusion to the familiar slogan boringly
explicit...[but]...somethingf theforceandpoint of the original remarkwould thenhavebeen
lost.” However,it would not be boring to someonewho did not know of the allusion, and
would surely be egregiousratherthan boring to thosewho did. Once again,though,ironic
utterancewould turn out not to be paraphrasablen this test.

What theseexamplesdemonstratds that we should not confusea metaphor’sbeing
paraphrasablwith its beingreplaceablavithout loss.A poemis not replaceabléy a literal
paraphraself the poem has meaning,what is meantby the poemwould not exhaustthe
featureghat makeit a poem,makeit valuable.No moreis the claim thatsomeoneas AC/DC,
replaceableyet it is no troubleto saywhatit means.So a metaphorcanhavemeaningeven
thoughthereis moreto a metaphorthanits meaning.

So why are metaphors generally not paraphrasable?Consider a feature of
non-metaphoricalanguage:Red’ enableausto referto an elementof our colour experience.
‘Bette Daviseyes’allowsusto referto sucheyes.However,'It's red’ isn’'t paraphrasablend
intrinsically so, becauseat depend®n thelink with experienceas,for anotherexample does
ourunderstandingf whata burningpainis like. The experienceanbe pickedout, but cannot
be put into words. The way someondooks canbe picked out, but cannotbe put into words.
Metaphorsenableusto pick out morecomplexfeaturesof reality. It hasbeenclaimedthatthe
tangois a metaphorfor the way menandwomenrelate.If it is indeedso thenthat view of
anaspecbf reality,andhowit is experiencedhasbeenpresentedy the metaphorput cannot
otherwisebe presented.

Metaphorscanmakevery specificlinks with featuresof reality. Leavethe metaphorical
utterancethe samebut changeits context,thenit haschanged.The metaphoronly existsin

4

192.

Max Black, ‘How metaphorsvork: a reply to DonaldDavidson',in Sacks(op.cit.),181-192.See
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context, so the metaphoricalutterancecan be the sameand the metaphordifferent, if the
contextis different. What metaphorsconveyis a singularity.

Is therestill aproblemfor thedevotee®f meaningSimonBlackburnthinksso, stressing
that metaphorsare open-endedindefinite. Referringto Romeao’scalling Juliet the sun, he
claimsthatour responseéo the metaphoris quite open-endedShakespearseedhavehadno
definite rangeof comparisonswvhich he intended,and it is quite wrong to substitutesome
definite list and supposéhe explorationis complete.The metaphoris in effectaninvitation
to explorecomparisons.

But it is notassociatedvith anybelief or intention,let aloneany setof rules,determining
whenthe explorationis finished.’

Thefirst point to makeon indefinitenesss that literal meaningscan be indefinite. Any
literary text canreceivemorethanoneinterpretationlt is not thoughtthat thereis a limit to
the numberof possible,even sensible,even eminently satisfying interpretationsNor is it
thoughtthatthis meanghatcomplextextslack meaning.By parity of reasoningthe fact that
thereneednot be just one«meaning»to a metaphorjs no reasorfor denyingthat metaphors
have meaning. They can have «meanings»so they can have meaning. Presumablythe
controversieghat surroundthe interpretationof texts will gatherroundthe interpretationof
metaphorsis therea correctinterpretation?js it the author’'s?;andso on andso on.

If it is insistedthatthe indefinitenesghat attachedo metaphorattachego the individual
indefinitenes®f thelist of comparisonsatherthantherebeingan indefinite numberof lists;
to theindividual «<meaningsratherthanarangeof «meanings»theresponsés thatthis feature
is alsofoundin literal languageOpen-textureandfamily resemblancarerelevanttheoretical
notionsthatimmediatelyspringto mind.

Anotherresponséo the indefinitenesgproblemis this, usingthe «comparisonsapproach
for illustration. That A is like B neednot tell usmuch.In context,thatA is like B might tell
us a good deal, to the extentof shockingus, by way of telling us, via a literal comparison,
that A is evil. But the informationmight be lessspecific.In context,thatA is like B tells us
thatA hassomeof the salientfeaturesof B, warmheartedo a fault etc.,but doesnot pick out
just which of thosefeaturesA shareswith B. Contextis generallyimportanthere,as much
to rule out asto rule in possiblefeatures.Figurative comparisonsexhibit the samerange
within the informative band.The relevanceof thesefactsto the indefinitenessssuedoesnot
dependon acceptingthe «comparisonsapproachAll thatis neededor their relevances the
indefinitenesgossiblein that approach.

SusanHaackhasstressedhe cognitive usefulnes®f metaphorandshehasemphasised
that'it is preciselybecausenetaphoricalstatementsre unspecificor open-texturedhatthey
are apt for representinghovel conjecturesin their initial and undevelopedstages,and for
promptinginvestigationof whatmight be specificrespect®f resemblance’’Shehasoutlined
elsewheren somedetailthe exploratoryusefulnes®f metaphoby way of herrecountinghow
sheworkedherway towardsher «foundherentism»andthe indispensiblerole playedin that
by the notion that ‘the way a person’sbeliefsaboutthe world supportone anotheris rather

®  SusarHaack,SurprisingNoises:RortyandHesseon Metaphor’ AristotelianSocietyProceedings

New Series88 (1987/1988)293-301.See299.
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like the intersectingentriesin a crossword?® The responsesabove accommodatethese
importanttruths.

The attentionjust givento indefinitenesshouldnot be seenascountenancinghe degree
of open-endednes® a metaphor’sinvocationsthat Robert Fogelin has characterisedas
allowing a ‘drift into the Davidsonianvoid’ (p.112)of possiblecomparisongor experiences
or whatever).Any open-endedness metaphoris alwayssubjectto constraintssometimes
powerful constraints Fogelin hasdone a splendidjob of elaboratingthe role of contextin
shapingthe interpretationof metaphor mostmarkedlyin the way a poemsetslimits to our
understandingf its metaphorgseepp.108-112).

Which brings me backto contextualmeaning.l havearguedthat if meaningotherthan
literal meaningnhabitsmetaphorijt hasto be contextuaimeaningnot speaker’'sneaningnot
word or sentencemeaning(occasionmeaning).I am now able to claim more boldly that
metaphorglo havemeaningotherthanliteral meaningandthatthis is contextualmeaning.If
metaphorsare to be allowed the possibility of being true, then metaphorshad better have
meaning.

Alec Hyslop
<A.Hyslop@latrobe.edu.au>

®  SusanHaack,'Dry Truth and RealKnowledge’,in Hintikka (op.cit.), 1-22. See18.
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THE JUSTIFICATION OF DEDUCTION
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81. The Problem

It has been a long-standing claim of Michael Dummett that deduction poses a
philosophicalproblemof its own justification. Accordingto him, when philosopherssetout
to look for ajustificationfor our practiceof inferring, they wantan explanatiorof the validity
andfruitfulnessof the rulesof inferencethatwe acceptasvalid andfruitful. The fruitfulness
of valid deductiveargumensimply meanghatnewknowledges gainedin thetransitionfrom
the argument’spremisesto its conclusion.Another way of expressingthis is to say that
knowledgeof the conclusionof the arguments not entailedby knowledgeof its premises.

Probablythe first philosopherto recognizethe essentialfruitfulness of deductionwas
Frege: For him, understandinga proof always requiresa creative act of forming new
conceptsvia the processof carvingthe thoughtsexpressedby its variousstepsin evernovel
ways. Frege’sinsight was meantto accommodatehe undeniablefertility of mathematical
proof but it was neverdevelopednto a systematicexplanationof fruitfulness.This may be
dueto the fact that his recognitionof both the validity andthe fruitfulnessof logic createda
tensionin his philosophy.For crucial to the Fregeanexplanationof validity is the ideathat
articulatedthoughtsexist independentlyof us so that their logical relations (for instance,
entailment)obtain or not no matterwhetherwe graspthemor not. But if a pair of thoughts
is to standin therelationof logical consequencthennotall of their possiblepartitioningsinto
constituentsenseswill be allowed. Validity mustthereforeimposecertainways of carving
eachof thethoughtsin a proofinto its respectiveconstituentsThatthis is soin Frege’sview,
however,seemdo go againsthis own explanationof fruitfulnesssincethis latter forcesupon
us the opposite,apparentlyvery anti-Fregearpicture of conceptformation, namely,that of
proofs as producingnew concepts—oisensesas Fregewould say.

Following Frege, Dummett also claims that deductionis essentially fruitful. As |
understandt, his argumenftor this claim is the following. If we do notassumehateachcase
of deductionis—evenif sometimesnfinitesimally—fertile then there would be no way of
explaining the numerousobviously fruitful proofs in mathematicg. One of Dummett’s
preferredexampless that of Euler's famousproof of the impossibility of an uninterrupted
routethatcrossesverall the 7 bridgesin eighteencenturyKoénigsbergwithout crossingany

1

See,for example,Fregel950, par. 88.

2 This canbe foundin Dummett1973b,p. 297 andalsoin Dummett1991, pp. 175-6.
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one of them twice? Before the proof was found, there was alreadya way of checkingthe
conclusionof Euler'sargumentwhich proceededy enumeratingll the finite manypossible
routesand showingthat eachone of themrequiredthat at leastone bridge be crossedwice.
What Euler discoveredwas a new and more elegantmethodfor proving this. He gaveus a
new way of representingan arbitrary seven-stegoute. Similarly, Cantor inventeda new
methodfor constructinga real numberwhich is different from all the denumerablymany
rationalnumbersbetween0 and 1. But could we not equally well explainall thesecasesof
undeniablefertility of deductionin termsof the non-preservatiownf the triviality of the basic
deductive stepswhen they appearlinked togetherin an innovative proof? Or maybe by
claiming that what makesthemreally surprisingis the introductionand later elimination of
unexpectegremises?

| take it that Dummett would deny that such proposalswere really offering any
explanatiorof fruitfulness.For if the notionof atrivial deductivestepis to meanthatthe step
is suchthatthereis no epistemicgapbetweerthe step’spremisesandits conclusion then,to
usethe analogybetweenepistemicand spatialdistancewe areleft with no clue asto how a
proof can be fruitful—that is, how therecan be an (in many casesconsiderablegpistemic
distancebetweenits assumptionsand conclusion—qgiverthat it is assumedo consistof a
sequencef deductivetransitionswhosepremises-conclusioapistemidengthmeasuregero.
On the otherhand,if the explanatorilyrelevantnotion for fruitfulnessis that of unexpected
premisesthenit is not at all clearhow the presencef thesepremisescould accountfor the
epistemicgap betweenthe premisesandthe conclusionof many deductiveargumentsWhat
needsclarificationis the epistemicdistancebetweentwo locationsin the deductivechain. A
fruitful assumptioror definition is just a location on our geometricalpicture of fruitfulness.
But we wantto know what makesthe distancebetweentwo locationsin the chainpossible.

The problemof the justification of deduction,as Dummettseesit, is thereforethat of
providing a philosophicalexplanationfor the validity and the fruitfulnessof thoseforms of
argumentwhich are valid and fruitful. It is incumbenton the theory of meaningfor the
language,in his view, to supply such an explanatoryargument.The difficulty is that the
requirement®f eitheroneof themseento conflict with therequirement®f the other:validity
seemsto demandthat the conclusionbrings in nothing new with respectto its premises
whereadruitfulnessseemso requireexactly the opposite’ This is how Dummettexpresses
the puzzle:

For it [deduction]to be legitimate,the processof recognisingthe premisesas true must alreadyhave
accomplishedvhateveris neededor the recognitionof the truth of the conclusion;for it to be useful,a
recognitionof its truth neednot actually havebeenaccordedo the conclusionwhenit wasaccordedo

3 SeeTerquem& Geronol851,pp. 106-119for the Frenchtranslationof Euler’spaper(1736).

4 One attemptto dismissDummett’s problemwas madeby SusanHaack (1982, pp. 225-227).
Accordingto her, the tensionbetweenthe requirement®f validity andfruitfulnesscanbe relievedif
we distinguishbetweentwo sense®f deduction.Thefirst is that of deductiveimplication, which she
characterizesas the relation of logical consequencdetweenpropositions. The secondsenseof
deductionis that which correspondgo the intentional act of making an inference,which she calls
‘deductiveinference’.Haack’sclaim is that validity is a propertyof deductiveimplicationswhereas
fruitfulnessappliesonly to deductiveinferencesThis strikesmeasincorrect,sincedeductiveinferences
canalsobe evaluatechsvalid or not; neithercanl seewhy the pair of predicatesfruitful/non-fruitful’
could not be attributedto deductiveimplications.
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the premisesOf course ho definite contradictionstandsin the way of satisfyingthesetwo requirements:
recognisingthe premisesastrue involvesa possibility of recognisingthe conclusionastrue, a possibility
which will notin all casesdeactualisedYet it is a delicatemattersoto describethe connectiorbetween
premisesand conclusion as to display clearly the way in which both requirementsare fulfilled.

(Dummett1973b,p. 297)

Dummett maintainsthat only a molecularisttheory of meaning can deliver such a
harmonious explanation of validity and fruitfulness. Generally speaking, a meaning
molecularistbelievesthat the meaningof a word or a sentences fixed by a linguistic unit
which is well shortof all the language His opponentin this debateis the meaningholist,
someonavhom Dummettrepresentasdenyingthatfor eachword or sentencef a language
thereis a groupof sentencethe knowledgeof whosemeaningss sufficientto determinethe
meaningof the mentionedword or sentenceln other words: the meaningholist doesnot
believe that each expressionof the languagesplits the set of sentencesf which it is a
constitueninto a constitutiveanda collateralgroup.Clarification of the constitutive/collateral
terminologyas appliedto words and sentencess well as of Dummett'sreasonto maintain
thattheholist cannotreconcilethe validity with thefruitfulnessof deductiomnow requiresthat
we getinto the detail of the controversybetweenmolecularismand holism.

82. Molecularism versusHolism

The terms ‘molecularism’ and ‘holism’ will be usedhere to designatetwo mutually
exclusive positionsin the philosophy of languageconcerningwhat should be taken as a
sufficient basisfor fixing the meaningof eachexpressionof a language But how can the
notion of the basisfor fixing meaningor its equivalents—foiinstance unit of meaning—be
cashedout? Quine? in his well-known criticism of the logical empiricists’ criterion of
empiricalsignificance madea very strongcasefor the thesisthatlinguistic contentcannotbe
attributedto sentencesn isolation but only to a larger linguistic unit, which he sometimes
identifieswith ourlanguageandsomeothertimeswith our presentotal scientifictheory.This
is so becausein Quine’s own terminology sentencesdo not face the tribunal of
experience—whichn agreementwith the logical positivists he takesto be the sourceof
linguistic content—piecemeal,e. one by one or evenin small groups.Hence,the unit of
meaningis, accordingto Quine,that minimal linguistic whole to which empiricalcontentcan
be attributedindependentlyof any contentattributionto any largerlinguistic unit.

Another way of spelling out the notion of meaning unit and one in which the
constitutive/collateraldichotomy comes out quite naturally was suggestedoy Dummett
himself. In the openingpagesof his first book on Frege Dummettmentionsa circularity
(certainly known to Wittgensteinin the Tractatusandto Russell)which appeardo threaten
any view thattakessentencaneaningto be explanatorilyprior to word meaning If the latter
is explainedin termsof sentencaneaningby sayingthat it consistsof the contributionthe
word makesto the meaningof the sentencesn which it occurs’ then sentencemeaning
would be circularly characterizedvereit also proposedhat the meaningof a sentencas to

> SeeQuine1951,sections5 and6.

¢  Dummett1973a,pp. 4-5.

” As someonevho acceptsFrege’scontextprinciple (which makesits first appearancén Frege’s

writings in Frege1950,introduction)mustadmit.
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be explainedin termsof the meaningsof its constituentwords. A possibleway out of the
circle is the one which, accordingto Dummett, Fregeuses,namely:to elucidatesentence
meaningn termsof truth-conditionslin this earlybook, Dummettdid not think therewasany
dangerof circularity at the level of understandingknowing the meaningof all the constituent
wordsin a sentencas obviously necessaryandthereforein this senseprior, to knowing the
meaningof the sentence.

In his later work 2 however,Dummett suggestghat the circularity problem discussed
abovecanalsoariseat thelevel of understandindor the anti-atomistconception®f linguistic
contentrecognition(i.e. for thosewho regardasabsurdthe ideathat graspingthe meaningof
words is prior to understandingvhole sentencesn which thesewords appear).The circle
seemsvery present,for example,in the famous Tractarianpassagesvhere it is said that
understandingentencesequiresunderstandingheir respectivenamesandthat knowing the
meaningof eachnamepresupposesnderstandinghe sentencegontainingit.® The problem
is thenhow to spell out a competentspeaker’'sknowledgeof the meaningof a word in such
a way as,on the one hand,to expresst in termsof his primary understandingf sentences
(asshouldbe expectedrom ananti-atomistaboutcontentrecognition)and,on the otherhand,
not to fall into the sentence/wordneaningcircularity. Dummett proposesto tackle this
problem by distinguishingtwo groups of sentencedor each expressionof the English
languageLet us call them, respectively the expression’sonstitutiveand collateralgroup®
The first consistsof all the sentencesontainingthe expressionwvhich togetherprovide the
basisof our understandingt. The secondgroup comprisesall the othersentencesontaining
the expressionijt is called collateralgroup becausainderstandingny sentencéelongingto
this secondgroup requiresa prior understandingf the expressiorin question.Hereis what
Dummettsaysaboutthe constitutive/collateradlistinction:

the priority of sentence-meaningverword-meaningequireshe understandingf a word to consistin the
ability to understandertain sentencesyr more exactly,at leastsomeof the sentencesf a certainrange,
in which it occurs.(...) The compositionalprinciple demandghat, for any given expressionye should
distinguishbetweentwo kinds of sentencecontainingit. An understandingf the expressiorwill consist
in the ability to understandepresentativeentencesf the first kind and doesnot, therefore precedethe
understandingf sentencesf thatkind. By contrast,an antecedentnderstandingf the expressiorwill
combinewith anunderstandingf the otherconstituenexpressionso yield anunderstandingf a sentence
of the secondkind, which demandsan understandingof the expressionbut is not demandedby it.

(Dummett1991, p. 224)

Laterin the sametext, Dummettaddsthat the constitutivegroupof a word mustcontain
the simplest sentencescontaining it, whereasthere is no limit to the complexity of the
sentenceghat can figure in the word’s collateral group. He illustratesthis with the word
‘fragile’: while the sentencethisplateis fragile» shouldbe partof its constitutivegroup,«I'm
afraid | forgot that it was fragile» should belongto ‘fragile”s collateral group. Dummett
equatesunderstanding word with the ability to understandhe simplestsentencesontaining
theword. Accordingto him, thisis the pictureonegetsif hetakesthe moleculariststandpoint

8 Forinstancejn Dummett1991.

°  Wittgenstein1922:3.263,3.3.

10 Theterminologyis not Dummett’s.| took it from a paperon meaningholism by Eric Lormand

(1996).
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on the issueof recognitionof linguistic content.Thatis, if he insiststhat knowledgeof the
meaningof a word doesnot requiremorethanunderstandin@ sufficiently small fragmentof
thelanguageAll the sentencesontainingthe word which aresituatedbeyondthe boundaries
of this fragmentdo not contributeto fix its meaning;on the contrary:a previousknowledge
of the word’s meaningis necessaryn orderto understandhem.

Thatthereis for eachword sucha fragmentwell shortof the totality of languagds what
the meaningholist wantsto deny.Although he may acceptthat sentenceneaningis—atleast
partially—determinedy the meaningof its constituentwords plus the sentence’syntactical
structure the holist will takeissuewith thethesisthatword meaningis alwaysdeterminedoy
an appropriatefragmentof the languageconsistingof logically non-complexsentencesHis
rejectionof thethesismay takevariousforms. A moreradicalholist might, for example hold
thatthe meaningof any sub-sententiagxpressions fixed only by the whole of the linguistic
network. Echoing a familiar sort of holism aboutbelief, sucha holist would say that the
contentof any word or sentencecanonly be individuatedin the contextof the totality of its
linguistic web; any smallerunit would leaveits meaningsubstantiallyundeterminedQuine’s
holism, for instance hasbeeninterpretedin this way* A moderateholist might, however,
rejectthe molecularistthesismerely on the groundof his belief that the meaningof a new
sentences not completelydeterminedoy the constitutivegroupsof its respectiveconstituent
wordsandadequatéypotheseaboutthe sentence’syntax.This kind of holistwill bewilling
to allow for the possibility thatthe new useof the sentencée trackeddown to a new useof
oneor more of its constituentwords. Davidson’slinguistic holism seemgo me to be of this
latter moderatevariety?

Dummett’spurely constitutiveway of characterizinghe constitutive/collateratlistinction
andthereforethe molecularist/holistlichotomydoesnot seento meto beentirely satisfactory.
By ‘purely constitutiveway’ | meanto point out that his renderingof the distinctionis in
terms of what constitutesa speaker’'sgraspof the meaningof a word. His answerto this
constitutivequestionappealso an ability to understandcertainsimple sentencegontaining
the word. My uneasinesswith Dummett’s route to establishthe constitutive/collateral
distinction relatesto what | taketo be a gapin his explanationof the priority of sentence
meaningover word meaningfor the membersof a word’s constitutive group. If for the
membersof this group sentencemeaningis prior to word meaning,how cana speakerever
getfrom the formerto thelatter?In otherwords,how canhis graspof the meaningof afinite
numberof sentencegverbe sufficientfor the speaketto derivethe meaningof a word they
all havein common?After all, one might say,the kind of understandingf sentenceshatis
at stakefor the membersof the constitutivegroup cannotbe further analyzedn termsof the
understandingf thesesentencestonstituentparts.But, he might insist, if compositionality
andstructuredo not play arole in the graspof the contentof any memberof the constitutive
group, then the non-analyzeccontentof any finite group of sentenceshowevernumerous,
cannoton their own ever yield the contentof any of thesesentencestonstituentparts®?

1 See,for example his celebratedif'wo Dogmasof Empiricism(1951).

12| wasconvincedof this by his paperon malapropismgDavidson1986).

13 Crispin Wright remindedme of this weaknessf Dummett’sdistinction.
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Within theframeworkof Dummett’sexplication theconstitutive/collateradlistinctionthreatens
to collapse.

| reckon the gap in the accountof the constitutive/collateraldichotomy offered by
Dummett can be bridged if we switch from his constitutive perspectiveto a radically
interpretive one. The suggestionis that we considerthe possibility of drawing such a
distinctionfrom the perspectiveof someonewho is trying to learnthe languagefor the first
time. A very illuminating descriptionof theinterpretiveframeworkhasbeenprovidedby Neil
Tennantin the following passage:

Whenwe discernmeaningsaswe learnthe languageit is primarily whole sentencesvthosemeaningswve
work outin context.(...) Sufficiently manysentencetentativelygraspedillow meaningto coagulataipon
the words they havein common.This coagulationof meaningis constrainedby conjectureas to the
structureof eachsentencgyraspedhusfar. The structureof a sentences a matterof how the wordsand
phrasesand clauseshave been composedwithin it. Once global sentencemeaningsplus structural
hypothesesaveconferredmeaningsuponindividual words,the processs thenreversedNew sentences
are understoodon the basisof one’s assignmenbf meaningsto words, and one’s analysisof how the
words are put togetherto makethe sentenceThe possibility in principle of the eventualsuccesf the

compositionamethodis a methodologicaprinciple guiding the languagdearner.(Tennantl987,p.
31)

In this accountthe languagdearner(or radicalinterpreter)startswith hypothesesbout
the contentof the speechactsof his subjectswhich involve whole sentenceghis assertions,
for example)and aboutthe syntacticalstructureand compositionof theseinitial sentences.
From these,he deriveshypothesesboutthe meaningsof the sentencestomponentwords.
Once the latter hypotheseshave been firmly corroboratedby the data, then the initial
hypothesesabout sentencemeaning are no longer needed.For, at this stage (when the
interpreterhaslearnedthe language)the meaningof a new sentenceanalreadybe obtained
from word meaningplus the hypothesesboutthe sentence’structure.ln Tennant’spicture,
this is the stageat which the initial procedureof inferring claims aboutword meaningfrom
hypothesesboutsentencaneaningand aboutsyntacticalstructureis reversed.

