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I. A POLEMICAL PREFACE.
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Readers nf 1984 will recall the function that Winston Smith performed for Rig
Brother, namely, rewriiing news stories of bygone years sn as tn have them step in
line with the current ideolngy. In this way, any historian would plainly see that
Big Brother has acted coherenily and purposefullys Present enemies are anticipateds
economic policies are shown to have successful precedents; laws are justified by the
mayhem that existed before their enforcement. That George Orwell conceived of such &
function in the uliimate bureaucracy is & testimony to his subtle appreciation of
how easily ratinnal minds are persuaded. Emsitwhile totalitarians have too often
failled to realize that mnre can be gained by fitting their demagogic whims into the
principles of ratinnality than nnt., And why is this s0? PFirst, these principles—-
epitomized by Aristotle's three axioms of natural deduction (i.e. identity, noncontra=
diction, and excluded middle)—are defined well ennugh such that open ¥inlatinns are
easily spontted. But secnnd, these principles are largely syntactic nnes, which is
to say, governing the form rational discourse must take; as such, they are designed
to aceomndate a wide range of conntent, some of which may be 80 indefinite as %o be
accomodated under several forms at nnce., It is in this realm of suggestiveness that
the totalitarian can convimce a people nn their own terms that hies view is really thei:
view,

But we need not be 8o sinister in our examples, so let us talk about "great
philosophers™ instead of totalitarians., Ae much as members of the professinon hate to
admit it, the fact of the matter is that the great philosnphers from Plate and Aris-—
totle tn Wittgenstein and Heidegger have snomehnw managed to weave their doctrines
into the interstices of ratinnal discourse on the basis of systematic ambiguity, over-
drawn analogies, and %g:gzg_inconsistency. It is probably only a little unfair to
say that the primary role of the exegete of philonsopHcal texts is te show how the mnst
significant statements in Western Civilization, as originally uttered, wnuld nnt pass
as sound reasnning in & freshman philesophy course-—unless a honst of highly idiesyn-
cratic {even given the historical context) premises are granted. Hopefully, phile-

sophical professinnalism has nnt been so successful that the reader does nnt find this

state-of-affairs a little strange. Indeed, we are taught to be as clear and rigorous

as possible, to avatd metapher until our analytic techniques can go no further, to
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¢construct re;étant examples for our position, and tn anticipate poasible counterexame
ples., Historically speaking, what happens when a philonanphy meeting these criteria

is advanced? It is difficult to illustrate our point here because such a philensophy
tends to be forgotien very guickly. Of cnurse, that may be what is supposed to happeni
Like scientific theories, philnanphies shnuld be falsifiable-~so nne apologia goes.
But what is gained by philosophies being falsified? And if we consider what it would
mean to meet all the professional criteria, it appears that the philosophy in question
would have tn be very well-defined indeed-—so well-defined that not many conceptual
possibilities would have been eliminated by its falsification.

Perhaps the most venmerable principle of philesnphical professinnalism, which also
seems tn carry the full weight of rationality behind it, is that nne should answer the
question at hand, This may be called "the principle nf relevance.,® If such a prin-
ciple is really in force, then when certain questions are drenpped from consideratinn
we shonuld be able to locate how they were resnlved. But nf course, history testifies
teo the cnntrary: Questions seem tro wax and wane in importance, and sometimes even
fuse, KXant claimed to have solved the problem nf objective reality by fomenting a
"Gpernican Revolution® in philosophy. As the metaphor suggests, this revolutinn was
one of perspective: Rather than trying tn empirically or ratinnally prove that there
is an objective reality, Kant argued that objective reality is a presupposition of
our knowing the world. This is very clever, but dnes it meet the principle of rele-
vance as ordinarily understnnd? Probably not, for a rather pressing phileanphical
question has been "golved™ simply by turning the unexplained phennmenon inton a
presupposition, It is nnt surprising then that most nf Kant's colleagues did nnt find
his solution intellectually satisfying in the least, But do we even remember the
names of Kant's colleagues these days? The reader should notice that in pesing this
questinn, we are not trying to equate™the secret for becoming a great philosnpher” and
"the true philosnphical method." Instead, we are testing the criteria of philesophie
cal professionalism against the history of philosophy. Supposedly, these criteria
are formulae for getting a philosophy inio the forefrent of discussinn, If they

Perennigtly
succeed, then the philosophers who are pﬁg!gqﬂﬁ-iﬁv»discussed-—"great rhilesophers™

(they need not be well-liked)=-gshould meet the criteria., But they clearly de nnt,
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Furthermore, histery is not likely tn be playing tricks on our interpretations,since
the lack of professinnalism in the great philesophers was gquickly noted by their

contempnraries, In this respect, the objectinns tn the Meditations of Descartes are
perhaps the mnst notorinus. Astute eritics like Pierre Gassendi and Antoine Arnanld
suspected that Descartes was systematizing his intuitions rather than deducing the
nntolngical nrder of the universe from firat principles. And the Cartesian dialectiw
cal method of refining thought as it is being thought already concedes the point,.

In additinn, the replies given by Descartes to his critics suggest further that in
general he concocted his positinns as he went almng. This is in marked cnntrast to
philosnphers whn are taught nnt to "think on paper® but tn write only after the major
arguments have been sketched out. It is this canon of professionalism that leads the
lay reader to wonder, after all the impeccable reasnnings have been put forth, why
the philosopher wanted to consider such an issue in the first place. This is noi a
problem for the reader of Descartes whn is initially introduced to intuitimons about

the world as familiar and vague a3 his own.

It is,however, a testimony to the powexr nf the prnfession that whenever philose-
phers have attempted to contest the canona they have been reduced tn hysterical

babblingse~—=witnese Nietzsche and Feyerabend. Indeed, rather than abetting their
cause, these philosophers have s8imply bnlstered the party line that beyond the ration-
al principles of philnsophical professinnalism lies cognitive chaos, Feyerabend is
especially gmilty of doing his cause a bad turn insofar as he maintains that philoso=-
phy and science should have no method whatsoever, Instead, he should have noticed
that throughout the history of thought there has been, as it were, a "twilight zone"
in which ratinnal prineciples apply indeterminately such that virtually any position
could be made persuasive--provided that it is formulated in just the right way so

as to draw attention away from its own systematic ambimity, etc. and toward the
interesting consequences that follow from accepting it., Characterizing Kant as we
Just did does nnt advance the credibility of his pesitionm, and, nnt surprisingly,

Kant did not express himself in this manner (throughout this discussion we are nnt con-
cerned with whether Kant himself was aware of the need to be persuasive, etc.).

Consider the beginning of the Critigue of Pure Reason in light of its conclusions:




Kant squarely starts off with an acceptance of empiricism, and then begins ton wonder

exactly what such a position commits us to. Little by little, the transcendental

framework is then built up: If thing®s are represented, they musi be represented
in space and time-=fair enoughy furthermore, things are differentiated categnrically

within space and time-—-this is true too; finally, things are categorized only insofar
as the world is made sense of as a unity-—dse admissible, Thus, by the time we have
agssented to this series nf a fortiori arguments, Kant is on the verge of reintroducing
God into the world as a regulative principle of reason! And the effects of these
maneuvers were neot simply limited to the texts of one virtumso thinker, Just consider
the empiricists before Kant (e.g. Berkeley, Hume) vis-a-vis the empiricists after
Kant (e.8. Whewell, Mach), The eighteenth century empiricists toiled over the problem
of inductinn for fear that if knowledge could nnt be derived with certainty from
phenomera then science would be rendered impessible. In contrasi, the nineteenth
century empiricists showed how science progresses only if the phennmena are srganized
in accordance with certain (transcendental) principles like simplicity, unity,
analogy, etc. The earlier empiricists would be surprised by how easily the later
empiricists acquiesced to the aprioricity implicit in such "regulative principles.”
In a sense, Kant succeeded where Leibnitz before him had failed by demonsirating
that his position was a natural extension of the empiriciast's rather than in direct
opposition tn it. Of cnurse, Leibnitz hal also bean'tfue $6 himself ineppesing;  say,
Lockes -but shis was not tha.beat strategy for keeping his a prinri rationalksm alive,
As every political scientist knnws, there are twn ways to deal with an enemy:
confrontation (3 la Leibnitz) or infiltration (& la Xant). In the latter case, the
protagonist works his position so deeply intn the structure of the antagnnistts
position that the antagonist eventually ean funciion only by conceding the strength
of the protagonist. In a nutmhell, this is hnow great philosophy--philosophy that
keeps itself alive--works.

But anlike politics, philosophies always have the alternative of literally not
recognizing each nther's existence. The differengggrsgﬁizgating Anglo-imerican from

continental schools of philosephy=-or, roughly speaking, “pnsitivism® from "phensmeno

logy"=—amount to a difference nver how Philosophy should be conducted. Each sees the
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other as having renounced the classical task, and thus may be properly ignored as no

longer practicing the discipline., And despite the efforts nf especially Richard
Rorty (in Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature) and Karl-Otto Apel (in Towards a Transe

formatinn of qulosopgx), the two sides seem to be as far apart as ever, Inded, as

the continental tradition has become more well-known in the English-speaking world,
the positivists have tended to feel ocnnfirmed in their suspicions that they had nnt
been missing much by nnt reading French oxr German. The problem here is hiat the

o sense of etew Frivaldly ov pevesal
would=be synthesizers bring sitherriatisdl-ar=a-pos - e

e

the task. For all his encyclopedic grasp of the two traditinns, Apel wants f£o forge
a synthesis on the rather banal notion that the positivists and the phennmennlogists
complement each other :; virtue of their differing construals of what the philoseopher
ought to be doing. But notice that this alleged rapprochement is rsally nothing but
an agreement %n ground rules as to who cantalk about what legitimately. Roughly

speaking, Apel finds the positivists lacking in their appreciatinn of the hermeneutic
ic

et Lo

method and the phenomenologists lacking in their appreciatinn of the scientif
method, Thus, this is a strategy of mutual respect and, absve all, e ntes

nNon »h:ﬂu.»gc’tf—mam_
not quite what we would want under the circumstances. Rorty, in contrast, reckons
that the positivist traditinn must die in order for the true way nf philesophizing,
an hermeneutical phennmenology, to thrive. Again this is somewhat roughly put, but
it captures the perversity of his strategy, which itself rests on a nihilistic intex-
pretation of continental philnsophy that promises the dissolution nf the entire
discipline in the leng run,

Our suggestion, as manifested in the papers composing this volume, is simple:
Do philescphy as if there were no communication problems between the two traditions.
If we are successful--which is to say, the philosnphical appronach of these papers
is viable=—then the reader shnuld conclude that it is virtually impossible %o
appreciate the full scope of any issue without thinking®through%the twn traditions.
Thus, our solution is tn have the positivists infilirate the phennmennlogists, and
vice versa. The astute reader will recngnize at this point that we will have to

pPlay Winston Smith in order teo have any chance of success., In other words, conven-

tional interpretations of the history of philnsophy are probably the biggest obstacle
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to unifying the discipline. This is most vividly illustrated in how very easy it is
to write a history of twentieth century philesephy th;t mentions either Wittgenstein
or Heidegger, but very difficmlt to write onefzzﬁi:::;ig both. To mnst histnrians
of philnsophy this difficulty is simply a given: In order %n understand the nuances
of philosophical developments in the twentieth century, we need tn consider (se the
historians say) whose position a particular philesopher was trying to respond to=
and, as it happens, the genealogies of positions cnntaining thnse of the two afore-
mentioned philnsophers do not intersect. And as the saying goes,"gonod philesnphy
requires gond history." DBut does it really? And what is “gond history® anyway? It
should strike the reader as & little strange that a discipline which has devoted 8o
much of its energies in the medern perind (and in both traditions) to debunking the
Pretenses o Cealisw »

; should grant such a lofty normative status to history—e

perhaps the most unruly discipline in the humanities which(if it can be said %n have

Ramkean dichim that Hhe histzvion recmd the prgt-
a methnd at all) rests on the we A 3 VT G e B S e == P e——

55 i+ happesad. |
&&%&M. Thus, to say that gond philosnphy

0
requires gond history is to allow the blind (historyjilead the myopic (philnsophy).

Farthérmore, the alleged link between gond history and gond philnsnphy does nnt
even stand up to any ordinary csnstrual of the historical "facts.®™ Can any of the
great philnsophers be said to have had an historical sense of their discipline? Only
insofar as the history leade up to them. Witness Aristotle on the presccratics, Des=-
cartes on the scholastics, Xant on the ratinnalists and the empiricisvs, and Hegel
on everybody else, In each case, the reader is presented with a rather compressed
and idenlogized history of the discipline that for all its sterentyping of predecessor:
issues, etc. probably forms more a part of the "historical consciousnesa™ of philoso=-
phers than the meticulous studies of historians do. This point especially rings true
when we consider how the histeorical cnurses are divided up in the college philnsophy
curriculum, For example, students get the impression that the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries comsisted of battles between "rationalists™ and "empiricists"™ until

Kant declared a cease~fire. And as the closing pages of the Critique nf Pure Reasdn

show, this is exactly the impression Kant wants us tn have. Does this mean that we

have all been hoodwinked? HNnt at all, as long as we cnnaider the Persuasive functinn
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of history., Premumably, if the historian nf philosophy is tn be of any value tn the
diecipline, he must be able to render the history intelligible and, if he is weally
adept, to sketech the future of philosophy in terms of new fielde of inquiry. 1In
other words, the best historian would tell us "where™ philosanphy is gning as a
discipline on the basis of “"where" it has been, And this is not mere soothsaying
but substantive philosophizinq in its own right: The historian would validate his
prognostication by e e ite Most meticulonus histories fail dismally at this
task because the historians afbtempt te adopt the perspective of every philnsnpher

discussed so that no coherent, let alone purposeful, picture can result, The
W A
principle .&il‘ﬁ: is quite simple: A systematigaﬁl;fahggdmore persuasive than a

cnllectinn of ineoherent trutha. And why shouldn't it be? More things are explained
by the former than by the latier =0 that we are able to see at a glance what further

problems need to be addressed. In addition, gnnd arguments have yet tn bs given

for the truth being the mnst rational belief tn hold--especially as understond here,

in oppesition to the systematiec falsehood, All this ies really nnt as sinister as it

sounds, nnce we take serinusly the following questinn: What precisely does doing

good philosophy have to do with getting straight what previnus philnsophers have said?
(TwsERT H 4)

n keeping with the above comments, we have tried to construct a philosnphically
interestini text at the expense of ordinary historical canomns. And, ag,waxhﬁve
suggested, this Ys not much different from what viable philosopé;,dbgg normally.
Footnotes have been eliminated only because their appearanquﬁgald be misleading in
light of what we are trying td\do, since we use evidenge ;s a lawyer would rather
than as a scientist "should.®™ And BPyryparity of redsoning, just as it is nnt ethical
to ascribe to oneself what others originallx thought, likewise it is nnt ethical to
ascribe tn others what only nneself oguld be pé verse enough to think. Authors and
texts are mentinned just in ordexr”to orient the reader “bq the lines of thought that
will be pursued, And "lipe® of thought" or “lines of inquiry®\should be taken very
serinusly. When we-€alk about Carnap, say, we are nnt trying to reproduce hisz text

faithfully bt $o pursue a "Carnapian" mnde of thinking. The reader may xwegard this

as the-futhor playing the part of Carnap for purpnses of making the narrative nw

smoothly: When all is said and done, Carnap himself really has very little of
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ingrest to say about phenomennlogical reduction, Eoweve:;/zgfggye”taken the liberty

of extrgiblatigg a position for him. Also, some philpseophers (and the author of this
M""'-_

volume may be a priﬁZ"Examp;g) break into ities at crucial points in the dis-

cussion. We have triedfjj}ifigya;F¥ﬁ§$=HQ£§uments at those pnints. Indeed, the

—

reader may be disa

ted when he turns to, say,ﬁxial*s%te§3!_iﬁ&ight of the positinn

we have & bated tn him, A bibliography has been provided to ai&_iﬁﬁ"ietder_in

disillusionment.
We should emphasize that the papers presented in this volume de nnt rspreaégigégﬂ

a unified positinn held by the author as they represent a certain way of deing philo=-
sophy that is able to make semnse out of many seemingly irrecnncilable pesitinna.

In short, they are dialectical experimemts. Again the principle is simple and prac—
ticals A position is understnnd when it can be altered to be made more interesting.
Now what do we mean by "more interesting"? Roughly speaking (and the reader is
vespectfully asked tn read the volume for a more detailed answer), a peositinn is made
more interesting when it is made relevant to issues that were previnusly cennsidered
irrelevant to it., If this definitions reminds the reader nf the nne used by intell
gence testers to measure creativity (namely, the ability to use ordinary items in
unusual contexts), then he is on the right track. So much of twentieth century philo-
sophy has been devoted in condemning the disecipline for abstracting either commonsen—
sical or scientific insights to such a degree as to make them impracticable tn all but
the handful of positivist logicians and phennmenological-:fzz;gsﬁgzzune who earn their

living by performing these abstractinns, And for the mest part, the diseipline has

deserved to be censured in this way.

However, as Rorty has astutely noted, what is really being criticimed is a
thinlgng per se.
certain mndel nf philnsonphical activity that is assnciated with eenbemphebien and the

weanrad v vegemtation
pll-i--iiii-iﬁiiun of the world--the so-called "mirror thesis.™ But Rerty also

thinks that the legitimaey of philosophy as such may hang on the acceptance nr denial
of this thesis, We conuld not disagree with him meore on this point: Philosophy has
the potential for regaining much of the "thenretical=as~-practical® power it had over
Western culture during the classical and medieval perinds., But phileosnphers must

turn their sights from traditional metaphysical mndels and toward a program nf des-—
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Wl
cribing the world only Wg virtue of prescribing it. In short, philnsnphers should be

in the business of changing minds—-threatening strong foundatinns and shoring up

weak ones, In their heyday, the sophists made this task lnok easier than it actually
was--and Socrates capitalized on their attitude ton portray “hessepmieds as intellece—

tually irrespnnaible, a view that is to this day associated with the name "sophist.®
But notice that Socrates was able to make his charge stick nnly because the sophists

did wield so smuch real power, such that it mattered whether they were intellectually
irresponsible or not. (Can the same claim be made tnday?) And to the Athenian

legislators, for whom Socrates was just anonther sophist, this pnwer--especially when
directed toward the youth--seemed very real indeed; hence the famnus trial and death

that launched Socrates into immortality.

For better or worse, in the mndern perind the only philesaphical pnsitinn that
has cnmbined a cathnlic and snphisticated thenretical interest with an expliecit
conmitment to changing minds is Marxism., And again for better »or wnrse, Marxism
has been remarkably successful in bnth arenas, especially considering the competiters
it has had tn face. TYet because of Marxism's practical commitments, philesophers
have refused to think of Marx in the same terms as they would Kant, Hegel, Wittgen-
stein, and Heidegger, Marx is suppnsedly a "political theorist,” not a "real"
philosnpher. His practical commitments are taken as suffficient reason for holding
his theonretical nbservatinns suspect. These negative responses testify to the
impetence of philosophical opinio# outside the profession today. We are all familiar
with the schnlarly and pclemical literature "refuting® the tenets of Marxism, And
after it has all been consumed, the reader may rightfully wonder how can so "falla-
cious" a way of thinking have s#® great an impact on the world, The philosnphers
would have us believe that the ordinary person is guite desperate, gullible, and
perhaps even irratinnal--and so he cannnt be expected to the see the truth of the
matter, The mwthor finds this a rather far-fetched explanation and weould prefer to
think that phi%zz?phers have lost touch with the intellectual virtues that the world

v

recngnizes, Athleast, the success nf Marxism is a phenomenon that deserves more

Rhilosoghical attention,
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Perhaps the mest potent nonsequitur in philesophy~--or any argumentative disge-

course=~is that nnce a thesis is condusively refuted it no innger is relevant to the

discussirn at hands On this viéw, once identified and eliminated, a falsehond can be

]
s

safely forgotten without fear of il infecting ¢heses accepied as true or,even cropping
up at unsuspected places further along the discussion, If falsehond is to be preservel

at all, it i3 only in the didactic sense of reminding the discussants of how the path

of reason can go astray--true to the ebymnlogy »f "error." 3ut notice that the move
to "eliminate error"™ presumes that falsehood can be treated symptomatically; in other

woerds, to remove the thesis deemed false is in remove exactly whai is false in the

discussion, and thus there is no need fox a complex etinlogy. The localized natfure
of falsehoond is reflected 1& severa , ntherwige divergent,approaches tn truth: The
false thesis is the oneAm requlre. changing the truth-values of too many nther
bhesggsgggg false sentence is the nne that disrupts the continuity of the author's
Khawuns sticeacly awd chay
text; thehfals:"utterance is the one that vinlates the principlesnf eﬁ&g\presu -
v
posed Wy all communicstinn, Notice that these usual treatments of falsehond lend
credence to the "redundancy" theory of truth espnused by, amnng asthers, Frank Ramsey

and Peter Strawson, which stipulates that “is true" may be appended %o alg statement

unless othex wise indicated--say, by refutation, incoherence, or deception. The
presumption here is that truth is semantically primitive, such that falsehnod ultimate-

ly is defined as the contradictinon of a truth. But once revealed as a contradictinm,

the falsehnnd is consigned to annther discipline=-a M"psychopathology of errorie—-
which ensures ihe subseguent irrelevance of the falsehond to the mainstream discussion,

On this view, to understand the nature of falsehood is %o understand why it should not

have arisen in the discussion initially; hence, the didactic role played by error,

But in spite of its nonsequitur status, “falsehond entails irreleva ncp* igfaken
to be unproblematic on the basis of the dubinus heuristic principle that a ftruth is
a more effective wvehicle for discovering more truths than a falsehond is, Such a

heuristic is dubinus because there is what we will initially call a "Popperian™ sense

.in which we learn only by our mistakes, If we perform a set of (experimental or
mathematical) operations that always comé up with the "right answer®-—which is to say,
the one anticipated=-then it will never become clear in what sense we have access to
the truths o we need tn perform the entire set of nperations, or are some steps

(or a particular nrdering of gteps) merely redundant conventions that may subsequently
lead us to draw false infecences from the truths we have already discoversd? The
problem is that in performing a set nf operatinns that are sufficient for regularly

eliciting truths we have not determined which of those operations are necessary. To
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determine the necessary ones we wnuld have to start anticipating points at which
truths will not be elicited, Falsehnnd then becomes a vehicle for delimiting the
sense in which our theses are true, or (perhaps more concretely) the domain »f things

to which our theses apply. 4 notable example of this procedure can be found in
Niels Bohr's Yenrrespohflence principle® of scientific progress, whereby the applica=-

bility of a physical formula is dependent on the value assigned to a boundary condi-

tion, or "parame tric variable®. (According to Bohr, progress arises from one formula
successfully encompassing at least the parameters of its predecessor.) To taeke the
addition of wvelocities in the same directinn as our example, if the parametric

variable of the speed of light is taken to be "infinite" ("indeterminate®™ might be

a better term to convey the irrelevance of the parameter for applying the formula),
then thebimple Newtﬁnian sum of vy o+ Yy follows, However, if the speed of light is
rendered constant, ther the special relativity formula of (v + vp)f(1 + (v vyl ))

follows , where "c" is the speed of light, From the second formula we can see that

the difference between the Newtonian and relativistic sum will only be apparent for

velocities approaching the speed of light, Otherwise--and this covers most applicaw-
tions of physical formulae-~the Newtonian addition is sufficient to arrive a the

right answer {and hence at this level Bohr womld say the relativistic and Newtonian
Martrrdens § b
formulae "oorrespond®), However, if we take s acs our heuristic--as nineteenth

century physicists in fact did--then the anomalies of velocity addition for high

velocities become msre strlxlnb, q1nce 2he 1n1t2a1 formls was not designed with

S o
"potential falsifiers™ in mlnd«Amqﬁwﬁen the boundary cnnditinns necessary for the
applicability (or “relevance") of the formula have been exceeded, In general, we can

diagnose the crisis of a Kuhnian paradigm »f normal science in terms of tho scien~
tists not soriting out necessary from sufficient conditions for the predictive success

of a formula=eand thus not anticipating under what circumstances that success Would
end, In contrast, our "Popperian™ prescription for scientific revolution is not to
look for truths with truths (i.e. do not project the mnat probable hypotheses) but

with falsenoods (i.e. project the least probable hypotheses) in order to define the

boundary cnndition of the truth in question, Our revolutinnary scientist is thus
interested in being right about when he will be wrong, which is pnssible by viriue

of his making predidtions about the oubcome of his predictions, This meta= or
auto-prediction should be taken as the first clue to the necessary interdependency

of truth and falsehond, which are themselves only two aspects of what all arguments

are really abouts presuppositions, In the foregoing case, we would be concerned
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with what must be taken for granted (i.e. the boundary conditions) in order +o predict

that a formula will or will not achieve the right answer, and likewise, to acknowlsdge
that the right answer has or has not been achieved. 30 gnes the initial statement of

our thesis,

The above consideratinns are guided by the unorthndox belief that because of its
emphasias on leogic and method rather than on any unigue subject=matter, philosophy may
be defined as the diséipline with the ability to keep other disciplines in a state of
permanent revolution, Despite its unorthodoxy, this belief seems to be assumed
unwittingly by the sort of criticisms made by Thomas Kubhn against Karl Popper's charace

terization of the scientific method as one of%conjecture~and-refutation®™s Such a
"philosophical®™ approach, argues Kuhn, fails to capture the cumulative and conservae

tive tendencies of normal science. Of course, we can give a "Popperian" response, name

ly, that normal scientlists are failed revolutionaries only because they are not yet
fully self=-conscinus of their methods and sn areumable to expleoit their possibilities,