To seehow Dummett’'sdistinctionis presupposetty Tennant’'saccount,consideragain
the sentencesvith which his compositionalmethodstarts. Theseare the sentencesvithout
which, accordingto Tennantthe hypothesesboutthe meaningof the words suchsentences
havein commonwould find no support.The contentof thesesentencesonstrainedy suitable
furtherhypothesesbouttheir structurewill eventuallyconvergeanto the contentof the words
in question. Hence the set of initial sentencesmake up their sharedwords’ respective
constitutivegroup. Oncethe sentence®f a word’s constitutivegroup havefully determined
its meaning,which is guaranteedy the succes®f the compositionalmethod,thenany new
sentencecontainingthe word will haveits meaningdeterminedby the meaningof the word
andthe meaningof the sentence’®therconstituenexpressionsastheselatter meaningsare
alreadygiven by the expressionstespectiveconstitutivegroups;all suchnew sentencesvill
belongto the word’s collateral group. Tennant’'sdescriptionof the compositionalmethod
thereforecorrespondgo a molecularistview of language.For only a molecularistwould
maintainthatfinitely manyhypothesesboutsentenceneaningcould evercometo suffice for
the determinationof word meaning.

Tennant's approachalso suggestsa way of escapingthe difficulty mentionedfive
paragraph®ackaboutthe transitionfrom sentencaneaningto word meaning.The problem,
let usrecall, wasthatif understandinghe sentence®sf a word’s constitutivegroup doesnot
involve discerningin thesesentencestontentsany structurethen it appearshat no finite
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amountof constitutivesentencesinderstoodoy an interpreterwill suffice for him to derive
the contentof the word commonto them. According to the compositionalmethod, what
enableshim to infer word meaningfrom hypothesesboutthe word’s constitutivesentences’
meaningsarethe cited additionalhypothesesoncerningthe syntaxof thesesentencesOnce
word meaningis firmly determined,then this kind of understandingof sentenceqi.e.
unstructuredyraspof their content)is no more necessargs,with the reversalof the process,
sentencegan now be understoodon the basisof their constituentwords’ meaningsand of
their composition(i.e. graspof the sentence’sontentasstructuredn a certainway). Thefirst
kind of sentencaunderstandingunstructuredgraspof the sentence’sneaning)is only prior
to word understandingintil the interpreterfinds his way into the alien language at which
point it ceasesto have any application and the direction of priority runs from word
understandingo the secondkind of sentenceinderstandingstructuredgraspof thesentence’s
meaning).Thisis howamolecularistaccounttanavoidthesentence/wordheaningecircularity.

By contrast this discussiorof Tennant'scompositionaimethodalsohelpsus seewhata
holistic picture of meaningwould be like. For all the holist needso rejectis the molecularist
assumptiorthatthe compositionamethodwill eventuallysucceedAccordingto sucha holist,
the interpreterwill neverreacha stagewheresufficient contactwith sentencegontaininga
word utteredby the alienspeakersvill enablehim to settleon a meaningfor thatword which
will determinethe meaningof any new sentencecontainingit exclusivelyfrom the content
of its constituentwords and the way they are put together.The reasonfor this, claims this
kind of holist, is that no matter how many sentencesontainingthe word an interpreter
considerstherewill alwaysbe new sentencesvhoseunderstandingannotbe reducedo the
old meaningof their partsand the way they are combinedtogether.In orderto understand
thesenew sentencesthe interpreterwill haveto revise his previoushypothesesaboutword
meaningand structurein the light of this new datum:a new useof a word. For this sort of
holist a new useof a sentences not alwaysreducibleto the previoususesof the wordsin it.
This meansthat no fixed group of sentencess fully constitutiveof the meaningof any sub-
sententialexpression so that the restis collateral. This holist can make no senseof the
constitutive/collateratlistinction.As seemabove ,oneneednot be morethana moderateholist
in orderto adoptthe view of Tennant'sopponent.

83. Dummett on the Justification of the Deduction

The holist cannot,accordingto Dummett,offer a harmoniousexplanationof the validity
andfruitfulnessof deductionsincehe fails to accountfor validity. And this latter cannotbe
explainedwithin a holistic approacho language Dummettinsists,becausen the contextof
this approachthereis no room for the constitutive/collateradistinction!* The connection
betweenthe availability of this distinction and the possibility of a philosophicalelucidation
of validity is nonethelessot straightforward.Below, | will attemptto makeit explicit by
consideringDummett’'saccountof validity.

83.1. Dummett on Validity

As our interesthereis in deduction,let us start with the questionof how, for the
molecularverificationist,the constitutive/collateratlistinctionappliesto thelogical constants.
His claim is that the constitutivegroup of a logical constantcomprisegust its introduction

14 See,for instance Dummett1973b,pp. 300-305.
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rules™ In a systemof naturaldeduction,eachlogical connectiveis characterizedby a setof
introduction and elimination rules®—a characterizationwhich can easily be shownto be
equivalentto onein termsof the connective’struth-table.

But why doesthe verificationist privilege I-rules? The reasonis this. It is a basictenet
of molecularverificationismthat the meaningof a sentenceonsistsin the canonicalmethod
of verifying it. This method—thesentence’slirect meansof verification—will surelyinvolve
deductiveinferenceif the sentencas not atomic.But in this casewe needonly apply the I-
rulesfor the sentence’sespectivdogical constantsFor instance a sentencdike «6 is even
andis perfect»canbe verified directly via the separateomputation®f the two conjunctsand
posteriorapplicationof the I-rule for conjunction.Theremay be other methodsof verifying
this sentencevhich uselogically more complexsentences—foexample the sentencec<some
perfect numbersare not odd»—or other auxiliary sentencesThink, for instance,of the
verification of Euler’s proof’s conclusion(the sentencexany uninterruptedminimal route
throughKaonigsberg’s7 bridgescontainsmorethan 7 bridge-crossings»)lhe proof givesus
a new methodof establishingthe truth of this sentencewhich proceedsrom the auxiliary
sentencecconsiderany route throughKonigsberg’sbridgeswhich is uninterruptedminimal
andcrossesll the 7 bridges».By contrastthe canonicalmethodof verifying the conclusion
of Euler’s proof exploits only its internallogical concatenatiorof smallersentenceaunits; it
makesexclusiveuse of the introductionrule of ‘any’, which in this caseis equivalentto a
finite conjunction Any non-canonicamnethodor establishinghetruth-valueof sentences—i.e.
those which appealto elimination rules as well—Dummett labels an indirect meansof
verification.

Theconstitutive/collateradlistinctionwith respecto sentencesorrespondén Dummett’s
view to the dichotomybetweendirect and indirect means.” Accordingto him, to know the
meaningof a sentences to know how to verify it directly. All the othermeansof sentence
verification do not contributeto constituteits meaningandthereforebelongto the sentence’s
collateralgroup.Thus,Euler’s proof offersanindirectmeandor verifying its conclusion;the
canonicalmethodof establishingts truth consistsof enumeratingand demonstratingall its
conjunctsandthenusingthe I-rule of conjunction.

Now, whatdoesthe characterizatiowf the constitutive/collateratlistinctionfor sentences
have to do with the homonymdistinction for the logical constants?The following is the
verificationiststory. First of all, as Fregehad alreadyrealized,in orderto give the meaning
of alogical constanit is enoughto presenthe truth table of an arbitrary sentencdor which
it is the main connective.This is equivalentto taking all the sentence$or which the constant
is the main connectiveas membersof the latter’s constitutivegroup. Secondly,accordingto
the verificationist, the meaningof all thesesentencess identified with a direct meansof
verifying themandtheir main constantcontributesto this meansin so far asits respectivd-
ruleswarrantthe transitionfrom the direct methodsof verification for both of the sentence’s
immediateconstituentsentenceso the direct methodof verification for the sentencatself.
Thus,if we know the meaningof «6 is perfect»and «6 is evenx»,thenthis togetherwith the

15 Dummett1991,p. 252.

16 |- andE-rules,for short.

" Dummett1991,p. 229.
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I-rule for conjunctionwill tell ushowto verify «6is perfectandevenxdirectly. Hence within
the molecularverificationistframework,the meaningof the logical constantss fixed by its
respectivd-rules.

Having establishedthis, our next task is to clarify the connection between the
verificationist characterizatiorof the constitutive group for the logical constantsand his
explanationof validity. Dummettclaimsthatthis latter explanationrmustappealto the notion
of a harmonybetweenthe two main aspectsof our practiceof uttering sentenceso make
statementsDeductionis valid, accordingto the verificationist, if the practice of offering
groundsfor an assertedsentence—thataspectwhich is verificationally constitutive of its
meaning—isin harmonywith that of drawing consequencefrom it—the verificationally
collateralaspectof the meaningof a sentenceThus, Dummettsays:

For utterancegonsideredjuite generally the bifurcationbetweenthe two aspectf their uselies in the
distinctionbetweerthe conventiongjoverningthe occasion®n which the utteranceas appropriatelymade
andthosegoverningboththe responsesf the hearerandwhatthe speakeccommitshimselfto by making
the utterance:schematically betweenthe conditionsfor the utteranceand the consequencesf it. (...)
Plainly, therequiremenbf harmonybetweerthesein respecbf sometype of statements therequirement
that the addition of statementof that type to the languageproducesa conservativeextensionof the

language.(Dummett1973c,p. 221)

The quotationis explicit of how Dummettthinks a verificationist should cashout the
vaguer notion of harmony, namely: in terms of the more precisenotion of conservative
extensionThelatterhasa precisesensehowever,only whenappliedto formalizedlanguages.
Thus, of two formalizedmathematicabystemsA andB expressedespectivelyin languages
L, andL; we cansaythatA is a conservativeextensiorof B if andonly if L, extendd_; and
no sentenceébelongingto L, could be deducedrom A thatwas not alreadydeduciblefrom
B. Nothinglike the conceptof deducibility existsfor naturallanguagehough;our reasongor
assertinghetruth of non-mathematicadentencearenormally defeasibldo alesseror greater
extent.But if we cannotspeakfor naturallanguageof conservatismvith respecto provability
with theresource®f the non-extendedanguagehow elsecould conservatisnin this domain
be spelledout?

Dummett claims that the verificationist has a plausible natural languagesurrogatefor
deducibility,namely,the notion of verifiability via whatevermeanss availablefor truth-value
attribution® He suggestshatan extension(NL, , .) of a certainfragmentof naturallanguage
(NL;) is a conservativeextensionof NL; if the incorporationof new methodsof verifying
sentencegropitiated by NL;, ., doesnot changethe truth-value of any sentencealready
verifiable with the resource®f NL;. In otherwords,the newlanguagewhich resultsfrom the
enrichmentof a fragmentof it by new vocabularyis conservativerelative to the latter
fragmentif any sentencewhich is verifiable in the scantedanguage and hencehasalready
a determinatedruth-valueassignedo it, doesnot havethat truth-valuealteredas a result of
the applicationof any new meansof verification madeavailableby the richer language Still
anotherway of putting the verificationist accountof conservativeextensionis this: NL; , .
extends\L, conservativelyf the newvocabularyintroducedby NL; , , doesnot conflict with
that which determineghe meaningof the expressiongnd sentencesf NL;. Now, we know
thatfor the verificationistsentencaneaningis fixed by its direct meansHence,the conflict
we alludedto mustbe betweeran eventuaindirectmeansof verification of a sentencef NL;

8 For example,in Dummett1991,pp. 218-9.
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introducedby NL;, . andits direct meanssupposedlavailablein NL;: thesetwo meanswill
bein conflict if they attributedifferent truth-valuesto the sentence.

Let us illustrate the Dummetian conceptof conservativeextensionwith a counter-
example.Think of NL; as any fragmentof naturallanguageand of NL;, . asthis fragment
togetherwith Arthur Prior’'s famouslogical constanttonk’ which he definedin the following
way:

I-tonk: p E-tonk: p-tonk-q
p-tonk-q q

where‘p’ and‘q’ are sentence®f NL, or NL;,, ..*° Tonk doesobviously not extendNL,
conservativelysinceif we arejustified (by a direct verification, say)in attributingthe truth-
values true and false to two sentencesr’ and ‘s’ of NL; respectively,then with the
introductionof ‘tonk’ thetruth of ‘s’ canbe (indirectly) establisheciswell. The presencef
‘tonk’ would provokea disharmonybetweerthe practiceof groundingassertegentences—for
instance,'=s’ throughits direct means—andhat of drawing consequenceffom asserted
sentences—foexample,‘'s’ as consequencef ‘r'. The lessonto be learntfrom ‘tonk’ is
thereforethe following: the I- and E-rulesof logical vocabularywhich doesnot extendits
respectivelanguageconservativelyin the verificationist senseare to be deemednvalid. As
thelogical constant@arealsoanessentiapartof theindirectmeansof verifying sentence¢via
their respectivd- andE-rules)andasfor the verificationistsentenceneaningconsistsin the
direct means of establishing the sentence’ struth-value, non-conservative logical constants—that
is, thosewhosel- andE-rulesareinvalid—mighteasilyupsetthe meaningof a sentenceSuch
amodificationin sentenceneaningwould consistin the alterationof thetruth-valueconferred
to the sentencebefore the logical constant'sincorporationinto the language Alteration in
sentencemeaningwould in turn be translatedinto an alterationin the meaningsof their
constituentwords. So, if we do not want meaningto changein the transitionfrom suitably
richfragmentsf alanguagdo alargerone—i.e if we sidewith themeaningmolecularist—this
mustbeour reasorfor banningnon-conservativégical constantgrom our linguistic practice.

This is the molecularverificationistaccountof validity. Accordingto Dummett,if one
deniesthe constitutive/collateradlistinctionwith respecto sentencesn the groundsthattheir
variousindirect meansalso contributeto fix the sentencestespectivemeanings—i.eif one
adoptsa verificational holistic position—therhe would be left with no constraintdo impose
on a certain linguistic practice. He would be in possessionof no criterion to exclude
disharmoniougpracticesof inferenceas unacceptabl@and could not explainwhy someother
deductivepracticesarein order.l havearguedelsewheregainstDummett’sclaim thata holist
cannotprovide a satisfactoryalternativeexplanationof validity.?® Here | will review some
of the difficulties the molecularverificationistaccountof validity faces.

Thefirst hasto do with the applicability of the modified notion of conservativeextension
to naturallanguageOnemight complainthat, asthe truth-valueof naturallanguagesentences
can normally not be establisheddefinitively, the verificationist version of conservative

¥ Thisis in Prior 1960,p. 130.

2 In Pinto 1998, chapter7.
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extensionnevitablylosesthe classificatorypowerof theinitial one.Thus,it is highly doubtful
whetherwe could classify ‘tonk’ asverificationally non-conservativé an applicationof the
directmeansof verifying ‘q’ couldonly guarante¢hatwe arefallibly justified in denying‘q’,

while the use of a certain indirect means—viathe defeasible direct verification of

‘p’—establishedhatwe arejustified in assertindq’; thespecificuseof thetwo methodsmight
be blamedinsteadfor the apparentgquasi-conflict. The point is that a defeasiblegroundfor

assertiondoesnot makeroom for a sufficiently preciseconceptof lack of conflict between,
on the one hand,reasondo assertand, on the other,reasongo deny.One applicationof a
methodof verification may give us a reasonto assertwhich a later applicationof the same
method(in a situationwhereour setof backgroundnformationhaschangedmightwithdraw.

A secondlifficulty with the verificationistnotion of conservativeextensionconcernghe
issueof whetherthe meaningof a word can be completelydeterminedby an appropriately
specifiedfragmentof its respectivelanguage As discussedabove,a moderateholist denies
this andone could manifesthis agreementvith him by citing the constanimodificationof the
meaningof naturallanguagaermsby new usesof sentencesontainingit or by the discovery
andconfirmationof new scientifictheories An exampleof the latterwould be, say,the word
‘dog’ before and after the atomic theory becamecommoncurrency.Or think of the word
‘funny’ just before and after it startedbeing usedto signify an odd person.Exampleslike
thesecan be multiplied almostindefinitely. In my opinion, they highlight the point that the
thesisaccordingto which the meaningof a word is totally fixed by a certain group of
logically non-complexsentencesontainingit is, at the very least, highly controversiall do
not want to proffer a final word on this matter here. But if the holist is right about the
irreducibility of the new useof a sentencdo the old meaningsof its constituentwords plus
the sentence’sompositionaktructure thentherewill be no roomfor a constitutive/collateral
distinctionneitherfor sentencesor for words.And without sucha distinctionno sensecould
be madeof theverificationistconceptof conservativeextensionWe mustconcludehencethat
a big questionmark still hangsaboveDummett'sexplanationof validity.

83.2. Dummett on Fruitfulness

As far asthe explanationof the fruitfulnessof deductiongoes,it mustincorporatesome
sort of epistemicgap betweenpremisesand conclusion.Dummettclaimsthat this epistemic
gapcanonly be accountedor by theoriesof meaningwhich allow for a distinctionbetween
truth andthe recognitionof truth. Accordingto him, radicalverificationismoffersthe perfect
exampleof an approachwhich is unableto explain fruitfulnessbecauseof its identification
of the truth of a statementvith its actualverification by whatevermeans(direct or indirect).
The problemis thatthe explanationof validity will requirethe preservatiorof someproperty
of statementswhich this verificationist claims to be that of actual verification. But if
verification of the conclusionreducego the verification of the premisesof an arbitraryvalid
deduction—aghe radical verificationistwould haveit—then therecanbe no epistemicgap
betweenthem.

Dummett acknowledgeghat verificationism runs the risk of being unableto explain
fruitfulness.He suggestshat, in orderto avoid the difficulty discussedn the last paragraph,
thereasonableerificationistshouldmovesomeway towardsrealism,thatis, he mustreplace
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in the characterizationof truth the implausible notion of actual verification by that of
verifiability.?* Consider for example,one of Dummett'spartial characterizationsf truth:

True statementsnustcomprise thoughthey are not necessarilyconfinedto, all thosewhich would have
beenestablishedas true had the relevantobservationdeenmade;‘observation’is, as before,not to be
takenasmerepassiveexposurgo senseexperienceut to include physicalandmentaloperationsandthe
discernmenbf structure(of patterns)In particularwe areableto saythata statements true,in thissense,
wheneverwe can show how observationghat were madecould have beentransformedinto onesthat

would haveestablishedt. (Dummett1991,p. 181)

Truth, in Dummett’'sview, is to be elucidatedcounterfactually:a sentencesS is true if
werewe in a positionto verify othersentencegby observatioror by somementaloperation
like computationor proof), we could therebytransformtheseverificationsinto a verification
of S. In otherpassaged)ummettidentifiesthis possibility of transformationwith a method
of verifying S# Hence truth for Dummettmustbe predicatecbf thosesentencesoncerning
which at leasta methodis known to us for transformingthe direct verification of other
statementsnto a direct verification of S# The necessarygap betweentruth and knowledge
of truth is preservedheinsists,becausa competenspeakewho understand$—i.e.knows
a canonicalmethodof verifying it—may still neverhave,or could neverhave, verified S
directly; besidesif heknowsof anyindirectmeansof establishinghetruth of S,hemayhave
equally neverappliedit.

Once truth has been describedin the above manner, Dummett can then explain
fruitfulnessin the following way. He will saythat knowledgeof the truth of a sentencgsS)
alwaysgoesbeyondknowledgeof the truth of the premisesS is inferredfrom evenwhenS’s
truth is establishedoy a direct means.Of course,there are casesof the use of the direct
verification procedurewhere the gap between knowledge of the sentence’struth and
knowledgeof the truth of the procedure’spremise’smay be infinitesimal as, say, for the
sentence«6 is evenanda multiple of 3». Othercasesof applicationof the direct verification
procedurearenot sotrivial andit would be plausibleto saythattherethe mentionedepistemic
gapis a bit wider. For instance,in the caseof the sentence<10'°’ + 1 is prime».But the
really interestingcasesthe oneswherethe gapis much wider accordingto Dummett, are
thosewheredeductiongivesus a totally unexpectedndirectway of verifying S. Examplesof
thesecasesaboundin mathematicsOne could mentionCantor’sproof aboutthe cardinality

2 Wediscussedhis propertyof statementsn the lastsectionin connectiorwith the verificationist
notion of conservativeextension.

2 For example,in Dummett1973b,pp. 314-16.

#  See,for instance Dummett1973b,p. 314. Thereare, accordingto Dummett,two reasonsvhy
the moderateverificationistnotion of truth musthavesucha convolutedexpressionOn the onehand,
truth cannotbe equatedwith verification by a direct meansbecausethis, as our discussionof the
radicalverificationistshows,would makeit impossibleto explainthe usefulnes®f deductionOn the
otherhand,truth mustbe relatedto the direct methodof verifying statementstherwiseonewould fall
into someversionof verificationalholism. This last contentionis far from straightforwardunlessone
addsthe further assumptiorthat theremustbe a close connectionbetweenmeaningand truth. Such
a connectiorwasfirst renderedexplicit by Fregeand Dummettis preparedo endorset providedthat
truth is understoodaccordingto the moderateverificationistcanon(see,for example Dummett1991,
chapter6).
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of realnumbersor Andrew Wiles’ recentproof of Fermat’slasttheorem For Dummett,there
is a continuum of possible casescovering the whole scale measuringepistemicdistance
betweenpremisesandconclusion;in the mosttrivial casessucha distancewill be extremely
small, whereaghe mostingeniousproofswill be locatedat the otherextremeof the scale?*
The importantpoint is that all casesof the applicationof deductioninvolve someepistemic
distance howeversmall, betweenpremisesand conclusion.This distanceis to be explained
in termsof how novel the deductivetransitionunderconsiderations; thatis, how muchit
divergesfrom thetrivial casesvherethe canonicaimethodof verifying the conclusionis what
connectgleductivelypremisesandconclusionandfrom theevenmoretrivial casesvheresuch
a canonicaldeductionis quite easilyapplicable.The distinctionbetweenrntruth andknowledge
of truth guaranteesthat, although truth is automatically transferredfrom premisesto
conclusionin a correctdeductivetransition,theremay be a quite pronouncecdepistemicgap
betweenthem.

Euler’s proof nicely illustratesDummett'sexplanationof fruitfulness.Recallthat before
the proof was found, therewas alreadya canonicalmeansof determiningthe truth-valueof
its conclusion—thesentence«any uninterruptedminimal route through the 7 bridgesin
Konigsbergcontainsmore than 7 bridge-crossings»Euler discovereda new, indirect means
for transformingthe canonicalmethodof verifying the premise—thesentence«considerany
route over the Konigsberg'sbridgeswhich is uninterruptedminimal and crossesall the 7
bridges»—intoa method of verifying the conclusion. The proof—Euler's non-canonical
method—isour warrantythat the transitionfrom premiseto conclusionis truth-preserving.
Moreover, knowledgeof the proof togetherwith the verification methodfor the premise
provide us with a new route to the recognitionof the truth of the conclusion.Imagine,for
examplethat all the bridgeswere numberedandthat a deviceat eachbridge detectedonly
thatthis bridgewascrossedut did notkeeptrackof how manytimesit wascrossedSuppose
alsoa centraldevicewhich controlledall the bridge cross-detectorandsignaledwhenall the
bridgeswere crossedandalsowhetherthe routewas uninterruptecaswell asminimal. This
seemsa good methodfor verifying the premise(MVP). Now, by Euler’s proof, eachstepin
MVP becomesa stepin a new methodof verifying the conclusion(NMVC). Application of
MVP and of Euler’s elegantprocedureto MVP allows one to establishthe truth of the
conclusiongliminatingtherebythe needto verify thelatterby meansof its cumbersomelirect
method.It is preciselythis newnesshat makesEuler’s proof fruitful.

So, the fertility of a deductiveargumentis to be explained,accordingto Dummett,in
termsof how muchit, whenappliedto the direct methodsof verifying the premisesdeparts
from the direct methodof verifying the conclusion.In the Logical Basis of Metaphysicg®
he claims that this explanationagreeswith Frege’sinsight that the novelty of a fruitful
deductionlies in the fact that a new pattern—anew procedurefor connectingmethodsof
verification, Dummettwould add—hagust beendiscerneda patternthatwasalreadythereto
be discernedNow, we haveseenthatthis supposednsightcreatesa majortensionin Frege’s
philosophy:atensionbetweenthatwhich accordingto him validity requires—thats, thatthe
conceptuaframeworkwe employbeprior to our deductivepractice—andhatwhich herightly
sawasessentiato thefertility of deduction—thabur deductivepracticebe partly responsible

% This is corroboratedfor example by Dummett1973b,p. 297 and Dummett1991,p. 176.

% Dummett1991,pp. 197-199.
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for the creationof new concepts.The questionis: would Dummett’'s agreementwith the
Fregearpicture of the fertility of deductionnot createa similar tensionin his philosophyas
well?

84. Concluding Remarks

In one of his most recent paperson the nature of deductior’® Dummett explicitly
defendsan externalistaccountof deductiveconsequencee stressesis agreementvith the
Fregearpicture of the practiceof inferring asthat of discerningchangesn the patternswe
imposeon reality, wherethe patternsconsistin our judgementsaboutthis very reality. The
mentionedexternalismtranslatesnto the ideathat the possibility of transformationof one
judgementwith a certain discernedpatterninto another—i.e.the possibility of a given
deductivetransition—isintrinsic to thejudgementsn questionandnot createdy our inferring
activities(like, for instancea new proof). The patternsof our judgementsarenotimposedby
us; their multiplicity is alreadycontainedin the judgementghemselvesDummettbelieves
sucha doseof externalismis necessaryf validity is to be accountedor. Otherwise,as he
claims,deductivetransitionswould not be meaningpreservingthe judgementn which the
patternsmust be discernedwould themselveschangein the courseof the transition from
premisedo conclusion.

Dummett’sexternalismaboutdeductiveinferencematchessery well with his explanation
of validity in terms of conservativeextension.Rememberthat, accordingto him, the
requirementhat our logical vocabularybe conservativewith respectiveto verifiability is a
necessaryonditionfor valid transitionsto be meaning-preservingBut this requirementas
we alreadyknow, rulesout the possibility that the meaningof sentencesndwords might be
changedby correct deductions.That is, if the explanationof validity is to appeal to
conservativeextensionthen the discovery of a new deductiveargumentcannotalter our
conceptuaframework.Here, | think, is whereDummett'sview divergesfrom Frege’s.For,
in order to avoid inconsistency,Dummett must deny that the processof devising and
understandingnewproofrequireghedeploymenbf newconceptsThe conceptuabpparatus
doesnot change he would probablyinsist; what variesis our commandof sucha conceptual
network.

The problem with this way of accommodatingvalidity and fruitfulness is that the
explanationof the former is achievedalmostat the expenseof renderingthe accountof the
lattervery unsatisfactoryFor to saythatthefertility of deductiveinferenceresidedn its often
contributing with new methodsfor verifying sentencesvhose possibility is nonetheless
providedfor by our languageamountsto admittingonly a very mitigatednotion of newness:
onethatrestssolely on our cognitivelimitations with regardto seeingpre-existingconceptual
connectionsOn Dummett’sview, a being not subjectto humanepistemicconstraintswho
couldnonethelesmakesenseof our deductivepracticewould notfind it usefulatall. Putlike
this, the molecularverificationistaccountof deduction’susefulnessioesnot look any more
promisingthanthe onein termsof the non-triviality of concatenationsf trivial inferences.
Perhaps Dummett’ s constraint on aplausible explanation of validity—i.e. that deductions should
be meaning-preserving—wastoo strict. However, if that constraint was relaxed, the molecularist
framework would have to be abandonedn favor of a holistic justification of deduction.
Dummett, as noted above,is pessimisticaboutthe prospectsof sucha justification. Many

26 Dummett1994.
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people, including myself, do not share his pessimism.Expounding my reasonswould
neverthelessleserveanotherpaper.
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NEW SYSTEMIC HYPOTHESIS OF AGEING

Alexey Kolomiytsev

Great advancesin biological researchin recent years have resulted in a clearer
understandin@f biological processeat subcellularandmolecularievelsin physiologicaland
pathologicalconditions.But todaywe arestill far from resolvingthe problemof life duration.
Theincreasan life duration— partly asaresultof developmenteén medicine— is reachinga
plateau. Further life lengtheningmay be possible by altering cellular processesRecent
researchinto apoptosisand other problemsof the biology of ageinghave revealedsome
molecularmechanismgor cell life control. However,thesestudiesweredoneby cell culture
techniquesandthereis a greatdifferencebetweengeneticprogramrealizationin vitro and
what happensn real life.

Somefunctional featuresof complexmulticellular organismsmay not be explainedby
subcellulaprocessealone.Theseorganismgunctionascomplexsystemsandthelife of cells
is determinedboth by molecular processesand systemorganization.This approachmay
representhe generalideaaboutany living organismfunctioningandprocesseshatinfluence
the durationof life at all and persistencef pathologicconditions.

Our new hypothesisdoes not contradicteither evolutionary or molecular theoriesof
ageing.This is just an attemptto understandhow ageingdevelopedn complexorganisms.

Multicellular organismgunction ascomplexsystemsandthe life of cellsis determined
both by molecular processesand system organization. The developmentalprocessis
determinedby kinetic curve of population growth (Khokhlov AN.,1987, Varfolomeev
SD.,1990)whichis typical for everycell associatior{ cell culture,colony of microorganisms,
etc.) (ErbeW., etal., 1977,FoaP., etal., 1982,BremerH., et al, 1983).It includesphases
of induction,exponentialgrowth, linear growth, decelerationa stationaryandatrophyphase.

The new hypothesisconsidersevery multicellular organismas a systemthat consistsof
variouscellularassociationgn symbioticinteraction.Oneof theseassociationslominatesand
determineghe developmentakinetics of the whole organism.

The nervoussystemis the dominatingcellular associatiorin animalsandhumanbeings.
Thedurationof its developmenis restrictedoy the capabilityof neurongo regeneratén adult
organisms.This may determinethe duration of life ofthe organismas a whole. So the
organismis hypothetically presentedas a «neuronalcell culture» that developson the
«mediumx»(the othertissues).

Although thereis no nervoussystemin plants,this rule can also be observedin their
organization For instance apical meristemsn plantsplay the role of organogenesianits.
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Becausergansareproducedcontinuouslythroughouthelife cycle,theapicalmeristems
maintaina pluripotentstemcell population(BowmanJL., 2000).Thus,apicalmeristemanay
play the dominatingrole in plant maintenancegevelopmentandlife cycle.

Animal organisms(more exactly this appliesto mobile animalsand humans)may be
hypotheticallypresentedas a «neuronalcell culture»that developson the «medium»— the
otherfunctionalunits of organism.

Although there are certainreservesof neural stemcells in the humanCNS, they are
unable to generatenew nerve cells in any useful amounts. This is an evolutionarily
conditionedfeature(Aubert|l., etal., 1995,0lsonL., 1997).

New stereologicatechniquegCotterD., etal, 1999,Kubinoval., etal, 1999,WestMJ.,
1999)havefailed to confirm earlierfindings regardingage-associatedeuralloss (Regeur..,
2000) but thereis the evidenceof focal neuraldeathand synapticor receptorloss.

Recentresearches neurobiologyrevealedthe ability of humanneuralstemcells «(1)
to differentiateinto cells of all neurallineages(i.e., neurons— ideally to multiple subtypes,
oligodendrogliaastroglia)in multiple regionalanddevelopmentatontexts;(2) to self-renew
(to give rise to new NSCs with similar potential); and (3) to populatedevelopingand/or
degeneratingcNSregions»(Flax JD.,etal. 1998,BrustleO., etal., 1998). The samefeatures
areessentiain animalneuralstemcells (TempleS., et al, 1999).

Thesefeaturescould be usefulnot only in treatingneurodegenerativdisease$Brevig T.,
et al., 2000,SvendserCN., et al., 1999) but alsoin a wider rangeof pathologicprocesses.

Constantalterationsin neuraltissuemay leadto persistencef a numberof pathologic
processesndresultin a decreasef life duration.The restorationof neuralcells and their
connectionsmay be useful to modify the featuresof various chronic diseasesand even
increasdife span.

New strategiesncluding stemsellstransplantatiorcould be usedfor the stimulationof
cell renewalprocessesn centraland peripheralnervoussystemasa whole. This may result
in continuousself-renovatiorof the whole organismasa complexsystem.

Moreover, epidermalgrowth factor (EGF) and transforminggrowth factor (TGF ) — a
memberof the epidermalgrowth factor — are essentiacomponentdor a stablegrowth of
neuralcells (JunierMP., 2000). This may meanthat thesegrowth factorsare necessaryor
both epithelialandneuraltissuesasectodernderivatives andin one'sturn the growth factors
application could be one of possibleways to increasestability of neural cells of human
organism.

Our hypothesisloesnot violate any of the existingtheoriesof ageing.Thetheoriesof life
spangeneregulationmay alsobe explainedby meansof our theory.Evencell division limit
(Hayflick L., 1998,2000) may be consideredca compensatoryeaturethataroseasa resultof
cellular developmentn complexsystemswyherenutritional competitionoccursaswell asthe
destructionproductaccumulation.
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1: Introduction

DonaldDavidsonhaslong arguedthatthe concepiof meaningshouldbe seenthroughthe
lens of a Tarski-style truth theory format. A theory answeringto such a format will be
successfubs a theory of meaningfor a languagel if it offers an informative interpretation
of L-speakerswheresuchaninterpretatioraffordscontentattributionto both speechactsand
mentalstates My brief hereis to separatéhesetwo componentsthe optic providedby the
Tarski format will be commendedut the statedcriterion of successill be rejected.Thus,
| shallarguethat Tarski’s format, oncesuitablyre-jigged,is indeedaptto depicta speaker’s
core semanticcompetence(82). This stancewill be seento run counterto a prevailing
deflationismabouttruth, which seesthe conceptas (in somesense)explanatorilyantecedent
to thatof meaning.Davidsontendsto challengedeflationismon the groundsthatit getstruth
wrong preciselybecauseunderits construal the conceptis no longerserviceablen a theory
of meaning. This, | think, simply initiates a stand-off. My tack will be more
circumlocutionary.l shall suggestthat the Tarski format offers an optimal account of
compositionalitywhile it is genuinelymootwhetherthe kind of non-truthinvolving accounts
of meaning the deflationist is obliged to deal with can so much as accommodate
compositionality.Suchan approachpf course s non-demonstrativéand nonethe worsefor
that); still, on the assumptiorthata theoryof meaningmustaccountfor compositionality we
havea prima facie casefor truth beingthe core conceptof semanticcompetencg83). This
argumentfor sure,is Davidsoniarin spirit, wherel morefundamentallydepartfrom Davidson
is on his understandingf the aim of a theory of meaning.

It will be argued that there is no a priori link betweentruth and translation or
interpretationof the kind Davidsonattemptsto derivefrom Tarski’s work. Instead,it will be
claimedthat a truth theory’s theoremsdo their work preciselybecausehey aretrivial. This
stancewill be seento be the naturalconsequencef a cognitive conceptionof a theory of
meaningwhich standsagainstDavidson’sinterpretive social view of language(84). This
cognitiveapproachviews a theoryof meaningasa componenbf a naturalisticframeworkfor
the investigationof humancognitive capacity.Now it might seemthat we have extirpated
ourselvesfrom a stand-offabouttruth — deflationismvs. the truth theoreticconceptionof
meaning— only to sinkourselvesnto aanothermboutmeaning— interpretatiorvs. naturalism.
It will be argued,though,that a theory of meaningcannotbe screeneddff from empirical
constraintsderiving from psychologyand linguistics, for the very characteristicof a truth
theory which make it initially attractive to Davidson and others (its treatment of
compositionality,unboundednesgtc.) arethemselvesuchconstraintsA recognitionof this
parity decisivelymilitatesfor the cognitive conceptionover the interpretivesocial one (85).
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2: From Tarskito Truth

Why aretruth conditionsfit to articulatemeaningsBecausehe disquotabilityof ‘is true’
showsthatthe conditionsunderwhich a sentences true arethe very conditionswhich express
the contentof the sentenceSchematically:

(TM) X meansthatp —» X is true o p,

wherethe substitutionsf ‘X' arequotation-namesf sentencesndthosefor ‘p’ arethe
sentencestrippedof their quotationmarks.If we arein a positionto determinesachinstance
of the antecedenin the schemathen, trivially, truth conditionsare expressiveof meaning
Sucha procedurehowever hardly countsasthe explicationof meaningat the handsof truth.
Meaninghereis a constantrelative to truth. Davidson’s(1984) seminalideais that we can
reversethis relationby placingthe right constrainton a theorywhich issuesn theinstances
of the consequenbf (TM):

(T) Xis trueiff p,

such that the substitutionsof ‘p’ interpret the namedsentencesvhich substitute‘ X’
without the trivialising benefitof an appealto notionsof meaning translation etc. In other
words, a truth theory may serveas a theory of meaningbecausehe procedureby which we
would determinethe truth conditionsof a speaker’sutterancess one which would take us
from a descriptionof utterancesto what the utterancessay, to a position where we can
attribute contentto the speakerand so understanchim as a rational creaturewith the same
basicbeliefsanddesiresasourselvesl shallarguethatthis conceptiorof a theoryof meaning
asessentiallya theoryof interpretationis mistaken.Showingthis, however,doesnot involve
dispensingvith theideathata speaker'ssemanticcompetencamountso knowledgeof truth
conditions.| shall turn to Davidson’sthoughtson interpretationin 84. Before that | shall
dischargemy first burden by offering what | think is a strong argumentfor the truth
conditionalconceptionindependentf Davidson’sunderstandingf interpretation.

Davidson’s(1984)centralideais that Tarski’'s (1956)formatfor the explicit introduction
of truth predicatesnay doubleasa format for truth theoriesthat are expressiveof meaning.
Tarski's achievementvasto showthat, for formal languageghat do not containtheir own
truth predicatesa predicatelr may be definedthatis co-extensionalith our intuitive notion
of truth over the given objectlanguageThat co-extensionalityholds is not part of the
definition, nor, of coursejs it provedelsewhererather,it is enshrinedn a materialadequacy
condition on the definition, ConventionT, which constrainsthe metatheory,of which the
definition is a part, to entail an equivalenceansweringto (T), for each sentenceof the
objectlanguagewith Tr in place of ‘is true’. The instancesof (T) are theoremsof the
metatheory: their left-hand sides are metalinguistic names (structural descriptions) of
objectlanguagesentencesand their right-hand sides are metalinguistictranslationsof the
sentenceslescribedo their left.

TherealinterestTarskihasfor atheoryof meaningis his methodof recursivelydefining
a relation— satisfaction— from which a truth predicatemay be explicitly introducedasa
specialcase We canthink of satisfactionasa generalisedeferencefunction SAT that maps
infinite sequence®f objectsfrom the universeof discourseonto eachwff of the object-

1 Throughoutthis paperl shallintendfirst or literal meaningby ‘meaning’,i.e., thatnotion which

is constrainedy (TM).
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languageL suchthat SAT(g), for any wff ¢@ [0 L, is computablefrom the valuesof SAT
taking the primitive wifs that featurein @ as arguments.SAT defined for the primitive
expression®f L constitutesthe baseof the definition. In this way the definition of SAT
mirrors the recursivedefinition of ‘wff of L’ which is also part of the metatheory SAT, of
course,can be explicitly defined, given somerestrictionson the objectlanguagegither set
theoretically or via second-orderjuantification. Being so defined, Tr + metatheoryis a
conservativeextensionof the metatheory,i.e., the deductivestrengthof the metatheoryis
unchangedThe metatheoryin generalcontainsconceptualresourcesno greaterthan those
expressedn L, savefor the settheory, logic, and theory of syntaxof L requiredfor the
definition of SAT. The eliminability of Tr at the handsof suchresourcesshowsthat the
metatheoryis free from paradox,or at leastthe definition introducesno paradox.

Equally, however,eschewingexplicit definitions, and so departingfrom Tarski’s aims,
we cangive the clausesof the definition an axiomaticstatus.The recursionis still effected
just asit is whenwe let ‘0 + a=a’ and‘a + sudb) = suda + b)’ tell usthe valuesfor ‘+’
for any argumentpair <a, b> without botheringto define explicitly the setof pairs<<a, b>,
c> thereofdetermined Evenif we lackedthe techniquego carry the definition through,the
postulatesvould still obviously give us the right results.Further,we canreplacethe notion
of SAT in theaxiomswith thatof semanticvalueexpressedby the primitive 2-placepredicate

V(X y)"

Unlike SAT, v assignsobjectsto expressionghat are specifically appropriateto them.
Singulartermsare assignedndividual objectsand n-placedpredicatesare assignedh-tuples.
Theseaxiomshavethe sameform as SAT clausesjn particular,the conditionsfor x to be a
semanticvalue of y are expressedy conceptualresourceso greaterthan thoseof L as
translatedinto the metalanguage(As with Tarski's explicit definitions, the rest of the
metalanguages simply to expeditethe construction.)Thus,where'NN’ and‘F(x,,..., X,)’ are
proxy for singular terms and n-place predicatesrespectively,the axioms will have the
following form:

(A1) v(o, 'NN) « o =NN
(A2) v(<oy,..., 0,>, ‘F(X,..., X)) « F(0O,..., 0)

Sinceour relationv pairs the appropriateobject with an expressionwhenit comesto
sentencegasdefinedby our recursivedefinition of wff) we go the whole hog andintroduce
atruth predicateasa primitive symbol.Again, following the syntaxof L, true, beingthevalue
of a sentences, canbe recursivelycomputedirom the axiomssuchthat, with detailselided,
(T1) holds:

(T1) v(true, NN is F) » (J0)(0=NN & oisF) o (NN=NN & NNisF) - NN is F.

Thederivationsareascumbersomasthey simple.Assumingaxiomsfor eachexpression
of L (including quantifiersandconnectives)ywe may makea similar derivationfor eachof the
infinite sentence®f L. Our theory, therefore satisfiesa modified from of ConventionT, as
is patentfrom the aboveexample.

3: Truth and Compositionality

Davidson(1990a,1997a)holdsthatthatthekind of re-jigging exhibitedaboveis possible
showsthat the Tarskiandefinitional format revealstruth to be constitutively linked to the
notionsof referenceandsatisfaction.Suchis what Davidsonmeansby the structureof truth:
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the truth relevantcombinationof primitive expressionghat enterinto the determinationof
truth conditions.For Davidson,suchrevelationof compositionalityis non-negotiablgor a
theoryof meaningthatatruth theory,therefore furnsthetrick of specifyingmeaningthrough
derivationsthatrevealcompositionaktructureis not to be easilyrelinquishedNow Davidson
believesthat this spellsinsuperabledifficulties for the commondeflationary conceptionof
truth.

Deflationismis a mixed bag;for our purposeslet the notionreferto the thesisthatthere
is no more to an adequatecompleteaccountof truth than the instancesof (T), or some
generalisatiorthereof. If this thesisis right, then it seemsthat truth cannotplay the role
Davidsonenvisagesfor the instancesof (T) can be viewed as constitutive of an agent’s
understandingf truth only if the agentunderstandshe sentencesvhich go into the schema.
Otherwise,while an agentmight well recognisethe instanceg(if homophonic)as true, he
would not understandthem to the extent that he could not ‘disquote’. In short, for
deflationism, TM is basic, not (T) itself, and so somewell behavednotion of meaningor
contentis assumedantecedento truth conditions(Horwich (1990, 1998), Field (1994),and
Soamegq1999)).

As Horwich (1999) rightly complains against Davidson (1997a), it is pointlessto
challengethe deflationaryreadingof truth on the groundsthatit makesthe truth unfit to serve
asthe core conceptof a theory of meaning.lt is a tenantof deflationismthat this is indeed
a soundconsequencef the thesis(e.qg., Field (1994) and Horwich (1998)). The burden
therebyacquired,though,is to accountfor meaningin a non-truth-involvingway. Davidson
thinks the attemptforlorn. One should not think that this so, however,becauseTarski has
shownus that truth is setup to play an interpretiverole within a theory of meaning.This
Tarski did not do (see 84). Equally, one should not think that Tarski showedthat truth
essentiallygoesbeyonddisquotationdue to its conceptualentwinementwith compositional
structurein the shapeof satisfactiorf. Davidson,| think, tendsto peddlethesetwo thoughts®

2 Seege.g.,Etchemendy1988).Davidson’s(1990a,81) responséo Etchemendys, in essencethat

we shallnot necessarilyall into inconsistencyf we forgo the explicit definition andreada definition’s
clausesas substantiveaxioms. But, if Tarski is to be read as showing us that truth is inherently
compositionalthenit canonly be via satisfaction,yet truth and satisfactionare relatedin Tarski's
methodonly via explicit introductionsof truth predicatesn termsof satisfactiordefinientia.Tarskidid
not recursivelydefinetruth; he recursivelydefinedsatisfaction,from which a truth predicatemaybe
explicitly introduced If we introducea primitive truth predicateto occurin axioms(as presentedn
§2), then, clearly, one cannot say that Tarski has shown us how truth is essentiallytied to the
interpretationof sub-sententiaktructure,for, by such a method, truth is not defined in terms of
satisfaction.As for explicit definitions, as Davidsonwell recognisesthey are not expressiveof
compositionality:they amountto conditionson membershipf a set TRUE. Sufficeit to say,noneof
this is inimical to the methodadvertisedn §2.