Phus, as opposed to the Kuhnian (and perhaps commonsense) view that normal and revolu-

tionary scientific activity invelve radieally different types of thinking, we would
argue that they are the same activity marked by different degrees of self=consciousness

or "knowing what one is doinge" And so whereas Kuhn might say that a norwal scientist

wants to test the truth of an hypothesis {e.g. that light is wave=like) while a
revoluticnary scientist wants to challenge the presuppositions that mske the hypnibesis
testable (e¢,2e that light is either particle-=like or else wave-like), our "Popperian"

selves would like to say that the latter is always possible but is most often inade~
quately realized in terms of the former, Nntice that the issue is not one itn bhe decie

ded by an appeal to historical evidence, for the issue is itself a question of what
is the most relevant description under which scientific activity falls. 4And also

notice that the questi-mn of relevance ia important not in order to determine the

"fact of the matter" about how gcientifiec thinking works but in orddr to persuade
5 €

@ i
gcientists to act as if descriptinn were true,
A priori there is no reason why these two tasks should lead to opposing results,

Yet we emphasize this difference in order to counteract Aristotle's legacy to philo=-
sophy that the descriptive function of rational discourse merely amnunts to "saying

true things about the world," a presumption that underlies even views about the goal

of ordinary communicatinn, Instead, we would argue that language--as a primarily

practical and only secondarily -{wmdshesmeon by irhiohprastt vl gag flwmbad ) descriptive

medium~~includes within each purported descriptiogh prescriptisn to act so as to



realize fully what one is persuaded of when he accepts a descriptinn as relevant to

what he i8 doing, An obvinus advantage of nur pnsitinon is that it wemnves any strong
language /world distinction by making "linguistic events"™ as efficacinus as ordinary

Wphysical® oness Thus, it would make perfect sense to say that one acts in a2 certain
way because he accepts a certain designation as relevant to what he does., DFor

example, a laborer busies himself in the workshop because he has been peraauded
(perhaps unwittingly) that he is a "skilled craftsman™ and so he acts so as to
maximize the appropriateness of that title; if he thought that he were just another
anonymous member nf the "working class," then he might act oitherwise-—even though

this "cause" would amount to 1litile more than a change in titles, Marxists implicitly

realize the prescriptive efficacy of descriptions when they stress the impnrtance of

the workers seeing their labor as "alienated," sesing management as representing
"bourgeois interests," etc. Indeed, such can be taken as the thrust of Marx's

injunction to philosophers in the Bleventh Fhesis on Feuerbach to "change the world.®

4 second advantage of our position S ot b .
wisbedslss is that it places "rational reconstructionist™ historiography (champ;oned,

sapy by Imre Lakatos) at a higher level of methodological respectability than is
usually aceorded--—indeed, higher than the ordinary empirical approaches., We would
argue that determining what was or was not the case merely offers inchoate expression

to the underlying question of what could oxr could not have been the case, the

starting point of not merely a "philrsophical history" but of any inquiry deserving

the name "histnry." Thus=--and here our “"Popperian" selves leave Popper behing==
interest in the truth or falasify of (logical or empirical) propositions signifies a
partial understanding of the real intereat ¢f arguments, namely, in the relevance or

irrelevance of the presuppositions grounding the possibility of those propositions
being either true or false, In short, the archetype of all forms of argumentation is

what in the spirit of Kant has been called "the transcendental argument,"

Before contiguing to explicate our thesis, a questinn nf precedents is in oxder,
Piret, the seeds for our theory of descriptions as primarily prescriptions were %:;23
in the philosophy of science with Nelson Goodman's "grue paradox® in Fact, Fiction,
and Forecast, In this work, Goodman subtly shifted the emphasis in how philosophers
addressed the relation between hypothesis and evidence--the so=-called problem of

“"qualitative confirmation.™ Whereas Carnap and Hempel had sought the entailment

relations between the two types of scientific statements, Goodman asked what hypothesi:
the scientist should "project" (orient his research program toward testing) in light
of what the evidence telig him, "Grue" is a mythical color that appears green
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before & given time but blue theraéier—-that time commencing with the next axperiment,

Thue, for a set of tesis before the given time, both grue and green have identical
supporting observation statements, On the basis of Carnap's descriptivist logic of
confirmation, it is imposesible to judge between these two equally well-grounded

predicates, even though ouxr intuitions are on the side of green objects not suddenly
turning blue after a given time, GCoodman suggests that ease of conceptualizatinn and
technical manipulatinn are implicit in the current use of "green" (at least vis=-a-vis
"grue"), Thus, the predicate may be said to bave a "practical entailment." BSecond,
something needs to be said about the logieal status of presupponitions( They are
absent from Aristotle's discussions of the syllogism, but they constitute an
sutonomous mode of reasgoning (i.e. transcendentalism) for Kant, Perhaps the first
text to recognize presuppositions as such is Antoine Arnauld's 1662 Port-Royal Logic,

the Cartesian manual for reasoning., In the tenth section of his chapter on "Judgment,"
Arnauld introduces their significance—=much aswe have done here-~~in terms of the
possibility of a contended point being conceded simply by entering the controversy.
The classic case, of course, is John Stuart Mill's "When did you stop beating your
wife?" Indeed, this question—-rather than Socrates' "What is Justice?"——may well be
the paradigm of philosophical inguiry--insofar as philosophy is the search for presup-
positiong,

One practical conseguence of our thesis is that 1t becomes much mnre difficult
to avoid the effects of a refuted argument, for if an argument is proven false in
the "normal" sense then the truth entailed by that argument being falsified still
shares the same presuppositions, which are what made it possible for that falsehood
to be controverted by ihat truth. For example, in turning to Copernicus, we see his

concern with fixing the number of epicycles at thirty-four rather than at Piolemy's
eighty as a bit of internecine polemics, which makes us wonder why be concerned

about epicycles at allt In advancing this question, we appreciate both the irmeele-
vance of epicycles to contemporary discussions of planetary orbits and their centrality
as a presupposition common to Ptolemy and his Copernican anmagonists, Purthermore,
our motive for posing such a question is that Copernicus! persistence in defining

his astrohomy in Ptolemaio terms led him to follow up sterile lines of inguiry that
were bound up with 4aking epicykles to be a relevant way of talking about planetary

orbite. To prevent this historical blindness we wish that Copernicus had come up
with a way of talking that preserved his astronomical insights, yet at the same time
cancelled out the language of Ptolemy, whose shortcomings made such insights initially

possible but now threaten te misdirect further inquiry. 1In short, we request what
after Hegel is called "the determinate negation®™ of Ptolemy, which iz to say, the

negation not merely of Ptolemaie truths but of Ptolemaic presuppnsitionsssuch that
)
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it should be possible to reconstitue the insights of Copernicus without any reference

t0o Ptolenmy whatsoever, In other words, once Piolemy is determinately negated, or
f"sublated," he is made irrelevant. Indeed, the astonomy textbooks of today satisfy
these Hegelian conditions, but we wish that Copernious had written them, However,

that simple refutations are ordinarily taken io be determinate negations is shown

in what passes for revolutiocnary thinking nowadays. In particular, we have in mind
Paul Feyerabend's attempts to revolt against positivism by challenging the possibility
of designing an ideal methndology of science, But this is to go somewhat ahead nf
our storye. We will return to the case of Feyerabend shortly, after introducing the

ACChpar 244
reader to the aunthor's method in the ﬂw%‘:d ike
Let us begin by anticipating a “fundamental' complaint about=§h~u££§ﬂi—thﬂpéaeﬂs

conceptions "Fositivism" and "phenomennlogy™ are used with such consmic breadth as

to render them indecipherable, except as opponents in some vain Manichean atruggle,
Certainly, the reader will argue, our two antagonistic movements are not composed
gsimply of a comhnction of compatible positiens. Indeed, it is even questionable that
the positinons subsumed under either title bear a "family resemblance™ to nne another.
Our defense will start by reconsidering the metaphor of "family resemblgnce™ as a

criterion for designating identity or essence., When Wittgenstein presented the

notion in Philosophical Investigations he had in mind a disjunction of physical traits
among a group of people that identified them as a family=--not everyone need have the
same features but each must have at least one trait in the disjunction, And indeed,

philosophical movements and schools have regularly been cast as a family resemblance

of theses=-e+8., Leszek Kolakowski's Postivist Philosophy, which draws a composite
portrait of positvism that is intuitively on the mark even though no particular
poeitivist can be fitted into the picture. However, the metaphor can be explored
further to unearth a "transcendental" interpretation, which is the one we adnopts:
Instsad of looking for the family's phenotype (i.e. the brown eyes, brown hair,

and snub noses, at least one of which each family member has), as Wittgenstein asks
us to do, why not consider its genotype?

The genotype of, say, positivism consists nf a series of mesuppodtions that are
implicitly accepted in order to make disagreement possible., TFeyerabend, in "Explana-
tion, Reduction, and Empiricism," is as much a positivist as his rival Ernest Nagel

merely by viritue of entertaining the possibility of two commensurable theonries being
the basis of an intertheoretic reduction., We can capture his position as follows:

Only if two thedries could be proven commensurable, would interthesretic reduction

then be possible; however, since twe itheories cannot in fact be proven commnensurable,

intertheoretic is not in fact possible. Thus, Payerabend accepts the relevance of the
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antecedent to the cnnsequent as a necessary condition of it2 being brough;gwbut

disagrees ae to whether the antecedent itself can be brought about. In this context,
"positivism™ becomes a much more formidable schnnl of thought because the would=-be
critic cannot simply controvert a thesis, as Feyerabend does, but must make the
entire contronversy itself irrelevant by challenging the presuppositions that center
ite

We are proposing an admittedly dialectical approach, and, as such, demands that
the sritic first set up the controversy so that the presuppositions centering it
can be derived from the sense in which the two ponles oppose each others In nther
words, positivism cannot be superseded merely by making Nagel irrelevant to philoso~
phical inquiry. Indeed, since Nagel can be opposed in many different ways, it is not
even clear what such a proposal would mean, It must be remembered that presuppnsitions

are of the pgssibility-—-not the actuality--of a thesis., And so whatl presupposes
Nagel's position also presupposes his opponent's, Of course, centering the controversy
is not by itself sufficient to make it irrelevant, but by having delimited the

presuppositions the critic now knows the sense in which he is able tn oppose it.
Thue, according to how these presuppositions are cast, the critic will have been
virtually given the Archimedean fulerum on which to set his transcendental lever,

In the dialectical method this moment of transcendence occurs when the synthesis
(i.es the presuppositions grounding a thesis and itse cpponent) is regarded as a new
thesis that can then be controverted from a new antithetical pole, At that pnint,
the original controversy has heen made irrelevant. In closing the first chapter

we sketch how Heidegger in fact serves as such an Archimedean lever from which

to transcend the positivist controversy over physicalist reductinn.

The reader will already have noticed that we employ the turn-of-phrase "makeeee
(ir)relevant" when theses usually are (ir)relevant to one another, It is this latter
use that compels linguistic analysts to cry "Category-mistakel!" whenever efforts are
made to import terms from nne discourse inteo another., However, in general we txy
to show there are no gond ontological, let alone gnod strategic,reasons for allowing
such an objection to hold sway in philosophye. In the‘W we have delibers
ately selected two positions that have no obvious relevance to one another--posi-
tivist and phenomenological uses of "reduction®e=in order to show how relevance can be
"rade,® The guiding principle of our so-called "rhetorical" approach is that the

two positions must negotiate some common ground, which by no means implies achieving
a watered-down compromise, but instead demands that both sides break new conceptual
ground, And once this new conceptual ground has been broken, we can then ask what
makes such a negotiation between the two positions possible.

In this respect, we oppose the two most commonly used philosophical methnds,
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which will be called "logical" and "grammatical." On the first approach (alluded to
egrlier in this introductinn), the critic supersedes an issue by rejecting the false

of twn alternatives and strengthening the true so that it can no longer be susceptible
to the thesis that has been proven false. Although this is perhaps the most common
method of conducting philnsophy in either the English or continental tradition, is
suffers from several drawbacks that nevertheless have been accepted among the "brute
facts"™ nf philnsophizing. For example, any criterion on which a controversy is
decided always seems arbitrary and can be claimed to be biased against the position
"proven" false., This arvitrariness may be grounded in the very fact that the two
positinns oppnse each other, In nther words, because there is no readily decidable

answer to the questinn in dispute, the dispute is real; if the question were readily
decidable, both parties would then presumably realize this and not dispute. Settling

the dispute by appealing to criteria that both sides {ought tn) accept as legitimate
is therefore more a move of expedience for maintaining order within the discipline
than & xeal attempt to deal with the dispute as a dispute, What would conatitute
such & real attempt? As indicated earlier, have the parties negotiate their controe
versy, and rather than expecting a "winner"™ and a "loser," expect a realization of
what the controversy was about {i.e. what made it possible) so that it can be
displaced by a new controversy.

A curious feature of the logical approach to resnlving philosnphical disputes
is ite presumption that at least one of the parties has been wasting hie time arguing.
There generally is(ﬁgkgf%gﬂﬁsiggs}resituate" a "faulty" argument in & more amenable
setting, or, if there is, the a ttempt is seen as gratuitous. The same applies to the

"winner" accounting for how.the "loser" went astray.‘huieven when attempted, it
usually amounts to little more than some condescending remarks about the misuse of
language or a misunderstanding of the problem at hand, Once again, it is as if mnt

only does the winner have the right answer but he is also the only one who knows on
what basis he has won, Overall, we can trace the problem of the logical apprnach to
ite implicit belief that actual philnsophical discourse is not essential to the
guestion of whether a philosophical position is "true®™ or"false.," Controversies
persist only because our confusinne persist, with such confusions taking many formss

posing the "wrong" gquestions, miusnderstanding the opponent, reasoning fallacicusly,
ete, Thus, for the logical approach, there are "real issues"™ to be disputalnot in
the sense that each side necessarily hnlds a completely legitimate positinn but that
the resolution of the dispute will Teveal how legitimate the respective positinns
were:t Error is required to highlight the truth,

In contrast to the logical approach, the gramiatical approach has atiempted to
set each position in ite proper historical coatext and to show how virtually all
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philosophical disputes arise from misunderstanding this context, which is the snle

source of the position's validity. Thus, armed with historical awareness, the

philosopher selects his position according teo the context of connotations he prefers,
with the judgment inveolved here being mnre like an ethical or even an aesthetic one.

For example, Ian Hacking offers reasons why we should not be wedded 1o "meaning"

(Why Does Language Matter to Philosophy?) and "probability" (The Emergence nf Probabi-

1itx), while Richard Rorty does likewise for "epistemology" and “asystematic philoso-

phy" in general (Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature). They allegedly derive their

critical techniques fromthe deconstructive mode nf philosophizing initiated by
Heidegger in Being and Time and &@veloped in hermeneutical and structuralist cirecles.

However, there are reasons to suspect that these proponente of the grammetiecal
approach are merely practicing an historicized wversion of ordinary language therapy,

whereby current usage is replaced by etymology and philology. We shall cast our

suspiciong as a pair of ad hominem remarks--against their attitudes and their mntives,
The grammaticist'scigﬁaiﬁgi ngard the misunderstanding of philesophical positions
that has followed from wheheddsg their historical contexts is ore of regret: Such
misunderstandings should not have occurred because they have only led philosophers
tn struggle over pseudo-issues, Horiy's virtual pity toward XKant for devising an
imagirative solution (the transcendental method) to a pseudn=problem (the mind-world
dichotomy) generated from the collective confusinns of Descartes and Locke is
indicative of this attitude., Instead of category-mistakes, these practicioners

invoke contexte-mistakesy And instead of castigating the philesopher who should bave a
better grasp of ordinary usage, they sympathize with his inevitable historical blinde

ness that allows misunderstandings to occur, Later in the firat chapter we reinterw
pret "misunderstanding® in light of the rhetorical approach, Briefly put, the claim
of one speaker misunderstanding another is not so much an epistemnlogical descriptinn
as an ontological prescription: On the one hand, the grammaticist would mean that the
speaker exhibits imperfect knowledge of the speech situation (perfect knowledge of

which is ﬁotentially there and may be attained via "deconstruction"), while we, on
the other hand, mean that the claimant is iegislating a difference into the previously
undifferentiated speech situatinn, and it is only by virtue »f that legislation that
the difference is real {(i.e., there is nc "truth of the matter"™ about the speech
gituation that is actualized from a potential state in this legislatiom),

Now consider the motives for one grammaticist disagreeing with the practice of
another, namely, "factual errnrs® that occur in the deconstruction of a philosophical
position, Although these grammaticists aim to show how any appeal to external validae

tion in order to adjudicate a controversy (as the logical approach suggests) mislead-



ingly takes historically conditioned criteria as if they were universal principles of

reason, they themselves employ sophisticated techniques of textual interpretatinn and
ideolngical malysis in order tn ensure the most "accurate" historical record possible,
which will enable them to sort out who misundersiood whom and by how much. In short,
like the logical approach, the grammatical approach presumes a "truth of the matter"

and differs from the former only in the metalangunage used to reveal that truth:

history rather than logic or ordinary language.

The faults we find in both the logical and grammatical approaches are symptomatic
of what can be called the "autoreductive" tendency in philoscphy. Let us say mathe~
matics succeeds by its own methodnlogical standards to a greater degree than the
other disciplines succeed by their own atandards, This proof of practicabllity is

then taken by philosophers as external validatinon of the mathematical method, which
seems to suggest that it has an access to the "truth" that other methnds do nnte
Consequently, philosophy not merely fashions analogues from mathematics for its own
purposes but goes so far as to be assimilated by mathematics and to advocate similar
measures for the other less "progressive" disciplines., In other words, rather than
taking the sentence~~"The logical form of arguments reveals their underlying proposi-
tions in the clearest way possibleM=~as requiring an explication of the mathematical
metaphors, philosophers interpret it as calling for their arguments to be literally
expressed in mathematicsy hence, if Fregean semantics cannot be cnmpletely translated

into axiomatic set=theory then the sSemantics is at fault, But while the attempt to

reduce ppilosophy to mathematics may be more obvious because of the notational
reduction (tn symbole) also required, it should nnt overshadow the subtler attempt
to reduce philosophy to histoxy,.

Just as there is methodological value in recasting mathematical virtues like
clarity, precision, self-evidence, proof, and simplicity as metaphors for philosophi-

cal endeavor, after the manner of Descartes and Leibnitz, the same can be said of
recasting historical virtues like distance (as the strangeness of an historical
context), frames of reference, and limited hoxzons, after ihe manner of Hegel and
Heidegger; The value lies in delimiting the sense in which each is a virtue within
its own discipline once it must be negotiated with its metaphorical counterpart in
philosophy. An awareness of this dialectic arises upon reading Descartes! appeal to
fclear and distinet ideas" and realizing why he cannot be taking "elear® in the
strictly mathematical sense., In most general terms, appropriating the virtues of

another discipline amounts to assuming the discipline's attitude., For example, a
"mathematical attitude™ distrusts vague formulations, It is important to keep this

in miné whern ascertaining what it means to philosophize in the "historical attitude"
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endorsed by deconstructinn, An historical sttitude accepts the reality of change

and the relativity of truth according to the position ocne holds in the course of this
changs, Iideed, the historical attitude is, so to speak, "existentially" grounded
in the praétices of historians who record how "real" views come and go with changing
social conditinns, etce-—just as the mathematical attitude is existentially grnunded
in the practices of mathematicians who can prove a theorem only if i% is demonstrable
given a fixed set of nperations, inference rules and/or axioms. 4And in order to
cultivate an historical attitude, the philosopher who has lingering attachments to
Tabsclute truth' may wish to survey the history of thought for himself, But it is
another matter entirely whether he must also be deing histnzy in order to be doing

philosophye.

For Hacking and Rorty it seemghﬁﬁ if philosophy is to adopt the historical
attitude then it must also adopt the historical method. Indeed, the deconsgtructions
practiced by these two appear in the form of didactically critical histories: ILessons
on how we may profit from the mistakes of our predecessors, or at least how to have
the proper frame of mind if these mistakes arz inevitable., But this conjunction of
attitude and method is unjustified, and, in the case of history, it may well he that
to adopt the historical attitude is to reject the historical method=-or any methnd
that delimits a disecipline by providing standards »f external validity. In this

respect , philosophy may be best described as the "undiscipline®™ (a term %o be

understood as neutral to the possibility of ghilnsophical "systems" and "structures"), .

which explores cnnceptual possibilities, delimits their presuppositions, with the
express agim of exploring new pnssibilities,

History inculcates this dialectical attitude by revealing in gemeral how every
position has been superseded and that such supersessinon has resulted from the intere
action of positions. And furthermore, if those instances of supersessinon and
interaction were eliminated——which would be a desirable (albeit impossible) state-of-
affairs for Hacking and Rorty--then there simply would he no history, or at leasi no
need for an autonomous discipline by that name, for logic would absorb its tasks,
Once again, essential to the historical attitude is that change is real and net mere
distortion, misunderstanding, etce. Acting on this insight, philosnphy then becomes
inherently discursive and incomplete: The meanings of terms are negotiated as they
interact with other terms, and the possibilities for negotiation have no a prioxri

limits. To echo our earlier claim, any position can be made relevant to any other

position, but the trick is to describe the sense in which such fabrieation is

possible,



III. FROM POSITIVIST TO PHENOMENOLOGICAL REDUCTION

(chapter one)
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1. Problematizing the Puzzle

The puzzle is why do positiv_ists and phennmennlngists use the word "reduction"
tn characterize their respective philosophical tasks--the translation of all "meaning=
ful" (keeping in mind that meaning is the methnd of verification) sentences into the

wandesirtons of
language of physics (i.e.Anm.ter-in~moti and the abstraction of the transcendental
eonditions of understandingT As it stands the puzzle has yet tn become a "problem"
in Gilbert RPyle's sense insofar as the questinn offers no clues as to how it may be
angwered., We can however identify three apprnaches.

First, we can perform glogical analysis of the pnsitivist and phenomennlogical
expngitiong of reduction to loncate the points of compativility and comtradictinn,
with an eye toward dveloping criteria by which the differences can be settled,
such that one of these reductinne appears more "well-grounded" than the other. The

very project of the phennmennlogist Edmund Husserl may in fact be seen in this light.
In Ideas he pits himself against the positivists to determine who has gnt an ade=-

quate account of Essential Being, which will decide between their respective
reductions, Should the arguments favor Husserl, then positiviet reductinn would be
shown ton rely on an uncritical attitude toward the ontnlngical status of empirical
phenomena. Should the positivists prevail, Husserl then must admit to populating
the world with shadowy essences that merely duplicate phenomena. Of course Husserl

wins the game he has set up, but his victory in the area of logicalmmalysis extends
beynnd the arguments for reduction to the very use of the term "rednction.® The
positivists failed partly because they took reductinn to be a form of understatement,
or trivialization (i.e. an "explaining away"), whereby Essential Being became nothing
but an inductively derived law, what Husserl calls the "naturalistic misconstructinsn."
Thus, a lasting effect of this logical analysis nf "reductinn" would be disinfecting
philosophical discourse of stray colloguisl uses of the term,

But we may prefer a secnnd, "grammatical" zpprnach, whersby ®"reduction" is

seen merely as a lonse metaphor for two activities that deal with twn different
categories of phenomena. The prnblem then becomes delineating the contexts in

which it would make sense for & positivist and a phenomenolngist to use "reductinn."
From the viewpoint of the previous approach, accepting'one type of reduction entails
no positive or negative commitment to the other., There is therefore no concept

of "reductinn®™ over which the pnsitivigt and the phenomenologist are vying to

provide an analysis of, nor iz there even a "eommnn core" of meaning both sides

mast have in order +o speak intelligibly of reduction. The choice of the word is
purely accidental and its meaning solely contextually determined. Curiously

enough, the positivist Rudolf Carnap is a leading exponent of this view, He
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sympathizes with Husserl's task of ontolegical grounding the sciences, but he also
nntes that pheanmenslogy accomplishes this by rejecting the findings and methods of

the sciences and retreating to levels nf rigor (perhaps high) appropriate to meta-

physical arguments. For at least the eaxly Carnap (of, say, The Logical Struciure

of the World), physics is the modern heir to ontology, and if questinnsg of the

latter raised by Husserl cannot be reduced to thnse of the former, then there is
nothing t6 argue about, But his seemingly tolerant stance indirectly casts
aspersinns on phenomennlogy since the ability to contest an issue on physicalistic
eriteria is central to the meaningfulness nf any philesophical program. In short,
the fact that Husserl cannot argue with the positivists on their nwn grnund indicates

the inadequacy of phenomenolozgical reduction. The sense in which we sympathize with
this assessment will be revealed upon turning to the third approach.