¥ Thereis aninterestingcontrastherebetweerearly andlater Davidson The early paperdook upon
Tarski'swork asoffering oneway to getat compositionality(seeespeciallyDavidson(1984,p. 61)).
Thatis, thereis no directconceptualelationbetweenConventionT andcompositionality This thought
is clearly correct: ConventionT is a criterion of adequacythat doesnot imply how a theory or
definition should satisfy it. Likewise, a theory of truth, on Davidson’s construal,should issuein
interpretiveinstancef (T), butthis demanddoesnotin itself tell usjust howthis shouldbe achieved.
In his more recent writings, however, Davidson appearsto argue that the structure of truth is
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He hasat his disposal,however,a much strongerargumentagainstdeflationismthat, to my

knowledge he hasnevermadeexplicit. The valueof this arguments thatit doesnot depend
uponanythingTarskiis supposedo havedemonstratedjor uponany judgemeniaboutwhat
is essentiato the concepttruth. It does,however tradeupontheingenuityof Tarski’s notion

of satisfaction Explicitly, though,the argumentdependanerelyon the ideathat a theory of

meaningmustaccountfor the compositionalityof complex‘meanings’.

Let us assumethat any theory of meaningmust show how the meaningof a complex
expressions composedrom the meaningof its partsandtheir structuralarrangementThis
desideratunmaybe questionede.g.,Schiffer (1987)andJackendof{1997)).Let mebeclear:
a theory of meaningis not, in the first instance,an accountor analysisof the property of
having meaning No seriousinvestigationis interestedn propertiesas such;rather,the aim
is alwaysto explainthe phenomenat hand,and propertiesare identified in termsof their
ineliminably featuringin suchexplanationsA theoryof meaning,therefore,is not beholden
to preserveheintegrity of our intuitive conceptCompositionality though,is a datumof most
of the constructionswith which we are competentWhetheror not, then, a given language
does,in generalhavea compositionasemanticsthe extentto which it is compositionals the
extentto which an accountof meaningfor the languageis constrainedto specify what
speaker/hearersnow suchthat the exhibited structuredcompetences explained.l say this
prescriptively,but its value will emergeaswe go along.

We know that a truth theory of the kind sketchedin 82 specifiesknowledgewhich, if
possessedyould explain compositionality.We do not know, asindicated,how to generate
truth conditionsfor all constructionse.g.,perhapsubjunctivesnon-intersectivenodifications,
modaladverbsetc. Still, a truth theory cleavesto compositionalitybecausef we know how
to assignsemantiovaluesto lexical primitivesandwe know how to specifythe semantiovalue
of a constructiontype C, then we can show that the truth conditionsof a token of C are
compositionallydeterminedthrougha derivationof the kind givenin 82. This is far from a
trivial achievementaswe shall see.Ceterisparibus therefore,it is a soundhypothesishat
truthis indeedthe coreconceptof anadequat@ccountof meaningj.e., speaker&now atruth
theoryfor their languagesNow deflationismexplicatestruth on the basisof an antecedently
determinatenotion of meaning;patently,truth conditionscannotenterinto this notion. Still,
whatevernotionis provided,it mustbe suchasto accountfor compositionality;this is non-
negotiable.In effect, then, deflationismis betting on a non-truth theoretic explanationof
compositionality which would showthat ceterisis not paribusin favour of the truth theory.
But is theresucha thing asa non-truththeoreticexplanationof compositionality?

There are no shortageof theoriesthat seekto accountfor meaningapartfrom truth
conditions(semanticvaluesmoregenerally):usetheories,conceptualole theories paradigm
theories,verificationist-recognitionatheories etc. Jerry Fodorand othershavefor a number
of yearsbeenarguingthat noneof thesealternativesnotwithstandingany othervirtuesthey

conceptuallynecessaryo thoughtor meaning(especiallyseeDavidson(1990a,p. 296; 2000,p. 72)).
| dothink (seebelow)thatwe haven'tgot a goodideahow to accountfor compaositionalityapartfrom
a satisfaction-like relation; even so, if we were offered a non-truth theoretic explanation of
compositionalitythat was not obviously mistaken,it would be dogmaticto say that there mustbe
somethingwrong with it becauset failed to dealin referenceandtruth.
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might possesscome closeto accountingfor compositionality’. The core problemis easily
explained.Consider,, ADJ N’] constructionsvherethe modificationis intersectivesuchas
in petfish, male nurse red ball, etc. Compositionalitytells us that the meaningof, say, pet
fish, mustbe a function of the meaningof petandfish, andthat, moreover this meaningmust
determinethat petfish arethosethingswhich are both petsandfish. Such,afterall, is what
it meansto be an intersectivemodification; schematically:

(1) V(X, [y ADINY]) o xO{ADJ n N.

The problem with the alternativesis that they do not appearto have the required
consequenceslhe propertiesthey cite as constitutive of primitive meanings(lexical or
conceptual)are often variant over changesn context.For example,a paradigmpetis not a
fish, it is, say, a dog, but the conceptof dog doesnot enterinto the meaningof pet fish
(similarly for recognitionakheories] canrecogniseetsandfish whenl seethem,butit does
not follow that| canrecognisea pet fish). Likewise, | might be canonically committedto
assertthat fish are goodto eat, but my tastesurely doesnot stretchto petfish. Suffice it to
say that the debatecontinues.The importantmoral for my purposess that it is genuinely
moot whether anything other than a truth theory can explain even the most elementary
constructions.Such is why | said that its achievementn this regardis far from trivial.
Comparefor instancethe problemsraisedabovewith the limpidity of the derivationa truth
theory allows for:

(2) v(x, ‘petfish’) « (v(x, ‘pet’) & v(x, ‘fish)) « (xisapet& xis afish) - is apetfish.

Theimportantfeatureof the conceptof semanticvalueis its uniformity; i.e., the value of
any expressiore is the value which e contributesto the value of any complexin which it
occurs. In this sensewe may say that the conceptof semanticvalue (or satisfaction)is
inherentlystructuredthe conditionunderwhich a complexexpressiorhasthe valueV justis
the condition that holds for the compositionof the valuesof its parts. Thus, to give the
semantiozalueof anexpressiore is to specifythatpropertyof e which contributego thetruth
conditionsof the sentence# which it occurs.In the otherdirection,the truth conditionsfor
anysentencenaybedepictedassystematicallyarisingfrom the contributionsof its parts.This
is why a truth theoryoffers an optimal explanationof compositionality As far aswe cantell,
only truth theoreticnotions(or satisfactionhavethis inherentstructure;use conceptuarole,
andthe restappearto lack it.

It is temptingto concludethat the conceptof truth is essentiako a theory of meaning,
with, consequentlydeflationismindirectly refuted. This is too strong;thereis no needto
gainsaythefutureingenuityof philosopherandlinguists.Whatis clear,however js thattruth
hasan optimality vis-a-vis compositionalitythatis, a truth theoryoffers us conditionsthatdo
compose. Horwich (1998) has recently challenged this conclusion; he claims that
compositionalityis trivial becauset is consistenwith whateverwe take primitive meanings
to be; atruth theorydoesindeedcleaveto compaositionality but so does(moreor less)every
othertheoryof which onecanconceive No value,therefore,is accruedoy the truth theory’s
success.

4 The main texts are Fodor and Lepore (1991; 1992) and Fodor (1998a;1998b,Chps.4 and5).
Fodor,it shouldbe said, is principally concernedvith mentalcontentratherthanlinguistic meaning,
although,clearly, if we cannotaccountfor the compositionalityof thoughtwith theory T, thenwe
shouldnot expectT to work with meaning
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Horwich’s idea is this. Considera sequenceof words <w,, w,,...w,> that comprisea
sentences. Let <p,, p,,...p,> bethe correspondingequencef the meaningpropertiesof the
words of S wheretheseare whateverwe like. Assumethat S hasthe structure[g [y» N] [vp
[V] [\pADJ N]]] (e.g.,Mary likes male nurse3, wherethis expressesomecombinatorial
principle P with the meaningpropertyp,.,. Now Horwich contendsthat thereis nothingto
compositionality other than the idea that to understanda complex expressionis just to
understandts elementsand the way they are combined,an ideawhich is fully capturedby
a constructionproperty In the caseof S, this amountto (3):

(3) SmeansS = Sresultsfrom the applicationof P, with meaningconstitutingpropertyp,,..,
to <w,, W,,...w,>, with the meanings<p,, p,,...p;>.

Effectively, a constructionproperty(asgiven on theright flank) is simply a statemenbf
the value of the function expressedy the structureof a given sentencdaking the sequence
of primitive meaningsof the sentence’svordsasargument:

(4) pn+1(<p11 pZ!"'pn>) = S

Theimportantthing to notehere,is thatwe havelet the meaningde anythingwe please,
andwe havestill managedo specifya constructiorproperty.Trivially, we cando this for any
complex.Sincethe constructionpropertyconstitutesvhat the complexmeanswe havethus
showedhow compositionalitycan be satisfiedwithout appealto any particular theory asto
the natureof meaningsA truth theory,thereforejs no moreprivilegedthana usetheory,say,
in satisfyingcompositionality Thus,deflationismcan,ceterisparibus appealo a usetheory,
say, to accountfor meaningandthengive a deflationarycharacterisatiorf truth upon this
basis,which is just what Horwich proposes.

Horwich takesit to be a virtue of his approachthat it shunsany uniform relation, such
assatisfactionthat may relatepartsandwhole via their realisingthe samepropertyor being
arelatumof thesamerelation.By Horwich’s lights, the meaningconstitutingpropertyof male
nurse say,is not the samekind of propertythat constituteghe meaningsof maleandnurse
for thefirst meaninghereis givenby a constructiorproperty,whichis availableindependently
of whateveris understoodo constitutethe primitive meanings.This rejectionof uniformity
certainly allows Horwich to claim that, while the meaningof nursemight well be someset
of paradigmnursefeaturegincluding, presumablypeingfemalg, the meaningof malenurse
neednot be a paradigmat all. This goesno way, however,to show that uniformity is not
requiredto capturecompositionality’ It doesnot evenanswerthe complaintsraisedabove,
for how the primitive meaningsare expressedn the complex meaningsremainsobscure.
What, on Horwich’s account,do paradigmnurses say, haveto do with the meaningof male
nurse? It seemghat Horwich is sayingthat one could understandanale nursewithout having
a clue about paradigmnurses,for what constitutesthe meaningof the complex doesnot

> Horwich (1998, pp.22-7)doesidentify what he termsthe «constitutionfallacy»: the ideathatany

analysisof a complex property must preserveits componentialstructurein its analysans.Thus,

Horwich’s claim is thatthe uniform notion of semanticvaluesimply issuesrom the dogmathatthere

mustbe somepropertyto realisethe uniform relationin eachfact of the form ‘x meansy'. | suppose
this is a fallacy, but it hasnothingto do with the issueat hand,for (i) a truth theorydoesnot analyse
meaningpropertiesand (ii) the uniformity of semanticvalueis not baseduponany generalprinciple

of constitution,fallaciousor otherwise,but on what appeargo be demandedy the phenomenorat

hand.
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expresswhat constituteshe meaningof its parts,the partsjust needto have somemeaning
or other. The problemhereis, | think, a speciesof a problemRussellfaced.

The unity problembedevilledRussellfrom thetime of Principles(1903)up to the period
of logical atomism(1918). Simply put, Russell’'sproblemwas how to understandelations
(transitiveverbs,say)assimultaneouslyonstituent®f propositionsandrelationsbetweerthe
other elementsof the proposition, or, in Russell’'s (1903, 854) terms, how to distinguish
betweerxarelationin itself anda relationactuallyrelating»® For example enumeratinghe
meaningf John loves andMary will notissuein a structurethatwill articulatethat John
lovesMary; thatis, the enumeratiorwill not constitutewhat a speakeimeanswho uttersthe
sentencefor the enumeratiordoesnot relateJohnto Mary in anyway. It will not do to add
afurtherrelation— a‘relating relation’— to the enumerationyve alreadyhavethatrelation:
if we needafurtherrelation,thenwe would needyet anotheroneto expressts ‘relatingness’,
ad infinitum. Whatappearso berequiredis a constitutingstructureoutsideof the proposition,
but this threatengo destroythe very notion of knowledgeof meaning,.e., to conflatethe act
of sayingsomethingwith whatis said Russelldid not resolvethis dilemma.If, however,we
eschewenumerationsin the first place and depict a speaker'sunderstandingas being
constitutedoy knowledgeof truth conditions,thenthe problemdisappearsfor to know truth
conditionsis ipso facto to know the semanticcontributionsthe partsmaketo the whole. We
do not have to specify this contribution as a further elementto the knowledgesince the
operativenotionof semantiosalueis uniform acrossonstituent@ndhostcomplexesto know
the conditionsunderwhich the partshavetheir semanticvaluesjustis to know the conditions
underwhich the whole is true.!” Russell’sproblemappeardo ariseonly when one attempts
to specify lexical meaningsindependentlyof their structurualoptions or, perhapsbetter,
argumentstructureor logical form. As Russellhimself put it: «whenanalysishasdestroyed
the unity, no enumeratiorof constituentswill restorethe proposition»Russell(1903,854)).

Now Horwich’s theory preciselydestroysunity in thatindividual words are depictedas
having meaningconstitutingpropertiesindependentlyof the kind of arrangementshey can
enterinto with otherwords.Horwich’s appealto constructiorpropertiesandschematarrives
too late, as Russellwould haveunderstoodA constructionproperty essentiallytells us that
if we put meaninggogetherlike this, thenwe getthis othermeaning.Well, sure;but thatis
a statementabout meaningsin themselvesas it were, it is not a statementthat depicts

®  The problemwas especiallyvivid for Russellbecausehis propositions(in 1903, at least)were

made up out of particulars and universals, the very stuff our words are about, not mental
representationof that stuff. Thus, realism vs. idealism turned on whether we can have an
understandin@f a thing independenof graspingthe setof relationsinto which it enters.f not, then
relationsareinternal, andwe arelandedwith the One,asit were.

" Davidsontakesthis kind of constituencyto entailholism.This thoughtis correcton aninterpretive
understandin@f the aim of atheoryof meaningfor whatis to beinterpretedaresentencesot words,
words get interpretedsimply in terms of their sententialrole. | do not, however,shareDavidson’s
assumptionlf atheoryof meaningis somethinga speakegenuinelyknows,thensententiaktructure
may be understoodsprojectionfrom the lexical entriesasrepresenteih the speaker'smind. See§5.
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meaningsrelatingly’ in their joint articulation® The logical form of the sentence— how the
constituentsarerelatedoneto anotherto engendethe complexmeaning— remainsoutside
of the content a speaker articulates when using the sentence.But the problem of
compositionalityis preciselyto accountfor the form of meaning:we wantto know what a
sentenceneansn termsof its parts;we do not needto betold thatit meanswvhateverit does
becauset is madeup out of thesepartsratherthanthose Thatis utterly trivial.

It bearsemphasisthat compositionality on the truth theoretic understandingis not
explainedbecause&AT (or its cognatesjnmapsn-tuplesontolexical items;rather,it is because
atruththeorystateghe conditionsunderwhich the assignmenholdsin complexeswherethe
contentof sucha statementmay be attributedto a speakerin sucha way asto explainthe
speaker'sperformanceThe inherentstructurerevealingnes®f satisfactionwould be lost if
we thoughtof a truth theoryassimply a mappingof objectsontowords,for no suchmapping
canconstitutewhata speakeknowswho knowsa languageThe equivalenceelationsin (2),
for example,do not statethat pet contributesthe setof petsto the meaningof petfish. This
would be of no helpatall. Rather,(2) stateghe conditionsunderwhich petwould be satisfied
in sucha way thatthoseconditionsarere-articulatedn the conditionsfor the satisfactionof
pet fish. On the other hand, it just makesno sensewhatsoeverto attribute construction
propertiesto a speaker.To repeatthe moral from above: as far as we know, only truth
theoreticnotionsadmitto suchanexplanationandonly suchanexplanatiorappeardit to tell
us what the meaningof a complexis on the basisof the meaningof its parts.

If thesethoughtsare anywherenearcorrect,the deflationistwill havethe mostdifficult
taskto find a non-truth-involvingtheoryof meaningthatexplainscompositionality And since
compositionalityis a non-negotiableconstrainton meaning,the deflationistwill not bein a
positionto explain meaningper se If we want a theory of meaning,therefore,we haveto
acknowledgeit seemsthattruth will be a coreconceptof it, whichis just to denythattruth
can be explainedby an antecedennhotion of meaning,which in turn is one way of saying,
albeitindirectly, thatdeflationismabouttruth is false.As | remarkedearlier,| cannotfind this
argumentstatedexplicitly in Davidson’swork. Neverthelessit is clearly a ‘Davidsonian’
argumentand shouldbe wherethe truth theoristmakeshis standagainstdeflationism.This
resulthasa direct bearing,| think, on how we shouldunderstoodhe relation betweentruth
andtranslation.To this | now turn.

4: Truth and Translation

From his initial statementof the idea that a truth theory might serve as a theory of
meaningo his latestwritings ontruth (e.g.,Davidson(2000)),Davidsonhasclaimedthattruth
is an apt conceptto capturemeaningbecauseTarski showedthat it essentiallyinvolves a
notion of translation The initial idea was that where Tarski keepstranslationconstant(in
homophoniadefinitions suchconstancyis simply morphologicalidentity) to getat truth, one
may reversethe relationby assuminghat a stableattitudetowardstruth canbe identified in

& This kind of complaint was made by Davidson (1984, pp.17-8) against Frege’s notion of

unsaturatedneskligginbotham(1999)deploysthe complaintagainstHorwich, who seeshis schemata
solution as being essentiallyFregean.l was, however,unawareof the latter paperat the time of

formulatingmy currentideas.Besideswhich, neitherDavidsonnor Higginbothanmtracethe issueback

to Russell,whereit belongs.The points| am making were influencedby Sainsbury(1997a),who

relatesRussellto Davidson.
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speakersvhich may pivot a translation/interpretatioaf that which they hold true. This initial

ideahasundergonemanychangesn the interveningyears,changed shall not discussWhat
| wantto focuson is the coreideathat truth andtranslationare conceptuallyentwined,such
beinga chief reasonwhy a truth theoryis the correctapproachto meaning.l think this is a
superfluousdea; whatis important,| submit,is that a truth theory statesknowledgewhich
may constitute a speaker’slinguistic competence.Whether a speaker possessesuch
knowledgeis, ultimately, to do with the computationaktructureof his brainratherthanhow
well we cangeton with him; the form of interpretationDavidsontakesto be constitutiveis,
| shall suggestat bestmarginaldataasto suchstructure.

Davidson(1990a)putshis point by sayingthatwhatis missingfrom Tarskiis the general
conditionsfor the applicationof truth predicatesif we could specifysuchconditions thenwe
would perforcehavea translationof the languageso which the predicatesapply.Hereis how
Davidson(2000, p. 70) putsthe point:

[Truth is «interestingandimportan® becausebf its connectionwith meaning.This is the connectionof
which Tarski makesuse, for translationsucceedonly if it preservedruth, and the traditional aim of
translationis to preservemeaning.

Theideais this: if a theorycleavesto Tarski’'s ConventionT, thenthe truth conditions
for eachsentencef canbefurnishedby respectivaranslation®f eachL-sentencetranslation
thusprovidesthe conditionsfor the applicationof atruth predicateto L. Translationhowever,
also preserveameaning.If, then, we can give the conditionsfor the applicationof a truth
predicatefor L, we will haveconcomitantlyinterpretedL. An argumentativanotif of those
who follow Davidsoncanbe bestunderstood]| think, in light of this methodology.

Consider:
(5) ‘Snow is white’ is true(in-E) iff snowis white.
(6) ‘Der Schneest weiss'’is true(in-G) iff snowis white.

(5) appeardrivial to us becauseve know the objectlanguag€English).In otherwords,
the conditionsfor the applicationof a truth predicateto our own languageare antecedently
knownto us quaspeaker®f the languageYet (6) revealsthatthe generalcaseis not trivial:
laying down the conditionsfor the applicationof a truth predicatefor a languagewe do not
know providesus with an informative interpretation.This meansthat the generalnotion of
translationspecifiedin ConventionT doesindeedequiptruth to play a role in the empirical
interpretatiorof languagesDavidson(1999,p. 85) takesthis possibility to refutethe ideathat
truth just is disquotation,for disquotationdependsupon a particularinstanceof translation
(homophonic)andso cansay nothingaboutthe generalcase.(Davidsoncorrectly pointsout
that the issuerelatesspecifically to idiolects: if onedidn’t understandsnow is white’, then
being an English speakemwould not make (5) trivial for you.). McDowell (2000) givesthe
name extendeddisquotationto the kind of role the truth predicateplays in (6). This is
unfortunateField (1994)usesthe samephrasefor a notionthatis designedo showthattruth
just is disquotationafter all. A happiernomenclaturel have used elsewhereis cognitive
opacity (Author 1). The notionis bestexplainedin termsof heterophonicityalthoughit truly
appliesto idiolects, not languagesas such (what Chomsky(1986) would call E-languages
Considera monolingualEnglish speaker Smith, who is given the sentence

(7) ‘Der Schnedst weiss’is true(in-G).
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Smithcanuse(7) to expressa judgementsay,on Gottlob’s assertion(Smith agreeswith
everythingGottlob says).Smith, however,cannotdisquote,for he doesnot know the truth
conditionsof Gottlob’s assertion.Thereis moreto truth, therefore,than disquotation.This
final step,of course,is far too quick, althoughDavidsonis happyto makeit. The reason||
think, is that he views truth, retainingmy jargon,as cognitivelytransparent more precisely,
to characterisdruth for a languageis to make the speakerscognitively transparento the
interpreter it is to revealthe detailsof their intentionalprofile. This is achievedthroughthe
essential connection of truth with interpretation (translation) which provides for (6).
Disquotationismon the other hand,is boundto particularlanguagesit cannottell us what
truth predicateshavein commonwithout appealingto a substantiahotion of translation,but
just sucha moveis to give up on deflationism®

It was suggestedibovethat Davidson,at best,initiates a stand-offwith deflationismif
he simply claims that truth is not trivial becauseof its role in a theory of meaning:the
deflationist may simply reject such a role and seekto explicate meaningin a non-truth
involving way. What doeschallengethe deflationistis the apparenof optimality of truth in
an explanationof compositionality,aselaboratedn §3. Do the considerationgust rehearsed
showotherwise? think not.

Davidsoncontendsthat Tarski establisheda coupling of truth with translation;in one
sensehe did, but not so asto confutedeflationism.A Tarskianexplicit definition makesuse
of the syntaxof the objectlanguagéwhat, in general, Tarskireferredto asthe morphologyof
the languageandthe ontologythereinexpressedTranslationis requiredfor the latter factor:
the metalanguag@eedsto be able to expresswhat the objectlanguagexpressesAs Tarski
(1956, p. 253) notes,this «hasno advantagdor the pursuitof the ‘pure’ morphologyof the
language»Thequalificationof ‘pure’ is important: Tarskistill sawsemanticconceptslefined
for the objectlanguagasbeingreducibleto its morphology;witnessThesisA’ (lbid, p. 273).
Thereasonfor this is thatthe metatheorydoesnot tell us what the objectlanguagsentences
mean,the definition of a truth predicateis not informative aboutmeaningor translation;a
fortiori, a definition of a truth predicatecouchedin a metalanguagéhat did not containa
homophonidranslationof the objectlanguagevould not be informative either. For example,
(6) is logically equivalento (6’) (for conveniencethe massnounsnowis treatedasa singular
term):

(6’) [(OTg) [‘Der Schneest weiss’ I T; & ‘Der Schnees weiss’J T; « ‘Der Schneast
weiss’' = ‘Der Schneeist weiss’ & ‘Der Schnee’= ‘Der Schnee’and ‘ist weiss’ = ‘ist
weiss’ & ([b)(o = snow& o is white)]] -« snowis white.

(6’) makespatentthat a Tarskiantruth predicateis employableto tell us what is true
given the way the world is, but not what is true given the way meaningsare attachedto
sentencesConventionT cangive the oppositeimpression An instanceof (T) appeardo tell

° A temptingline for the disquotationisis the attemptto generalisgT) in somemannerso that it
is nolongertied to particularlanguagesSuchanattempthowever,appeardorlorn (seeGupta(1993),
alsoDavidson(1990a,p. 295-6)).A morepromisingline is one,very roughly, wheretruth is takento
be primitive, with assento instancesf (T) (or a propositionalanaloguepeingtakento be necessary
and sufficient for possessiomf the conceptof truth (seeHorwich (1998) and Soameg1999)). This
is promising, however,only in the senseof avoiding the immediategeneralisatiorproblem; serious
difficulties remainconcerningcompositionalityandotherfactors(seeCollins, J. (forthcoming). Truth
or Meaning?A Questionof priority’, Philosophyand PhenomenologicaResearch
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us aboutthe meaningof the objectlanguagsentencebut whenwe substitutedefiniendunfor
definiens the appearancemelts away. This revealsthat, while the definition exploits a
translationthetranslationis not statedthroughthe definition, it is exogenousPutdifferently,
ConventionT is basedon the (TM) platitude:

(TM) X meansthatp —» Xistrue o p

(TM) is common currency for all. The deflationist, for example,can take (TM) as
indicatingthat, given a well-behavedranslation(a meaningpreservingrelation), the content
of a truth predicateis exhaustivelyspecifiablein terms of that to which it applies(e.g.,
Soamegq1999)). Suchmay be takento be the moral of ConventionT.

For all Tarskishowedthe aptnesof atruth theoryto serveasa theoryof meaningdoes
notissuefrom areflectionon truth itself, for thereis no conceptuakntwinemenof truth with
aninformativetranslatiorrelation. This conclusiondoesnot precludethe attemptto forge such
arelation,but thereis no a priori reasonto expectsuccessWhatwe do know for freeis that
truth conditions can specify content,so much is enshrinedin (TM); but this is not what
Davidsonis after, for (TM) is not informativein the right way, i.e., it is not the application
of atruth predicatehat makescontenttransparentvhereotherwiseit is not. It is here,l think,
wherethe projectof a theory of meaning,asconceivedby Davidsonand followed by many
others,goeswrong.In simpleterms,atheoryof meaningneednot be informativein the sense
of offering a ‘translation’ of a speaker’swvords.

Theideathatatheoryof meaningshouldbeinformativein the way translationsareis not
best understoodas deriving from Tarski. It is better, rather, to understandthe idea as
derivative of the view that languageis, in some sense,intrinsically social: languageis
behaviour.If this is so, then a translationconstraintmakesperfectsense for understanding
a languagewould amountto being able to interpret and be interpreted.This | think, is
Davidson’sreasoning.

Davidson’shackgroundissumptionarelargelyinheritedfrom Quine(1960).In particular:
what thereis to meaningis that which translationmakesavailable.Davidson(1990b,p. 78)
takesit to be ‘obvious... thattherecanbe no moreto meaningthanan adequatelyequipped
personcanlearnandobservethe interpreter’'spoint of view is thereforethe revealingoneto
bring to the subject.’

A theoryof meaningis not therebya meredescriptionof behaviour;it doesoffer a sense
of speakeknowledgeEvenso,the knowledgeconditionis counterfactualif onewereto have
explicit knowledge of a theory of meaningfor L, then one would be in a position to
understand.-speakergDavidson (1984, p. 125; 1990a,p. 312). We do not, then, advance
beyond(or below, perhaps)ehaviour.The theorydescribedehaviourin aninformationally
rich, structurednormativeway, but «it doesnot addanythingto... saythatif thetheorydoes
correctly describethe competencef aninterpreter,somemechanismn the interpretermust
correspondo the theory» (Davidson(1986,p. 438)).

It is difficult to find an argumentin Davidson’swork for why the interpreter’spoint of
view shouldprevail; why, thatis, a theory of meaningshouldbe constitutivelyinsensitiveto
the ‘mechanism’thatgeneratesoherentanguagaise.Davidson(1990a,p. 314)simply states
that «whatis to be explainedis a socialphenomenon..languagds intrinsically social»[my
emphasis]But how is counterfactuaknowledgesupposedo be on explanatoryduty? My
worry hereis not so muchthatof Schiffer (1987),who cannotseehow a speakemight know
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what Davidsonattributesto him; rather, it is that a theory of meaningis explanatoryof a
speaker’dinguistic behaviouronly if the speakeiactually possessetheinformationrecorded
in the theory. Davidsonis certainly correctif he meansthat the validity of a theory of
meaningdoesnot presupposa particularinstantiatingmechanismafterall, informationis one
thing, its instantiationis another But if thatinformationis goingto enterinto an explanation
of the speaker'sperformancethen the information doesneedto be instantiated'somehow)
suchthat the speakercanemployit. Look at it this way: eitherthe speaker(subconsciously)
possesseshe information our theory of him recordsor he doesn't. If he does,then its
cognitiveavailability to the speakemill enterinto the explanatiorof his linguistic behaviour
andjudgementsptherwisethe informationwould be,absurdly,anidle cog.But if hedoesnot
possesghe information our theory records,then he must have someother information, in
which casewe want a theory of that information.

A naturalremedyto this quandaryonceall speciesof behaviourismare foregone,is to
follow Chomsky(e.g.,1980,1986,2000) and claim that the appropriateobjectfor a theory
of any aspectof linguistic competencds the internally representednformation a subject
exploitsqualanguageauser.In this light, atheoryof meanings atheoryof a systemof mental
representationsthe possessiorof which empirically accountsfor the facts of semantic
competence’ The generalsupportfor sucha move is very familiar, and | shall not dwell
onit. My aim, rather,independentf whetheror not Davidsonhasa coherentconceptionof
speakeiknowledge,is to signalwhat happendo the putativecentralrole of translationif we
makethis turn towardsinternalismand thenin the next sectionoffer a suggestiorthat so
turning savesus from an insuperabldension.

On the prevailing view in linguistics, a truth theoryis a descriptionof the information
representetby a semanticallycompetensubject.lt is, in otherwords,a theoryof knowledge
of meaning This knowledgeis not constitutedby our being able to do anything,still less
beingdisposedo do anything,whateverthat might mean.It countsasknowledgejustin the
sensethat it is information we posses&nd employ in our productionand understandingpf
languageThis meanspf coursethatanyonewith the knowledgewill, ceterisparibus beable
to do manythings, suchastranslateanotherspeakerBut, again,no suchabilities amountto
whatit is to know a language Meaningis not use This beingso, how arewe to understand
the apparentranslationa truth theory makesavailable?ls it accidental?

Ratherthansaythat a truth theory providesa translation or interpretation we may say
thatit shouldissuein a statemenbf the conditionsfor sentencesévaluationastrue or false
(not necessarilydisquotationally) A truth theoryshoulddo this preciselybecauset amounts
to a test againstthe intuitive datathat the theory recordsthe information relevantto the
understandin@f the sentencen a way that explainshow a sentence’sneaningis composed
from the meaningof its parts** This wasthe big moral of §3. So understoodthe articulation

10 This kind of approachto the theory of meaning(as truth theory)is setout in Higginbotham

(1985,1986) and Larsonand Segal(1995).
1t mightseemherethatatraditionalworry resurfacesyiz., that,for manyconstructiongfamously,
contextvariable ones),the right flanks of instancesof (T) will be ampliativein a way which either
obviatesthe ‘absolute’ readingof truth or vitiatesthe instancesintuitive acceptability.The worry is
misplacedThereis no demandor homophonicity Therequirementrather,is thatthe instance®f (T)
recordintuitively acceptablgaraphraseen their right flanks of the sentenceslescribedo their left.
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of contentthe theoryaffordswill indeed,at leastfor manyconstructionsprovidetranslations
or interpretationsput thesewill not be informative in the senseaskedfor by Davidson’s
conceptionof successindeed,if they weresoinformative,the point of the exercisewould be
lost, for instancesof (T) countas securedatabecausehey are intuitively obvious;if they
werein doubt,thenour theorieswould not be corroboratedoy entailingthem.

In effect, my suggestiorhereis the converseof Davidson’sinitial ideain ‘Truth and
Meaning’,wherehomophonidnstance®f (T) aretakento be non-corroborativef thetheory
thatentailsthembecausehey are uniformative;heterophonignstancespn the otherhand,do
corroboratetheir entailing theoriesbecausehey show that the theoriesissuein genuinely
informative interpretations.Once, however,we drop the notion that a theory of meaning
shouldconstitutivelydoubleasa theoryof interpretationthentheideathatwe shouldbe able
to frame an Englishtruth theoryfor German,say,is wholly otiose.Our ability to do sucha
thing doesnot enterinto the justification of a truth theory as theory of meaning.If truth
theoriesaretheoriesof internally representethformation,thenneitheran Englishspeakenor
a Germanspeakergua suchspeakersrepresenan Englishtruth theoryfor German,or vice
versa;andso a truth theoryfor onelanguagecouchedn the otherwill not be a reflection of
any underlying competenceMaybe we can constructand test such theoriesas Davidson
envisageshut nothingimportantaboutour semanticcompetencevould be obviouslyrevealed
by the exercise.For instance gettingto know the truth conditionsof utterancesve do not
antecedentlyunderstandwill certainly give us a systematicgrip on what the speakersare
saying(e.qg.,Field (1978) and Leporeand Loewer (1987)); but this would be dueto the co-
operationof our theoryof mind andour own antecedensemanticcompetenceone’sgaining
sucha grip doesnot constituteeitherone’s own understandingr that of one’sinterpretee.

The justification of a truth theory as a descriptionof a speaker’'ssemanticcompetence
ultimately restson evidence not conceptuareflection. Doesthe information recordedenter
into explanationsof our judgementsaboutmeaningand our typical performanceDoesthe
structure of the theory explain the apparentstructure of semanticcompetencesuch as
systematicity, compositionality, unboundednessetc.? Is the information such as to be
computationallytractable?Does the semanticsoffer a smooth interpretationof syntactic
structureat the level which interfaceswith humanconceptuatesourcesn general(LF, say)?
E.g.,is thetheoryconsistentith the existenceof ‘empty categories’ Answersto thesekinds
of questionsand many otherswill tell usif we areon the right track.

5: Languagein Mind

From Davidson’sremarksquotedabove,it is clearthat he considershe psychologyor
cognitive scienceof languageto be one thing, and a theory of meaningto be quite another.
This separationof the conceptual/normativérom the empirical is now very commonin a
variety of forms. It might thusbe counteredhatthe aboverecommendationarea changeof
subjectrather than a challengeto the interpretive conceptionof the job of a theory of
meaning.This issue,suffice it to say, is far too wide rangingto be properly engagedwith

Theparaphrasewill beasampliativeasthelexical axiomsfrom which thetheoremsarederived.That
atruth theoryhassuchconsequenceshile cleavingto compositionalityis what,in part, corroborates
the hypothesisthat a speaker'ssemanticcompetencds constitutedby knowledgeof the entailing
theory. | think that thereis good evidencethat this demandcan be met without a retreatto model
theory. The issue,though,l shouldsay,is wholly empirical.
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here.Still, on the assumptiorthat empiricalinquiry into the natureof cognitionis notin any
senseillegitimate, | think a generalproblem obtainsfor the imagined separationand its
instancewith regardto linguistic meaningis especiallyvivid.

Davidsonhimselfwasoneof thefirst to appreciateéhata theoryof meaningmustsatisfy
constraintsthat are essentiallyempirical, such as explaining unboundednessjovelty and
compositionality. Thesekinds of constraintsnow go largely without comment,but they are
empiricalin thatthey reflectreal contingentfeaturesof our linguistic competenceOncesuch
constraintaareacceptedthen,it is difficult to screeroff one’stheoryfrom empiricalfindings.
It is hasprovedconvenienfor thosewho a priori insiston the intrinsic sociality of language
to characterisanaturalisticattitudeto themind— whatMcDowell (1994)disparaginglyefers
to as «bald naturalism»— as one which hankersafter a reductionof meaningand related
conceptsto mechanical/computationatates:what is not causallyaccountabldor just ain’t
real. This characterisatiompresentsnaturalismas crude scientism,an ontologicalthesisthat
straightforwardlyconflatesis with ought aetiologywith constitution.It is certainlytrue that
many philosophershave reductionistambitions, but they are not required by naturalism;
indeed,alot of suchpositions,| shouldsay,aremoreinformedby long standingphilosophical
intuition thanany scientificresearchNaturalismis a methodologicathesisthathasno a priori
commitmentto what meaning, or anything else, for that matter, really is; rather, it is
committedto the constructionof empirical theoriesthat attemptto explain the myriad of
factors that enter into linguistic competence.There is very little mileage to be gained,
therefore,from an attackon naturalismasif it were a thesisaboutwhat thereis, for such
benightedassaultggo no way to securethe legitimacy of theinitial moveto screen-offone’s
philosophyfrom empirical findings. It is the very idea that one can determinesubstantive
claimsaboutthe sociality of languagefrom conceptuaktonsideratioralonethatis in tension
with naturalism,not the putativeirreducibility of the mental.

| am not herebeggingthe questionin favour of a languageorgan(faculty) or any other
naturalistproject,the pointis a generalone:whateverthe shapeof our conceptsaaboutnatural
phenomenappearsto demandmay turn out to be wrong. In the presentcase,l havelittle
doubt that the best descriptionof our Lebensweltinvolves linguistic inter-subjectivity as
constitutive.l alsothink that mutualinterpretationin a certainmodeis somethinglanguage
enablegatherthanwhatit is; the ability to communicatds neithernecessannor sufficient
for linguistic competenceln this regard, our Lebensweltis misleadingand the a priori
constitutivethesesarejust false.Onemayabjureinterestin anythingotherthanthe conceptual
layout of whatit is like to be human,but if so, thenit ill behovesoneto makesubstantive
claims. The crucial point is that once empirical constraints are acknowledged(e.g.,
unboundedness)henit is illicit to committo just thosefeaturesof linguistic understanding
that are consistentwith one’s pre-conceiveda priori views to constrain one’s theory
Unfortunately,to acknowledgeempirical constraintsis one thing, to treatthem seriouslyis
another.Let usfirst look at Brandomasan example.

Brandom (2000, pp. 124-9) wants to show that the novelty and unboundednessf
linguistic understandings flush with his inferential-sociaimodelof thought.The explanation
offered,however,is thatthe child is trained on a finite numberof sentencesndis thenable
to projectto the «correctuses»of boundlesslymanysentenceshrougha segmentatiorf the
membersof the training setinto substitutionclassesof singulartermsand predicatesThis
Bloomfeldianismis patentlymotivatedby Brandom’ssocialview of linguistic understanding
ratherthana concernwith novelty asa real phenomenorthatis independenof any favoured
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theory.Unsurprisingly it facesseriousproblems First, the modelis false.Any developmental
text bookwill tell onethatchildrenarenot trainedon a finite numberof sentencesChildren
beginwith singlewords,go througha two word phrasalstage andthenontofull grammatical
complexity (function words, inflections, etc.). The whole processs characterisedby novelty
and creativity. Secondthereis no known projectionfunction from a corpusof sentenceso
a grammairproper.Brandom’ssubstitutionaimethodfails evenwith sucha crudepartitionas
singularterm and predicate.lt is, on the one hand,too broad,e.g.,"...is dangerousadmits
names(paradigmsingularterms) as well as generalnouns,gerunds,infinitives, quantifier
phraseswh-phrasesglausesgtc.;onthe otherhand,it is too narrow;e.g.,‘...washedherself’
excludesall substitutendsipartfrom third person,singular,feminine. The fact is that outside
of artificial languagessubstitutiondoesnot determinegrammaticakategoricalnessndthere
are, of course,‘scrambled’ languagessuch as Warlpiri and Latin, with free order, where
phrasakonstituentsnay evenbediscontinuousThird, whatexplainsnoveltyis structurege.g.,
that [, NP PP]is recursivemeansthatif oneunderstand§X [PP[Y]]] (e.g.,the boybehind
the girl), then one will understandX [PP [Y [PP [X]]]]], etc. If one doesnot have the
grammaticalconceptof a preposition underwhich a given prepositionmay freely take NP
argumentsthenbeingableto usea given PPwill not ipso facto enableyou to useany other
PPiteratedthereof.The bestexplanationnve haveof this is thatgrammaticakelectionfeatures
are given in the lexicon. Perhapsthis is wrong, but if words are not distinguishedby
grammaticalfeaturesthen novelty and boundlessnesare not explained;andif wordsareso
distinguishedthen the projection Brandomhasin mind is wrong: it is projectionfrom the
lexiconthatis explanatorynot from a corpusof sentencesSimilar complaintscanbe made
againstDavidson.

Davidson(1997b,p. 20) saysthat that linguistic capacitiesarelargely innatelyendowed
is not «philosophicallysignificant»,althoughhe doesthink thatit is probablytrue (so much
the worse,perhapsfor such‘significance’.) Davidson’spoint appeardo be that such‘facts’
shedno light on the contentof our thoughtsand how we comeby suchcontent,the facts
concernonly syntax. The motivation here, however, derives from his unabashed<social
engineeringxiew of languageratherthanany consideredview of the empiricaldata,which,
| shouldsay,doesnot supporthis position*? Evenso, doesDavidsonhereoffer a principled
screenbehindwhich an interpretiveconceptionof meaningmay remainunmolestedoy data
or empiricaltheories?

It is fair to say that in moderndiscussionthe view that languageis characterisedy
novelty, systematicity and unboundednessomesdirectly from Chomsky’searly pioneering
work (1957), althoughthe characterisatioryoesback at least as far DescartesThe mere

12 Curiously, Davidson (1997b, pp. 20-1) claims to have no particular problem with language

acquisitionbeing largely governedby innate principles,and he cites Pinker's (1995) survey of the

evidencdn supportof this nativism.He then,however goesonto offer whatis essentiallyan ostensive
learning by negative evidencemodel (triangulation) of conceptualityas such, including lexical

acquisition(alsoseeDavidson(1997a,2000)).But, famously,negativedataappearso play no role at

all in languageacquisition;certainlythe ostensivemodeldoesnot squarewith the lexical ‘explosion’

that takesplacearound24-30 months.Elsewhere Davidson(1989, p. 164) is more conciliatory: «Of

coursevery manywordsandsentencearenotlearnedby ostensiorandcorrection],butit is thosethat

arethatanchorlanguageo theworld». | know of no data,howeverto supportthe claim thata certain

classof wordsis learntby ostensionBesideswhich, the assumptiorthat languagds anchoredo the

world begsthe questionin favour of the social externalismwhich is presentlyin question.
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existenceof such features,of course,does not reveal the falsity of the social view of
languagé? Indeed,for Chomskyin the late ‘50s psychologicaissueswverevery muchin the
backgroundlt is alsofair to say, however,that linguistics of the pastthirty yearsor so has
madeit beyondinformeddoubtthatlinguisticunderstandingivolvessensitivityto information
thatis not communicatedr in any way encodedn the data(input) the heareror learneris
facedwith. Nor is thisinformationnecessarilgyntacticasopposedo semanticasDavidson’s
dismissalof the significanceof the internalismof syntaxwould suggestln fact, the kind of
distinction betweensyntaxand semanticdn which Davidsontradesis problematic.

Syntaxis no lessconceptuathansemanticsThat a speakeicanrecognisehat, say, it is
the objectof meetwhichis beingquestionedn WhomdoesBill wantto meet?| helpouthere
by using the unfortunatelymoribund accusativeform), presumablyrequiresthe conceptof
transitiveverb, and much elsebesidesjust as, | shouldsay, the recognitionthat Roveris a
dogrequiresthe conceptof adog. If thereis a fundamentatifferencehere,no-onehasmade
clear what it is. Even if thereis a principled separationjt just doesnot follow that the
difference is that semanticsis external (social) while syntax is internal (private). (See
Chomsky(2000)andSegal(2000)for awholly narrowview of content.)Thereis thetendency
to think of syntaxasmeaninglessymbols,aswe think of ‘1’'s and‘0’s on a Turing machine
tapethat do not meananythinguntil we interpretthe machineas, say,computingin base2.
Deepconfusionariseswhenwe think this way, for it encourageshe thoughtthat syntaxand
semanticsare relatedasrepresentationio represerdd asif syntaxis ‘inside’ and semantics
is ‘outside’. Patently however whenwe theoriseaboutthe syntacticcompetencef a subject,
we do not think that syntaxis a meaninglessepresentationahediumuponwhich the subject
drapesmeaning. If that were the case,a subjectwould not be in a position to make
judgementsabout grammaticality; contrary to fact, competencewould be an automatic
mechanicalresponserather than a resourcewe can freely employ. Syntax, along with
semanticsjs represergd in the mind, it is not the representationamedium of the mind.
Syntax and semanticsare properly thought of as different levels of information that a
competentsubjecthas at his disposalqua competent? Unsurprisingly,where syntax ends
and semanticdeginsis not clear.

Onemay, of course think thatthereis somethingspecial,conceptuallyrevealing,about
compositionalityin distinctionto empty categoriesandrestof the abstractstructurerevealed
by currentlinguistics,althoughl know of no argumenthatevensuggestshatthisis true;and
evenif it weretrue, we would still be owedan explanationof the phenomenonif, then,one
constrainsa theory of meaningto be compositionalsimply becausdinguistic understanding
appearsto be compositional,by parity of reasoning,one must constrainone’s theory of
meaningto accommodatempty categoriesetc. But if oneis so consistentthenthe kind of
«social engineering»model Davidsonfavoursis in real trouble. It might be, as Davidson
(1997b,pp. 25-6;2000,pp. 71-2) suggeststhatwe learnconceptghroughostensivelyjearning

13 Onemight arguethatthereare syntacticconstraintsyvhatis socialis ‘meaning’. It is difficult to

take suchargumentsseriouslywithout being given a principled cognitivedistinction betweensyntax
and semanticgseebelow).

14 It doesnot follow, of course,thatgrammaticalinformationis consciouslyaccessibleAlthough
sometimest is, andwhenit is not, it clearly shapesur choicesandjudgementgatherthan simply
causesvhatwe say.
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the referenceof words, with ourselvedorming a triangle with teacherandthe world, where
the former providessharedsaliencesand the latter correction.| think not. But it just makes
no senseat all thatwe ostensivelylearnemptycategoriesfor thereis no ‘word’ to learn.The
point here is quite different from, say, the situation with inflectional properties.Such
propertiesare phoneticallymarked,but they have no referencethat may be ostendedihey
simply mark agreemenfeatures.Still, we canjust imagine,| supposesomeextrapolation
from a matrix of previouslyfixed words (no-one,of course,hasa clue how this might be

achieved).Empty categories,however, do refer, possessingoronominal and/or anaphoric
features.This is crucial. Empty categoriesare not expletivessuchasit andthere (in some
constructions)n Englishthatoccurwithout makinga semanticcontribution.The presencef

expletivesin Englishis due,it seemsto a structural requirementor overt subjects Empty
categoriespn theotherhandessentiallyenterinto the semanticevaluationof the constructions
in which they appear.Empty categoriestherefore,cannotbe dismissedas mere «syntactic
constraints»Let us briefly exhibit this differencewith a grammaticalchestnut.