The grammatical approach seems to suggest that positivists can afford to be
tolerant with phennmennlogists because the latter are from the start in such a
cognitive disadvantage-—being metaphysicians and not scientistise—sns as not to be
relevant to pnsitivist conceims., Pluralistis may argue that this rather ironic brand

of tolerance is peculiar to positivists, and that it is indeed possible bo present

an unpolemical versinn of the grammatical approach. However, whatever else positi-
vists and phenomennlogists may be doing in "reducing" our conceptions of the world,
they are advancing & one-world theeis:; What Carnap finds in physics and Husserl
finds in transcendental phenomenology is the ultimate structure of the acitual world,
which will provide the most comprenensive account of how things in the world come to
be as they are (Husserl would add"...for us"j, The only difference between them

then is "where™ the ontologist should turn to find this struvcture. For Carnap it is
in an already consiituted science, the identity of which is determined by the

history of ontnlogy itself: Physics has becnme what the Greeks would have called

the primary science nf Being. For the later Husserl (of, say, The Crisis of Ruropean

Sciences), and especially Heidegger, the history of ontology is a succession of
misreadings of the problem of Being from Aristotle's firsy division of the problem
intn discrete gquestinns of beings in the world =0 as to gain technical contrnl over
the possible range of anaswere=--so all-encompassing was the initial formulation of
the problem by the presocratics. The techniques that yielded results, such as the
mathematico-experimental method nf the physical sciences, were taken 1o embody the
answer to the general problem of Being, such that other aspects o»f the problems that
did not so easily yield to technical contrel (e.2s auestinns of the soul) were
recast physicalistically. The phenomenologist is thus faced with the task of
rediscovering the original problem, and this means suspending the ontnlogical claims
nf the sciences.

Juxtaposing the opening moves of the positiviet and the phenomennlngist in this
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fashion now suggests that their pesitions are overily contradictory. However, the

contradiction als» contains a "modal" complication. If, as Carnap maintsins in
"Pay.chology in FPhysical Language: the reduction~lanzuage 1= already available in
physics, then sentences in other, ontologically unreduced sciences--like psychology=——
need only be reducible to be "meaningful® (agai%nthe positivist sense), but these
sciences need nnt reorient their own research programs physicalistically. 1In
contrast, Husserl argues in The Crisis that phenomennlngy=--as the task of reducing to
Essential Being=--cannot remain a mere logical possibility (which it has remained
throughout the rise of positivism, much like a forgotten memory in Plato's reminis-
cent theory nf knowledge) but must be practiced sec as to alter the way in which
geience itself is conceived; hencey, not surprisingly, Husserl rarely gets beyond
thinking through the implications of his method to actually applying it--phensmennlegy
being so inaccessible tc the natural attitude of contemporary philosaphical methods,
It may be remarked that Carnap can afford to invoke the mere logical pnssibility
of reducing psycholegy to physics because the reduction is already a real posaibility
for the behaviorist psychologist who models his operatinnal definitions and physio-
logical correlates of mental acts on the methods of physics (at least as conceived
by the positivists). On the other hand, Husserl must call for the actual implementa-—
tion of phenomenolngy since its logical possibility, albeit implicit f#n the nistory
of ontology, is ineffectual as such, and is perhaps rendered even more ineffectual
(as sopething to be self=-conscinusly avoided by "scientific" philosmphers) when
acknowledged as a possible way of doing philosophy, as Carnap was shown to de. But
having added this modal dimension, the rivalry between phenomenologial and positivist
reduction lnoks somewhat different. We need, especizlly, to cnnsider whether the
success of Husserl's program in reorienting the sciences entails the impossibility

nf reducing phenomennlogical sentences to ones in physics. Admittedly, it is
difficult to imagine how this could be the case, But if it is not the case, then
phenomennlngical and positivist reductinong are compatible, even though they preusppose
contradictory readings of the history nf ontology,

Thus, although there is some sense in which the program of reduction commen to
positivists and phennmenolngists naturally places them in opposition, it is difficult

for any controversy to get off the ground--for the phénomenolngist, on the nne hand,

has the problem of demnnstrating a radical break from the positivist (i.ei by making
the latter's task impossible) and the positivist has the reciprncal problem of
showing thet hie thesis is not a trivial one compatible with any nther ontology

(i.e. he must show that translating any meaningful sentence intn physics is more
sighificant than, say, translating any English sentence into German-~-raduction must be

something more than trangaytion as normally understond). In light of these difficul-

ties, we can imagi e 1 3 i :
? gine the two "reductinnisteW unsuccessfully attempting to controvert



each other's theses,

Suppose the phenomenologist starts by reducing a percept eidetically (i.e.
freely varying aspects of the thing represented to mee what must hold for all possible
variations) such that the essence of that thing is preserved., The result will be
probably expressed in a"transcendental semantics™in which the thing reduced, say
a chair, is defined by the complex of possible relations it enters into that a
rdated thing, say a table, cannot enter into, These relatinns would then capture

the structural and funciional ¥features that differentiate it from other things in
what Husseil calls the "Lifeworld,” In other words, in what sense does it become

part of, or "constitute," the Lifeworld, and in what sense does it interact with other
things in that Lifeworld? Although we have stressed how the phenomenologist would
identify the chair's essence according to how ﬁﬂﬁias can be distinguished from other
thingsyjor negatively definedfﬁ¢ha positivist can still reply that these semantic
differencee only make sense as more or less adequate representations of how the
physical world actually is.(%§§:§8€i§i¥%gﬁ}eontinue that the intellectually sophisti-

cated)bnt nevertheless ordinary}language on which the phenomenologist bases his
transcendental semantics is merely a protophysicalist reduction relying too heavily
on utested and wnsystematized intuitions, And the positivist Just needs to move
from Husserl to Peter Strawson's Individuals to Hilary Putnam's "Is Semantics
Poesible?" to show how formalizing our intutiéms can yield an adequate "descriptive
metaphysics® (Strawson) of the every day world that mevertheless ie divorced from
the ultimate ontonlogical concerns of scientists, who may indeed be misled by such

a "stereotyping™ (Putnam) metaphysics--as, say, Aristotle was in txying to locate the

essence of motion,
But if instead the positivist presented his case first, the phemmennlogist would

look better in reply. Suppose nmow the positikst opens the debate by showing how
according to logico-empirical criteria of meaning a sentence in psychnlogy can be
reduced to one in physinlogy, which reduces to ome in chemistry, and finally to one
in particle physics., Hecould then echo the claims of Auguste Comte and Hans Reichen—
bach that in faect the history of science is oriented toward physicaliasm, which 1s to
say, sciences hawe progressed according to the degree to which they have approximated
the tebhniques of physics. The dialectical nature of phenomenology can make itself
evident at this point: But what makes such a hierarchy of the sciences possible?

In other words, the positivist does not understand the limitations on his wision of
the world, particularly the extent to which his view of the autonomy of scientific
truth is in fact tied to the peculiiar (and histprically conditioned) relation the
scientist has to the Lifeworld (the world in which science is practiced——and the world

from whioh the pesitivist seems to wish to escape by making physics a higher-order
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science than psychology). It ia conceptually facile to equate what has historically

worked (and neither Husserl nor Heidegger ever coptest the positivist account of the
history of science, unlike Kuhn, Feyerabend, etc.) with the progresaive realization

of truth, for it does not address the phenomenologist's transcendental question.

Likewise, it is unfair for the positivist to}:z} Tt "QQ!yflse could the problem of
8

Being be resolved?" since physicalisa has haQﬁth§Xﬁ.vﬁﬂﬁas’ of being allowed to work,

and "peing-allowed-to-work"™ is not a feature of the success nf physics but has some-
thing to do with what makes it pessible io treat the world physicalistically, which
is a presuppositinn of subsequent successes. To parody Heideggers Why igthere

physics rather than net-physics?

We see then that in both combinalions the opponent can portray as naive the
reduction adwocated by the first disputant on the grounds that it comprehends the
ontology of the world im too restricted a manner. More precisely, this restrictiion

takes the form of mighdging the relative ontological weight assigned to ordinary
language vis~a-vis scientific language. In short, the problem is how te focus one's
philosophical perspective., At this point we introduce the third, "rhetorical,®
approach toward problematizing reduction. So far we have assumed that the positivis
and phenomenclogical accounts of reduction are discrete positions. But ifigantroversy
they reveal one another to be inchoate and incomplete accounts of themselves (1.eq

the positivist is & protophenomenclogist and the phenomenologist is a protopositiviat)
then it becomee clear that there is a common field of relevance between the two, even

though it is not clear where argumentis forwgﬂg type of reduction end and argumente
for the other type begin. We-susgesi this,Ais because positivist and phenomenological
reductions are defined dialectically. In other words, each can be identified only
in terms of how its position differs from the other, The question to ask then is
under what dialectical conditions do the positivist and phenmomenolodst appear to be
performing reductions. -

For the positivist, it is when he is counterposed to an ontologist who posits
entities on the basis of grammatical (either ordinary or scientific)forms. Post-
Kartian attempts at a transcendental psychology, including those of Alexius Meinong

and Frang Brentano, come to mind as precursors of phenomenology. On the other hand,
the phenomenologist appears as a "reductionist™ when counterposed to a philosopher
who sees his conceptual horizon as "boundless®—=i.e.every meaningful question is

poseable and answerable, The contrast between Carnap and Heidegger could not be

stronger at this point, Both hold that a question presupposes a range of possible
answers, but for Carnap this is a sign of a well-formed question that reveals techni-
cal contrel over the phenomena and opens new paths of inquiry, while for Heidegger thi
is a sign of the hermeneutic eircle that reduces any sense of epistemic nnvelty teo



the heretofore undiscovered grounds of one's own inquiry. Thus, according to whether

the metaphor of reduction is explicated positivistically as the elimination of un-

necessarily duplicated worlds or phenomenologically as the delimitation of the scope
of inquiry, the "unreduced™ ontelogy appears as a form of phenomenology or positivism,
respectively. And while the two metaphors themselves are not defined in logical

epposition to one another, we can appreciate, say, how duplicating a mechanics of the
mind in the image of the mechanics of the body-—as Ryle characterizes it in The
Cancapt of Mind--may result from a circular process of inquiry whereby the twe reginns
san only be understood in terms of each other and therefore start te W}'&‘
ontological features that reflect this epistemic co-dependency. For example, the

will is invoked as a mechanical cause of behavior just on those occasions when a

physical cause is not to be readily found, and autonomic physical reactions are taken
a8 the cause of behavior when there ie no evidence of mental input—-ignorance of how
the body worke is defined as knowledge of how the mind works, and vice versa,

The relation between the phenomenoclogical and positiwket reading of the reduction-
metaphor can now be rendered as followss Evidence for reductinn-as-delimitation is

Hrguah e patseance of
found 1r the possibility of reduction—as-eliminationM recurrent

forms of ontological relaions that are applied to diverse realms of being, like mind
and body. These forms include parallel (and sometimes mipplementary, as we have just
seen) forms of causality and identification (e.g., identifying a motive that remains
constant over time is analogous to identifying a chair over time). The positivist,
like the phenomenologisi, is suspicinus of these forms being parallel simply by
accident, and hence the impulse to reduce-as-eliminate redundant levels. However,
the positivist, whose suspicion was initially directed against the ability of linguis-
tic forms te pick ou$ unigue physical entities (i.e. mind-talk picking out mental
1:§g$:‘agd ngfffiiﬁhpﬁﬁgfpfhfut bodily av;nta)i is willing to take at face=value the

. hyslcs aspthe | amental science,

The positiviast may wish to invoke his own linguistic-ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁ?bmpirical»t:uth
distinction to argue that the results of physics are not defined as Essential Being
but have been revealed as such through the development of scientific inquiry, However,
from just examining ordinary language, it is difficult to imagine what else could an

expresaion like "what literally happened was..." means except a descriptinn of a state-
of-affairs in the physicalistic (or behavioristic) terms that are appropriate given

the sensory apparatus available to the discussants., For example, if the state~nf-
affairs is a bank robbery, and you are givieng an eye-witness account, the physical
units will be macroscopic, But a physicalistic account involving the most sophisti-
cated sensory apparatus in use might be able to provide the c¢hain of neural links

from bank teller to robber in acknowledging his request and bhanding over the money
o ]
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Thus, although it may be a matter of historical (cf. natural) selection that physics
became the fundamental science, removing physics from that role would take ontologi-

cal legislation, or a "revisionist metaphysics™ as Strawson would put it, by virtua
of the phyaical being semantically linked (at least in the present) to “$he literalo
But of course it was a piece of ontological legislation in the first place that
eliminated the unigueness of grammatical forms that could not pass physicalist
oriteria of identification. Presumably, it is possible that talk about bodies could
bave been taken as "metaphorical® duplication of talk about minds if the sciences
developed in a more "idealistie™ direction, and in that case perhaps some form of
paycholegy would have been the fundamental science. And indeed while it may sound
extraordinary %o speak of physicaliem employing mechanical forms only "metaphoriczlly'
because they "literally™ apply to the way the mind works, this very view is thekeys tons
of essentialist and idealist ontologies: Since we cannot directly comprehend the
literal, essential forms (this power is usually reserved for demons or angels, depend-
ing on whether one adheres to a pagan or Christian theodicy), we must ggzﬂiheqd them
vi? the physlcal orld, whigh rep ese ts tha essences i erfbct . ;iﬂlsni.aﬁﬁigﬁia“”
sp—dhe- 4-;—; E— hor—is adabdonmby Engh Petrie i-‘-ﬁ ra&vuithis perspectives
Rathor than saying a child learns different kinds of facts by using metaphors, it may
be better to say that a child learns metaphors by being exposed to different facts
which serve as exemplars;’

elucidating this curious historico-semantic relation between the metaphorical
and the lits
the "savage mind"® &

-let us finally eonsider Claude Levi-~Strauss' characterization of
baving the same cognitive structures as the "civilized mind":

The savage thinks in physical objects (esgs animals are ;déntified with spiritual

gqualities to such a degree t the patternas of 1nteraction anonghanimals provide

the "logio" of spiritual gqualitie
t0 abstract but eut eof the immediac
post—cartesian philosophy has claimed in acy to the cogito as evidence for the

rather thgn"in ooncepts}not out of an inability
the concrete——much in the same way that

certainty of concepts, We can se® then Levi-st:guss' reasons for claiming the
aniversality of the immediate/mediated binary desyitp its disparate manifestationss
Like literal/metaphorical, it is constituted as whai fhe_psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan

would eall "a chaigfdf floating signifiers®=-which, witninxth@“analytic tradition,
falls conoeptua;kirbetween a pre-~ and a post-Tractarian interpietation of the
sense-rofergnéz distinction. In other words, while there is a dotérminate difference
in the spfises of “immediate" and "mediated” such that the truth-conditions of each

W

can bg/spelled out in a common language one implies the contradistion of
the.'other (where ®truth-condition® is understood in Frege's pre-Tractarian sense of

&

shouta 3¢ (E4EE Vs

those properties which would be true of the thing in question
’ F
A,
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Pegaa\\‘haa\truth-conditions), there is no "recipe“, given thase truth-conditions,

for picking out aé%nal cases thgt aatis;y»thém (contrqry to the verificationist
interpretation saggaste& h; Wittsanstein in the Tractatus and explicitly defended by
A.J, Ayer in Langgggg,ggggi . Znd Log;c); hence the need for cntological legislation
to determine oriteria for what will satisfy the truth-conditions, or what will count
as an instaﬁé; of "immediate" ox “mediated"\thnught.
To resume the argument, the move fromriiﬁb égyphanomenological reduction
invelves an a fortiori appeals If positivists are suspicious of lansuaSBAOntelogical

claims for itself, as it were, why not also be suspcious of how it proposes to settle
those claims? That is to say, why cannot the primacy of physice be considered part of
the same historical baggage language carries as the mind=body distinction was shown to
be by Ryle? aAt—this peint, pesitiviats can invoke with some iromy the preferred
continental metaphor of language organically-grewing eut of the life of the culture:
Some-—parts of language are anachronisms,y like-the-appendix, useful at some sarlier

point of davelopment but better removed now before it-has & chance to become infected
B d.{“- - v hlaan 7
and-eontaminate the rest of the langamage: xnrthommn:e,—tﬁe positivist can,launch his

own & fortiori argument at the phenomenclegist: The phenomennlogist sees the scope of
inquiry necessarily delimited only because he refuses to leave the world of man defined
by ordinary language, which is largely based on unaided perception and from which the
essencaes are abstraced., And seen in this light, the history of Western science

indeed seems looked in its presuppositions because the phenomenologist ia solf-coneci-,g

ously limiting himself to the possible medes of inquiry available to someone havinggg 3
Aristotle's technological resources., Am8 if those were all the possibilities ever

available to man then the phenomenologist would be correct. But in the modern exa
aided perception is itself essential to how man is defined in the Lifeworld. These
aids range from rather unproblematic correctives of ordinary perception, like eye=-

glagses, to microscopes and telescopes, which quite lfterally extend the scope of é?
ingwiry, If the phenomenologist accepts these aids to be as much a part of the 4
Lifeworld as his eyes, and continues his form of reduction, he would then arrive at Jéﬁ
the pesitivist picture: What grounds Being are the fundamental consiituents of matto%

o bParratia ﬂbzl-x

and the laws governing their possible interaction. In fact, in The New Scientific
Spirit, Gasten Bachelard@ attempts a phenomenology that takes inte account this
technical remmstitution of the Lifeworld--"phenomenotechnics™ as he calls it--by

man continually making himself in dialectical response to the nature he wishes ts

control,
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2. The Rhetorical Nature of the Problem.

We can now isolate two key features of thefhetorical approach to problematizing
reduction: First,taken as discrete positiona (either in the manner of the logical
or grammatical approaches above), positivism and phenomenology have incompatible
premises yielding apparently incommensurable metaphors. But second, when these
incompatible premises are taken to be dialectically defined againet ome another (such
that an unreduced version of one is the other) concerning a common field of relevance
(Essential Being), then the two types of reduction can be considered as two ends of
a sorites, one attainable from the other by extending the preocess of reduction

initially used through an a fortiori argument: "If you can go this far, then you

can go this muech further." The impetus for adopting this approach is that not only
is it not clear what qualifies as a positivist=but-not-phenomenoclegiecal reduction,

and vice versa, but also it is not clear why a purported instance of one type of
reduction would not be an instance of the other {ype as well. 1In appealing teo the
inherent vagueness of the reduction problem, we are suggesting & view of phileosophical

digcourse resembling Chgrles Sanders Peirce's cosmological principle of synechisme-
that the universe fﬁﬁﬁontinuons.
Notice that by "vaguenesa" we do nnt mean a state of imperfect krnowledge such

that the account of either reduction is not adeguate to decide what are possible

instances of each. Instead, again following Peirce, we admit there is nothing
inadequate about the formulation of the two types of reduction per se, but that
possible instances are necessarily underdetermined i; virtue of the inherent looseness
of fit between theories and evidence, as generalized versions of symbols (for Péirce,

an "argument®-—the semiotic form of a theory—is a symbol) and referents, Hence,
vagueness is an ontological feature of the way signifiocation occurs in the world,

If this is so, then the scope of relevant instances of the two formulations is
indeterminate in principle and consequently negotiable in practice, In cther words,
because of the nature of semiotics, it is justifiable for, say, a phenomeneologlat to
¢laim that 1if the positivist were to extend his reduction to instances he would not
immediately consfder relevant to his concerhs,thern he would arrive at phenomenologye.

Of course, it is up . to the phenomenologist to lead the positivist by the hand, as
it were, and demomstrate in what semse can the latter's method be extended to perform

the type of reductions he thought his method was designed to oppose, However, to
claim that the two types of reduction are discrete (and thereby addresaing cases
that are unrelated to one another)i' cause it may not be ebiious how a positivist
would arrive at a phenomenological reductiomn is to cenvert our state of knowledge
(or ignorance) about the applicabdiliiy of these methods to an essential feature of

them. In his essay on synechism, Peirce lodges this eriticism against formulating



"nominalism® (by which he means the Humean attitude toward the reality of causes and

monsensible forces) as am ontology rather than as an epistemology, and sgainst hypothe-
gizing atoms as the ultimate physical units (i.e. "hypostatizing® them) rather than
28 the primitives of the language of physical science as it is currently practiced
(Carnap, as we shall see, revives this poimt in the distinction between material amd
formal modes of speech.), The synechistic ground of the oriticism lies im ths tacit
assumption made by the discontinuity arguments (i.e. nominalism and atomism) that the
unexplained iz mmexplaineble, or, in the case of the two reductions, that the unrela-
ted is unrelatable., To the atomist Peirce would ask how these discrete atoms comprise
at leasti apparentl ontinuous ebjects, and this would require somehow accounting fer
that part of physical reality=—heretofore unexplained by the atomist—-—which is
nonatomjc yet provides the "field" in which atoms move and ultimately interact.
However, raising synechistic objections in philosecphical discourse is a somewhat

subtler matter since types of reduction, unlike types of atoms, are ostenaibly
inventions rather than@iscoveries by the inquirer, and the discretionist might there-

fore argne that these methods are only as applicable as the practicioners say thay
are, which ig to say, their ontological status derives from being products of a
reflective mind, But we must here remind the discretinrist of the indeterminate
nature of signification: It is misleading to say that the pesitivist and the pheno-
menologist design their respective reduciions and then see how they can be mapped
onto the world, as if each needed to satisfy some correspondence theory of txuth.
Tnatead, each reduction would mt be the iype of reduction that it is # (it\were/ mot

for the peculiar interaction of, say, "mind* and "world,"” or "theory" and “evidence®
(these terms can be used as long as they do not pick out two discrete realms of being
but only alternmtive ways eof talking about the same realm of being, the world im whick
the reduction-theory is formulated). The evidemce then does not suppert the theory
as a posteriori confirmation but in faet contributes to the material conditions of
the theory being formulated as it is. Thus, the success of behaviorist psychelogy

does nnt merely support physicalism but participates in its very conception,
Befcre going any further, the reader is entitled to evidence showing that we

are not misrepresenting Peirce's onncept of vagueness too much, Thus, here is a
relevant passage from "Critical Commonsensism®s

Logicians have tno much neglected the study of vagueness,
not suspecting the important part it plays in mathematical
thought, It is the antithetical analogue of generality.

A sign is objectively general, insofar as, leaving its
sffective interpretation indeterminate, it surrenders teo
the interpreter the right of completing the determination
for himself., ®Man is mortal."” "What man?" "Any man you
like,® A sign is objectively vague, insofar as, leaving
its interpretation more or less indeterminate, it reserves
for some other possible sign or experience the functiom of



completing the determination, "This motith,® says the
almanac-oracle, "a great event is to happen." “What event?"
"Oh, we shall see, The almanac doesn't tell that." The
general might be defined as that to which the prineiple of
the excluded middle does not apply. A triangle in general
im not isosceles nor equilateralj mor is a tri te in
general scalene, The vague might be defined ag§€ which
the principle of contradiction deoes net apply. Foxr it is
false neither that an animal (in a vague sense) is male,
nexr that an animal is female,..No communication of one
person to amother can be entirely definite, i.e., non-vague,

Netice that the a fortiori argument showing, say, positiviat reduction to be simply
a natural extension of phenomenclegical reduction "completes the determimnation® of

phenomenological reduction, which heretofore had nnthing determinate to say about
instances accounted for exclusively by the positivist form--e.g. microphysical
particles, Also nctice we can say that as it is usually presented phenomenelogical

reduction offers inchoate expression of positivist reduction as long as we do not
take the inchoateness to be a priori such that positiviem, as it were, is entailed
by phenomenology. Peirce's example of the almanac—oracle highlights the apesteriori
nature of negotiating vagueness, It is orly our deductivist biases that lead us to
associate teo quickly discursive continuiiy with the logical consistency obiaining
between two theorems rather than with the semantic openness of vague utterances,

We can reformulate the modern theory of meaning in a "Peircean" manner as follews:

After Frege After Peirge

1. the sense of a propesition (i.e. its 1, the semantically epen texture of a
trutb-conditions; the ontological vague utterance, whose possibility
commitments involved in the possibility is given by virtue of the many ways
of the proposition being true) it can be determined

2. the referent of a proposition (i.e. 2. what closes the semantic texture of
the thing that satisfies the truth~ the vague utterance (e.g. the event
conditions, its ontological comple~ that follows the almanac~cracle's
ment) divination)

3, the reference of a proposition (i.e. 3+ 3¥he contimulty that exists between
existentially fused state of the (1) and (2) by virtue of the vague
proposition referring te something in untterance having an open texture
the world; the correspondencs aspect of (i.e, the naturalness with which the
the correspondence theory of truth) event satisfies the divimation)

4. the verification eonditions of a 4, the discursive strategy (i.e. the
proposition (i.e, the operational rules actual rhetorical moves) by which
by which the possibility is made a (2) is showmn to a fortiori follew
potential, something provable) from (1).

One curious remark Peirce makes in passing in the above quotation is that
vagueness plays an important part in mathematical reasoning, Perhaps we can
alleviate some of the curiousness ipthe following manners Recalling our earlier
comment of how evidence constitutes the material conditions of a theory's formulation,

consider How the material conditions shifting as the theory is applied, ae in the
4
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case of extending phenomenonlogical reduction inte more "positivist" insfances.