In Bill is eagerto pleasetheinfinitive to pleaseis transitive,but whatarethe arguments
of the verb?No competentspeakethastroubletelling us that Bill is not the object, for it is
Bill who wantsto be pleasing,eventhough,quainfinitive, the verb’s subjectis not marked;
in finite paraphraseBill is eagerthat he (Bill) pleasesomeoner other. But compareBill is
easyto please hereBill mustbe the object of the verb, with the subjectbeing empty (this
becomesapparentvith the paraphrasdt is easyto pleaseBill.) Thedifferenceis obviousbut
subtle still, for it dependson the fact that easy unlike eager doesnot categorisefor an
external (subject)argument;hence,the subjectof the infinitive complementof easyis an
empty category PRO, where the subject of eager is the raised subjectBill. In sum, a
competentsubject must understandhe semanticvaluesof empty categoriesput no such
valuescanbe ostendedthereis nothingto triangulate Again, asfar aswe cansee,the only
place for empty categoriesto be is as representedn the minds of speakers/hearerd.o
acknowledgehis is to admit that languages not «intrinsically social».

We have come some distancefrom the idea that a truth theory ought to embody a
translationconstraint;l hope,however,thatthe dialecticis clear.We canstatea truth theory
for a speakef(idiolect) in waysthat satisfy constraintsof novelty, compositionality etc.,and
alsooffer intuitive testsof its correctnes# the form of thedemandhatit entailsarticulations
of the contentof the speaker'ssentencedNone of this involvestranslationin the substantive
senseof a truth theory being constrainedto issuein informative translationsof ‘foreign’
sentencesThe changeof tack is a move from a social perspective,one under which a
translationconstraintmakessense,to a cognitive or internalist perspective,under which
translationis otiose.l haveattemptedo showthat stayingwith the former perspectivdands
the truth theoreticapproachto meaningin an empirical dilemmaout of which thereis no
appareniescape.

6: ConcludingRemarks

Davidson’s initial presentationof the truth theoretic approachshowed the greatest
sensitivity to empirical issuesand could be profitably understoodas continuous with
Chomsky’swork, asDavidson(1984,pp. 22/30) himself suggestedDavidson’sclarity on the
demandthat a theoryis requiredratherthan consultationof dictionarieshasjustly provedto
be seminal. Above all, Davidson’scontentionthat a truth theoryis whatis neededo account
for compositionalityandunboundedness a lastingachievementAs my title intimates,| seek
arevisionof Davidson not a refutation.Oncewe getclearon therelationshipbetweenrarski,
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atruth theoryanddeflationism,we canseeDavidsonasoffering a profoundinsightinto truth
and meaning,onewhich is flush with an empiricalapproachto linguistic understanding.
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IDENTITY, ANALYTICITY AND EPISTEMIC CONSERVATISM
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Introduction

Rigorous,i.e. non-metaphoricaformulationsof the analytic/syntheti@istinctionarethin
on the ground. Moreover, many will sympathisewith Quine’s explanationof that fact!
Famously,Quinedistinguishegwo purportedtypesof analytic statement:

Thoseof thefirst class,which may be calledlogically true, aretypified by:
(1) No unmarriedmanis married.

...But thereis alsoa secondclassof analytic statementstypified by:
(2) No bacheloris married.

Thecharacteristiof sucha statements thatit canbeturnedinto alogical truth by puttingsynonyms
for synonymsithus (2) canbe turnedinto (1) by putting ‘unmarriedman’ for its synonym‘bachelor’?

It follows, in Quine’sview, that analyticity is not properlydefinedin the absenceof an
adequatedefinition of cognitive synonymy. The attemptto constructsuch a definition
invariably brings(viciousratherthanvirtuous)circularity in its wake.The correctexplanation
of thatfact, Quineargues|s that the analytic/synthetidistinctionis merely (one) empiricist
dogma.Quine’s critique of a secondempiricist dogma(reductionism)reinforceshis earlier
conclusionthereis no suchdistinctionto be drawn.Consequentlyno statementlaws of logic
included, is ultimately immuneto revisionin the light of experiencé.Here| suggestthat
evenif much of Quine’s reasoningis cogenthis conclusionis not warranted.Complete
repudiationof the analytic/synthetidistinctionis not the only conclusionwhich canvalidly
be drawn.While | acceptthatthereis a genuineproblemof demarcatiorherel hopeto show
thatthe particulardemarcatiorconsideredy Quineis theresultof epistemicaggrandisement.
The accountof analyticity proposedmay also cast new light on questionsof warrantas
regardsessentialisaccountsof identity-statementgheseconsequenceare consideredn the
final sectionof the paper.

1 Quine, W.V.O., ‘Two Dogmasof Empiricism’ in From a Logical Point of View, Harper
Torchbooks Harperand Row, New York. SecondEdition. 1963. Pages20-46.

2 ibid. Pages22-23.The talics are Quine’s.

®  ibid. Page43.
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With no intendedsleightof hand,the accountof analyticity consideredoy Quine might
be crystallisedas a distinction betweentwo kinds of identity-statementThe first of theseis
generallytakento exemplify the law of identity, i.e. the thoughtthat everythingis identical
with itself:

Typel a=-a

In ‘Two Dogmas of Empiricism’, Quine’s attitude to statementsof this form is
ambiguous.Laws of logic are revisablein the light of experience More specifically, it is
suggestedhat this fate might alreadyhavebefallenthe law of excludedmiddle’

While it is now clearthat the latter claim is erroneoudat leastfor the reasonsQuine
gives), by the former claim, Quine would appearcommittedto the potentialrevocability of
the law of identity on empiricalgrounds.Currentphysicaltheory may offer no basisfor any
suchrevisionbut sciencds progressiveand,in thelongerrun, who knows.On the otherhand,
Quine’scaseagainstthe first dogmais not mademodulological truthsbut ratheron the basis
of a secondtype of purportedlyanalytic statement:

Typell a=b whereandonly where(a, b) is a synonym-pair.
As Quineputsit:

... the major difficulty lies notin thefirst classof analyticstatementsthe logical truths,but ratherin the
secondclass,which dependson the notion of synonymy?

Giventherecalcitrancef cognitivesynonymyasregardgnon-circular)definition, Quine
is right to claim that no analytic/synthetidistinctionhasyet beencogentlydrawn.He may,
however bewrongto concludethatthereis no suchdistinction.Quine’sbasicconcernis how
scientifically-informedbelief-setsvarpin experience’sight. Giventhatbelief-setsvarpunder
guiding principleswhich are pragmatic,conservativeand simplicity-seekingjt is difficult to
seewhat could possiblymotivaterejectionof the law of identity, and moredifficult still, to
imaginehow any belief-setcould actuallybe formed(or adjusted)n wayswhich did not keep
faith with the law of identity.

The matterwill not be settledby consensubut, | takeit, few if anywill wantto dispute
the analyticity of statementsf type I. | further assumethat the reasonunderpinningthat
reactionis constitutedoy the form of the sentencatself. Type | statementsre epistemically
reassuringn the sensethat we generallygraspthe truth of any suchsentenceassoonaswe
graspthe meaningof the symbolswhich composét. The sourceof thatreassuranceonsists
in our understandin@f theidentity signandour recognitionthatthe sametermfills bothgaps
in the identity relation.Indeed,in this we havea very cleardefinition of type | identities,i.e.
identity-statements which one and the sameterm plugs both gapsin the relation. Thus, it
is very naturalto assertthat every such sentences true in virtue of the meaningof the
symbolswhich composeit, i.e. at first blush, at least, every sentenceof that form seems
guaranteedo be true. Moreover,it would appearthat the contentof any suchstatementan
be paireddown very considerablywhile retaining (intuitively, at least) self-evidenceEven

* ibid.

> ibid. Page24.
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here, however, there are limits. For example, the poverty of current flubjub-theory
notwithstandingpone might be temptedto acceptthe truth of the following statement:

Flubjubsareflubjubs.

Giventhelogical form of the statementndthe validity of existentialgeneralisationpne
might theninfer:

Flubjubsexist.

Given that there are no flubjubs, such reasoningis invalid. Hence,we may require
extraneouseassurancie someform thatthe namein questionis not vacuousjn otherwords,
that the conceptin questionhasan extension.Given suchminimal extraneousnformation,
typel statementarerobustlyepistemicallyreassuringi.e. Typel statementasdefinedwhich
satisfy the reference-conditionveartheir analyticity on their faces;aswe might put it, such
statement&xhibit orthographicidentity.

Whether or not Quine ultimately shareswith his opponentsrecognition of the
epistemicallyreassuringcharacterof type | statementsit is clearthat, in Quine’sview, the
real trouble kicks in with the attemptto extendanalyticity to type Il statementsThe key
assumptiorhereis just that thereis a classof suchsentencesHowever,if thereis any such
class,no memberof that classexhibits orthographicidentity. Type Il identity-statementslo
not wear their analyticity on their faces.Indeed,the logical form of a type Il statementis
generallydefinitive of syntheticityratherthananalyticity. Further,if theclaimis thata certain
classof suchstatementsasthis form butis nonethelesproperlyunderstoodsanalyticrather
than synthetic,the key questionis exactly which class?In otherwords, which substitution-
instancesare properlyincludedin the analytic ‘box’ andwhich excluded?

The answerseemsbvious.Type Il statement®f the form a = b areanalyticwhereand
only where(a, b) is a synonym-pairBut now Quine’s points as regardsthe recalcitranceof
cognitive synonymyall becomepressing.For singulartermsin the relation, for example,it
is now not enoughsimply to know that both termsrefer. Equally, for generalterms,it is not
enoughto know that the relevantextensionsare non-emptyor eventhat suchextensionsare
identical. Thus, thereis not only a challengeto clearly pin down type Il analytic truths but
alsoa fundamentakpistemiccontrastbetweenrnthe two purportedforms of analytictruth. The
challengehereis not adequatelynetby pointingto oneor two statementsf the relevantform
which, mostwould agree,assertrue identities.Rather,whatis requiredis cleardemarcation
of the relevantclass.

Type |l identity-statementstrongly contrastwith thoseof typel. The former, unlike the
latter, clearly are not orthographiddentities.We notedabovethat recognitionof the truth of
atypel statementequiresonly thatwe areawarethatthe statemenhastype | form andthat
thefirst termin therelationrefers.In contrastknowingthata statements of typell form and
thatthe first termin thatrelationrefersis not a stateof informationadequatdo establishing
the truth of any type Il identity. Moreover,if the first termin a type | identity refersit is
certainthat the secondterm also refers. Again, however,the referentialsuccesf the first
term in a type Il identity offers no guaranteeof referenceas regardsthe secondterm.
Therefore thereare clear epistemicdifferencesbetweenthe two kinds of identity-statement.
Giventhelack of a cleardemarcatiorof the purportedclassof typell analytictruthstogether
with the fact that there is no reassuringorthographicidentity in the caseof any type Il
statementthe questionnaturally arises:why shouldwe acceptthat thereis any suchclass?
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Thus Quine’s boundaryproblem may indeedbe one of aggrandisement,e. the notion of
analyticity hasbeenstretchedeyondthe genuinelyself-evident.Traditionalattemptso draw
thedistinctionfail with Quine’sattemptpreciselybecausehesestrategiegry to drawtheline
betweenthe analyticandthe syntheticin the wrong place.

Given the foregoing, we may rationally acceptQuine’s critique of type Il ‘analytic’
statementsvhile rejecting his conclusion,i.e. we may chooseto warp our belief-setin the
light of our experiencerather differently. Given the Duhem-Quinethesis,our handis not
forcedto any particularlocal fix andthusthe move may evenbe Quineanin spirit. To be
quite clear,the alternateconclusionis a position which confinesanalyticity to orthographic
identity; giventhe backgroundo this debatea positionaptly entitledepistemicconservatism
i.e. conservatismmoduloanalyticity. In Quineanspirit still, we oughtto keepan eyeto the
knock-oneffectsof suchanadjustmento, andin, the biggerpicture.Whatdoesphilosophical
cost-benefitanalysisrevealhere?

Beforeconsideringhatquestion|t is worth forestallingoneobviousobjection.Thusfar,
the only restrictionimposedupon orthographiddentitiesover and abovelogical form is the
reference-condition,e. thetermin thatrelationmustbe non-vacuousThosewho sympathise
with Kripkean accountsof the semanticof namesand naturalkind termsin termsof rigid
designation for example,may rest easygiven that condition alone® While 1 cannotfully
makethe caseout here,giventhe work of GarethEvansandothers,it seemdikely thatsome
descriptivecontent(howeverminimal, e.g.sortal) mustattachto names. However,the move
to a (weakly) descriptivist, anti-Kripkean, position does nothing to underminethe key
epistemicdifferenceshetweerthe two typesof identity-statementighlightedhere.Assuming
thatthereis somesuchcontentthatcontentwill attachto thetermsin anyidentity-statement.
As regardsorthographicidentities,we can be equally certain ex hypothesithat exactly the
samecontentattachedo eachtermin everysuchcase.By the sameassumptionthereis no
guaranteevhatsoevethat the samedescriptivecontentwill attachto the termsof any non-
orthographiddentity. Thus,a descriptiviststancepreservegey epistemiadifferencesbetween
the two typesof identity-statemert.

®  See,for exampleKripke, S., ‘Identity andNecessity’ reprintedin Moore, A. (ed.) Meaningand

ReferenceOxford Readingsn Philosophy,Oxford. 1993.Pagesl62-191.
" Seefor example Evans,G. ‘The CausalTheoryof Names’ reprintedin Moore,A. (ed.)Meaning
and ReferenceOxford Readingsn Philosophy,Oxford. 1993.Pages208-227.

8 More robustly descriptivistanalysesare possiblehere. But thesemay come at a price. On a
Russellearanalysis,for example,it would seemto follow that theremight be worlds in which such
termsfailedto refer,i.e. worldsin which orthographiddentitiesmight befalse.To adopta descriptivist
positiondoesnot entailacceptingeverydetail of Russell’sanalysisof descriptionshowever We may,
for example sympathisavith Strawson’<ritique of Russell’stheory(see for example StrawsonP.F.,
‘On Referring’ reprintedin Moore, A. (ed.) Meaningand ReferenceOxford Readingsn Philosophy,
Oxford. 1993. Pages56-79). According to Strawson,referenceis presupposedatherthan entailed.
Thus,wherereferentis lacking so too is truth-value,i.e. the relevantclassof orthographicdentities
is neithertrue nor false. Orthographicidentities containingreferring terms are thereforetrue while
orthographicidentities containing vacuousterms are neither true nor false. It follows that no
orthographiddentity is everfalse.In otherwords,thereis no possibleworld in which anyorthographic
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To sumup: theaccountof analyticity proposechereconfinesthe analyticto orthographic
identity-statementssatisfying the reference condition. Clearly, every such identity is
necessarilyruein ahighly intuitive senseMoreover thatintuition canbe mademoreprecise.
In everypossibleworld in which thefirst termin anorthographiddentity-statementefersthat
statements guaranteedrue. Therefore,thereis no world in which any such orthographic
identity is false.Giventhe familiar interpretationsof the notionsof possibility and negation,
it follows that true orthographicidentities are true necessarily,.e. no such orthographic
identity is falsein any possibleworld. Further,while it is clearthat the epistemiccharacter
of type| identitiesis underwrittenmerelyby the form of the statementandsatisfactionof the
reference-conditiont is equallyclearthatthe samebasisis inadequatasregardsestablishing
thenecessityf anytypell identity-statementere,merelygraspingheform of the statement
andknowingthatthefirst termrefersis plainly insufficientto establishthe truth, let alonethe
necessity,of any type Il identity-statementThere remain, therefore,important epistemic
differencesbetweenthe two kinds of identity-statementprecisely as regardswarrant for
analyticity and, by the sametoken, necessity.

The account of analyticity proposed here not only allows a clear (if modest)
analytic/synthetidistinctionto be drawnbut also providesa usefulframeworkwithin which
guestionsof warrantas regardsessentialisiaccountsof identity-statementgan usefully be
consideredAs is very well known, certainauthors(chief amongthemSaulKripke andHilary
Putnam)havearguedfor anaccountof a certainclassof typell identity-statementsvhich, if
true, are true necessarily. Famously,the termsin such identity-statementsre the prime
candidatedor rigid designationj.e. namesand naturalkind terms.Of course,suchidentity-
statementarenot canvassedssimply analyticin the senseproposecdere.Rather,n thelight
of identitiesof this type, we are urgedto distinguishepistemicnecessityfrom metaphysical
necessity.ldentities of the relevantkind are metaphysicahecessitiesknown a posteriori°
It follows that thereis, indeed,a classof properly type Il identities which, if true, are
necessarihtrue. Given the foregoingdiscussionknowledgeof the logical form of any such
statementand the fact that the first term in any such statementrefers is, just as such,
insufficientto warrantrecognitionof the necessityof that statementin theseterms,the key
guestionis exactly how that stateof informationis supplementedo constitutewarrant?To
that end, | separatecases.Consider,for example,Kripke’s claim to the necessityof the
statement:

identity is false. Given the familiar interpretation of the notions of possibility and negation,
orthographiddentitiesarenecessarilftrue, i.e. no orthographiddentity is falsein any possibleworld.

Of coursethis analysisassumeshe correctnessf Strawson’sposition;a precariousassumptiorgiven

StephenNeale’s critique of Strawsoniamanalysesin his Descriptions CambridgeMA, MIT Press.
1990.

® Re Kripke, for example,seereference6 above.Re Putnam,see,for example,Putnam, H.,
‘Meaning and Reference’ reprintedin Moore, A. (ed.) Meaningand ReferenceOxford Readingsn
Philosophy,Oxford. 1993.Pagesl50-161.

10| amindebtedo Timothy Kenyonfor manyof the pointsmadein this sectionof the paperwhich,
moreover shapethe paperaswhole.
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The lecternis not madeof ice.

Werethetruth of the statemenestablishedy fiat, therecould be no sensan which our
knowledge(if indeedwe havesuchknowledge)is the resultof empiricaldiscovery.Thatthis
is not Kripke’s positionis quite clear:

Whatwe know s thatfirst, lecternsusuallyarenot madeof ice, theyareusuallymadeof wood. This looks

like wood. It doesnot feel cold andit probablywould if it were madeof ice. Therefore,l conclude,

probablythis is not madeof ice. Here my entire judgements a posteriorit!

Here, the key point is that to establishthe necessityof the statemenin questionis to
establishthatit is not possiblethat the statemenbe false,i.e. thatthereis no possibleworld
in which the statements false.But whatin the passageuotedassuresus of thatfact? The
statements highly probable.But any degreeof probability lessthan 1 is plainly inadequate
to Kripke’s task. The statement’®eing.99 probableandyet beingfalseis perfectlyconsistent.
It follows thatthereis a possibleworld in which the negationof the statemenholds;whence,
then,its necessity’Kripke outlinesan argument-formwhich, undersubstitution,is intended
to establishthe necessityof the statements conclusion:

POOP
P;
Therefore

P
The conclusion— ‘P’ — is thatit is necessaryhat the table not be madeof ice*?

To beclear,thevalidity of the argument-formoutlinedis notin questionhere.However,
to draw the conclusionsoundlyrequiresestablishinghe truth of all the premisesThus,the
key questionis the natureof the warrantfor P itself. Certainly, given P, and giventhatif P
then necessarilyP, necessarilyP. But, again, the truth of P is by no meansconclusively
establishedy Kripke’s argument.In fairnessto the positionin question,and lest anything
significant should hang merely on one particular example, consider Putnam’s candidate
identity:

Wateris H,O

Putnamis clearly awarethat establishinghe necessityof the identity-statementequires
ruling out the possiblenon-obtainingof this truth (if it is one)in somepossibleworld:

... we can perfectly well imagine having experienceghat would convinceus (and that would make it
rational to believe that) water isn't H,O. In that sense,it is conceivablethat water isn't H,O. It is

conceivablebut it isn’'t possible!Conceivabilityis no proof of possibility3

1 Kripke, S.,‘Identity andNecessity’ reprintedin Moore, A. (ed.)Meaningand ReferenceOxford
Readingsn Philosophy,Oxford. 1993.Pagel80.

2 ibid.

13 Putnam,H., ‘Meaning and Reference’ reprintedin Moore, A. (ed.) Meaningand Reference

Oxford Readingsn Philosophy,Oxford. 1993.Pagel59.
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Again, werethetruth of thisidentity-statemengstablishedby fiat, therecouldbe no sense
in which suchknowledgeis theresultof empiricaldiscovery.But Puthamis equallyclearthat
the truth of the identity-statementin questionis an empirical matter: ‘Once we have
discoveredthat water (in the actualworld) is H,O, nothing countsas a possibleworld in
which water isn’'t H,0.”** Given that the discoveryin questionis empirical in characterit
remainsto askwhat it is that ultimately assuresus of the truth of the identity-statemenin
guestionto the extentthat we may confidently assertthe necessityof that statement?

Undoubtedly thatwateris H,O is currentlyanuncontroversiatommonplacef a mature
science.However,it doesnot follow that the truth of that statemenis therebyguaranteed.
Scientific statementsre,generally,defeasiblestatementsTherefore it remainspossiblethat
any such statementwill turn out to be false. In the bigger picture, Larry Laudan’s
‘confutations’,;may showthattheappropriategeneraimeta-inductions pessimistiadatherthan
optimistic® Certainly,chemistryis no exceptionto the rule. The history of sciencedoesnot
bearoutthethoughtthatthe percentageompositionof familiar compoundsvithin established
chemicaltheoriesis immuneto revision.Indeed,just that point was effectively exploitedby
ThomasKuhn preciselyin orderto establishthe revocabilitynot only of scientific theorybut
of scientific data'® Certainsuchchangescould force us to reviseour view of the claim that
wateris H,O andany suchrevisionwould underminethe plausibility of Putnam’scandidate
typell identity.

| do not claim herethatwateris likely to turn out not to be H,O. Rather,my pointis that
anyappeato empiricalknowledgeasregardsridgingthejustification-gapbetweertypel and
type Il necessitiesacesthe apparentlyrecalcitrantproblemof the principled defeasibility of
scientific claims. If the Kripke-Putnampositionis underpinnedy the thoughtthat thereare
points at which scientific hypothesespass from being hypotheticalto being written in
metaphysicastonethenwe mustaskat preciselywhich pointsthattransitionis accomplished?
In other words, we should recognisehere a surrogatefor Quine’s original challengeto
demarcatehat classof typell identitieswhich areproperlyunderstoodo be necessaryather
than contingent.Moreover,in this arena,any positive answerto the questionwould alsotell
us just whenandwheresciencecould stop.

Two furtherimportantpointsareworth emphasisWe may very well agreethatif atrue
type Il identity is to be hadthenthereis a valid inferenceto the necessityof that identity-
statementBut the questionremainswhatassuresis of thetruth of theantecedenandthereby
licensesmodus ponen® Most sentencef this form are synthetic and license no such
inference.At root, the problemis epistemic:underexactly which kinds of circumstanceare
we warrantedin allowing that we have graspedthe truth of any such identity-statement?
Further,to the claim that the critical discussiorof Kripke and Putnamin this sectionsimply
conflatesepistemicnecessitywith metaphysicahecessitythe rejoinderis that the candidate
typell identity-statementsonsiderecherearesupposedy both authorsto motivatejust that

1 ibid.

5 Laudan, L., ‘A Confutation of ConvergentRealism’, reprinted in Papineau,D. (ed.) The
Philosophyof Science Oxford Readingdn Philosophy,Oxford. 1996.Pagesl07-138.