The model in faet comes from Hegel's account of the dialectical transition from
quantity to quality, im which the qualitative differences in states-cf-matter, say
between liquid and gas, derive from graduated quantimtive differences in temperature.
And this model finds its mathematical baeis in the sorites paradex. In its most

general form, the sorites consists in the method used (say, adding 1 to n, where n

is aiﬁ%%%egar) not being altered across a chain of inference, yet the inferred
instances to whieh this method is applied (eonsecutive integers) being so erdered

that at some point the method attains a different status im light of them (i.e., at th
start it was thought that adding 1 to small integers was a formula for gemerating

small integers, but after a large number of ns this is no longer the case). Using a
positivist means of reductinn te arrive at ceheclusions that then make the reduction
look phenomenological--its purported oppesite—~—ig not quite as neat ae this mathema-
tical formulaticn of the sorites suggests, The primary problem is that although

it is (supposedly) self-evident that a large number will result if 1 is continually
added to a small integer, without actually pexrforming the sorites, this is hardly
the case when bridging the twe reductions. As stated earlier, the phenomennlogist

actually has to demonstrate thé soritical route to his position from peositivism,

and vice versa. The difference is fundamentally one between logical and grammatical
"t*ath," on the ome hand, and rhetorical "truth,"” on the other, At least up to the
time of Leibnitzqm@o argues Ian Hacking in "Leibntiz and Descartes: Proof and the
Eternal Truths'ﬁégenonstrating the thenremhood of a sentence was merely an epistemic

crutch and not a necessary conditinon of that sentence being a theorem. More pointedly,
utterances were taken to be grammatical or not, even though "generative grammars"
demonstrating their grammaticality (i.e. as the successive application of phrase
structure rules and transformations) did not come into their own until this centuxy.
But the ®"rules™ of rhetoric, say as presented by Aristotle, are not by themselves

sufficient for deciding whether a given speech is "effective"-—-the rhetorical measure
of truth. By "effectiveness" we mean the degree to which the intemtions of the
speaker are reproduced iythe audience's opinions, (The reproducibility of these

_ intentions can be taken as part of the groundwork for legitimating the consensus
theoxry as a theory of trath, in the manner of Juergen Habermass Discourse is

practically possible only because what is true can be conveyed to the audience, and
the speaker intends to convey what is true.) Thus, the truth is nol so much embodied
in utterances that are correct in themselves (say, by viriue of referring to the
world) as in utternces that come into being the right way, which is to say, through
the dialectical participation of both speaker and audience. In short, the speaker

mist define his intention in terms of what is appropriate and enmprehensible to the
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audience, From a logical or grammatical point of view, it is possible for a speaker

to make a correct utterance and the audience not to understand--but that would be
the audience's fault imsofar as the correotness of the utterance presupposés that
the audience (as either ratimnal beings or competent speakers ) should be able te
respond appropriately to it. From a rbetorical point of view, however, it is not
clear who is not “eorreci" when an intention fails to be conveyed. Usually the
speaker is blamed for not demonstrating that in fact his view is a reasemable

extension of the audiencets, In other words,the speaker is trying teo transform the
rhetorical move inte a legico-grammatical ene by baving the audience *"discover"
something they already know, or, less paradoxically, something they must be assumed
to know given what they self-conscinusly believe (or that they believe as if they
know that something).

Posed in this way the rhetorical spproach strongly resembles the original task
of philosopkizing attributed by Heidegger to the sophists in What is & Thing and is
perhaps most famously portrayed in Plate's Meno when Socrates manages to elicit
geometric truthe from an ignorant slave., A genealogy can be traced from the
reminsicence theory of knowledge advanced by Socrates to the Heideggerian definition
of truth as the discovery of what presupposes, or "grounds,” one's own inquiry.
(Such a genealogy would also include Peirce's proto-Heideggerian claims for the

pragmaticist method in "Critical Commonsensism§) In this sense it can be said that

the rheterical approach teo problematizing reduction presuppeses the validity of the
types of issues raised by phenomenology. But this should by no means suggest that

phenomenologists have actually endorsed this approach. Indeed, Husserl was earlier
seen to advocate the logical approach when dealihg with his positivist opponents,
Po illustrate this point further, we shall now critically appraise Karl-Otto Apel's
program to situate conceptual eguivalents to phenomenologiecal and positivist reduction
as complements. And then we will deploy the rhetorical approach by having the
phenomenologist-as-speaker try to eleit what the positivist-as-audience "must already
know,"

Phenomenology's Rhetorical Diffieculties,

For purposes of ideological eritique, it may be proposed that phenemenclogists
bave rejected ths rhetorical approach in coming to terms with positivism because, if
successful, it would make the claim that phenomennlgists are practicing the orighnal
task of philoﬁophizing more difficult to maintain--if by "original" is meant without

the distortions subsequently accrued in the history of philosophy. Thus, the fact

that Busserl's actual srguments againat the positivists are guite distinet from his
arguments in faver of phemomenology has beon taken--by his defenders-—-not as a sign
of his inability to show the relevance of phenomenology to the problems of pesitivism



Y40

(which would mean showing how phenomenology meets the objsctions it raises against

the pesitivists) but a sign of how radically off the mark the positivists are, even
in formulating problems. However, if Husserl were able to show that phenomenclogical

reduction is just an a fortiori extension ¢f positivist reduction, then it might be
thought that phenomeilinlogy is dialectically dependent on positivism for its amense.
And, %o continue, if this dialectic were situated historically (i.s. phenomenology as
the unique amtithesis of positivism), then it could be claimed that if positiviem did

rot turn out as it did, phemomenology would met have turned out as it did,

Indeed, if we follow Heidegger's account of the role of the "already-~known" inm
classical Greek thought, the radicalness of phenomenology lies enly in the fact that
it arises now and not then--and here we are reminded of Marx's ironiec comment on the
rise ef Louis Buonaparte as the second Napoleon: "Hisiory, as it were,ocours twice:
the first time as tragedy, the second as faxce." The quest for things-already~known
{("ta mathemata™ in Greek) originated in the sophist's search for the suppressed
premises in public arguments, But when Aristotle "privaiized" Being into discrete
beings and one such being, the physical ("ta physica," self-originating things: the

name bespeaks its own irreducibility or umconditionedness), came under technical
control, the quest for the public—-that which presupposes all beings and thereby

Being as such—became the sbsoure task of reorienting thought toward what it would
be like to ask such a question, a problem both phenomenoclogists and postivists admit
must be addressed before "What is the ground of Being?" can be posed meaningfully,
And so although Heidegger may be posing many of the same ¢uestions as Plato, his

attitude toward pesing them (and therefore the significance of providing answars) is
much different-—and certainly this is due to positivism. In short, Heidegger is the

fgegcond Plate®in the same way as Louis Buonaparie is the "second Napoleon."
4o Apel's Mediation of Posbivism and Phenomenology.

We have selected Apel, however, as our critical fecus because he specifically
proposes to reconcile the differences between positivist ("scientistic") and
phenomenological ("hermeneutic®) veduction by “dialectical mediation," which prima
facie is similar to our rneteorical approach., Apel's argument will be reconstruced
from "Scientistics, Hermeneutiocs, and the Critique of Ideology: Outline of a Theory
of Science from a Cognitive~Anthropological Standpoint," the second chapter of

Towards a Transformation of Philosophy. Like Feyerabend, Apel.reads the dialectical

method through Niels Bohrt's complementarity thesis——more precisely, the reading of
the history of seience presupposed by the thesis—-which renders the concept of

mediation more commonplace than is usually understood in Hegelian-Marxist circles,
The theeis and antithesis of a dialectic (or, twe peles in a dialegue) in such circles

are said to presuppose, or (when under Kantien influence) "transcendentally ground"



one another, Apel, however, says that the thesis and antithesia complement each

other, or delimit ons another's relevance by virtue of being two discrete aspects

of the same things We are of course reminded of Bohr's wave-particle duality, but
this viaw cam in fact Be traced to the first modern dialectical logician Johann
Gottlieb Fichte, whomApel's colleague Habermas especially credits in Knowledge and
Human Interests. Then with some help from Comte's progressive positiviam, comple=-

mentarity is convarted inte an account of the history of science. Before the two
poles realize th.ﬁ-aac oomplementarz, each claima the totality of a given field of
knowledge as its own (eg. Newton va., Huygens on the nature of light). However, there
are no adequate criteria for deciding the matter and so the dialectic ie"frozen" in

metaphysics. Finally, the poles are "mediated,™ with the resulting "synthesis™ being
a demonstration of their compatibility., The synthesis is “scientific®™ because the

ideological——i.8. totalistic=—claims of both sides are eliminated by inveking the
valid points of one against the other, The "commonplaceness™ of mediation suggested
kere is that it resembles the peacefully negotiated setilement cf the bargaining table
where each side gets what he "deservea.®” This positiom neverthelesa im to be expected

from Apel, given that he also believes, like Beirce before him, that a community of
potential truth-seers musi be presupposed in order fer & rational dialogue between
two positions to be possible,

From an Hegelian-larxist perspective, the most stiriking feature of Apel's account
of dialectics is its denial ef the "reality" (i.e. the ontological status) of contra=
dictions, The source, once again, ie Fichte, who in the Science of Knowledge argued
that we are able to entertain contradictory notions at the same time because neither
of the contradictories completely commands eur consciousness, since each one commands
only as much of it ae the other ome does mot, But tegether, the two contradictories

comprise the tetality of eonsciousness since mothing can be thought beyond them,
Fichte presented this view in opposition to the psychological validity traditiomally

granted to Aristotle's principle of noncontradiction. Now let us intreduce positiviem
and phenomenclogy as the two contradictorjes., For Apel they are irreconcilable only
insofar as they are metaphysical, which is teo say, as each makes claime over the
entire methodology of sciemce to the exclusion of the other, However, keeping Fichte

r eac
im mind, this apparent contradictiem is resolved once the sepheres of relevaé%gtilwrzy
demarcated tkrough scientific mediation, which requires what Apel salls "the a priori
of the communication community.* Put this way, Apel's propeosal resembles the logical
approach we earlier attributed to Hausserl-—with the exception that in Husserl's Pgame"™
only ome species of reduction can win, while in Apel's “game" mutations of both specie

de win, Tht;s difference highlights the fact——that escapes Apel's notice--that
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neither positivism nor phenomenology can remain intact as a result of mediatiém, and

the extent te which bethireductions have been changed can be gauged by relating each
original form to the form it assumes by virtue of being mediated by the other, And
it 18 here that the Fichteans and the Hegelian-Marxists face off: Whereas the former
would say that mediation results in a greater self=-comsciousness of the methodological
complementarity that has existed between the two positions all aleng (hence the
apparent nature of the contradiction), the latter would say that any such complemenw

tarity must be negotiated and as such does not subsist in some a priori state "waiting
to be discover#d® (hemoe the Laal mature of centradictions),
5o Mediation as a Semantic and Ontolegical Iasue,

Take a simple Marxist example: A producer——i.e. a laborer regarded as a produ-

cer=-bears a certain relation to his produet, and the two are mmtually defined by that
relation, In other words, it makes no sense te talk about a "producer® unless "pro=
ducts®™ are possible, and vice versa, Apel would call this relation "mediation."
However, following Hegelian logic, the Marxist argues that the producer also bears

a Trelation to this relation, and this is the Marxist concept of mediation, The
producer is defined as the creator of the product, he who brings into being by trans-
forming nature; yet, the producer has this contrel enly by virtue of being defined
in terms of the product, whieh is te say, as its producer (1.e. the producer of it
ae erities of Hegel and especially Bradley have pointed out, the theory of mediation
heavily rests on the ontological import one gives to the possessive case: is there a
sense in which the product possesses the producer?), At this point, the analytic
philosopher might object that this suppesed contradiction results from oonflating

the material (preducer-sas-a~being) with the formal (producer-as—a—term) modes of

speech, And there is a sense in which the Marxist would not dispute the points

Formal and material are indeed analytically distkguishable modes of speech, yet they
are indiscriminately used in the course of real speech. This could be a sign of
either the analytic distinctiom mot representing an entelogical difference (the
Marxist view, as we present it) or its representing such a difference that nevertheles
goes unrecogmized (the enalytic view). Analytioc philosophers (including here the

later Wittgenetein, Ryle, and J.L. Austin) bave interpreted this problem therapeutical
ly in order to restore proper wsage, The diagmnostic argument informing their therapy
in the case of the Marxist's malady might take the following form:

(1) There is & term “"producer" that is well-defined within
the semantic universe of capitalist soeial relations,

(2) One of the consequences nf “producer” being a well=defined
term ie that its pessible meanings are delimited dy the terms
1t can possibly relate to,

(3) Modes are mixed when the meaning of "producer® is considered



for all peasible languages in some attempt at getting
at & real, or material, definition of the term,

(4) T™his uswally involves picking out in the world the
lowest common denominator of what all languages refer

to when using "producer,” whiebh Marx might call "specics-man®
or "homo faber,®

(5) Now this extension will be necessarily underdetermined
not because there is a "producer=in-itself" free from the
semantic constraints of oapitalist and other social relations,
but because the extension no longer falls under a well-defined

term (or concept) for any particular language.

(6) Thus, the second mediation, whence a real contradiction
arises between the producer takem independently of seeial
relations and as a2 constituent of them, is as spurious as
any "double-world® theory--~and this one is particularly
reminiscent of the indeterminate-transcendental-ege/
determined-smpirical-self dichotomy perpetrated by Kant,.

(7) The cures Only use the formal mode when talking about
terms, which is to 2ay, do pot change the rules of the game
but change your illegal playing habits,

The Marxist ebjeotion to this treatment would start by examining how the thera-
pists skirt the fact that there are many more pessible defirnitions of "producer,®
or the thing picked out in the woxrld by the term (if we accept Habermas' reading
of Marx's concept of idenlogy as systematically distorted communicatinn, then a

"je-ideologized” material mode independent of the formal mode is pesited), than the
existing language~game would permit, and indeed some of these would be quite disruptiw
to play., But why continue playimg the game? Now this is not the skeptie's usual
global rejoinder, for the second form of mediation makes it a more specific guestion.
But before coneidering it, we must first ask what is the ontological status of this
"producer~in-itself" that can be related to the relation the producer enters inte

with the preduct, Although it 18 an essence distilled from various socio—economic
systems throughout the history of what has been designated as species-—man, it is not
a conjunction of definitions or properties that must be present in any possible

case of species-man., Rather, the esmence is more like a Kripkean "possible werld

story™ which traces ifdentity "eausally"” (i.e. historically) from the actual world

to other possible worlds, On this account, instantiations of the essence in twe
peesible worlds need not have any commom property as long as a story can be told
whereby ome instance "becomes®™ or "is transformed into™ the other by virtue of being
in the other world., REidetic reduction is the correlate of this view in phenomenologys

Let ws say I imagime the chair before me, and then I imagine a pessible world in
which the chair has been smnihilated so that 1t mo lenger retains any of its previous
properties. That this second image continues to be grnunded in ths eessence of the
chair rests on the otherwise unrecegnizable rubble being designated in the second



world as what would be designated as a chair in the first world, They are thus

two epipodes in the same possible world story,

Already we can anticipate an objection that will appear shortly:s Is it mot
possible that any itwo episedes can constitute part of the same essence? In desoribing
eidetic reduction, Husserl seems to rely on intuition to indicate when appearances

have been so varied that the essence is lost, Thus, Husserl himself does neot present
an example as radical as the ome cited above econcerning the two episodes of "chaire

heod,* As for Kripke, he quite straightforwardly puts a priori limits on the types
of episedes that can constitute part of the same essence by invoking a "baptismal
ecriterion™ which stipulates that any candidate episede for a given essence must be
able to tell a possible world story that traces back to some primerdial episecde of

naming for which there is unequivocal empirical evidence, We find both Husserlias
and Xripke's moves artificial extensions of their basic theoxy, As we shall see,
any theory of referemnce, identity, or essence that aspirea to "verisimilitude" must
above all be able to explaimn why reference slips, identity gets lost, or essences
fuse~—for that seems to be the way the werld works., So in answer to the nbjecter's

question, we say yes, any two episodes can e¢onstitute the same essence, but each pair
is not pessible in the same eense as one another. For example, you say that what is
the chair today was the chair yesterday, and likewise for the table, I, on the eother
hand, argue that what is the chair today was the table yesterday, and likewise fer
the table vis-a~-vis the chair, The reader may see the resemblance teo Gosdman's

grue paradox mentioned in the intreduction, Both are perfectly good stories but mine

requires accounting for eertain presupposed states—of=-affairs that yours dces not:

How did the oross~identities take place (molecular recembination, etc,)? Amd why am
I the only ome who tells this story (special mental powers, etc.)? As with Goodman,
your story is more entrenched because it does not require readjusting so many erdimar-

ily held presuppositions. However, Jjust because my story is more difficult teo tell,
it dees not make it any less possible--indeed, it has the potential for being more
interesting. Afier Nicholas Rescher's A Theory of Possibility, we can distinguish
®individual essences™ (chairs, tables, etc.) from "dispositional essences® (gravity,
language, etc.) according to the extent of their effects en the possible world stories

we can tell as a result of altering them (e.g., imagine identifying the chair in a
“possible world® where there is mno gravity)., Rescher's distinction resembles the
vay in which Quime "naturalizes® what separates analytic (of. dispositional) from
synthetic (ef, individual) statements, Thus, the entrenchment of your gtory of the
chair over mine is revealed in the mew accounts of certain diepoeitional essences of
the world——especially certain laws of nature—-I need to give and you do not,
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But whatever its particular episodes may be, how are we to characterize the sube

sisting essence? One way would be through the totality of its instantlated episodes,
which 1s to say, the essence of a thing is ite history, a view in line with Hegel and

Marx, The lesson of Marxist historiegraphy, especially as presented in The German
Ideology, is that species-man "makes himself"™ im hie dialectiec with mature, The

episodes of tkis dialectic are ithe instances of man in the succession of (possible)
social relations, Purthermore, man can understamnd himself only in terms of this
histoxy, which reveals, among other things, the radical difference between man's
self-identification before and after "ecomomy" becomes an autonomous and eventually
the supeTrordinate social institution., Yet this radical difference im instantiations
does not alter the fact that both are grounded in the same essence, part of ihe same

bistery. That two episodes may be necessary cenditions (i. e, the one must be tracee
able from the other) for each being what it is (i.e. inetances of the Bame essence)
and yet have no common propertiee is them the sense in whieh "real contradictions"
reveal themselves in (or, gg) history., Marx is especially countering histories that

emphasize an essential difference between the sentient being of animals and the
rational being of man, a legacy of Aristotle still present in the Enlightenment
thinking of the classieal political economiste., However, this is not to say that the
economists rejected an evolutionary account of man; instead, they argued that the
relation between man and his animal ancestors was more ome of®"counterparte,® in

David Lewis' sense, than of identity. It might seem as though Marx and the economists
are quibbling over semantics, but whereas the economists were atle to show the
wgsgential difference™ between animal and man in the rise of technical rationality
(epitomized in capitalism), Marx was able io pack more ontological import ihte the
metaphors of capitalist exploitatinn"redusing men to animals®(since the distance
between men and animals was not that insurmountable to begin with).

Fow if real contradictione arise in Marxist historiography in the sense outlined
above, then two questinns arise concerming historico-causal theories of essence in
genmerals First, if an historidco—causal link is all that is needed to trace an
essence across possible worlds, then, as Michael Dummett and Gareth Evans have

pointed out, the reference is no lenger "preserved®™ in any erdinary philosophical
sense (o.g. the persistence of persomal identity over spacetime ), Does this not mean
that anyone with a keen sense of storyline can show two seemingly unrelated instances
are in fact grounded in the same essence? Second, given the total indeterminasy of
reference stipulated in the first questinon, how is it the case that in fact we can

intuit both essential and accidental diffemences? Actually, botk these queries are

quite misleading, In "The Causal Theory of Names,® for example, Evans imagines a
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case in which a basketball player "Louis®™ ends up being identified as Louis XIII of

Prance because in tracing exclusively the use of the name through discourse the
person designated by "Louis" is lost track of, thereby allowing twe histories to
become one, Notice that presumably Evans has isclated two temporally well-separated
episodes in the history of "Louis," which when juxtapesed do appear quite different,
not unlike juxtaposing a word im current usage and its etymological antemdent. And

of course this perhaps tenuous link between the two episodes weuld not have been

possible except for a series of "misunderstandigs.™ Yet the example by ne méans
dispreves that identification takes place in this manner: It mérely casts aspersions

on the process—-hence "misunderstandings®—since it vieclates the ontological prescrip-
tion that the history of naming% riora the history of things, or more collanI;ii§:&
that we should (amd can) keep track of what we are talking about. In light of Evans'

example, we would add to our initial formulation that talk about "Louis® over time

must have developed so as to escape the notice of the speakers' prescriptive notions
of identity (which may include a family resemblance, if not an outright econjunction,
of descriptions)—if talk went immediately from "Louis the basketball player® teo
"Louis the Kimg of France" then an "essential difference" would most certainly be
registered by the spsakers being aware that they are misunderstanding each other,

Likewise, only if the two ends of a sorites are juxtapesed as enthymemes (i.e.
premise and conclusion stripped of intermediate argument) does the so-called "sorites
paradox" arise, as we have seen earlier. And, as Arisvotle notes in Book III of the
Rhetorie, eathymemes are most effective in forensic oratory, where the aim is te
accuse or defend, while the same argument im soritical form is best sulted for
political oratory, where dissuasion or persuasion is the goal. Thus, we can see how

Evans is able to use the Kripkean causal theory of reference against itself by
shifting 1ts mode of presentation (i.e. the possible world story) from a sorites
to an enthymemes,

f ~ It sounds strange to take unpreserved reference and misunderstanding

a8 prescripiive critieisme of bistorico-causal theories of identity because we d¢hot
usually asseciate "misunderstanding® with, say, "misbebavior.® Umlecss it is claimed
that we always misunderstand (a notion that certainly deserves more explication),
misunderatanding only occurs when it is pointed out to us-=when the contimuity
(sorites) of our understanding is broken by juxtaposing two episodes from it, one

where we did understand er could have understood and one where we did not understand.,
The same of course applies for misbéhavior, but there are ordinarily different

connotations: There is & sense in which we are always "behaving,” Misbehavior is
a type of behavior that arises when some of cur behavior seems incongruous to its
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%general character,” a family resemblance of norms and attitudes (Raymond Williams

chronicles the historical conflations of the @soriptive and presoriptive senses of

"bohavior” in Kbx!ords). Misunderstanding, in contrast, is rarely (except in post-

Eeideggerian circless Hans-Georg Gadamer, Jasques Derrida) regarded as a type of
understanding, Instead, it is granted ne ontelogical status whatscever (the fate

of "Nothing" as a substantive term bears comparisen here): When we misunderstand
we are not usually taken to understand a meaning other than the one intended--we are

sfust said not to understand at all by virtue of mot understanding that intended

meaning, Indeed, if that were the correct explication of "misunderstanding® then
rational discourse would not survive long enough to point out the first misunder-
standing! But of course discourse dees persist in spite of and maybe even because

of misunderstanding (e.g., when taken to represent “umcertainty® as a regulative idea
that motivates speakers to refine what they say fer fear of not conveying what they
mean),

After this considerable digression we may return tghhe ontological status of
a "producer-in-itself" on which relies the intelligibility of the Hegelian-Marxist

eoncept of mediatiom. Ae we have seen, misunderstanding is best understood as an
ontological prescription based on how the prescriber reads the discourse in whlch the
misunderstanding supposedly "occurs.” In the case of Evans, the soritical movement
from Louis the basketball player to Louis the King of France was condensed intoc an
explosive enthymeme that impliocates the Kripkean for allowing the former louls to
"turn into" the latter, From Evans' reading then, the "real®™ plot of the diseourse

concerns the rather erdinary Louis as traced by a disjunction of deseriptions en the
family resemblance model. Now let us look at the Marxist in light of thia. The
history of scocial relations is itself moriticals There is no mement in late antiguity
say, when a man ocan ssy that he was previcusly a slave but now he is a serf; nor is
there a specifie point at which man becomes commoditized as labor. Indeed, if the
latter change had occurred se drastically and so ebviously, meams would have been
taken to gusmbmt it., Bracketing just how drastic it was, the commoditization of man
&8 labor was certainly not obvious as such until the plot of how man has made himself
is juxtapesed with this latest ecapitalist episode. For the peasant driven from his
ancestral turf to the industrial towms in the late eightesnth century, the change may
bhave been drastio but susch population shifts were normal aromad that time and presama-
bly done out of the peasant's self-interest——as he understood 1t, When he enters the

laber market and becomes a producer, it makes perfect sense that his ronle im the soeia

system is defined infterms of the product he produces, and here we see an analogue to
the language therapist's “good sense™ in keeping to the formal modebf speech,

However, when the Marxist examines how man arrived at this state~of-affairs, he finds



that the plet of history has taken unmexpected turns that now, via peclitical economy,

threaten to sever man's tles with his history (and hence his essence) by claiming
that the value of man has never been hing other than how much it coats to

reproduce his labor (Louis Althusser, for cne, identifies this realization as Marx's
theoretical revolution)., And just as the pclitical econcmisis invoke their own

definitions of man to discount the history of man, so +too the language therapists
invoke the formal mode to argne the logical superiscrity of the formal mode to the
material mods. ‘

The producer-in-itself can be seen &3 the plot of history taken thematically=-

"homo faber" is its title, just gs Louis the basketball player is the theme of
Evane' discourse. The mediation of the theme and the current episeode reveals the
current episode to be a "low point” where the disparity between man's pessibilities
and his actuality is greatest. The Marxist mediation then is this enthymematiec
presentation ef the possibilities and actuglity of history that "awakens"™ man from

the false sonscieusness of regarding his identity soritiecally. This awakening,
which assumes the logical form of a paradox, ean be seen as the source of alienation,
Unlike Evans and the language therapists, just because the current episeods in the
history of man violates the family resemblance of descriptions governing homo faber
in the past, the Marxist dees not thereby claim that a misunderstanding of man's
self-identity has taken place (although many non-Marxisi{ historians would argue that

in seeing man "reduced to"labor lMarx himself is mixing economic history with the
history of metaphysics) since man's a@ssence ig ultimately identified as his histery,

Man should not therefore rewrite his history to preserve his essence but should
pe? ‘{‘i/.»l, h Wi
historically move away from this latest episede by i-il!iais %ohmeak with it (i.e.

revolution), In Evans' case, speakers would have to take it upon themselves to steer

the discussion back to the original Louis, if so desired, rather than saying that they
(Evans® own strategy)
were really discussing two different people\. And the firs{ step in this direction is

to develop the sense in which the current episeode is both grounded in and represents
a limitation en human history, which is initiated through the Hegeliam-Marxist fom
of mediation,

6s Apel in Light of the Foregoing Investigation,
Let us now resume the mainline of the argument: Apel's mediation is an attempt

to have the dwo dialectical poles realize the reasonableness and relevance of each
ether's position, To echo an earlier thought, the rhetoric of totalistic olaims over

the methodology of science is reduced to a logico-grammatical compatidility in the

sense that if the positivist wanted to talk abeout what the Phenomenologist talks about



he would then have to talk phenomenclogically, and vice versa. Although Apel, like

Habermas, is oritical of decision-thenretic models of ratinnality, the rationality
achieved.through his brand of mediation is motivated by the imperfe§§ﬂ3&8§ssole has

of the other, & presupposition of decision theory; But this presuppositioe: _ﬁg eouched
in hermeneutical language rather than that of utillty-maximization so dbutg:aocuii-ia
the formulation of Apel's thesis iwmifs Sdsnes
Positivism e¢laims the entire methodology of science as its own only because it does
not understand what phenomenologists are doing, but if it did understand it would

-accept them (and vice versa). Just as taking a caloulated risk is one way of being

& Gricean cocordination problems

rational given imperfect knowledge, 80 too is trying to find out more in order te be
more ceriain about what is really within ome's pewer, Apparent conflicts, or contra=
dictions, exist between positivism and phenomenology only because they are not fully
aware of the limits of their own positions. And because the relevance of each is
delimited independently of what the propoments themselves ideologically claim, the

mediation that results does not change the positions as such but,rather, offers the

proponents a clearer understanding ("enlightenment" is often used in this context)
of what they have been arguing for all along, In this light, the Marxist's second

mediation looks superfluous: The relation positivism has to its oomplémentary relation
with phenomenclogy is exactly the same the complementary relation pesitivism has with
phenomenology.

But the Marxist would counter that Apel sees mediation as merely determining the

protocols of positivist and phenomenological discourse-——not umlike Ryle‘s eategorical
analysis of langnsge usage——which locates the transcendental conditions of whateach
can say outside of what they actually say to one another. Thus, just as it makes mo
sense to talk about "limguistic competence™ changing as a result of a change in
®linguistic performance™ in Chomsky's transformational grammar, so too Apel would not

oconsider the possibility of the transcendental conditions themselves changing, for
they alwaye subsist potentially in every utierance made in the discourse im questiong
hence, for Apel mediatiom can be glossed as "actualization® (of a petential). 1Im
contrast, the Hegelian-Marxist would hold that transcendental conditions, first of all,
do not "transcend® in the sense ef not requiring aotwlization for their ontolegical
status (Apel's wediation is possible and necessary, respectively, only because the

conditions subsist as & potential and yet they have not been fully actualized im
discourse), Instead, these conditions and the discourse conditiomed by them are
necessary for each being as it is. Thus, rather than asking "In what sense is a
phenomenological reduction possible?" the Hepelian-Marxist would ask "In what sense

is a phenomenclogical reduction possible, given the sense in which the positivst



50
reduction ie actual?® And the answer to the second question will only arise from

actually deriving the phenomenclogical from the positivist reduction--but mere
importantly, the question itself will only be meaningful to ask at that point,
This i1s why the puzzle of how positivists and phenomenologists can be both doing

*reductions® cannot be assumed to be a "problem" until a "solution®™ is offered,

In this eontext, we must remember that in initially posing the transcendental
question of cognition, Kant does play the Humean skeptie or the Cartesian construce
tionist, but in faet accepts the actuality of the world as given and then reflects
on what such a commiiment amounis to,

At last we ocan follow through the reasoning of Apel's paper to see these
objections materialize. His argument will be sketiched so as to highlight how
positiviem and phenomenoclogy in the guises of scientistics and hermeneutics are
mediated by each other by viriue ef speaking complementary languages, and how comple—
mentarity itself can be taken as a means toward self-emancipation from the cognitive
limitations impesed by contemporary methodological problems in the sciences.

(1) Scientistic_overextension of the concept of explanations
Positivists iespecially Theodor Abeli interpret Max Weber's
"VYerstehen® as the logical component of an hypothesis about
the cause of an actor's behavier, In imagining possible
causes, the scientist applies the prineiple of charity to
consider what would be reasonable to eliecit such behavior
under the circumstances, a Peircean "abduection,” However,
this reason is subject to further empirical analysis (e.g.,
more data, Bayesian confimmation) which after meeting
inductive criteria is deemed a cause, which is to say, an
event that can satisfy a variable in a law=like statement
about behavier,

This reduction of reasons to causes discounts the ontological
difference between the twos A reason is a trascendental
condition of the action always present as a presupposition of
any action of that kindj a cause is an antecedent even that
is present or absent from a specific instanece of the action,
Censequently, social scientific explanations based on matural
science (i.e. hypothetico-deductive) models seem impeverished
in relation to the types of phenomena it tries to explais,

Apel's solution is to compensate natural science models of
explanation by adding the judgment of a scientific consensus
as to the appropriateness of a social scientific explamation.
And appreopriateness requires a sense of the historically
grounded presuppositions of the action, which does not easily
e s R P 4 £ T g v R e Tt S
for hermeneuticsa.

(2) Bermeneutic overextension of the concept of historicity:
Hermeneuticians (especially Gadamer) deny the possibility of
extending man's cognitive horizon beyond its presuppositional
base, which after Heidegger has been called "Western meta=

physics." Consequently, the alleged "discoveries®™ of ths
seiencez are nothing more than realizations of that base for




purposes of transcending it, contrary to the intentions
of Habermas' self-critical science of discourse (which

Apel endorses).

This extension of the hermeneutical circle t¢ the point of
cultural solipsism does not then proceed to the meta=level
of considering what are the transcendental conditions of
presuppositions appearing as discoveries rather than as
the presuppositions they ought to appear as. In a more
Heideggerian vein, "How can we be surprised by what we
already know?" And posed this way, hermemeuticians seem
to be treading on a contradiction that they must not be
able to say. Why must nct? Because the phenomenology

of discovery, éven in the hermeneutical sense, is grounded
in the possibility of discovered presuppoasitions helping
us discover Eigggcovdred ones, If the phenomenpology of.
discovery werefgrounded in that sense, then her_meneuti-
cians would have no basis for demonstrating the subsequent
discoveries are presuppositions in the same sense as
earlisr omes,

Apelt's solution is to compensate the circularity of
historicism by adding the dimension of depth of knowledge
about the presuppositional base by ideological eritigue
and psychoarnalysis, which import the pesitivistic idea
that science can systematically build om what it knows
such that knowledge of how man has been constrained and
controlled in the past allows him to take greater control
of his future,

(3) Apel sums up the emancipatory interest that is made
possible by ideological critique and psychoanalysis as
man's ability to understand the causal determinants of
his existence and theredby be able to know the sense in
whieh behavinral change is possible., Imn this way, a
scientifically informed hermeneutics can free man from
existing ideological constraints, and hence their comple-
mentary relation,
At the outset, keep in mind that the Hegelian-Marxist view of dialectical
mediation would not so much eriticize Apel's diagnosis and treatment of the

methodological problem of the sciences as his understanding of the sense in which

he has "solved®” 'it., Omce again, Apel thinks that mediation reveals the transcenden—
tal conditions of both positivism and phenomenology in themselves. It just so
happens that part of the transcendental conditions of both is that theyare eomplemen~-
tary and therefore mediatable in Apel's sense, However, the Marxist would not

gituate this complementarity in some potential that will be actualized upom adopting
the Habermas—Apel line on rational discourse, but in the presupposition of some
actualized state~of-affairs, namely, when positivism and phenomenclogy are shown to
extend their problematics into each othert's sphere of relevance, Now in the above
argument Apel does pertray what such a state-of-affairs would be like, and we can

take that as an actualization. However, while this actualization may indeed expli~
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cate what Apel means by mediation through complementarity, it is not required for

the expression "transcendental conditions of positivism and phenomenology® (or "the

a priori of the communication community" which grounds their complementarity) te be
meaningful. In fact, Apel himself doea not believe that it is necessaxry that these
conditions be actualized in order for them to subsist; hence, they are presented as

a type of "cognitive ethics" that are always actualizable but need te be self~consicous=
ly (through the emancipatory interest) actualized, (The conirast to Kant here could
not be greater,) The difficulty for the Marxist would be in determining the ontologi=-
cal status of the transcemdenial conditions when they are not actualized (i.e. in

what sense to they subsist) and how Apel would knew them——ss well as why he would not

count his own explication of the conditions as a form of astualization (he says his
articles are merely "programmatio"). These problems surround any attempt at making
sense of the proposition that "ultimate reality"™ somehow depends on & "perfect®

state~of=affeirs (i.e. perfect knnwledge of what makes phenomenology and positivism

pessible). Inwbhis-senssy=Apel ie—an heiv-te—tmeelm,

T, Implications for Understanding the History of Moderm Philosephy.
After accepiing Apel's explication of the transcendental conditinna ae an

actualization of them, the Marxist would then juxtapose the sense in which postiviem
and phenomenoclogy have been defined in terms of each other with what these types of

reduction wusually mean when taken alone (or have come to mean by viriue of their
history). This second mediation would nod doubt generate a paradex, that phenomeno~
logy and positivism can complement each other only if they are made to be more compa-
tible with one another, Many of the historically possible aspecis of phenomenslogy,
for example, must be reworked with an eye toward positivisms: The hermeneutic circle
must be negotiable 8o as to include the possibility of having a deeper awareness of

one's presuppositions, The result is that what Apel thinks is some logico-grammatical
compatibility of phenomenology and positivism has been revealed as a®fabricated"

(taking the term neutrally) comnection that belongs to rhetoric. What then? Ome

need not be a Marxiat to suggest sorapping Apel's program and "restoring" the essence
of pozitivism and phenomenology to their ¥rightful™ discrete positions. Hawever,
the Marxist would ceunter that even within whst bhave become the histories of posi-

tivism and phenomenclogy themselves are such rhetorical®contrivances"® (again teking
the term meuirally)=-only they have gone soritically unmoticed. Imn fact, if two
diesparate episodes ef each movement are taken enthymematically, a contradiction would
be found. In phencmenslegy, consider the fate of the "natural attitude™ to percetion
from being defined in terms of prepredicative experience in Husserl's Eggggal Investi-

gations to the very much poetpredicative experience of what is taken for granted in
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the Lifeworld, as presented in his Crisis. In positivism, loojat how Russell origi-

nally interpreted the maxim—"Wherever possible, logical constructions are to be

substituted for inferred entities®™—-as a call for Machian phenomenalism (i.e.
reduction tc sense-data: "The Relation of Sense~Data to Physics") and later a= a
call for Carnapian physicalism (i.e. reduction to ~-x—~—t  "Logical Atomism")., 1In
short, the essences of phenomenology and positivism are nothing but these subtle

rhetorical moves, and so contradictions elicited by an enthymeme of two historiocal

episodes are real insofar as they constitute the essence. Consequently, wky not
allow positivism to be phenomenologized and phenomenclogy positivized as the latest
episodes in their histories? So if Apel has unconvered the transcendental conditions
of the twn reductions, then they appear as what presupposes an actual episode in

their history, an episode he prescribed into existence. In short, he has solved
hias problem by changing the status of the terms in question.
8, Models of Mediation for the Rhetorical Approach

L ——

Now we want to start with positivist premises and arrive at a phenomennlogical
conclusion, This is to say that in addressing the "facts™ of scientific inquiry

(including the behavior, etc., to which psychic states are reduced) the positivist

ies also addreseing the transcendental conditions that make the inquiry possible.
This claim is warranted by virtue of an equivecation on the meaning of "address,"

which is illustrated in "I address the audience®” and "I address the problem."

The former will be called the "dative® function of address and comcerns what is
literally presented before the inguirer as "given,™ just as an audience is what the
speaker finds before his eyes. The latter "address™ will be called the "accusative"

function and econcerns the objact to which claims made by the inguirer are to be
attached, The positivist-as=positivist addresses datively, whilethe phencmenclogist-
as-phenomenologiet addresses acocusatively. However, as philosophers, the two
necessarily address both ways, in the same sense that a speaker must be addressing
an audience in order to address a problem. The difference between the two lies in

what i8 recorded in the name of philosephy about this secientific inguiry ox rhetorical
episodes The pesitivist only recerds information about the audience, as it were,
while the phenomenologist only records information abeut what the speaker is talking
about (it is important that the reader keep the point of the analogy in mind here,

and not be misled by the historical connetations of the two movements), Posed this
way, we see that when the positivist thinks that his ingiry relies merely on

inductive generalizations from the facts (perhaps systematically recast in deductive

form), he assumes that what he "talks to" is what he is talking about, and thereby
becomes like the speaker who reckons the®Bl8requisite for giving an effective speech



ie to find out all he can about the audience, Similarly, the phenomenclogist who

claims to be able to "intuit" essences by turning away from the positivist's facts
resembles the speaker who thinks all he needs to consider in making an effective
speech is what he is talking about.

The precedent for raising these two functions of address ie to be found in
the famous ontological guestion posed by Aristotle in the first book of the Metaphy-

8icss "What would it mean to be that thing?" In current philosophical discourse
this ie read as a question of definition that perhaps conflates the material and
formal modes of speech (i.e. "...mean t0 be...."), but nevertheless can hLe answered
by establishing a Russellian identity between a definite deseription ("what would it
mean...") and a proper name ("ecothat thing") via a semantically superfluous copuls

("eoeto beeee™). In that case, we would have expected both sides of the copula te
take the same grammatical case s¢o as to show that "to be* merely expresses a
transparent identity. However, "to be" takes the dative here, which renders the
question more like "What would it mean to be o (for) that thing?" This can be
interpreted as a reguest for the sense in which Being can be presented as that thing,
The picture we have in mind is of Being-in-itself undifferentiated yet through some

mediation appears as distinct beings,cr things, Onr our model of address, this is then
5 question directed at the speaker who must somehow manage to make what he is talking
about apparemt to the audience by persuading them, which is to say, by having the
object of his speech become apparent im them as opinions held as their own. Perhaps

the best way to understand how the speaker mediates is to see the given opinions of
the audience independent of the speech as the figure of a figure/ground Gestalt, in
which the ground is the ocbject of the speaker's talk also independent of the speech.
In that case, the speaker must determine how the figure and ground are delimited by
one another 8o that a "Cestalt-switeh™ can occur whereby the roles of figure and

ground are reversed,( In the plenomenological literature, Jean=Paul Sarire is perhaps
the only expoeiter te attempt an account of "ground" that does mot rely exclusively
on "Phencmenelogese,” and even though the accouﬁ%ﬁ!ﬁ’ﬁe;gg and Nothingness rests on
the suggestive metaphor of h S come aware of someene not-beingbtharovfi.e. the case
of loocking for Pierxre in the café and not finding hinib)we would speculate that it
was juet thies Gestalt semse of "ground" he was trying to capture. In any case, the

process of Gestalt-switch captures well the ®dialectical law" of the interpemetration
of opposites.) To put it moxre rhetorically, the speaker determines how what he is

talking about must be presented, given the nat:;al attitude of the audience, in order
to realize the presupposition of his and theiqx eing in the same rhetorical episcde,
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namely, they are open to his attempt at persuading them, The Gestalt-switech occurs

when the objeot of the speaker's talk "surfaces™ te become the natural attitude of

the audience, while the original mnatural attitude "recedes.” 4ind so the audience is
not aware of how much their minds have actually been changed because they are never
in a position to consider the difference between figure and ground, sirce that would

require seeing both as figures at once, But again, the possibility of such a change
also is what presupposes the rhetorical episode.

We are on the verge of constructing the grammar of dialectical reasoning. While
such a grammar need not be articulated in order to complete our project, it will
nevertheless go some way toward systematizing the rheterical approach we have been
discussing throughout this éﬁﬁ:ﬁﬁ?. First oonsider the diagram of the dialectic,

whioh has been labeled according to its "moments® (A,-A,B) and reflective (a,b) and

unreflective (c,d) modes of mediation. X o -1
The difference between "reflective" and *ézq*; ' ' =
%unreflective® modes depends on whether A )

the mediation is recognized as such or
not, in which case it is taken as part
of the natural attitude that takes things
for granted by seeing them as immediate, or unmediated, The reflective mode is
manifested rhetorically as enthymemes; the unreflective mode as sorites, The

reflective mode assumes the standpoint of the transcendental attitude (B) whioch
“comprehends the Gestalt"™ (or, realize the presuppositions of the rhetorical attitude
in question) by virtue of understanding the sense in which the figure A ia figuring
the ground -A (and likewise how —~A is grounding A)., This transcendental attitude

is articulated as the two address-functions=——the dative (a) and the accusative (b)~—
and correspondimg to each we have two critical stances, which in the previous sections

were represented by the language-therapist and the Marxist, respectively, as well as
two constructive stances, which have atiributed im this seetion to positivism and
phenomennlogy, respectively. The unreflective mode assumes the standpoint of the
natural attitude (A and -i), as in the audience being persuaded to the speaker's

position because it appears as a matural extension of their own view (c) without
realizing that such a position alse alters their original view (d)e The conjunction
of (¢) and (d) extails a real contradiction, in the sense discussed earlier. Also
(¢) and (d) capture the complementary senses of "ideology" developed by Marx in

The German Ideology, the former being am apparently untranscendable world-view

(sometimes called "hegemony") and the latter being the alterations in historiecal
perspective continually needed to keep such a world~view intact (sometimes called
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"false conscinusness®),

Now consider the following chart which correlates the mowents of the dimlectic
with the various categories we have been using during this inguiry:
DIALECTICAL ARISTOTLE®'S ONTOLOGICAL SEMANTICAL RHETORICAL GESTALT

HOMENT QUESTIOR TRANSLATION TRANSLATION  TRANSLATION  TRANSLATION

Thesis (4) +s.(t0) that phenomena roper name audience figure
thing. (beings in the world

Antithesis ,..t0 BG4so noumenon copula what is ground

(-4) : (Being-in-itself) talked about

Synthesis what would it mediation definite @béaEﬁS?a} Gestalt.

(B) MOaNeee description (@peechY

We unfortunately will not be able to develop all the connections suggested here,
However, the previous discussion in this paper should provide an ample beginning,
In passing though, we drect the reader's aittention to what can be seen as a check

of the plausibility of this system: As we have presented it, if Russell is followed
in divesting the copula of semantic wvalue, and thereby eliminating the gntithetical

moment, then only the dative function of reflective mediation is available, 4nd
indeed, this function has already been associated with the positivist task, under
which Russell would be normslly includeds Finally, consider heow our intuitions
about the shorteomings of the extreme positivist and the extreme phenomemologist are

satisfied by our model, The former would be faulted for banality, which is to say,

(18, He Facts i logicel Skoithand )
for telling the audience what thsgalready knoql the latter would be faulted for

urity, which is to say, for disregarding the competence of the audience so

that the speaker's message never gets th::.'ouglgi"ﬂ”’f‘m"£ QSQM{;: m mﬁ%n éf,i ks )‘

Put more important for purposes of actually persuading the positivist to the
position of phenomenological reduction is some idea of the logic of dialectical
reasoning. PFirst, we must assume the speaker's position and the positivist the
audience's, In light of the above grammar, this move should appear sigrfisant,

especially since the radical difference between the transcendental and matural
attitudes has now been explicated. Them following Strawson's "On Referring,” the
logical form of the presupposition will be taken asz "Either A or -A emntails B,"
which reads comtrapositively as B being the necessary condition fer either A or =A.
In both cases, B is the presupposition. This form captures what seems to be most

essential to the transcendental argument in that the possibility of A (which is
actually either A or =A) does not follow unless B obtains, Furthermore, it captures
the mathematical metaphor of "the absolute value" (i.a. the integer quantity irres-
pective of its being positivé er negative) that Husserl uses for the squeﬁioggﬁﬁpn4g

ontological commitment to the natural attitude, and it is from this suspended state



that the essence is phenomenologically reduced, A is the state~of-affairs addressed

datively by the positivist, and -A grounds A by delimiting its significance. At this
point the sense in which A is "grounded" is not clear, for anything that is not 4

is possibly -A. Say A = "This is red."” What is =-A? "This is not red?" Yes, but

only in the syntactic and not the semantic sense of the expression. In other words,
while we do admit that the armithesis formally negates the thesis, we do not want to

be committed to the interpretation: ®Either 'this is red* or 'this is not red!?
presupposes that 'this is colored!,™ which would arise upoh assuming that the thesis
alone can establish the semantic emmatraints on the antithesis and, consequently, on
the nature of the presupposition. However, in true dialectical fashion, thesis and

antithesis must delimit each other, so that the presupposition is synthetically
derived, In saying that this is not red, we may be saying that this is soft instead,
and what is presupposed then is something like "secondary qualities."

It may be argued, however, that "secondary qualities," if it is to have any
sense, must be understood as a collection of gualities including "color® and "texture,'

In that case, red and not-red, as seft, would still presuppose cclor--as well as
texture. But this argument can be accepted only if we suppose that a term used in
discourse-~-more specifically, a text-—earries all ite possible semantic relations ra=~
ther than simply those that are relevant tc distinguish it from the other terms in
that discourse, Thus, if the positivist offers this being red and this being soft

as his alternatives, we would need to say (claims the objector) that he is presuppo-

sing everything he could about the meaning of each rather than just presupposing
what would ascount for those two particular altermatives being posed together. In
the jargon of strmcturalist linguistics, we would counter that the grammar must be
generated from the text, and not the text generated from the grammar--~if only because

the ontological status of the former gsmeration is comprehensible by wvirtue of its
being grounded in something actual, the text, while the status of a "generative
grammar® is unclear (e.g., How does it compare to the deductive "generatinn® of
theorems in logicjdoes it have some additional mental component that logic does not?),

Phere is above all a strategic reason for wanting te locate the presupposition as a
minimal, or necessary, difference, and this should foreatall the objection that we
are simply reducing presupposition to the lowest common denominator between two
opposing terms, In the act of dialectically synthesizing the opposition of A and -A,
or fdentifying its transcendental conditions (notice the follswing correspondences
in Hegelian, Kantian, and analytic languages: synthesis (or sublation) = transcen~
dental conditions = presuppositiona), this synthesis itself becomes a thesis that is

opposed by another antithesis, etc. The movement of this second dialectic makes the
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opposition of the first dialectic irrelevant, and thereby constitutes a formal model

of how to transcend one's presuppositions (to some new ones, of course)., However,

thies model is only possible if the opposing terms of a given dialectic do not carry
all their possible presuppoeitions but only the ones necessary to render them

antagonistic, To return to our example: If I suspect the positivist alternatives of

this being red and this being soft to be "a' distinction without a difference," as
Peirce would say, I may nevertheless wish to retain the categories of color and tex—
ture but resituate them in a new set of alternatives——and in fact it may be by
reflecting on these categories that the new set of alternatives arises, Thus, in
sublating "this is red"” and "this is soft"™ as the synthesis of "seecondary qualities,®
I would then be in a position to oppose it to, say, "primary qualities® (but the
antithesis selected could be as semantically incongraous as “gofi®™ is {o "rad"). I
could then argue against the positivist by challenging his relevance to the argument,

or, as the structuralists say: "decentering his text." The peositivist thinks the
problem is choosing between "this is red™'and "this is soft™ only because he thinks
the problem can be resolved in the psychnlogical realm of secondary qualities,
However, it may well be a matter of primary qualities, which will Pe E%é?ﬁfﬁed in

2 physieal reinterpretation of color (as spectral) and texture (as newsel). Although
a "formula®™ for shifting paradigms is itself an exciting prospect that could be

further developed from this logic, we must finish the current project, which inpfterms
of this method means subl _ating positivism's self-posited alternatiives, with the
resultant presuppesition being a "reduced" form of positivist discourse in the sense
of revealing what positivists and their opponents can argue about.