% Kuhn, T.S., The Structureof ScientificRevolutions The University of ChicagoPress Chicago,
1970.SecondEdition. ChapterX, seeespeciallypagesl29-135.
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bifurcationof modalities.Unlesswe canrecognisethat thosestatementsio enjoy the special

statusclaimedon their behalfthe motivationto draw the modal distinction would appearto
be lost!’

Ultimately, thesoundnessf theparticularargumentpresentedhereis lessimportantthan
the fact thatkinds of doubtcanbe raisedasregardswarrantfor typell identity-statement#o
which type | identity-statementgare immune. Given the fundamentalepistemicdifferences
betweenthetwo, typell identity-statementwill alwaysrequirespecialpleadingre necessity.
| havearguedherethat, in just this respectthe Kripke-Puthamcaseremainsnot proven.

Paul Tomassi

<p.tomassi@abdn.ac.uk>

7| amagainindebtedto Timothy Kenyonfor thesepoints.
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GORGIAS THE SOPHIST ON NOT BEING:
A WITTGENSTEINIAN |INTERPRETATION

Michael Bakaoukas

Provocative aphorismsof the most notable fifth century Sophist, Gorgias, such as
«Nothingactuallyexists»or his realisttenetthat «it is not speech(logos)thatservedo reveal
the externalobject,but the externalobjectthat provesto be explanatoryof speech¥DK 82B
85) havebeensubjectto endlesscyclesof interpretation] do not proposeto offer herea full
analysisof Gorgias’'thought,but rathersomenew suggestionsisto how to interpretGorgias
on the basisof how scholarshaveinterpretedGorgias.

Untersteiner (1954: 163-5) and Kerferd (1981a: 93-95) distinguish between three
approacheso Gorgianictexts. Accordingto the first approachGorgias’treatiseOn Whatis
Notis just a rhetoricalparodyof philosophicaldoctrines(philological or rhetoricalapproach)
[Bux, 1941:403ff]. Following the rhetoricalapproachresearcherg speeclcommunication
and rhetoric attemptto attributeto Gorgiasan epistemologyand a genuinephilosophy of
rhetoric (Gronbeck, 1972: 36 — Engndll, 1973 — Enos, 1976 — Cascardi, 1983 — Wadlters, 1994).

Accordingto the secondapproachGorgiasis just a nihilist (or a negativedogmaticor
a forerunnerof scepticism)attacking the doctrinesof the Eleatics and the Presocratics
(ontologicalapproach).There are many interpreterswho hold that Gorgiasis attackingthe
ontological doctrines of the Presocratics:Grote (1869: VII 331 ff and 1875: 107-109),
GomperzTh. (1901:480-496),Maier (1913:223-226),Reinhardt(1916: 39 ff), Joel (1921:
726), Nestle (1922: 554), Lattanzi (1932), Calogero(1932: 157-222),Brocker (1958: 438),
Mondolfo (1936:177-182),Levi (1941:32-34and 1966: 204 ff), Zeller (1963:1305-1310),
Sicking (1964: 225 ff), Guthrie(1969:199and1971:ch. 11), etc.

According to Bakaoukas’Ph.D. dissertation,both Gorgias and Aristotle refer to the
contradictingviewsof somepresocratighilosophersvho arguewith eachotheraboutoneand
the samething, i.e. the «being» (on). For Aristotle, «we cannotbe right in holding the
contradictingviews [sc. of Heracleitusand Anaxagoras]If we could, it would follow that
contrariesarepredicableof the samesubjectsc. whichis notthe case]»Metaph K 1063b24-
26). In the sameway, Gorgiassaysin his rhetoricalwork Palamedes that we should not
believe those people who contradict themselves(Pal. 25). Obviously, the «quarrelling»
philosophersat issue(in Gorgias’time) arethe Atomistsandthe Eleatics.As far aswe can
tell from Gorgias’treatiseOn What is Not, the Gorgianicargumentsand counterarguments
referto the Eleaticswho hadengagedn a controversywith the Atomistsaboutbeingandnon-
being (or kenon).

In the third approach(which attributesto Gorgiasan interestingphilosophicposition),
Gorgiasis seriouslyinterestedin the problemsof predicationand meaning(philosophical
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approach)jKerferd, Mourelatos.etc.]. Accordingto Kerferd, «thereis nothingin the treatise
(sc.of Gorgias)which might nothavebeenexpressedy Gorgiasin thefifth centuryandthere
thematteris perhapdestleft [5] (...) therehaveindeedbeenthosewho havetreatedthe work
seriously But its interpretatiorundoubtedlypresentguite extraordinandifficulties, andthose
who havetreatedit seriouslyhavearrivedat very differentviews asto what Gorgiasis saying
[3]» (Kerferd, 1955: 3, 5). So, «whatis needed] believe,at the presentstageof Gorgianic
scholarships a programmeof discussiorandresearclH...) — thisis to identify certainbroad
philosophicfeaturesn Gorgias'thoughtin orderto provideakind of philosophicsketch-map»
(Kerferd, 1981[b]: 322-3).

For Mourelatosthe presocratidragmentarytexts encouragehe study of commentaries
andinterpretationsthatis to saythe study of «secondaryiterature».The original works are
lost, so one should «seekto come to terms with alternative views already on record»
(Mourelatos,1993: 1). This goesfor Gorgias’ paraphrasediragmentarytexts as well, i.e.
Sextus’scepticalparaphrasef Gorgias’'treatiseOn Whatis Not (2" cent.AD) [hereafterDK
B30] and the pseudo-Aristotelianparaphraseof Gorgias’ On What is not De Melisso
XenophaneGorgia (2™ cent.BC) [hereafterMXG)

Following the third approachGrote (1869: VII 331 ff) andthenJoel (1921:726) were
the first scholarswho attemptedto interpret Gorgiasfrom a modernphilosophicalpoint of
view. They put forward a Kantian interpretationaccordingto which Gorgiasdistinguished
betweenthe phenomenaand the noumenal Accordingto them, the Gorgianicword ‘being’
refersto ultra-phenomenabr noumenalobject of which Gorgiasdeniedthe existence(not
being). In this regard, accordingto Hamberger(1914: 53, 55), Plato misunderstoodhe
Gorgianictheory on the relationshipbetweennoumenaland phenomenabbjects.Newiger
(1973:186) emphasisethe sameinterpretativeline. But, as Chiapelli (1890) points out, we
should translatethe Gorgianic «not being» into «unknowablematerial Being», for the
distinction between«phenomenaband «<noumenal»s foreign to all ancientthoughtbefore
Plato (cf. Untersteiner1954:164,n. 2).

A modernphilosophicalinterpretationis also adoptedby Mansfeld, statedas follows:
«The point of Gorgias’ argumentseemsto be that the only knowledge(...) is absoluteor
unqualified knowledge, i.e., knowledge of things as they are in themselves.Personal
knowledge beingrelativeandnot of thingsastheyreally arein themselvesis not knowledge
in the requiredsense... is not absoluteknowledgeof things asthey really are but personal
knowledgeof things as they are experiencedThis knowledgecannotbe communicatedo
someoneelse»(Mansfeld1985:252). In this regard,Mansfeld(1985: 258) holdsthat «<some
of Gorgias’points(...) are philosophicallyimmenselyinterestingbecausehey dealwith the
problemof privatevs public knowledge».

Recentinterpretationf Gorgias’textstreat Gorgianicargumentsas seriousand valid.
For exampleSchiappaandHoffman saythat «we oughtto treatthe On Whatis Not asa work
of carefulargumentatiorandnot of inconsiderablghilosophicalsignificance»{Schiappaand
Hoffman, 1994: 160). According to them, Gorgias refutes successfullythe Parmenidean
premise«if (A) can mention(O) or can think of (O), then (O) exists».Along this line of
reasoningGorgiasrefutesthe claim that what is thoughtof is necessarilyexistent(DK B3
79); that is he argues«againstthe existenceof thought-about-objectsesing a reductioad
absurdumNamely,the Parmenideapremisexif (A) canmention(O) or canthink of (O), then
(O) exists»is refuted,for we canthink of non-existenthingslike chimeraor chariotsrunning
overtheseaHencethereis no «identityrelationshigoetweerthings-thought-abowtndthings-
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that-arex(SchiappaandHoffman, 1994:157-8).For Barnesaswell (1993:171) Parmenides’
premiseis fallacious, «for Scylla and Chimera,and many non-entitiesare, as the Sophist
Gorgiassays,thoughtupon».Also it is noteworthythat logicianslike Bochenski(1951:17)
and Thom (1986) take Gorgias’ argumentsnto seriousconsideration.

As regardghe relationbetweenPlatoand Gorgiasit hasbeenarguedby Newiger(1973:
177-188)andHays(1990:336-7)thattherearesomeimportantparallelsbetweenGorgias’On
Whatis not andPlato’s ParmenidesMeno, Theaetetusind Sophist.Theseparallelshavenot
yetbeeninvestigatedn detail. As CalogercandMansfeldpoint out, «thereis not a systematic
comparisonof concreteparallels betweenGorgias and Plato» (Calogero, 269 ff., 311ff;
Mansfeld,1985:258, n. 48). In this respectthe philosophicalimplicationsof Gorgias’'views
at issueare very importantfor future studies,for in orderto comparePlato’s and Gorgias’
argumentsve shouldfirst examineGorgias’ own views (M. Angelini: 2).

In Hay’s words(1990:336-7),«it would seemprudentfor scholarsof Platoto re-acquaint
themselvesvith the treatiseandto keepin mind that Platohadto respondo theseGorgianic
arguments»Crivelli (1996)who holdsthatthe targetof Plato’s Sophistis Gorgiashasdone
himself this to a certainextent.Many parallelsbetweenPlato’s Sophistand Gorgias’ works
corroboratethis approachThatis, Gorgias’exampleof «thinking of a non-existenentity» is
«a flying man» (DK B3 79) which is reminiscentof Plato’s exampleof «flying men»
(Theaetetus158b3-4; Sophist263a8). Also Gorgias’ treatmentof the contradictory and
contrary properties(DK B3 67, 80) is reminiscentof the sophisticargumentin the Sophist
(240b5,240d6-8,257b3-4,258e6).Furthermore Gorgias’ arguments<hadposedformidable
challengego Eleaticphilosophyand(...) [Plato’s] questfor formswasparticularlyvulnerable
to the sameargumentsbecauséts ontologicalassumptionsveresimilar to thoseof Eleatics»
(Hays,1990:336).

Researchens Gorgianicscholarshipecognisehe philosophicakignificanceof Gorgias.
In this respectMourelatosandKerferd attributeto Gorgiasa sophisticatedheoryof meaning
and interpret Gorgiasin termsof a theory of meaning.Mourelatosdetectsin Gorgias’ On
What is Not and Helen a behaviouralaccountof the nature of meaningas opposedto a
referentialandanideationalone.For Mourelatos«Gorgiasattackgwo captivatingconceptions
of the natureof linguistic meaningyiz., thatmeanings referenceandthatmeaningis mental
image or idea. The attackis in the form of a seriesof puzzles.Theseare by no means
sophisticin the pejorativesenselndeed the puzzleshaverecurredn the historyof philosophy
and have specifically played a role in the developmentof twentieth-centuryphilosophical
analysis»Mourelatos,1987:136). So, accordingto this linguistic interpretation Gorgiashas
an interestin questionssuch as «do words acquiretheir meaningby their associationwith
externalthings, ideas,or behaviour?»or «whatdo words standfor?»

The third part of the On What is not (DK B3 83-87; MXG 980al8-b19)refers to
«incommunicability>But evenif they are known, how could anyonecommunicatehemto
anotherAMXG 980 al19-20;cf. 979al11-14DK B3 65). Accordingto Mourelatos,Gorgias
heredealswith «theinability of logos (speech}o communicateeality to anothermperson(...)
[for] logos cannotfurnish, constitute,or representthe externalreality» to the effect that
communicationis undercut(Mourelatos,1987: 138). Gorgiasstatescincommunicability»as
follows: «Thus(...) sincethe existentsubsistseexternally,it will not becomeour speech;and
not being speecht will not be madeclear to anotherperson (DK B3 84).
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But doesGorgiasactuallyundercutntelligentverbalcommunicationhisis not actually
the case,sincefor Mourelatos«if both speakerandlistenerhaveseen(or heard,asthe case
may be), the thing to which the speaker’swords refer communicationshould be perfectly
possibleafterall» (Mourelatos,1987:139-140).For Kerferdaswell, «<suchcommunicatioris
impossibleunlessthe listenerhas himselfseenthe visible object,[so that] onemancanlearn
from another»(Kerferd, 1981b:324).

However,as Gorgiasput it, «and the speakerspeaksput he doesnot speaka colour or
a thing. Anything,then,which a manhasnot in his own consciousnes$iow can he acquire
it from the word from another,or by any sign which is different from the thing exceptby
seeingit if it is a colour, or hearingit if it is a sound® (MXG 980 b2-8tr. Hett). Gorgias
herewith attacksa referentialtheory of meaningaccordingto which «if words are to have
meaning,they must refer to things in the real (at least extra-linguistic and perhapsalso
extramentalworld» (Mourelatos,1987:151). He saysbluntly that «the speakespeaksot a
colour nor a sound,nor any otherthing; he speakdogos (combininglines 980b2-3and b6).
Blunt, evensimplistic thoughthe formulation may be, the argumentis by no meanstrivial.
As an elenchusof the referentialconception,the argumenthasfully as much force asthe
refinedmodernversionof it: we do not eatthe meaningof ‘cake’» (Mourelatos,1987:153).
Furthermore,in Mourelatos’ view, Gorgias herewith objectsto an empiricist, ideational
conceptiornf meaningaccordingio which wordshaveor acquiretheir meaningoy «<somesort
of tie or pairing with perceptions(sensoryimpressionsor mental imagesor thoughts)»
(Mourelatos,1987:146, 151).

For Mourelatos(1987:145), Gorgiaspossessethe conceptof mentalimageor sensory
impressionHelen17: imageof thethingsthatareseen);on the basisof this conceptGorgias
usesthe argumentfrom perceptuaidentity or perceptuaameness$o showthat sensations,
sensoryimpressionr mentalimages(eikone9 are not the sameto different observersand
in different perceptualconditions.So given the assumptiornthat meaningis mentalimage,
«therewould alwaysbe doubtsasto whethera given word hasthe samemeaningwhenused
by different speakersor whenusedby the samespeakeiat differenttimes»to the effectthat
intelligent verbal communicatiorwould be impossible(Mourelatos,1987:154).

Thatis, asWittgensteinwould put it, if wordsacquiretheir meaningby their association
to sensationsye are underthe spell of a misguidedmetaphysicsfor «whenwe think about
the relation of objectsto our experience®f objects(...) we aretemptedto conceiveof two
distinctkinds of worldsthe mentalandthe physical(...) It is againstsuchtemptationghatthe
private languagearguments directed.But concentratingon S (sensation)while enunciating
‘S’ (a word) does not bring it about that | will rememberthat ‘S’ meansS, unless
concentratingon S will transformthe [verbal] sound‘S’ into the expressiorof a concept.If
it doesnot, then subsequeneénunciationf ‘S’ will be emptynoises,'whateveris going to
seemright to meis right’ (Phil. Inv. 258), for no standarchasbeenestablishedy reference
to which the subsequentiseof ‘S’ canbe evaluatedas corrector incorrect»(Hacker,1972:
223-4).

Thatis to say,sensationgssuchare meaninglessConsequentlyif wordsacquiredtheir
meaningby their associatiorio sensationsye would bein a stateof «incommunicability»and
«meaninglessnes$®» which, accordingto Gorgias:«Evenif anythingis apprehensibleyet of
asuretyit is inexpressiblendincommunicabléo one’sneighbourxDK B3 65),and«noone
could say anythingfalse»(MXG 980all).In the sameway, Lazerowitzand Mourelatosuse
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Wittgestein’s lectures on private experience and sense data in interpreting Gorgias
(Lazerowitz,1968: 37, Mourelatos,1987: 154-5,n. 45).

Gorgias also emphasisegshe common sensefact that it is not necessaryfor many
observerdo seeexactlythe samething at the sametime (MXG 980b9-19). In this case he
saysthat thereis nothingto preventa thing from seemingdifferent to many personsMXG
980b12),sincethesepersonsare supposedo be neitherexactlythe samenor probablyon the
samevantageground(MXG 980b12-13)He simply pointsout thattwo personsanperceive
the sameobject differently, and thus there may be two different appearancesf the same
object(MXG 980b10-11).This Gorgianicarguments a simpleformulation of the argument
from illusion accordingto which: «a physicalobject may at the sametime look A to one
observerand B to anotherobserver;put it cannotbe both A and B, for thatwould be a self
contradiction»(Hirst, 1959:46).

In this case,Gorgiassays,it is difficult for someoneto have exactly the samesense-
experiencewith somebodyelse’ssense-experienagf the samething. As Gorgiasput it, «for
it is impossiblefor the samething to existin severalseparatepersons;for the onewould be
two ... thereis nothingto preventit from not beingthe samein themall, seeingthat theyare
not in everyway alike, nor in the sameplace; for if anythingwerethis, it would be oneand
nottwo [...] sothatonemancan hardly perceivethe samething asanother (MXG 980b10-
18).

In modernterms,what Gorgiassaysis simple. That is, if one physicalobject hastwo
different appearancesyhen perceivedby two different personsthenwhat could explainits
phenomenalduplication is the possibility of there being two objects with two different
appearances— which, as he says,is absurd,sincethe one thing in questionwould be two
different things (MXG 980b12-13).Therefore,what changesappearanceshouldnot be the
objectitself, but the sensiblethings (aistheta), which vary from manto man. Sensiblethings
are as many as the percipients,they are subjective,private to their owners,unobservedy
others,andconsequentlyhey cannotbe identified with the uniquething. In consequenceur
subjectivesense-experienced a singlething andthething itself areregardedastwo separate
items (Bakaoukas2001).

To interpretthis passageMourelatosadoptsa phenomenologicateading.He usesthe
argumentfrom perceptualdentity. For Mourelatos,«the ‘one’ andthe ‘same’ which cannot
become‘two’ and ‘different’ is not an externalthird thing; it is simply the perceptionor
experienceor thought»(Mourelatos,1987: 143). So Gorgiasformulatesan epistemological
puzzle:«evenwe shouldallow thatthe sameexternalthing shouldsomehowalsobe ‘in’ two
knowing subjects,it need not appear the sameto them, becausethe two subjectsare
differently constitutedand differently placed»(Mourelatos,1987:143).

Sothe questionraisedby Gorgiasis «how cantwo mindshavethe sameperception?ser
«is perceptualdentity or samenespossible?»Accordingto Mourelatos to solvethis puzzle
Gorgiasusesa metaphysicatlevice.He saysthattwo different subjectsdo not havethe same
perceptions(tauton) but similar ones (homoion). He substitutessimilar (homoion) for
numerically the same(tauton). So, as Mourelatosput it, «and since similarity admits of
degreeg...) perceptionsnaynotbeexactlysimilar, afterall» (Mourelatos,1987:144).So,for
Mourelatos,f we assumehat meaningis mental(or sensoryimage,«therewould alwaysbe
doubtsasto whethera given word hasthe samemeaningwhen usedby different speakers,
or when used by the same speakerat different times» (Mourelatos, 1987:154). This
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phenomenologicaleadingis justified by Kerferd’s view that what concernsGorgiasis «the
statusof objectsof perception... with primary referenceto phenomenabbjects»(Kerferd,
1955:5, 24).

For Mourelatos,«Gorgiashasdeniedthe propositionthat languagehasthe function of
‘representing’or ‘exhibiting’, or ‘setting forth’» (parastatikos) somethingthat is extra-
linguistic (first half of the concludingstatemenin sectionDK B3 85)» (Mourelatos,1987:
160). The Sophistdoesnot espousean ideationaltheory of meaningeither.Sowhatis left is
a behaviouratheoryof meaningIn Mourelatos'words, «it is ratheruncannyhow closelythe
vocabularyof section85 resembleghe vocabularyof modernbehaviouristtheory. External
objects(...) ‘fall uponus’ or ‘make animpacton us’ or ‘impinge uponus’ (prospiptonton,
hypoptoseo®» (Mourelatos,1987:163).

So, accordingto Mourelatos,Gorgiasespouses behaviouralconceptionof meaning.
Gorgiasbelievesthat a word haseffect on other speakerf the language For example,he
says:«in responséo the happyandunhappyoccurrencesgffectingthingsandbodies the soul
comesitself to experiencea certainemotion,throughlogos» (Helen9, tr. Mourelatos,1987:
156-7).For Mourelatos this Gorgianicposition«is anillustration of the conceptionof words
as substitutestimuli (Mourelatos,1987:157). Furthermore Gorgiascompareshe power of
logoswith that of drugs(«justasdifferentdrugsdraw different humoursfrom the body (...)
so too with logoi» Helen 14 tr. Mourelatos,1987:157). As Mourelatosput it, «if only we
changedhe archaicexpressioriddrawing out humours’to the behaviouristidiom of ‘eliciting
a physiologicalreaction’this sentenceould just aswell havebeenwritten by suchadvocates
of the stimulus-responseonceptionof meaningas LeonardBloomfield, or B.F. Skinner,or
C.L. Stevensonx¥Mourelatos,1987:158).

FurthermoreKerferdinterpretsDK B3 83-85asfollows: «communications exclusively
by meansof speechor words, andthe externallyexisting objectsare not words. Thereis no
possibility of converting things into words, and as a result there is no possibility of
communicatingthings through, or by meansof, words. This setsup an unabridgedand
unbridgeablgulf betweerwordsandthings»(Kerferd,1984:218.Cf. Mazzara,1983:130ff.).
Thetext speaksclearly aboutwordsbeingontologicallydifferentfrom things (Kyrkos, 1993:
299 — Jaekel, 1988 — Rodriguez-Adrados]981). Sucha gulf or differenceimplies that a
referentialtheory of meaningis ungroundedr at leastthat words are not «relatedto things
aspropernames— onomata» (Kerferd, 1984,218). For Kerferd this passaggroves(a) that
Gorgiasrejects «a referential theory of meaning-the view that words possessmeaning,
becausdhey refer to (externallyexisting) things»,and (b) that words, accordingto Gorgias,
could not be usedto communicatenformationaboutobjectsoutsideus, sothatthe possibility
of communicatiorby meansof logosis eliminated(Kerferd, 1984:218).

In addition, Gorgiassays:«if anythingexists,it cannotbe known, andif it is known, no
one could showit to another;becausedhings are not words, and becauseno one thinks the
samething as another»(MXG 980b 17-19). For Kerferd this Gorgianicview positsa gap
betweenthe logos and the senseimpressionsor thoughts(Kerferd, 1981 [b]: 324). So, in
Kerferd’'sview, «Gorgiashasintroducedadecisivebreachinto therelationbetweerwordsand
things, and by so doing also betweenwords and sense-impression¥.et from Parmenides
onwardst waspartof thereceivedvisdomthatwordsmustreferto something...) all thinkers
in the fifth centuryBC were still imprisonedin the constraintamposedby the searchfor a
referentialtheory of meaning;(...) in defaultof any other possibleobjectsof referencefor
words[Plato] endedup by proposingfreshentities,the PlatonicForms.No suchsolutionwas
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availableto Gorgias.The furthestthathe wasableto go wasto supposeéhatit is thoughtsin
our mindswhich function as objectsof referencexKerferd, 1981 b: 325-6).