9. 4An Application of the Rhetorical Approach: Carmap
gratuitensly
In the hypothetical example sketched above, we perhaps — “p = called our

opponent "positivist.® However, in what follows we have reconsiructed somewhat

more carefully Rudelf Carnap's 1931 "Psychology in Physical Language®™ as the positivis
text from which phenomenological conclusions will be elicited, The paper roughly
divides into a& discussion of the senses in which physicalism differs from the

received view in psychological researxch, which Carnap takes to bde intrspectionism,

and refutations of possible ebjectinns such a psychologist might make against

physicalisme, We shall present our dialectical inquiry as follows: Firet, explicate
the opposition posed by Carnap; second, determine with which pole the burden of

proof lies, in order to understand the sense in which the received view is antithe-
tical to Carnap's; third, derive the presuppositions centering the opposite and
thereby transeend it.
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Carnap opens by observing that the linguistic source of hypostatized entities,

such as those allegedly studied by traditional psychologists, lies in mixing the
material and formal modes of speech. This confusion can even be suspected of the
physicalist thesis that all psychological sentences describe physical states, as if
each psychological sentence must "piock out® (i.e. provide the truth or verifiability
conditions for) a unique physical state. Rather, this isomorphism can only be
guaranteed within the formal mode itself, such that for each psychological sentence
would corrsespond a unique physical sentence. By “correspondence™ we mean extensionally
equivalent, or substitutable case~for-case, and so we can talk about these sentences
"oross-referring® to one another, However, the material mode can never guarantee more

than the sentenmces of physics and psychology "co=-referring® to the same state—of-

affairs, which is to say, they too ars extensionally equivalent, but it iz not clear
I leav—Stavel

that the would be equivalent in nemembemmbenel contexts simce they dghot co-refer by
in A Ca-durnell

virtue of cross-referring. That they would not he
suggested in that ordinary talk about the interrelations of one's psychic states is
often & misleading guide to their causal relatiocns in the body (ecg., the James-Lange

equivalent is

theory, whereby emoticns de not cause visceral reactions but are epiphenomena arising

from those reactions). In the formal mode, by contrast, nothing meaningful is added
by saying that the cross-referential sentences co-refer, because "meaningfulness,"
or the possibility of a sentence being true, is conferred nct by agthing"immediately
given" (such as mense-—data to consciousness) but by the ability of the (protocol)
sentence to be deduced from general sentences in what Carnap calls “the system

language of science,” conjoined with whatever translatien rules are needed (since
each individual is said to have his own protocol language).
Now the burden eof proof lies with the material modist to show that there is
good reason to think that reciprocal translation is not possible between psychie
and physical states, and that it is only by virtue of common experience of the world
that our sentences dan be scisntifically meaningful, Notice the following presupposi-

tioms in Carnap's presentations First, the possibility of representationalism (1.04y
language re-preseits somethings either another t:agzgge or the world)=~the formaldmé
says it occurs through translation; the materialiges says through experiencing the

world, Second, the possibility of the "propositional attitude,” or a strong subject-

object distinction (i.e., language has a clearly defimed extenslonal context, indepen=-
dent of the protocol langnage used, and a clearly deflneg-n-n0i¢ono§snal eontext,
dependent on the protocol language used)--the formald® says it has mo effect om

carrying out the reductionist program in psycholeogy, while the materialdlh says its
effects might extend to preventing any determinate correspondences between the sciences
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Carnap then proceeds to set up two syllogistic modele of scientific inquiry,

®rational® and intuitive,"™ relying on sentences being expressed in the formal and
material mode, respectively. The major premise of each is a general sentence that is
hypcthesized (or abduced) as the law governing whatever observation sentences are
deduced, which will then be used to prediet. Serving as minor premise for each is

the system of protocols in the scientisi's language that determines what will count as
a substitution-case (or physical instance) satisfying the variables (or theoretical
entities) in the major premise. Thus, the minor premise incorporates Kagel-like
correspondence rules in the formal mode and Bridgman~like eperational definitions

in the material mode. Furthermore, it determines the sense in which the protocel
sentence (or the proposition expressed by it) refers to either a scientifigsentence

or a state~of-affairs: In other-words, the minor premise makes signification in
scientific inquiry possible (which happens to be Maurice Merleau-Ponty's reformmlation
of the tranecendental question of phenomenology in The Structure of Behavior).

Interestingly, Carnap says that a failure to predict{ must be negotiated at the level

of the minor premise, which is to say, bﬁy eongidering which semizﬁ%gypresuppositions
may be at fault. However, the formalimw differs from the materialdis in that the
former will interpret the misprediction as a sign that the wrong hypothesis was
abduced, while the latier will merely (or rather, can merely--since the meaningfulness
of the observation sentence is not by virtue of its deducibility from the hypothesis)

invoke the ceteris paribus clause and decide that the hypothesis was inappropriate

for the experimental situation. So, in a sense, the empirical world itself is at
fault for"misleading" the scientist as to the type of situation it was, and =o thg{ r
hypcthesis rggfins intact but resituated (and still untested), Carnap associatas+n&3%?
ol misprediction, signifyi@ inappropriateness rather than falseheod with phenomenslogy,

A
which, by his account, attempts to iwtuit essences that appear empirically in a more

or less confused manner.

Phe burden of proof again lies with the material modist, who must now show why
we should ever think that the world is biased against our theories such that we cannoct
identify the empirical situation correctly, let alone predioct it. The implausibility

of the materialdlk's position here stems from the following dialectically disadvanta-
geous presuppositions: First, the possibility of referring to {or talking correctly
about) things in the world (eor sen gxces in other theoretical languages), via a
sense/reference model——the formalMd says it always happens, while the materialfwsy
saye that it is sometimes violated; in the former case, this means there are always

determinate grounds on which to accept or reject an hypothesie, while in the latter

there never . Second, the possibility of misnaming as a type of error—sa failure

te predict igdue either to a posteriori naming, on the formal model (in which I could
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have named the event correctly if I predicted it), or te a priori misnaming, on the

material model (in which I misunderstood the situation from the start and so, given

the hypothesis selected, I could not have predicted it). Third, the possibility of
adjusting the theoretical sentences which consitute the hypothesis to the observation
sentences—=-either the adjustment merely amouhts to resituating the hypothesis &n a
different empirical setiing, on the material model,or the hypothesis itself is adjusted
on the formal model, as Carnap provides in his confirmation theory in which conditional
probability sentences are altered by outcomes,

At this peint, Carnap considers "four typical criticisms®™ of the physicalist
program and rebuts them, We shall take them in the order they are presented. The
first objection is that because physiology is by no means as developed as psychology,
it is impossible to establish correspendence rules such that mental states can be

uniquely identified in the body (or, more precisely, as sentences about bodily states).
Carnap's rejoinder is that the primitive state of physiologieal desceription is a
contingent feature of the discipline that promises to account uliimately for all
psychic nuances., FPor the present, however, this means that for a givem psychological
gentence, the set of possible translations in physiology is larger than would be

desired for purposes of confirming hypotheses (cf. Quine's "indeterminacy ¢f transla=
tion"). Yet once neural connections are completely mapped, the tables'will be turned,
since man's ability te introspect physical states via mental states is not sensitive
enough to capture all the physical states that are actually occurring (e.g., what I
may identifvy as a localized sensation of pain may be a complex of neurons affecting
vast regions of my body). Presupposed here is the possibility that it makes aense

to talk about the sciences realizing what they set out to do, or actualizing a
potential, in more teleclogical talk, The difference is that the objector says that
if physiology is not actualized by now then it never will be, while Carnap says that
actualization is a gradual process rather than a determinate (i.e. either it is

actual or it is not actual) state.

The second objoction is that psychology is an irreducible science because among
its primitives is the special feeling that accompanies all mental states that can be
expressed as "I think that..." or ®I fel that..." . From introspecting this subjec-
tivity we discover how mental states are linked up to behavioral cues so as to enable

us to infer these mental states in others through a charitable application of analogy
upon seeing the appropriate signs. Carnap responds that the semioiic of intersubjec~-
tivity described by the objector is mot in itself primitive, for it is not essential
that the behavioral cues be asscciated with certain mental states that are im turn
synthesized by socme eg@o, These cues themselves form a self-contained system of signi-
fication that can be rendered on the stimulus-response model and are sufficient to
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account for anything that could be duplicated on shadow semiotic as a "mental state.”
Presupposed here is the possibility that the ego (or the propositional attitude, in
the formal mode Carnap usually uses) is at least analytically distinct fromthe collec=

tion of states it allegedly synthesizes. Both Carmap and the objector ecan introspect
the ego analytically, but Carnap thinks he is only intrespecting his own "frame of

reference,” as it were, while the objector thinks he has access to something more
substantial,

The third objection is that understanding the mental states of others cannot
rest merely on & system of behavioral cues because we derive more insight from the

cues than their presence would warrant, especially im terms of being able to anticipat
subsequent cues for a situation never before experienced (discourse, especially in
regard to the uniquemess of the order and content of sentences utiered, is the para=-
digmatic case), And not only that, but we also are able to "read into" intentions

and motives that mever actually surface in the exchange of cues but nevertheless

regulate how the exchange proceeds, A radical extension of this argument, which
Carnap tgkes seriously, is the possibility of telepathy, ih which the ratio of cues
to insight is so low (the sender and receiver may be separated by great distances)

as to suggest an autonomous semiotic of the mind., Carnap's response hexe is to point
out that telepathy is not 8o much a pure version of our alleged asveryday reliance

on monitoring each other's psychic states as a degenerate wersicn of our dependence

on behavioral cues, for telepathy is much less reliable than ordinary behavioral
exchanges and this in proportion to the absence of cues., Presupposed here is that
there are criteria of knowing we have understood the mental states of others. Carnap
differs from the objector in that he claims these criteria always refer to publicly

observable bBehavior and can be expressed in terms ef a translation manual ,while the
objector claims that the criteria take the form of counterfactual coriditionals based
on analogizing the cus of anothert%he mental state the interpreter would associate
it with, had he smitted the cus.

The fourth and final objection is that when placed in the context of how psycho=

logy is actually researched, the system of behavioral cues becomes an inefficient
means of cecllecting information about subjects, If the psychologist intends to
codlfy his findings in language, why not elicit them in language so as hofh te
obtain agreement between scientist and subject as to what the latter experiences or
thinks and to maximize use of language's ability to make subtle distinctions, In

artifioially restricting himself to non~verbal responses, the behavioral psychologist

in fact makes the task of attributing mental states more speculative since the rela« -
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tion, say, between a contraction of facial muscles and an emntion is merely symboliec

and requires an imaginative use of metaphor to see how that contraction alome can
stand for all that is associated with experiencing am emotion, Carnap rebuts this
with a seriee of criticisms, including the muantial strength of psycholegical language

being merely relative to physiology's current underdevelopment, and the pest~Freudian
peint that subjects are not necessarily the besat monitors of their own mentul states
since such momitoring is selective in behalf of the subject (e.g., defense mechanisms)
--and among what is suppressed may be informatinon of value to the scientist. But
Carnap finds his most potent rejoinder in what pesitivists have taken as the strength
of physicalism, namely, if any psychological sentence is meaningful it can be replaced
by one in physiolegy, etce. Only the state of our kneledge prevents such a reduction,
However, werz it tried the other way~-translating every physiologiecal sentence into
psychology-~the language of psycholegy would have to be greatly (and artificially, i.e.

so as to add distinctions that make no difference in either ordinary talk about the
mind or even in current psyehological research) expanded, We need only here imagine
how all the possible curves registered on an electroencephalegram would be interpreted.
For Carnap this shows that psychelogy talks about a smaller part of the world than
physiology by definition (and is thereby legically subordinate to it), while physio~
logy's own limitations are merely empirical, Presupposed here is the jossibiﬁmy of

two discrete langunages, that of the mental and of the physical, which in the material
mode could be rendered as a more general language/world distinction., Carnap differs
from his objector only in that he does not grant the two languages the same ontelog-
ical status, but he certainly grants them the same analytic status: Both are well-

formed languages, but psychological sentences are only meaningful by virtue of being
translatable into physiological sentences, while the reverse is not necesssrily true,
10, The Phenomenological Transcendence of Carmap,

So in what sense are the presuppositions identified above the products of
phenomenological reduction? They center the opposition posed by the positivist such

that thesis and antithesis appear relevant to one another: Carnap's rejoinders are
appropriate only if these presuppositions are takem for granted and not themselves
set up as theses for consideration, as the phenomenologist does by bracketing them.
How after these essential presupponsitions are delimited, antitheses to them can be
submitted, and this is the task of "phenomenological reconstitution," as Husserl

terms it in Ideass The ground required for the pesitivist figures to stand out is

Heideggerian groundings’to each of the last four

T opposition to a teleological view of science, pose

the contingent nature of the history of scientific inquiry, wherein the scientist can
Justify his practice only in terms of the tradition he comes from and not the directior

then presented, We can sugges

presuppositions as followasy



research 1s going, Second, in oppodiion to an analytically distinct ego, pose

Dasein, or human existence by virtue of ite being-in-the-world. In that case we

have an internal relations wiew recognizing no possible understanding of man indepen-—
dent of wha%”does in the world:s Thus, man is only as real as the world is, and vice
versa. Third, in opposition to a-JE;kn in hen intersubjective understanding occurs,
pose the ontological versinn of the misunderstanding thesis, whereby meaning is
intrinsically equivocal such that whatever coherence and consensus individuals

experience in interaction (i.e. qo'gzﬁifeat misunderstandings) is made irrelevant to
the question of whether thosé?’ ans of understanding are understood by e veryone as
signifying in the same sense. Polltivists assume that ase sensus entails xfgwgsensul
of imterpretation, Ly wﬁether the parties have any genuine
knowledge of such a consensus, And fourth, in opposition to a discretimnist view °
toward languages (i.e. there are discrete languages identified by separate grammars),

and especially language vis-a-vis the world (i.e. language is radically different

from the worldy and so can comprehend it only impefectly), pose ithe"hermensutic
circle,” whereby the idea of "changing languages® or "getting out of one's comceptual
scheme® only makes sense insofar as the language in which those desires are expressed
allows the possibility of such shifts,. '

Having counterposed the phennmenologically reduced positivist presuppesitionsa
with the phenomenolbgical reconstitutions grounding ezch of them, we are now entitled
to0 sublate this opposition by providing the presuppoaftion explicating the sense in
which the reconstitutions just submitted are reconstitutions of the reductinns

earlier submitted, When this is done, the problem of relating peositivist and
phenomenological reductions will have been totally decentered and our attempted
problematizstion made "irrelevant." We can capture this dialectic dtum=wmblewlbiy
with an eye toward ciashing out the Archimedean metaphor sc often associated with
transcendental thinkings Archimedes wants to uproot the opposition between Carnap
and his objector,and so he locates his fulcrum at that point where their common

presuppositions are grounded, Then he can place his lever across the opposition
between those presuppositions and their Heideggerian reconstitution--and it is with
Hddegger that Archimedes stands, But where should we place the fulorum in order

to uproot Archimedes' move? :
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11, Postscript
Of course, we could have proceeded the other way arcund amd elicited pesitivist

con_glusions from phenomenclogical premises, Instead of Carnap, we might have chosen
the Merleau~Ponty of The Structure of Behavior, whn sete up behaviorist psychologists
as his "objector." The presuppositions would still be phenomenologically reduced,
since the phenomenologists, and not the posiitivists, have developed a methodology
for isclating presuppositions, However, the phenomenolegical reconstitution would
not occur in the name of Heidegger, but rather, in the name of Bachelard,

as suggested in an earlier section of this chapter.
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(chapter two)



l. The Relation Between Affirmation and Negation in Classical Logic

In accordance with the law of the exchided middle, logicians since Aristotle
bhave supposed that judgments or propositions have two mutually exclusive but jointly

exhaustive "qualitiee%: affirmation and negation. And in order for the negative
quality to be interpreted as the complement of the affirmative one, the negatinm of

"to be X" has been taken as "mot to be X,"™ or the contradiction of X. In light of
this, what justification could Kant have for introducing a third quality, "infinite,"
usually rendered as the contrary of X, or "to be not X"? This question is of more
than passing historical interest insofar as Hegel's dialectical sublation iz "logi-

cally" grounded on this infinite quality, Recalling Aristotle's esquare of logical
opposition, the contrary seems only to be a narrower form of negation than the
contradiction: the former implies the latter but not vice versa, Given a thesis
and its canﬁ?ry, a third possibility is allowed (indeed, to suppose this is not the
case is to fall into a common rhetorical fallacy), while tertium non datur holds

when a thesis and its contradictory are proposed., Readers of Kant, especially

Arthur Lovejoy (in "Kant's Classification of the Forms of Judgment®™) and Jonathan
Benmett (in Kant's Analytic), have thus concluded that the infinite quality is a
feeble attempt at saving the triadic structure of the forms of judsment presented

in the Critigue of Pure Reason by turning the species distinction beitween contradic-
tion and contrary into the generic one normally reserved for affirmation and negatione.

Now the thrust of this objection rdets on the appropriateness of honlding Kant's
transcendental logic to the criteria of formal logic. Although it is true that Kant
constructs transcendental logie-out of the distinctions drawn in formal logioc and
that he even asks the reader on occaggions to consider the forms of judgment empty

of content, it does not neeéssarily follow that his task is that of the formal logiciar
0f course, the conténtious pcint here is whether any activity other than that of the
formal logician can be called "logic,™ and this is indeed the sense in which Kant must
Justify his task, The first step in this direction 1ls to note the sense of ungrounded-
ness in the formal logician's own distinction, as shown in the schizeid relation

between his theory and practice toward negation. Although negation has been accorded
equal status as a logical genus with affirmation, no goed omtological reasons have
ever been offered, and so when logicians are not schematizing the forms of judgment
they have terded to assimilate negation to affirmation (or some "qualitiless" form
that reads as an affirmation). As we shall see shortly, Aristotle himself iz a prime
example, and this is all the mnre peculiar because Aristotle's analyses of grammar

in order to eliminate pseudo~legical forms led him to isclate one fundamental form of

negation, whereas his practice seems to suggest that negation itself is a gpurious
form. Hostility to regarding negation as an ontonlogical genus comes to a head by the
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late nineteenth century in the rejection of Alexiue Meinong's theory of negative
objects, which presupposed that Aristotle's logical purges of grammar had uncevered

the ontological structure of the world. In contrast, Gottlchb Frege went so far as

to claim that the quality of a judgment is merely a feature of how a proposition is

is embndied in a sentence——a grammatiecal accident-—and not a feature of the preposi-
tion as such. Thus, in "Negation,™ Frege argues that any proposition can be construc-

ted a3 a negation or as an affirmation,

To see how the seeds of Frege's discontent are already sown in Aristotle’s
logical practice, we will briefly survey six semses in which negation is not treated
as a logical genus on par with affirmation in Metaphysics, On Interpretation, and
Posterior Analytics, First, negation is treated as a degenerate form of affirmation

by virtue of its imprecision or incompletenesss "This is not X" does not express
the sense {ow=ti-gweunt—feor-gmsemighen) in which it falsifies "This is X* (whose
sense is contained in the very act of deixis), yet such a sense must be implicit in
the judgment. Second, affirmation is treated as the necessary condition of negation,
or, more precisely, if "This is not X" is assertible, then “Phis is X" must at least
be a logical possibility and therefore have grounds for assertion itself. However,

the reverse is not necessarily the case, Thus, negation is logieally lecked into

the second moment of any dialeetic, Third, negation is seen merely as a syntactic
variant of an affirmation, so that "This is not X" implies "This is Y," which is not
asserted only because the argumentative context concerns the existence or nonexistence

of X rather than of Y, Fourth, negation is taken as an act of affirmation in that an
inference is drawn from how the world pesitively presents itself, which is to say,
negation asserts on the same warrant of evidence as affirmation does., For example, in
order to have Jjudged that it was raining or not, I must have performed the same act

of looking out the window, Fifth, negation is taken as rejecting the suggestion that

affirmation accepts, which may imply that the two qualities are merely alternate

articulations nf the same presupposition. And sixth, an affirmation is negated de

dicto rather than de vre. In other words, in judging "this"™ not to be "X" I am

merely drawing a different conclusion from the same evidence and not presupposing some

new plece of evidence which warrants that this is really "not-X," an implicit "Y,"
While we do not intend to investigate the relative compatibility of the six

Aristotelian practices, the tension, say, between the sixth and the third can never-
theless be atiributed to whether the affirmation--—of which the negatinn is seen as an
imperfect version--is understood as the original thesis of the argument ("Fhis is X¥)
or as the deep structure of the antithesis ("This is Y") that itself could be posited

as the ihesis of some other argument. Once again, we witness the insecure status of
negation in logical practice that allows the quality to slide into one instance of
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affirmation or anothexr,

2, Reconstructing Kant's Strategy For Transcendina Classical Logic
Fow Kant prefaces his transgcendental deduction of the forms of judgment with a

complaintabout the mechanical use of logical concepts that confuses a "methodical®™

understanding of the logician's practice with a "systematic®™ ome. On our reading, a
methodical understanding is one that takes the division of concepts in legical theory

as sufficient ground in itself, as if it mesm- obviously represent& (or Upiyee

rors") logical practice, Thus, Lovejoy and Bennett can only see architectonic desper=
ation as the motive for dispensing with the dyadic account of guality., But as we

have seen, affirmation and negation are not grounded in practiee in the same sense as
the theory would lead us to believe. This is not to say that Kant is thereby forced
to argue that the theeoretical distinction between affirmation and negatinn is not

grounded per se, but that whatever that ground is, by discovering it, the logician

can no longer have the same attitude to the dyadie account of quality as Lovejoy and
Bennett still do, In phenomenoclogical language, the logician will have then assumed

a "transcendental standpoint™ toward logic, whereby affirmation and negation are no
longer seen as self-evident, but evident only in a certain sense, which is revealed
in relation to its presupposition, which for Kant is the so-miled "infinite®™ quality.
In seeing the two opposing judgmentis as functions of the same transcendental judgment,

the logician attains a systematic understanding of his practice.

We can disfinguish two aspects of the systematic understanding of logical
practice that Kant secks: syntactic and semamtic. Syntactically, Kani needs the
ultimately primitive logical eperator,or comnnective, from which affirmsiinn and rega-
tion ecan be constructed as complex forms, Like Democritean atoms vis-a=vis their

combination as sensible objects, the presupposed operator would have none of the
attributes that the derived operators have. For example, Just as a sensible object
is divisible only by virtue of being a combination of atoms yet the atoms as such do
not possess this property, likewiae an affirmative judgment is negatable nnly by
virtue of presupposing this primitive connective yet there is no sense in which

the comnective itself can be "afffrmed®™ or ®“negated."” (This can be seen ae an

explication of R.G, Collingwood's idea that "absolute presuppesitinns" can be neither
true nor false.) Now it may be objected that a third operator need not be invoked
a8 fundamental to the other two. Given the wvalidity of subsiituting affirmation for
double negation, why could not negation itself be considered primitive? First, even

if negation were adequate to the task, it would not make the two opposing qualities
possible as logical genera, since affirmation would then be reduced to a species of
negation. Second, negation as a one-place operator is in fact mot adequate to the

task becamse it cannot build up the complex chains of inference that are are generally
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represented by such two-~place operators as implication, disjunction, and conjunction,

Once again, dissatisfaction with the primitiveness of affirmation and negation led
late nineteenth century logicians on this syntactic trail, with Peirce arriving at
the Kantian conclusion of grounding quality in the operator "neither,..nor," the
formal analogue of the infinite quality, according to which negatinn is represented
as "neither p nor p"‘and affirmation as simply "p" or "meither (p nor p) ner (p mneor p).
But in order to explicate the sense in which "neither...nor* is equivlaent to the
infinite quality, we must now turr to the semantie aspect of Kant's task,

In distinguishing the two qualities of a judgment, logicians have of course

presupposed that there is some feature of the judgment, "quality,™ of which charace

terizations can be made. This presupposed "quality-in-itself® is the thing talked
about when logicians ascribe affirmation or negation to jJudgments. However, it does

not follow that the logician's ascriptions capture the idemtity of this presupposition
s as to mirror logical practice. As we have seen, “mirroring logical practice" takes
a certain degree of self-conscinusness that not even Aristotle was able to muster in

devising logical theory. It would perbaps be most wuseful, if somewhat counterintui-

tive, tec regard "affirmation" and "negation" as proper names-—cum-definite descriptions
on the nrder of Frege's example of "the Morning Star%"and %the Evening Star ," with
quality itself being the object of reference--analogous to Venus in this case, The
counterintuitiveness of this move derives from the fact that we ordinarily regard
logic as an invention rather than as a discovery, and so we assume that the leogician

has determinate cnntrel over how the univsr%il of discourse iz parceled out, In

brief, the names should stay fixed on the things T a5 ok e S -

ledosesisapinny. However, this is exactly the imtuition Kant needs to overcome in
ordeéﬁiegitimate his introduction of the infinite quality. Of course, the primary
problem for anyone trying to make a case for someone mischaracterizing what he is
talking about (cf., someone not knowing what he is talking aboui), as indeed Kanmt

must argue against Aristotle, lies in establishing the perspective from which such
a judgment can be made. Frege is able to say thet the Creeks were"really® talking
about Venus when they said "the Morning Star™ by adopting a standpoint from which

the problem of mischaracterization has already (through the history of astronomy)
been solved, This is wery convenient but nmot wery illuminating. Following Kripke,
we might eimply say that the "real® identity of Venus is established ostensively

and thereby eliminate the ontological problem of mischaracterization (since Venus'
identity is no longer tied to language). But consider the following examples If

I were to point to the sun and attribute to it the property of "revolving around the
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earth," you would know what I was talking about and thus know that I was wrong, and

in what sense I was wrong. Your knowledge of my error relies on there being, however,
an available attribution, namely, "being that which the earth revolves arocund," that
that is taken to mirrer the reference. But what if {the entire attribution language
were to be in error? In other words, is there a sense in which you can still claim

to be talking about what I am talking about, yet reject my attribution language as
irrelevant to our suppesedly common reference--for example, by saying that "revolution"
has nothing to deo with whatever the sun might be doimg? This can be taken as a
version of the problem of radical translation, and it serves to illustrate the
severity of the problem Kant faces in trying to characterize what presupposes the
language of guality (i.e. talk about affirmation and negation) whem that language

fails to capture systematically what quality is., It is this awareness that calls

for the transcendental standpoint te be adopted. But since the transcendental
deduction proceeds from a phepomenology of the actual (or empirical) to the necessary
conditions for the actual being possible, whatever grounde the attribution language eof

quality-—however misleading--musi{ be placed in terms of that language se that ite
misleadingness is revealed., In other words, in the Kantian strategy, logic cannct
simply be built up from "scratch," which modally amocunts to building it up frem the

legical pessibility of an alternative logic; instead, it must be developed sut of what
ig already given as logical theory, namely, Aristotle. Now the infinite judazment
captures this well by accepting neither the affirmative nor the negative judgment,
Se inasmuch as Kant may not be able to provide a positive account of quality-—in-itself,
he is still able to describe the irrelevance of the language of quality to that task.
In shori, what presupposes affirmation and negation as genera of quality is their
inappropriateness to logical practice,

The Transcendental Construction of a Logic of Negation

So far we have not rigorously distinguished between a predicate and a proposition-
al articulation of the inFinite guality, and ii{ ie to this that we now turn. 1In
Logic, Kant illustrates the triadic structure of quality with Buler diagrams, which
portray the subject (3) as lying "inside" or "outside" the "sphere™ of the predicate

Affirmative Negative Infinite

Notice that according to the first two diagrams, the spliere of the predicate is the
sole perspective from which the subject can be regarded, and so if the subject ie not
fully determined inside the predicate (affirmative) them it is indeterminately out-
side it (negative); hence, the imperfect and uninformative character of negation,
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However, the infinite quality establishes a second perspective from which the subject
ie fully determined by determining (i.e, setting limits on) the first predicate's

abllity to determine subjects, Whereas the ordinary determinatinn of subjects by
predicates may be described as "affirmation" or negation),®™ this "meta=determination,®
as it were, of ene predicate by another may be described in terms of "relevance® or
"irrelevance.” If a predicate is relevant to the determination of & subject, then
affirmation and negation apply; otherwise, the infinite quality applies. This meta-
determination, which Kant eoften calls "bounding the sphere of the predicate,” is what

logicians normally call the contrary.

As an aside, as well as in anticipation of our discussion of Hegel's conastrual
of the infinite quality, we can see how the above Kantian moves provide some clues
toward conatructing a "logic of revolution.,” In the second part of Reading Capital,

Louis Althusser locates Marx's "immense theoretical revolution®, we might say, in

a challenge to the analyticity of the classical definition of labor: ®The value of
laber is equal to the value of the subsistence goods necessary for the maintenance
and reproduction of labor.,® Marx's argument is that this formmla is imecnntrovertibly
true of labor, taken in a certain sense, namely, as sheer power or energy. And since

it is incontrovertibly true in ¢kis sense, there is no reason to think that without
the intervention of a Marxist perspective this formula would not survive unguestinned,
A1l that need follow is that certain other possible features of labor--say, the
"human® features——would be systematically ignored. Thus, in order te reveal the

"real contradictions" ofhglaasicayformulation of capitalism, the Marxist strategy must
first be to reveal the incompleteness of the formulae and thereby presuppose that the

status of the above formule, say, has shifted from analytic to synthetic-~such that
an historical counterexample (i.e. an altermative way of regarding labor) becomes a
possible mode of attack. To return to the Euler diagrams, the comsistency of
capitaliem rests on the "ploy" of taking negatinon to mean contradiction. To challenge

the classical definition of labor would normally be seen as equivalent to doubting
+he ummarried status of bachelorss If we are not willing to accept such a ssmantic
truism, then anything goes. And indeed, as the diagram for the negative quality
shows, from a contradiction, any ascription of the subject to a predicate follows
(i.0. no particular ascription)--hemce the unbounded S, And indeed it ie the alter-

native &f conceptual chaos that entrenches the classical femmula, However, our

(and perhaps Marx's) intuitions about whai is wrong with the classical formula are
somewhat subtler than the negation diagram would lead ue to believe: The classical
formula, as it were, is yirtually right, but it does not tell the whole story. But

where is the rest of this "story” to be found? We need to look once again at the
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source of our suspcions--~the formula itself-—and consider the history of the terms in

dispute, especially "labor®™s The value of labor certainly has not always been the
cost of its reproduction, even though the analytic nature of the formula prescribes
that it must{ always be that way. Thus, by temporalizing the necessity ascribed to
the classical formula (by including etymology in the semantice of "labor®), we can

proceed to eonstruct capitalism's inconsistency out of its incompleteness, So rather
than openly negate the definition of labor, we negate its status as a definition (by

virtue of not taking all the possible meanings of the term into account). The
infinite quality then amounts to this "determinate negatinn." (It may be remarked
here that when theoretical physicista ransack the history of science for "new" models

of matter they are acting as Marx did.) The logic of these moves may be summarized
as followss If the negation of a position is relevant to that position's affirmation,
then the two qualities are contradictorily related and follow the principle of
bivalence:s either P or else =P (i.e. =P follows simply by virtue of negating Ple
Such a negation is "indeterminate" insofar as it can only be defined in terms of

the affirmed position. But if the negation is irrelevant to the affirmation, then

the two qualities are contrarily related and follow the prindiple of the excluded
middle, witnout bivalence: either determinately P or determinately =P (i.e. the
negation of P is not equivalent to the affirmation of ~P), Such a negation is
fdeterminate™ insofar as its truth is dependent on a demonstration separate from the
one required ito demonstrate that the affirmed position is false,

But to returnm to Kant, given the strictures of the transcendental method==in

particular, that a systematic understanding of judgment must be derived from a pheno-
menology of actual judgments (or rather, the actual thenry of judgments)--he must
articulate the infinite quality in terms of the other two, which is to say, talk
abnut relevance in the inadequate language of affirmation and negation, With this

in mind, now consider Kant's allegedly "equivocating® and " inconerent™ account of

the infinite quality in the Critigue of Pure Reasons

In like manner, infinite judgments must, in transcendental
logic, be distinguished from those that are affirmative,
although in general logic they are rightly classed with
them and do nnt constitute a separate memher of the
divieion., General logic abstracts from all content of

the predicate (even though it be negative); it inquires
only whether the predicate be ascribed to the subject or
opposed toit, But transcendental logic also considers
what may be the worth or econtent of a logical affirmation
that is thus made by means of a merely negative predicate,
and what is thereby achieved in the way of addition to our
total knowledge,

The inadequacy of the language of quality used in formel("general") logic is demon-
strated in that the infimfte judgment is in a sense both affirmative and negative,
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which goes against what would validate the complementary account of quality——namely,
that only one guality is appropriate to a given jddgment. By discovering this equivo-
cation, the transcendental logician challenges affirmation and negation as fundamen=
tal to the quality of jndgments. The nature of this discovery can be explicated
first by turning to a perhaps more familiar analogue in the quantity of judgments,
in which quantifiers rather than predicates are reduced to a more fundamental form
that at the same time reveals the limits of the language of quantity.

Take the préposition "All ideas are veridical® and negate it (i.e. de. dicte

negation, which can be taiken as appended to the guantifier of the subject or to

the copula, but not to the predicate)s "Not-all ideas are veridical.” After having
performed this negation, can we still say that ideas are veridical? The answer, of
course, is yes and no: Some ideas are veridical and some are not=-these being the
two possibilities left open by the negated quantifier, Now the fact that such an

equivocal answer is elicited indicates that the queastion itself i# not well-formed,
for the answer violates the presupposition of asking a question of that type, namely,
that & determinate, bivalent answer can be given: yes oxr me., It would then seem
that a reformulation of the gquestion is in order. To guarantee an unequivncal angwer
the questioner would need to append & clause describing the set of circumstances (or
"eriteria®) under which ideas could be determined veridical or not: %Are ideas veri-

dical when they ncour in a dream?" 1If no, this would be a consequence of the truth
of “All ideas occurring in a dream are not veridical.® The transcendenial logician
would, however, note the adhocness of this move sinece the reformulated question
depends on already knowing the answer se that the juestion can be posed properly.

As it were, the question is no longer a "real®™ quesiion in that its presupposed
possible answers-—-yes or no——are not equally possible. If it were counterposed that
ideas occurring in a dream are at least sometimes veridical, then the meaning of

®yeridical" would be thrown into doubt as the import of introducing dreams in order
to fix the reference of "veridical ideas™ would be challenged, From a transcendental
standpoint, the ideal of formulating a question so that one of a predetermined set of
& possible answers car be elicited reduces, on the one hand, to equivocation and, en
the other hand, to petitio principii, once a reformulation is attempted. This
suggests that not merely is the original question an ill-formed version of some
appropriate question about the wveridicality of ideas but that the"well-formed®
quesiion is itself inappropriate. Why? Because the eyuivocation is removed only by

predetermining the actual answer of the question, which implies that the meanings of
the crucial terme bhave already been fixed, But of course, the criginal intent of
inquiring into the veridicality of ideas ies that the answer ig not alrsady given in

the presuppositions of the question—wand if it is, then we had better move to an
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in the ad hoc move, as it were, from equivocation to analyticity, when the quesiioner
must consider "under what circumstances®™ are ideas weridical, Thus, the problemof
reformulating the gquestion in terms of universal quantifiers ("all" or *mone") in
order to maintain a determinate bivalence of possible answers ("yes%or "no") is de-
ceptive logical scaffnlding for the real question that makes such a reformulation

possible, namely, under what circumstances——or in what sense, to ask the general
transecendental guestion--—are ideas veridical, For Kant then, the language of
quantity shifts from an explication of quantification per se (1.e. how much of the

subject is contained within the predicate) to an explication of demarcation criteria
(i.8. how does a given subject count as being contained within a predicate), which
he calls the “singular" judgment.

Now let us turn to gquality, Again take the proposition "All ideas are veridi-
cal.® Previously, our quantitative negation was made possible by a singular judgment
"Phig idea is not veridical"-~which transformed the originally universally quanti-
fied judgment into what Kant calls a "particular"'one: "Not-all ideas are veridical."
But what makes gualitdtive negation possible is the infinite Jjudgment, which is

appended to the predicate rather than the subject and thus is a de re negatiems

®411 ideas are not-veridical.™ The difference between a quantitative and a qualita~
tive reading of the proposition might therefore be seen as one of empbasis: %All
ideas are veridical® vs., "All ideas are veridical.® But after having performed the

gqualitative negation can we still say that ideas are veridical? Once again the
answer is yes and no: If we insist on talking in terms of "veridicality® then we
might be able to say something (awkward) about ideas, but the negatinn suwggests that

"hbeing veridical®™ is a predicate inappropriate to talk about ideas. Given this
equivocation, a reformulation of the question again seems to be in order, which im
this case means translating veridicality into terms more relevant teo talk about ideas:
"ire ideas 'veridical,' which is to say, coherent with our beliefs about how the world
is likely to appear to us?" Here veridicalitiy--a concept largely associated with

the correspondence theory of truth-—~has been recast on the model of a Quinean network
of coherence. And again the reformulated question can be answered from knowledge of
how the terms have been defined, or how the translated was effected from a less to

a more relevant language of ideas. And so likewise we see that the possibllity of
askinz a well-formed question about the quality of a judgment is dependent on this
apperently ad hoc move of translation: In what terms——or in what sensé-——can the veri-
dicality of ideas be talked about? Thus, the language of quality shifts from an

explication of whether a given subject is contained within a predicate by virtue of
bearing the predicated quality to an explication of how such a subject can be des-



76

eribed as being contained within that predicate. The latter, more Kantian task

requires some principles of translation between ontologies. In the example above,
"ideas," say, would have to be interpreted as virtually sui gemeris rather than as

the impressions determinably effected by the "externmal" world. Thus, any possible
quality attributable to ideas would arise from their combimatorial properties rather
than form their being representations, In that case, weridicality may be trandated
as a combination of ideas believed with a high degree of propablity, or "oredibility.®

Now in what sense can "veridicality" mean "oredibility", givem the radical differences
between a correspondence and a coherence theory of truth? As earlier, the transcen=~
dental logician muset appalto pragmatic criteria: For all their theoretical differen-
ces, the veridicalists and credibilists presuppose the same logical practice-—so that
even if both were shown to be inadequate attribution languages, they would be inade-
quate to the same reference, which could then be characterigzed as "acting as if ideas
were veridical,or credible, being in mind that neither 'veridical' por 'eredible' is
the relevant predicate for characterizing thie activity."

Whereas the predicate artisulation of the infinite quality allows the transcen-
dental logician to identify a well-formed guestion, its propositional articulation
provides him with & basis for inferring truth-values, which, as in the previous case,
will require a redefinition of terms. If we accept the joint denial as the syntactic

correlate of the infinite guality, then under a bivalent interpretation of the propom
sitional calculus it is impossible to speak of "neither P nor =P," for if "P" is
false then "-P" must be true, Indeed, Kant himself recognizes in the Legic that

within the domain of formal reasoning the infinite quality is not an autonomous form
of judgment because the law of the excluded middle holds (and here Kant includes
bivalence). In order for the joint demial to function transcendentally, as it were,
".P" pust be interpreted as a proposition whose truth-value is independent of that of
"PYegay, a5 "Q" would normally be interpreted in a bivalenti semantics e In that
cage, "-P" is not implicitly verified when "P" is falsified but the former requires
its own explicit verification. This requirement is reminiscent of Brouwer's prrnfessed
Kantian interpretation of mathematical reasoning, which has since been advanced by

Michael Dummett as "intuitionist semantics.” However, it is not merely the affinity
between Brouwey and Kant that grounds this refomulation of "-P." Remember, the
transcendental legician is trying to ground the existent logical theory, eriginating
with Aristotle, that defines "affirmation" and "negation®™ as two equal logical genera,

which means that the demonstrability of both must be equal, If that is the case,
then each genus should require its own demonstration, md so the proof of one canmot
entail the disproof ef the other, Of course, as we have sea in Aristotle himself,

logical practice denies this theory, and the infinite judgment is meant to capture



77

this fact as what grounds the possibility of the theory, Logical practice, which

resists the intuitionists striot adherence to two gemera of guality and thereby
reduces negation to a derivative of affirmation, may be positively characterized in

terms of the prineiple of bivalence in Dummett's sense (i.e. a semantic principle)s
Aristotle acts as if what is not true musti be false~-or that every proposition is

either true or else false, Logical theory, on the other hand, whereby the intuitionis
formalizea Aristotle's words rathexr than his deeds, may be positively characterized

in terms of the law of the excluded middle, again in Dummett's sense (i.e. a

syntactic principle, and since all interpretation must{ be interpretation of some

set of signs, the semantic principle of bivalence entails the syntactic principle of

excluded middle, but not vice versa; hence, Dummett argues, the latier can be accepted
without being committed to the former): Aristoile says that every propesition is

either determinately trme or determinately false.

Now this propesitional articulation of the imnfinite quality appeare to have
stood Dummett on his head, for he maintains that bivalence is:éontrivance of logical
theory rather than an attribute of (ordinary) logical practice. Dummett argues in

the introduction to Truth.and Other Enigmes that we act as if all propositions were
determinately true or determinately false
the law eof the excluded middle. Howevel,;xwe &assefi{ propositions only when there is

y accepting the practical basis of

sufficient warrant, and this practical notion of assertibility does not entail an
unwarranted proposition is automatically false--indeed the growth of knnwledge
depends on thieogeing the casej hence, his rejection of the practical basis of
bivalence, (iIIllIlill-lhllid-Hptice that Dummett's project, like the transcenden—
talist's, is informed by the disparity between logical theory and practice, but
Dummett sees the task in terms of revising the impoverished classical semantics of
bivalence that inadequately interprets logical syntax, the form logical practice
takes, Thus, unlike the transcendentalist, Dummett posits a semantically-neuntral

syntax that is the "thing® competing semantics are trying to interpret, or talk about,
In contrast, as we have seen, the transcendentalist can talk only in terms of the
inadequate semantics since there is no way of desigmating an uninterpreted system

of signs.) Like John Dewey before him and Richard Rorty since, Dummett is inclined

to view Ftruth® as an honorific title bestowed on assertible propositions, with
"false® being quite distinet from "umassertible"-~the latter, as it were, yet to be
attributed a truth-value due to a lack of adequate evidence, Conseauently, the walue

"undecidable™ (Heyting) or "possible" (Lukasiewicz) is assigned to unsssertible
propositions in order to indicate their ambiguous pesition that nevertheless is

between true and false (note the metaphorical power of the third truth-value as
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the “included middle™; we know of no many-valged logice that breaks away from the
notion that truth and fdsehood are polar values that a proposition can take ).

From a transcendental standpoint, Dummett and pragmatist logic in general err
in regarding an unassertible proposition as a potential truth or falasehood in the
language in which it 1s unassertible (this potentiality is manifested as the telos
of the language's sciences make the proposition assertible so that it can be shown
tokgither true or false) rather than as an actual truth or falsehood in some other

language. In other words, if a proposition is unassertible, then it must be in the

wrong language: Is "God exists" assertible? If mot, then the transcendentalist
would argue that the semantics and pragmatics (i.e. how meaningfulness is te be cashed

out as evidence) of that language are inadequate to interpret the syntactic string im
question., Under ocur Kantian reading, an assertible proposition is one that is
relevant to the logical theory and practice of a given language and thus can be
assigned a value of true or false. "God exists®™ is assertible in a language in which

existence is subject to demonstration and with oriteria for what would count as a
theological preof, If all such possible proofs were exhausted without conclusively
demonstrating BGod's existence, then, even though no refutation had been produced,

speakers would bivalently act as if CGod did not exist because there is no remaining
sense ir which he could be shown to exist., But those who still believed in Gnd's
existence by virtue of there being mo refutation would have to appeal to a nondemon=-
strable sense of existence which would then make "God exists™ unassexible in that
language~-given its defirition of "existence"™ and "demonstration®—but perhaps asserti=
ble in some other language., These moves can be seen as the propesitional versinn of
the Euler diagrams—whersad aff1rma¥§33°%*}ifﬂ (Rdue 1n the language (1) and the nega-
tive one false, the infinite one is true in some oiher language (Lz) and unassertible

(i.e. neither true nor false) in the original onmes: .
AF . aHVE Yl'Fini’e
Totice from the example that the negatlvéjjudgment yields to the infinite Jjudsment

because of the tension between logical theory (excluded middles the believers) and
practice (bivalence: the norbelievers)-~the subject of the Hegelian contribution to
the logic of the infihite judgment.

4., Beyond Kant to Hegel

The Hegelian contribution to the logiec of the infinite judgment takes off from
the nbservation (implicit im Kant's Euler diagrams) that a subject is underdetermined

by a predicate (or a proposition's meaning is underdetermined for a language) when it
is negated. The Hegelian wishes t0o add that this underdeterminatinn is an unstable
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some de re mnegation ("to be nnt X," i.e. "to be Y"), and so the negative Judgment

naturally yields tn the infinite one as the subject or propositinn in questinn is

determined by a more appropriate predicate or language. In short, falsehood is a
8ign of irrelevance, unassertibility-——or at least inadequate assertibilityj for any

propnsition false in one language, there isﬁ language in which it is true. The
opposing view of falsehood, which might be subscribed to by a pragmatist who makes
assertibility a necessary condition for any propneition being determinately true ox
determinately false, is that a proposition determined false does not refer, i.e. does
not say anything true aboul the world. In contrast, the Hegelian would say that all
false propositionsg say something true about the world, but the fact that they are
"false" shows that the propositions have yet to be placed in the relevant discourses
where the sense in which they are true would be revealed,

Returning to the example of a disconurse in which "God exists" fails to be demon-
strated by all possible theological proofs yet no refutatinn exists, we can sort out
the differences between the believing Hegelians and the nnmnbelieving pragmatists as
follows. Firet, remaber that existent logical theory is incapable of judging between
the two positions, since excluded middle says that any prrpositinn is either determi-
nately true or determinately false: All that has been shown so far is that ®God
exists” is not determinately true, However, judgements are in fact made under these
inadequate circumstances, and hence the presupposition of logical practice being
governed by bivalence, which prescribes a conurse of actinn even if logical theory
presents an undecidable case, or a truth-value "gap." The pragmatist infers quite
legitimately from the lack of proof that "God exists"™ is assertibly false; the Hegel-

ian also quite legitimately infers that the proposition is assertibly true. However,
both presuppose bivalence and so the pragmatist commits himself to the determinate
falsehood of "God exists," while the Hegelian commits himself to its determinate

truth. If we interpret "determinately” and "assertibly" in terms of the modal opera-

tors "necessarily" and "possibly," respectively, then both sides can be seen to start

with an initial premise of "not necessarily p," where "p" is "God exiasts" and

"not necessarily" means roughly "there is no proof of.®™ The Hegelian would then

reason, on the warrant of excluded middle, "possibly p," and conclude as & practical
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inference nnce bivalence is added: "necessarily p." 1In contrast, the pragmatist
would reason, alse on the warrant of excluded middle, "ponssibly =~p," and practically

infer once bivalence is addeds ™necessarily ~p."
Now both parties face a dilemma: Given the initial set-up, if the proposition

is true, then how is it to be demonstrated? If it is false, then how did the propo=
sition become assertible? The latter questinn especially oconcerns the pragmatist,

who must resituate "God exists™ within the one truwe discourse that aims tn describe
the world as it is but mevertheless can generate such false propositions. The
answer, generally speaking, is to stratify the discourse seo that falsehoods are

read as signs of some state~of-affairs that can be expressed as a truths PFor example,
"God exists™ becomes an understandabls utterance from somenne with a form »f psycho-
pathology that can be determinately identified (notice, in the mind, not in the

heavens)., Now we see the force of previously characterizing the pragmatist diagnosis

of unassertible gpropositions as potential truths or falsehonds: Although propositions
may pass from unassertible tn assertible, and even from truth to falsehnod, these

moves merely amount to re-gortinghhe propositions within the one true language whose
core truths (however fluid their identity) are justified by the falsehonds they are

defined against, and which together define the limits (and hence the potantial) of
the world. Taken jointly, physics and psychology may be said to provide the ontologi~-
cal structure of reality and appearance, respectively: What is psychologically
possible but not physically actual would then be the category into which falsehoonds
fall, and we can see the Aristotelian theory of motion, as it were, passing from a

set of propositions solely in physics to a set solely in psychology. Notice that we
presuppose for the pragmatist that the truth exhibite a kind of mental eceonomy so
that there need be no additional psychological reason why the physical truth should

be as it is. Such a presuppeosition is certainly appropriate to Charles Sanders

Peirce's belief that the possibility of scientific prongress lies in the mind's
receptivity to nature's truth by virtue of the mind being a product of nature., But

further, we would argue, the possibility of pragmatism as a theory (or, more precisely,
a criterion) of truth lies in there being some sense in which access to the truth

engenders more efficient actinn, whéther this be defined in terms of freedom from
the anxiety aroused frem acting against what one Velieveés to be true (William James)

or in terms of the relative ease with which a consistent research program can be
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pursued vis-a-vis an inconsistent one (John Dewey).
On the other hand, the Hegelian addresses the first horn of our dilemma, for

"God exists" cannot be demonsirated as true yet he maintains that the proposition
is demonstrdly (i.e. determinately) true., Notice this situstion presents itself as

a contradiction only under a bivalent interpretation of the law of noncontradiction,
whereby the proposition is in fact not demonstrably true yet it is claimed to be
demonstrably true. Juxtaposing the fact and the claim, however, would nnt be contra=-

dictory under a noun-bivalent reading of the law, one analogous to our reading of
excluded middle., In that case, "God exists" would have to be demonstrably false in
fact and the Hegelian to claim it to be demnnstrably true in order for a contradiction

to arise. Also nmotice how the Hegelian moves away from the Kantian attitude toward

the infinite judgment. Hegel attempts to resolve his contradiction by passing en to
a new language, and toward that end he distinguishes in paragraph 173 of Logic the

"positive™ from the "negative" infinite judgment, The former is, as it wers, the
definition of a term in the new language that bhad been inadequately expressed in the

old langunage by the latter., In other words—and this is especially apt for Hegel's
own examples of "death™ and "orime," what was considered a residue or by-product
(earlier, in discussing Kant, we spoke of "ad hoe moves™) in the old language becomes
a leading primciple in the new language.( A modern example of this may be the theore-
tical reaidue of Newtonian mechanics, the Loremtz coniractinn, becnming a leading
principle in ithe mechanics of special relativity.)

In the case of "orime," it normally arises only in legal dfscourse and then only
insofar as it appears as a cause for litigation., The status of crime cutside the
courtronm is left undiscussed; hence, for Hegel, assertions about crime are infinite
judgments (the same spplies for the status of "death" within binlogical discourse). We
can distinguish Hegel's position from Kant's and the pragmatist's by considering what
a "discourse on crime" would mean for each., For the pragmatist, it would be &
socio/peychelopathblogieal account that succeeds insofar as it shows crime to be
defined not merely as a (statistieal) deviation from "normal®" behavinr but as s real
deviation that can be gradually eliminated, much like errcr for Peirce or Popper.