To conclude asshown,scholarshaveto dealwith multiple framesof interpretatiorbefore
they canoffer any settledaccountof what Gorgiasmeantto sayto his audience.
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In this paperl examineWittgenstein’sprivate languageargumentand Ayer’s counter
argument(1) | indicatethat centralto the language-gamapproachn generalandthe private
languageargumentin particularis the thesisthat social praxis constitutesthe irreducible
metaphysicareality from which the meaningof linguistic signsoriginates.| arguethat the
language-gamapproachs of transcendentatharactein the sensehatit concernghelogical
structureof humanactivity, which underliesconcretdinguistic practicesaswell asoperations
of consciousness$:ailurein recognizingthis resultsin muchconfusion.(2) | demonstrat¢hat
the key issueconcerningprivate languages, insofar asthe argumentgoes' not the problem
of correctnesf identificationascommonlybelieved,but the social natureof individuation.
(3) I concludethatsensatiortanonly berecognizedhroughthe networkof humanaction,and
if onebelievesthatsensatior{assistedy memory)canbethe solebasisuponwhichlanguage
andknowledgearemaintainedthencertainpreferencesn privacyaswell asskepticismseem
to be unavoidable.

81. The Transcendental Characteristic of the Approach

«Whathasto be acceptedthe given,is... formsof life» (226€). The term «form of life»
signifies the modesor structureof systematicallyunderstoodsocial behavior of human
activity.® Form of life, accordingto Wittgenstein,is the ultimate reality upon which all the
possiblemodesof intentionality shouldbe grounded Language-gamen Wittgenstein’'suse
of theterm,is «thewhole, consistingof languageandthe actionsinto which it is woven»(7).
«Theterm ‘language-gameis meantto bring into prominencethe fact that the speakingof
the languages part of an activity, or of a form of life» (23).

It should be emphasizedfrom the outset that the language-gameapproachis of
transcendentalcharacter. Wittgenstein never intends to turn linguistic analysesinto an

1 Therearesomereasonsiueto which privatelanguages logically impossible For instancepoth

languageand consciousnesare social constructs,which do not allow of any elementsof logical
privacy. But this is not a part of Wittgenstein’soriginal argument.

2 In makingreferenceso the first part of Philosophicallnvestigations| shall just indicatesection
numbersg.g.(23) meanssection23. To thesecondpart,| shallgive pagenumbersE.g.,(226e)means
page226 of Anscombe’sEnglishtranslation(Basil Blackwell, Oxford 1963).Italics mostly are mine.
®  Not, asallegedby Kripke, «the setof responsesn which we agree andthe way they interweave
with our activities» (Kripke 1982, p.96).
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empirical study like pragmatics, although the latter itself is a worthwhile topic for

philosophers.He is never interestedin, e.g., what is speaker’sintention in uttering a

word/sentencalVhatis of primaryphilosophicakignificancefor thelanguage-gamapproach,
is the transcendentalitythat underlies variegatedusesof linguistic signs. Here the term

«transcendentalitysdloesnot signify any a priori principle or any innatelinguistic capacity.

What should be reckonedas transcendentalthe only thing that is given and hasto be

acceptedis thelogical structureof humansocialactivity, i.e. form of life. Therearenumerous
ways in which one word/sentencecan be employedand numerousspeakers’meaningsor

intentionsthat can be attachedonto a word/sentenceWhat is interestingfor the language-
gameapproachis how usesof words are embeddedn form of life®, andit is a problem
concerningthe relation betweena usageandthe logical structureof humanactivity, not the

usageitself, which is of empirical nature.l call the former inquiry «transcendentalin the

sensethat it concerns,given a form of life, the preconditionsfor possibleapplicationsof

linguistic signsand possibleoperationsof consciousne$s

What signifies the transcendentatharacteristicof the approachjn Wittgenstein’sown
terminology, is «depthgrammar».At an early date of his later period (in June1931) he
entitled one of his book «PhilosophicalGrammas’. Accordingto him, the language-game
approachkis directednot towards[linguistic] phenomenahut ... towardsthe ‘possibility’ of
phenomena.. Ourinvestigationis thereforea grammaticabne»(90). «Theseare,of course,
notempiricalproblems theyaresolved,rather,by looking into theworkingsof our language
(109), note, not by probing into the workings of speaker/hearetrsnot by digging into past,
presentor future intentionsof utterers This transcendentahpproachis concernedwith the
depth grammar (as opposedto surface grammar,i.e. the way words are used in the
constructionof sentences(664). Neverthelessit is not a Kantianor Tractarian one;it is not
«a final analysis of our forms of language»(91)® The depth grammar,i.e., what is

* In Prolegomenasection39: «Of the Systenof the Categories Kant tells usthatthe discoveryof

transcendentatategoriescpresupposeseithergreaterreflectionnor deeperinsight, thanto detectin
a languagethe rules of the actual useof wordsgenerally,andthusto collectelementdor a grammatr
In fact both researchefgrammarand epistemologyjare very nearly related,eventhoughwe are not
ableto give a reasonwhy eachlanguagehasjust this and no otherformal constitution,andstill less
why an exactnumberof suchformal determinationsn generalarefoundin it».

®  Thisis aquestionWittgensteinraisedat the beginningof his later period.«ls meaningthenreally
only theuseof aword?Isn’t it theway this usemesheswith our life?» Wittgenstein1974,section29,
p.65.

& I'm definitely not thefirst onewho usesthe term «transcendentalin this fashion.K-O. Apel, for
example usedit in asimilarway. Seehis Towardsa Transformatiorof Philosophy Routledg& Kegan
PaulLtd., 1980.

" SeeNotein Editing, Wittgenstein1974,p.487.

8 Seealso92 and97. «We ask:‘What is language?’;What s a proposition?’And the answerto
thesequestionss to be givenoncefor all; andindependenthof any future experience»(92xThought
is... thea priori orderof theworld: thatis, the orderof possibilities,which mustbe commonto both
world andthought... It is prior to all experiencemustrun throughall experience»(97)Theseare
(roughly) Kantianand Tractarian views.
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transcendentdbr individual employmentof words, is itself contingentupon particularform
of life®.

§2. The Problem of Individuation

Let usnow follow Quineandsay,«thereis no entity without identity.» Sensatiorwords,
like any otherkinds of words,comeinto languagehroughcommunalpraxisandthey do not
have any private referencelf there are any objectsof words that can be private, then the
guestionof identity criteria inevitably arises.Wittgensteinaddressedhis questionin 253.

However Wittgenstein’s emphasis on the correctness of identification in 258
overshadowedhe 253 argument.This emphasiss misplaced.

Let usimaginethe following case.l wantto keepa diary aboutthe recurrenceof a certainsensationTo

this endl associatét with thesign*S’ andwrite this signin a calendarfor everyday onwhich | havethe
sensation— | will remarkfirst of all thata definition of the sign['S’] cannotbe formulated.— But still

| cangive myselfakind of ostensivedefinition.— How? Canl pointto the sensation™Not in the ordinary
sense.But | speak,or write the sign down, and at the sametime | concentratemy attentionon the
sensatior— andso,asit were,pointto it inwardly.— But whatis this ceremonyfor? For thatis all it seems
to be! A definition surelyservedo establisithe meaningof a sign.— Well, thatis donepreciselyby the
concentratingof my attention;for in this way | impresson myself the connectionbetweenthe sign and
thesensation— But «l impresson mysel$> canonly meanthis processringsit aboutthatl remembethe
connectionright in the future. But in the presentcasel haveno criterion of correctnessOnewould like

to saywhateveris going to seemright to me is right. And that only meansthat herewe can’t talk about

«right». (258)

Herefor the correctnessargumentwve have,(A) «l remembeithe connectiorright in the
future»,(B) «Thereis no criterionof correctness»xC) «Whatevelis goingto seenright to me
is right», and (D) «We can’t talk about‘right’».

Supposd namemy sensatiorfy, (occursattime t,) «S»,and| thenapply the name«S»
to my sensatiorf, (occursattimet,), thento S;, S,...S,, (occuratt,, t,...t.), all of which are
similarto eachother.In the procesf applying«S»to S, S, S,... S, is thereanyconnection
betweernS»andS,; thatl haveto rememberightly? Wittgensteinwould sayit is the naming
relation betweencS»and S;. At any rate (A) meansthatl memorizeS; andrecall it in the
future accurately.

In orderfor understandingB), we haveto know whatthis criterion of correctnessould
be.In public languagethe conventionakules,including identificationcriteriaand paradigms,
arecriteriaof correctnessin privatelanguageijf | apply «S»to S, S;, S4..- S, thereis no
publicly accessiblgaradigmby which we cancheckeachof theseapplicationss maderight
or wrong, in termsof how similar S, is with S;. (B) and(C) virtually assertthe samething
andthey indicatethat 258 assumeshat S, is analogouslya private paradigm.The fact that
we cannotapply this private paradigmor private criterion of correctnesso later occurrences
of sensatioramountsto that we simply don’t haveit asa paradigm.

°  Thisis athesisthat cannotbe exploredhere.Ayer oncedeclared«[l do not] seekto denythat,

as a matter of fact, one’sreferencego one’s private experiencesre madewithin the frameworkof
a public language.What | am querying is Wittgenstein’s assumptionthat this is a logical
necessity»(Ayet985,p.74). Theprivatelanguagearguments atranscendentahirgumentnotalogical
argumentin the ordinary sense A shortanswerto Ayer’'s abovechallengeis, the only thing thatis
given and hasto be accepteds form of life. Cf. the abovenote 1.
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Thecorrectnesargumentails ontwo accountsFirstly, it relieson contingencyof human
memory capacity. Secondlyand more importantly, it misrepresentshe logical structureof
recognitionact.

If RobinsonCrusog(assuminghewasleft alone,havingnotyetlearnedo speaknurtured
by someanimal) possessea very extraordinarycapacityin memorizingsensationthen he
shouldbe fully capableof inventing a private language Whetheror not other peoplehave
accesdo his private paradigmwould makeno difference:he doesn’tneedpublic criteria of
correctnessOnemay arguethat «it is not possibleto obeya rule ‘privately’» (202).Yes, but
in the currentcontextthis is the very thesisthat one shouldestablishandthereforeit cannot
serveasa premise.

For the secondpoint, let us comebackto one of Wittgenstein’s1930’s texts, wherehe
performeda meditationon recognition.

[1] How do | know that the color of this paper,which | call ‘white’, is the sameasthe onel sawhere
yesterdayBy recognizingit again;andrecognizingit againis my only sourceof knowledgehere.
In thatcase, That it is the same’meansthat| recognizeit again.

[2] Thenof courseyou also can’'t askwhetherit really is the sameand whetherl might not perhapshe
mistaken;(whetherit is the sameanddoesn’tjust seemto be.)

[3] Of course,t would alsobe possibleto saythatthe color is the samebecausehemicalinvestigations
do not discloseany change.

[4] Recognitionis whatis primary andidentity whatis secondary?®

[4] indicatesthe natureof this discussion:it belongsto the transcendentadiscourse:
seeingfrom the empirical angle,identity is primary and recognitionis secondaryFrom the
transcendentaperspectivejt is community’s recognitionthat decidesan object’s identity
criteria, which in turn, makesindividual's (empirical) recognitionpossible.

[3] indicatesthat the community’sagreemenbn choiceof paradigm,which establishes
identity criteria, is primary.Forexamplewe canchoosepr not choosechemicalinvestigation
asthe final decisionprocedureof identification.

[1] concernssituationsin which a sampleaninstanceof paradigm,is not available,e.g.
the white paperplacedhereyesterdayhasbeendestroyedandwe only havememoryto rely
upon.Or, a samplestill existsbutaccordingto our memorythe color haschanged56). Under
thesecircumstancesas [2] makesexplicit, it doesnot makesenseto talk aboutright and
wrong or talk aboutwhetheror not two color-appearancesgrereally the same.And they are
not evenneededidentificationhangson practicalpurposes|2] is a straightforwarddenial of
the correctnessargument.

Whetheror not a publicly accessiblgaradigmis availableis largelyirrelevant,andeven
if it is available,S,, Sa, S....S, still haveto beidentified throughsenses® This undermines
the correctnesargumentNote that the correctnesargumentrestsuponthe assumptiorthat
thereis no publicly accessiblgaradigmby which we cancheckeachof applicationsof «S»

10 Wwittgenstein1975, sections16 and 19, pp.60,61. Numberingis mine.

1 Onlyin this connectionAyer is correctin sayingthatthe distinctionbetweenpublic and private
is idle.
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is maderight or wrong, in termsof howsimilar eachS, is with S, Herethe problemis rather
the rangeof similarity from S, to S, andthis is a problemof individuation.WhetherS;,, S,
Sa S-S, areprivate or public makesno difference.

The (transcendental questionis, how a rule, or an identification criterion, is decided.
Central to the private-languagecase is the problem concerningthe social nature of
individuation.We don’t know how a private criterion of identity is generated.

«Anotherpersorcan’thavemy pains» — Which aremypainsAVhatcountsasa criterionof identity here?
...I haveseena personin a discussionon this subjectstrike himself on the breastand say: «But surely
anotherpersoncan’t have THIS pain®» — The answerto this is that one doesnot define a criterion of

identity by emphaticstressingof the word «this». Rather,what the emphasisloesis to suggesthe case

in which we are conversantvith sucha criterion of identity, but haveto be remindedof it. (253)

Thedecisiononidentificationcriteriais anessentiapartof alinguisticcommunity’sform
of life. What countsas an individual, the whole body of the rabbit, or eachpart of it, or a
temporalslice of it, dependsiponour collectiveoperationalrelation with the object,depends
uponthe object’s statusin our way of life. In the caseof sensationg.g.,aslong asdoctors
treatyour pain andmy painin the sameor evensimilar way, two painsshouldcountasthe
same(kind). What countsa kind, a type, anidentity criterion, is hingeduponour way of life.

Only «if I assumehe abrogationof the normallanguage-gamevith the expressiorof a
sensation| needa criterion of identity for the sensationandthenthe possibilityof erroralso
exists»(288). Otherwise«to usea word without a justificationdoesnot meanto useit without
right» (289). Given the premisethat the argumentis of transcendentahature,section288
providesan exactanswerto Kripke’s question(regardlesof what kind of interpretationhe
is imposingon Wittgenstein):

How canl possiblyhaveanydifficulty identifying my own sensation?And if therewerea difficulty, how

could ‘public’ criteriahelp me?

Surelyl canidentify these[sensationshfter| havefelt them,andany participationin a community
is irrelevant!

It seemdo methatwe havesensationsr sensatiomualiathatwe canperfectlywell identify butthat
haveno ‘natural’ externalmanifestations?

If 1 have no difficulty in identifying my sensation,t is due to the fact that at the
empirical level sensationhas already beenindividuatedby our form of life! | agreewith
Kripke in that the view that an inner processalways has outward criteria is «empirically
false»?® e.g. my feeling of pain may well be morereliableasin indicatorof my illnessthan
a CT scanningresultis. But public criteria belongto the transcendentaimakeupof sensation
languagelt is in the transcendentadensethat Wittgensteinsays«Thatis not agreementn
opinionsbutin form of life» (241),and«Whatpeopleacceptasa justification— is shownby
how they think andlive [i.e. what their form of life is like]» (325). Essentialto the debate,
as| shall showin the following section,is the differencein metaphysicaposition.

12 Kripke 1982, pp. 60, 80, 103.

3 Ibid., note 83, italics are original, p.103.
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83. The Metaphysical Status of Sensation

In 1959 Ayer claimedthat havingtried to constructa languageall of whosewordsrefer
to privatethingshe believedthatin anylanguagewhich allows referenceo individualsthere
mustbe criteria of identity which makeit possiblefor different speakergo referto the same
individual * By Wittgenstein’sstandardhis amountsto abandonmenf the privatelanguage
view, but Ayer didn’t withdraw from the battleandin fact in his lifetime he neverdid.*® In
1973 Ayer declaredthat in the empiricist constructionprogram (1) the observerwas not
permittedto conceiveof the datawith which sheworks asprivateto herand(2) the observer
was not identified either with her or with any other person'® If it is so, what is left with
respectto privacy for what he termedas «a reformed RobinsonCrusoeapproach»,j.e. a
constructionprogramdevelopedby a single observer?Ayer saysthat this RobinsonCrusoe
approachs supposeckto do justiceto the fact thatany knowledgeof the world which anyone

acquiresis bound to be basedupon his own experiences[i.e. his own sensationand
memory].»’

Ayer’s centralthesisis this: sincethe ultimategroundfor languageuseis theindividual’'s
judgmentuponherown sensatiorandmemoryonly, thedistinctionbetweerpublic andprivate
objectsis unfoundedin the first place.This is Ayer’s final positionin his lifelong campaign
against Wittgenstein’s private language argument. The thesis is so pivotal to the
metaphysicafoundationof thoseempiricistprogramsthatit meritsa careful exploration.

The crucial fact which it seemsto me that Wittgensteinpersistentlyoverlooksis that anyone’s
significantuseof languagemustdependsooneror later on his performingwhat| call an actof primary
recognition In Wittgenstein'sexample[265], it is supposedhot to be sufficientfor someondo checkhis
memoryof the time at which the train is dueto leaveby visualizing a pageof the timetable.He hasto
checkthe memoryin its turn by actuallylooking up the page.. But unlesshe cantrusthis eyesightat this
point, unlesshe canrecognizethe figuresprintedin the table,he will be no betteroff. If he distrustshis
eyesightaswell ashis memory,he canconsultotherpeople but thenhe mustunderstandheir responses.
He needgo identify correctlythe signsthatthey make.The point | am stressings notthetrivial onethat
the seriesof checkscannotcontinueindefinitely in practice evenif thereis no limit to themin theory,but
ratherthat unlessit is broughtto a closeat somestagethe whole seriescountsfor nothing. Everything
hangsin the air unlessthereis at leastoneitem thatis straightforwardlyidentified.

4 Ayer 1959,p. 78.
15 SeeAyer 1988,p.16.Ayer diedin 1989.
% Ayer 1973,p.98.

7 lbid.

18 Seeabovenote 15. Kripke in his influential book on privatelanguagedevotedtwo full pagesto

endorsethis view, seeKripke1982,pp.60-2.E.g., «If | really were in doubtasto whetherl could

identify any sensationgorrectly,how would a connectionof my sensationsvith externalbehavior,or

confirmationby others,be of any help?Surely| canidentify that the relevantexternalbehaviorhas

takenplace,or thatothersare confirmingthat! do indeedhavethe sensationn questiononly because
I can identify relevantsensoryimpressions(of the behavior,or of othersconfirming that | have

identified the sensatiorcorrectly). My ability to makeany identificationof any externalphenomenon
restson my ability to identify relevantsensory(especiallyvisual) impressions»lbid., p. 61.
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If thisis correct,Wittgensteinis wrong in taking that the corroborationof one memoryby another
is aninferior substitutefor someothermethodof verification. Thereis no other method Whateven have
to identify, whetherit is an object,an event,animageor a sign,| haveonly my memoryand my current

sensatiorto rely on. The differencelies only in the degreeto which the memoriesare cross-checked?

In this primary recognitionargumentAyer commitstwo mistakesand both of themare
essentiato the empiricistvision of languageandknowledge.Thefirst is thathe assumeshat
memoryis capableof working independentlhyand internally without any externalassistance
and corroboration and the secondis that he writes asif all the multifarious employmentof
memoryand sense®njoy equal credibility and significance.

In the exampleof a timetable,if my eyesightis notreliablel will naturallyappeatto that
of others.This decisionpresupposermy trustuponmy earandunderstandingf bothmy eyes
and ears are not dependabld should e.g. purchaseauxiliary equipment,and that again
presupposeshe effectivenesof moderntechnology,the reliability of manufacturerand so
on. But in no time shouldl belaborthe universaldoubt. It is not that a seriesof checkshas
to stop somewherey virtue of our specialtrust uponany particularemploymentof senses,
it is simply that no suchan obsessivescrutiny is neededto be conductedby the assumed
judgesof sensesOnly whenthe primacyandsufficiencyof sense/memorgreassumeduch
a scananda primary recognitionshouldbe calledfor.

First, experiencas a symphonyof coordinateactionsratherthana solo of successive
sensationsSuccesdailure, stablenesgnomaly smoothnesandincoherencetc.arethemost
salientpartsin the organicwhole of our experienceEmpiricistsaretemptedto saythatthese
arenothingbut groupsof sensoryindices,the objectionis that they dominatethe whole web
of experiencein which sense/memorynquestsare only scatteredand dependengepisodes.
Action is metaphysicallyprimaryto sensationandsensatiorultimately shouldbe understood
throughaction, not the otherway around.

Secondgertitudepertainingto multifarioususesof sensess varying andthusshouldnot
be assignedndiscriminately.In the exampleof the timetable,the credibility of memoryis
differentin category ratherthanin degreewith that of senseslf | amweakin sensesthen
the credibility of them should be different in category with that of the aid of sensing-
equipmentplus my neighboror colleague’scontributionplus my capabilityof understanding.
So on and so forth, reliability canneverbe accreditedequallyto all the contemporaneously
active sectors.

It is the sensualisempiricist’'sdogmathat humanexperienceonly or ultimately consists
of sensationand memory. The fact that our judgmentsupon sensationand memory are
coordinatedand corroboratedwith our every-minutefulfilment in action and the dynamic
equilibriumof the whole systemof experiencas sofamiliar to usthatthesefactorsareeasily
overlooked WhenKripke declareghat «Surelyl canidentify these[sensationshfter| have
felt them,andany participationin a communityis irrelevant(!)»?° doesn’the committo this

19

The first formulation appearsn Ayer 1954. My quotationis from Ayer 1985 p.76 and 1982
pp.151-2.1t is not surprisingthat Kripke’s comment(on the 1954 version)is «the objectionseems
cogent».SeeKripke 1982,p. 62.

2 Kripke 1982,p. 80.
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Ayerian weak form of private languageview? It is indeed a difference betweentwo
metaphysicapositions.

For sensualisempiricistssocial reality is nothing but a total sum of individual sense
experiencesAyer thuswrote in 1985:

The practice of the community is supposedto bestow meaningon my utterancesBut what is the
communityexcepta collection of person® And if eachof thosepersonss supposedo take his orders
aboutmeaningsolely from the others,it follows that noneof themtakesany orders.The whole semantic
houseof cardsis baseduponour takingin eachother'swashing,or would beif therewereany laundries
to wash.On this interpretation Wittgenstein’sargument,so far from proving that private languagesre
impossible provesthat they areindispensablé!

Ayer hereappealdo the empirical notion of community.Indeed,a university,a nation,
etc., consistsof personsBut this is irrelevantto our questionbecausehe notion of social
praxisis of transcendentabneandshouldnot be reducedo thatof individual’'s practice.The
empiricalcausakhainof learningdoesn’tcountbecaus¢he meaningof word (1) is inculcated
into anindividual's mind throughhereveryday-and-lifelongarticipationin sociallife and(2)
hasto be cashedout in every-minutesocial transactiorf?

Sensedatado contributea substratunto the linguistic meaning,and how thesedataare
processedind integratedinto the connotationof words should be properly accountedfor.?®
But the questionhereis thatif onechoosesensoryinput aloneasthe metaphysicabasisfor
meaningthencertaincommitmentto privacy seemso be inevitable,andthenskepticismas
well seemgo be unavoidablée!
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