A Kantian would take the Durkheimian attitude that crime is the exceptinnal practice

that proves the rule of law, and so although talk about crime is necessarily dependent
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on talk about law, nevertheless criminal practice is the necessary condition of the
law being regarded as such. If law mirrored actual social practice (i.e, no crime),
then the state (as legal admimstrator) would be a superflusus addition to civil
spciety. However, social relatinne are not naturally legal. We can see here the
analogy to the Kantian derivation of the infinite judgment as the transcendental
condition of quality. Finally, the Hegelian discourse on crime would not necessarily
be any more comprehensive than the pragmatist’s but its characterization of crime
would not aim at "minimizing its referability": In other words, the pragmatist
intention for having & gpecial (unlike the Kantian) discourse on orime that describes
in great detail criminal acta is to make them readily identifiable so that they can
be eliminated more easily (e.g., "pathology" requifes "cure")., Once again, notice the
linguistio stratification that subordinates the potential development of criminal
discourse tn the justification of legal discourse. 1In contrast, the Hegelian discours
on crime has no a prinri antipathy to its object of refewence, for while it may have
developed out of the descriptive imadequacy of legal discourse, criminal discourse
need not have any a priori fixed relation to that diacourse (thus, it may merge with
it at some point or even disappear without trace, as Michel Foucault argues, in

The Order of Things, with respect to discourse on man). At this point, the Hegelian

parts company with the Kantian who would argue that the possibility of a more adequate
language does not necessarily follow from understanding the sense in which a given
language expresses its reference inadequately, In fact, Kanitts adherence to the
finality of the legal/criminal opposition is perhaps most vividly illustrated in

the Science of Right's argument for punishing oriminals by death as the only way in
whick the autonomy of crime can be respected; Hegel's own, recommendation in The
Philosophy of Right——reincorporating the criminal into society-—illustrates, by

eontrast, his willingness to treat the legal/eriminal oppositiom as fluid insofar as
a pérdon~ ocan pass between the two,

5, The Distinctive Hegelian Move
Having drawn the above distinctinns between how the pragmatist and the Hegelian

would resituate criminal discourse, it still might not be clear what difference it
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makes whether such a discourse arises and stays within the confines nf the "one trua"
language (as the former maintains) or it becomes relatively autonomous from that
original language (as the latter maintains). We can tersely cast this difference as
one of "argumentative attitudes—-or attitudes toward what is at stake in an
argument--and in order to explore this nntion it is best te drop Hegel's example of
crime, which depends on normal, or legal, behavior being understood as what is
®true” for (or, ought to be practiced in) a given society.

How would our pragmatist answer the question: What makes a controversy possible?
He could dialectically pose two theories of truth that we naturally appeal to but
are never theless at odds in their consequences, On the one hand, two viable arguments
must be coherent, or truwe in their own terms, and this feature of cnherence provides
initial grounds for their assertibility (i.e. for setting up a research program in
order to test the argument's truth)e. On the other, the deciding factor is which
of the two arguments corresponds to how the world actually works. Ag a fallibilist
philosnphy that uphnlds the fluidity of truth-values, pragamtism may be said to pose
the problem of verisimilitude to both parties, where "verisimilitude" is the relative
oloseness of representation (with no suggestinn that the "closer® of the two ia the
the closest we can get). The intertranslatability of terme of the two arguments has
been presupposed by the very fact of the controversy, and so we can imagine these
arguments cast as coherent deductive structures, each genmerating a itestable state-
ment that contradicts the other. Then jointly agreed upon proofs are attempted
or experiments conducted to see which statement refers, or is really talking about
the world.

Now our Hegelian wnuld not be c¢content with holding that the translatability of
terms beiween two coherent theories is ultimately what makes a controversy possible,
for unless meanings (both intensionally and extensionally) are fixed within each
theoretical langunage, we cannot be certain what constitutes a “correcti" translation.
Furthermnre, even if such meanings were fixed, then either theory, as it were, would
potentially have equal descriptive adeguacy--and then it becomes a matter of conven=

tion which theory is deemed "true," which remnves the problem of conferring truth

from the realms of proofs and experiments as such, In forming his own response ¢
)
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our question, the Hegelian would start by trying to account for why the pragmatist's
proposal fails, even given the pragmatist's own ideal circumstances, namely, two

theories with fixed terms allowing easy intertranalation, The reason is that proofs

and experiments do not decide the issue of correspondence (i.e. the something over

which the contreversy takes place), for that is the very feature presupposed by the
two arguments, While the pragmatist would say that both arguers speak only the truth
within their own languages but one must be speaking falsehonds (or "falserhoods,®
given verisimilitude) about the world, the Hegelian would say that both arguers speak
the truth about the world but one must be doing so in a better language. Thus, what

makes controversy pnssible is reference--or, more precisely, co-reference (as opposed

to the pragmatist's translative cross-reference)--and verisimilitude now becomes a
matter of the more relevant language to that commoh reference, Proofs and experiments
ascertain verisimilitude here on the basis of how each argument makes a peatulated
"independent event® (i.s. the outcome of the proof or experiment) relevant to ite
case.

Notice that since it has already been presupposed that the two arguments are
talking about the same wnrld, there is mo longer a difference between the needs of
& correspondence and a coherence theory of trath. Each argument thus addresses the
Kantian-transcendental question of "In what sense does this theory represent the
world®™ in the context of the Hegelian-dialectical controversy: "In what sense does
this theory represent the world that the other one does not?" The first is the "new"
problem of truth, i.e. relevance, and the second is the "new" problem of verisimili-
tude, i.e. comparative relevance. (We retain the problem of verisimilitude so as to
ensure that this is not the last controversy.) The second question requires that the
arguers negotiate their concertual distance from one another as a means of deciding
who is able to talk about the independent event more asif it were dependent on his
theory. Rhetorically speaking, the independent event functions as a Synecdoche
of the theory as a"whole"(i.e, theory as all the possible events that can be identifiec
within a universe of discourse). But this raises the question of what eignificance the

more verisimilar descriptipn of the independent event has vis-a-vig the theory on
which it is grounded:s Does the verisimilitude transfer to the entire theory sn that
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it becomes a more verisimilar representation of the world as such (the Begelian view,
especially championed by Bradley),or does this success merely entitle the theory to
project to another independent event for which there is no a priori reasmn why its
description should be as verisimilar as the first was to its event (the view of,

say, Popper)? The difference boils down to whether to be "at least partly true"

is interpreted as "partly true overall® or "(entirely) true of a part," respectively,
Only the former approach involves the use of synecdoche and is more in line with

the ordinary implications of explaining an independent event more successfully, but
the latter involves the logically more correct use of "true,.?

But to return to the mainline of the argument, once their conceptual distance is
negotiated, the distinction between pragmatist and Hegelian discourses on crime
becomes clears It may seem initially that the pragmatist can talk about crime more
relevantly because his discourse is intentionally dependent on a more comprehensive
langnage of legal beahvior. However, in measuring his distance from the Hegelian, it
becomes evident that the presupposition of the pragmatist's references to crime are
cast solely in terqs of not being legal behavior, i.e. negative infinite judgments.
At this point, the Kantian challenge to the Hegelian, of course, is to arrive at a
discourse of positive infinite judgments about crime that remain judgments about
ozime.

6. Case Studys Hegel on Alienation

Hegel's most famous case of the infinite judgment is alienation, which arises
as the third type of property-relation in the Philosophy of Right. Just as Hegel
does not strictly distinguish between juridical and naturalescientific laws, neither
does he do so for juridical and ontolngical conceptions of "property." 1In the
Science of Logic, Hegel categorizes affirmation, negatinn, and the infinite as
judgments of inherence, 4nd as a universal analogy, inherence should be instantiated
equally in both discourse on Right and discourse on Being.( We are reminded here of

Kant's transcendental analogies of experience in the Critique of Pure Reason, but

Kant himself distinguishes analogies that can be "detected in experience® from those

that are true simply by virtue of their analogical form, such as a mathematical

proportion. Hegel can be seen to reduce the former ton the latter in a special sense,
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sonn to be discussed,) Of course, the question in the discourse of Being has beens
How does properiy inhere to substance? And by extension, the question of the former
then becomes: How does property inhere to owner (or that aspect of the owner that
owne--~for Hegel, "will")? Now the reader may well question the universal applicability
of any analogy, arguing that the extension just made must be ®tested for"™ rather than
merely postulated., Our answer starts by reminding the questioner that just because,
especially in a tranacendental-dialectical method, the actual is the only "data" from
which the possible can be ascertained, it does not follow that the actual is
coextensive with all that is possible. And so Jjust because the history of talk about

"P inhering to S" has been conducted so far mainly in ontology, this does nnt mean
that such talk is essentially ontological. (Yet the reader should not be misled into

thinking that we deny the mediating function of history beiween the possible and the
actual; in other words, all that is possible must be actualizable, or have the ability
to become historical. Indeed, this may be the formal definition of the possible-—-
merely formel, of course, because we have not specified any criteria for "actualiza-
bility." The point we want to avoid is that by virtue of being able to enter history,
these posasibilities must somehow mirror previously actualized possibllities. 1In
avoiding this point, we echo the simple anti-inductive argument that the only reason
we think that the future will be like the past is because we have much more evidence
about the latter than the former.) And by the same reasoning, it should nnt therefore
be surprising that extending the analogy to juridical discourse appears awkward, How
exactly the limits of the possible are to be extracted from the actual concerns the
efficacy of transcendental-dialectical arguments, and as such must be deferred to
another time. However, we can say now that the limits of the possible are not defimed
by the ease of articulation, or naturalness, which sometimes falls under the mbric
of "conceivability™ and is often invoked by language therapists against Hegel's
analogical extrapolationas.

Put is the objector correct even in saying that Hegel "merely postulates"
analogies? Admittedly, Hegel himself seems to lend credence to this claim in that
even though his categories arise dialectically according to the "needs of Reason"

(ee8ey & simple universal judgment "All grass is green"--used by Bradley=--is not
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sufficiently qualified to be true; consequently, another category must be introduced
to make up for this deficiency), they nevertheless--simply by virtue nf being
categories-—are applicable to all realms of discourse (or,the entire range of phenome-
na). However, in Hegel's defense, it should be noted that the objector poses his
question in a manner foreign to transcendental thinking., For Hegel it is not a

matter of whether he can universalize analogies or nnt, because he has already done
80. Instead, we should ask: Given that he has universalized analogies, how did he

manage 1o do it? Thus, the attitude of the reader should be that of demystifiex

(or detective) rather than of tabuist. We belabor the point to distance, once again,
the transcendental-dialectical approach from an aspect nf pragmatism—-verificationisme-
that purports to derive its strength from the principle that whatever can be dnne

has been done or can be done in the foreseeable future as an extension of current
knowledge (in contrast, a weak version of verificationism is virtually a tautology:
whatever can be done at all can be done at some pointj or if a preoposition is ever
assertible, it must be assertible at some point). But not merely is this prineiple
problematic on the grounds that it infers a future resembling the past from the past
determining the future, for it also rests on what we will call the "chessmove" meta=
phor of inguiry, which underlies most forms of experimentalism and Popper's pseudo-
dialectic of "conjectures afd refutations."

As the metaphor's name suggests, the ability to "test for," say, whether an
analogy can be extended inio ‘fareign realms lies in the inguirer making the opening
move (a question to this effect, perhaps designed as an experiment) and "Nature" (or

its surrogate) responding with another move, on the bais of which the inguirer makes
his next move, etc, Notice that these metapherical "moves® can be read either
empirically or analyticallys Waiting for Nature's mnext move is obviously like
awaiting an experimental outcome; but similarly, the inquirer may be walting for some

acieggific

semantic eonfirmation in the conventions of usa Also nontice that the chessmove

metaphor is especially appropriate to Quine-like holist thenries, if we imagine that
either player (the scientist or Nature) is attempting te carry out a global strategy,

yet each move forces the other player to alter some part of his own strategy in order

te master the strategy of the first player (this first rlayer, Nature, may be imagined
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as & computer with a determinate number of sophisticated strategies at its disposal
80 a8 to match out intuitions about the constancy of "Laws of Nature," as well as
some of Peirce's remarks about the ends of scientifie inguiry being the ultimate
theory)-—however, what that next move will be is underdetermined by the previous
move, And since each player is trying to master the other, we retain the intent
to falsify that is central to Popperian methodology. Indeed, Imre Lakatos, the
radical Popperian, offers a more vivid formulation of the chessmove metaphnx,
if we read "move" for "theory and "etrategy" for "™maze of theoriea™s

It is not that we propose a theory and Nature may shout NOj
rather we propose a maze of theories and Nature may shout
INCONSISTENT,

The problematic core of the metaphor is the "waiting" between moves, which
implies that not only is Nature something different from the inquirer but that it is
also something discrete, or "independent of his will," as Hegel might put it. 4s
with the notorious case of the morning star and the evening star designating the
same planet Venus, we should not conclude fhat two different descriptions necessarily
describe two discrete ‘entities any more than that #%wo identical descriptions neces-
sarily describe ome unique entity. Here Hegel departs from Scnelling, who accepted
the first stricture but not the second, And at this point it may be worthwhile %o
econsider Schelling more closely. Schelling's philosophy of science, "Nature-philoso-
phy," is grounded in "Identity-philosophy," which gtipulates (to use modern logical
jargon) that all propositions are extensionally equivalent (with Reality in its
entirety), with apparent differences in truth-conditions arising solely from implictly
different propositinnal attitudes., For example, descriptions of rocks and descrip-
tions of human beings are only different in the perspective adopted, or the "voice"
used, to talk about the ome real world. According to the teleological nutlook of
Nature-philosophy, the voice of man is the most relevant one to Nature insofar as
.ﬂ:r:gﬁhrOpomorphism the world becomes the most comprehensible., Intimatinns of this
view can already be found in Aristotle and Leibnitz. However, it is not strictly
entailed by Tdentity-phileosophy, which is primarily a loglical theory, traces of
which can be found in Bradley's thesis that all true propnsitions ars predicated of
reality as their implicit subject and svenyFrege's view that all true propositions
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refer to Truth, Although Hegel was initially stiracted to Schelling, he was soon
disturbed by the massive self-deception and seemingly unncessary controversy that
philosophy and the sciences would have undergnne in history, were Schelling coxrrect.
Of course, Hegel proceeded te show the necessity of dialectic arising from a phenomeno=-
logy, rather than a metaphysics, of history—a difference that may be characterized
as one between a "bottom-up® and a "top-down" approach toward what actually happened.
Reades may attribute Schelling's position that two identical descriptions necessarily
pick out the same unique entity to a failure to cnntextualize such descriptions.
For example, to think that all people named "Tom" partake of the same essence merely
by virtue of having the same name seems implausible-~but notice this is only because
in our "reflective moments" we presuppose a conventinnal relation between signs and
referents, Howaver, nheq?gbtually do use such signs--rather than just talking about
them--we do presuppose Schelling's view: Say you are talking to me about Tom.
Unless specified ntherwise, I will assume that this is the same person throughout,
as if the name carried his essence, HMore pointedly, say you and someone else are
discussing "Tom," and I only know one: It may well be some other Tom, but I will
asgume that you are talking about the Tom I know, Notice that when my "misunderstand-

ing" is revealed, you will correct it by uasing a more appropriate name—-e.g. "Tom

Jones"—=as if you had not conveyed the essence properly tha first time. Such
incidents may be said to form the "mierocosm" of transcendental reasnning in general,
However, the idea of the name (or description——we use the two interchangeably)
bearing the essence of a thing goes back to Plate's Cratylus, especially . its
discussion of names being appropriate to a thing by virtue of conveying its feel,
aound, ete, Contemporary post=structuralists, like Jacques Derrida and Gilles
Deleuze, invoke this ordinary practice of presuming "homonymy = synonymy® to discuss
the "unconscious" of philosophical discourses, which is manifested in the semantic
changes that occur through etymology. Derrida's famnous example is "difference-—ase—
deferment"® (“diffeggnce" in PFrench) to convey the sense in which, since Parmenides,
change haa been associated with what needs to be explained gzgxi-hence "deferred."

So we can see the post-structuraliste as providing 2 rejoinder to Hegel's claim that
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Schelling's Identity-philoscphy neglects the actuality of history,

But we must now return to the Hegelian critique of the chessmove metaphor of
scientific inguirys The presuppesitional structure of the scientiast-Nature dialectie
reveals that each pole has been defined merely as not being the other; hence, a
negative infinite judgment and, hence, a sign that scientific inguiry is being
conducted in the "wrong® language. Bul then what is the "correet® language? In
approaching this question, consider first our reason for wanting to capture Quinean

holism in the chesasmove metaphor: Following Pierre Duhem's The Aim and Structure of

Physical Theory, Quine construes the underdetermination of theories by evidence to
mean that the scientist can choose whether th alter the essential core of the theory

or merely background information (say, as a vielatinn of ceteris paribus) as a result

of an anomalous experimental outcome. However, as Hegelians, we argue that there is
no "decision™ to be made here, for the theoretical language in which the outcome is
identified——say, &3 an "anomaly" (but also including the phenomennlogical description
of the event)-—already suggests what will be done, and it is just a matter of the
scientist reflecting on the presuppositions of that language (though he might not see
it that way) to discover the possibilities open to him. This practice might be better
cast as the scientist paying attention to how he has desigmated the outceme in order
to Bee what he must say next (where "must™ is inierpreted in a quasx—deductivganse)o
Quine's voluntarism suggests a picture of the scientist weighing the outcome against
the theory as a whole to see which sort of comparison represents Nature best. But

if a priori the outcome is not relevant to any particular aspect of the theory (such
that identifying the outcome does not entail the truth or falsity of any particular
theoretical statement), then does this not suggest incommensurability between the
language in which the outcome is expressed and the theoretical language? If so, there
are some interesting transcendental questions to pose, since outcomes must be incorpor-
ated within scientific theories in some sense. Yet Quine sees this just in terms of a
judicious assessment of the svidence so as to enable the scientist to make his next

move, But the upshot of this piece of "commonsense™ is to maintain a discontinuity

between the "logicse™ of discovery and Justification, since an experimental discovery
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can be thenretically justified in any number of ways. In c¢ontrast, Our Hegelian
selves would say that the sense in which a discovery has been made predetermines

the sense in which it can be justified, And so the problem of "underdetermination®
is not the openness of how to justify an outcome, but the openness of how an already
justified outcome attained that status within the thenry. (We would attribute Quine's
posision to a belief that because the scientist draws up, or "invenis,® his theoxy,
he therefore krows the ontological commitments ke has made, such that whatever is
not anticipated--i.e. a supposedly independent eveni--must be handied ad hnec as it
suite him.) The closest classical forms of reasoning come to our position is
Peircean abduction,inscfar as it starts from something that has already happened

and tries to ascertain the most plausible causal hypothesis, And althnugh abduction
professes to deal purely in empirical matters, this difference should not overshadow
the strategy it shares with transcendental=dialectical arguments, which perhaps is
revealed most clearly in the probabilified form of abduction, Bayesian inferences
Given the evemt in guestion, without which of the available candidate-hypotheses
would that event have been least likely to occur? (Noiice ithe correspondencess

the possibility of the event = the event's greater probability; the dialectical
definitinon of necessary conditions = the elimination of candidate=~hypotheses with an
eye toward which nne most contributes to the eveni's probability)

Notice that we have answered the objection that Hegel uses analogy too freely
by criticizing the metaphor of inquiry-—the chessmove——that informs such an objection.
But how do we now propose to understand the analogy that grounds Hegel's tripartite
structure of property-relations, of which alienation forms the third part? Consider
the following scheme of property-relations:

Ao taking possession of the thing (affirmative judgment)
1) grasping it physically
2) forming it
3) marking it as one's own
B. using the thing (negative judgment)
C. alienating the thing from oneself to another (infinite judgment),
To recapitulate the problems We are faced with & rather arbitrarily chosen, yet

systematically presented, set of property-relations. The pressing question, of course

is why this scheme and not some other., That such a question is raised suggests the
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intuitive awkwardness of the scheme, as ifiﬁad apprnpriated some other discourse to
say what there is yet no available discourase to say "it" in, What is that other
discourse, or language? Once that language is found, we can move from the Hegelian-
dialectical question back to the Kantian-transcendental omes How doea the analogy
across the two languages work , or in what sense can such an anslogy be drawmn?
The transcendental argument would thus be framed &s principles of {translation and
demarcation (a8 outlined in the above discussion of Kant) presupposed in order for
two seemingly unrelated discourses to be analogizable, whereby the "appropriate® one

confers meaning on the "appropriated" sther,
Hegel speaks of the will being "embodied" in ‘& +thing by taking possession of

it; the totality of things one possesses fully embodies his will, The presupposed
language, as we have suggested, is ontology, with the following analogy obtainings:

will s thing ss substance 1 property.
*imbodiment® can therefore be ®pretranslated®™ as "determinatinn," in the senase of the

totality of essential properties determining a substance ag substance., Hegel then
classifies modes of embodiment in terms of how the owner (not just his will) relates
to the thing that becomee his property. The classification is a pretranslation of
the alternative solutions tn the "problem of universals,® or how substance is compre-~
hended by man 30 as to become ™a piece of his intellectual property," as it were,.
Hotice that epistemology re-enacts the ontological analogy above with a new twists

owner : property t: man 3 substance as (man's) property.
The subsumed three participles are metaphors often used to describe realism, concep-

tualiem, and nominalism, respectively: The realist grasps substance directly,
the conceptualist forms it psychologically as an idea, and the nominalist marks it
conventinnally as a sign,

Hegel identifies use with the negative Judgment in that the will cannot be
embodied in the use of a thing since the will subsists even after the use to which
the thing is put nas ended., On thHe basis of previnus pretranslations, "use™ can be
read as "accidental property"™ in ontelogy. But alsn there is a clue here as te how
c¢luster, or disjunctive, theories of meaning (eegs Wittgenastein's "family resemblance"

becoms assnciated with so-called "use™ theories of meaning (often attributed to the
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later Wittgenstein but probably more appropriate to John Searle and speech-act
theorists)s Defthing substance as a fixed ‘and exhaustive sequence of conjoined
properties, as in Hegel's pretranslated A, presupposes that the epistemological
question of substance (i.e. ite identifiability) is subordinated to the ontological
question (i.e, what it is in itself), also as in A, Even the nominalist--as Michael
Dummett as most recently pointed out in chapter tem of Truth and Other Enigmas-—
concedes the fixed reality of substance as suchjthe argument is merely over whether
our knowledge of substance (or,how we identify particular substances) has any neces=
sary relation to substance as such (ee8s, by virtue of being a copy of it)s On
the other hand, if the ontological questinn is subordinated tn the epistemnlogical one,
asin B, then the emphasis shifts to rules of use as constant among knowers through
whioch enter and exit substances that are more loosely formed from a set of disjnined
properties, no one of which is essential, but any of which can identify the substance
by falling under the appropriate use.

At thie point, let us return to the juridical analogys When property is
possessed, the will ie defined by virtue of ite possessions,and so we can im gine
a polis in which properties are fixed and owners fluid relative to them, such that
they attain the status of role-occupants. The problem of universals then becomes
"post~translated” as the sense in which the occupant is entitled to his roles
divine right, competition (i.e, the prospective ocoupant actually contributes to his
entitlement), and lottery may be seen as the analogues to realism, conceptualism,
and nominalism, On the other hand, when property is merely used, we imagine a polis
in which owners are fixed (in the way they can relate to each other) and properties
are fluid relative to them. This polis would probably be governed by Adam Smith's
“{nvieible hand." Now the infinite judgment arises as the presupposition of the
affirmative and negative judgments, and indeed we see that what presuppnses possession
and use is the possibility of property changing hands (or hands changing properties),
which is alienation. But the distinctively Hegelian move from here is to conclude

that "alienation® shows that the discourse on property-relations is inadequate to how

Property-relatinng are actually conducted-—and this provides the link to the next
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division in the Philosophy of Right—-contract--the dynamics to the previnus discourse?:

statice, as it were,

And what would the ontological analogue be for contract? We would submit an
historicalecausal theory of identity. Consider Saul Kripke's descriptinn of the
theory in "Naming and HNecessaity™:

An initial baptism takes place. Here the object may be

named by ostension, or the reference may be fixed by

description. When the name is "passed from link to

link" the receiver of the name must, I think, intend

when he learns it to use it with the same reference

as the man from whom he heard it.
To return to the juridical sphere again, although the discourse on contract and the
diseourse on property have a common reference, namely, the possession of certain
properties or the use in ggg%%%%s——either of which at a specified point in the
history of the propertied thing, the discourse on contract is & more appropriate way
of referring insofar as for any (i.e. nonspecified) point in the history of that thing
reference to it can be made ounly by virtue of the terms of the agreement that allowed
the thing to pass " between hands, And just as talk of definite descriptions
and cnntextual usage are not eliminated from Kripke's account but only subordinated
to the level of symptoms of what really grounds talk about what he calls "easaence,"
80 too talk of possession and use are reduced to symptoms of what Hegel calls "Right,"
or rational social relationa., Indeed, this captures the concept of sublation, of
which alienation is the negative expresesion (i.e. as the synthesis of the antitheti=~
cal possession and use) and oontract the positive expression (i.e, as the thesis of
the new discourse), Kripke claims that disputes about the name to which a thing is
entitled cante settled by tracing the histnry of naming, nr designating, back to
the thing itself, A contemporary theory of social order that resis entirely on the

alienation of property as the medium of rational social relatinons, RobertNozick's

(in Anarchy, State, and Utopia), appeals to the same primciple in arbitrating between
two parties who claim ownership over the same "holding," as he calls its; Trace the
contractural histories of which each party represents the latest moment; only one

history will lead back to the "baptismal® demarcation (perhaps a land-survey map) of

the holding, ILiberals have criticized Nozick on the grounds of thers being major
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disruptions in the contractual record—-both intended (fraud) and unintended (waz)--
which render his genealogical approrach gimplistic., Purthermore, Nozick is accused of
concentrating too much on the legitimacy of obtaining property at the expense of
whether it was legitimately itransacted: Just because the contract laws are obeyed

in a given transactinn, is that sufficient to justify a particular buyer dealing as
he has with a particular seller? If the buyer is defined as an entrepreneurial
capitalist and the seller as a wage-laborer, them it might be thought (as Msrx did)
that there are additiomnal, albeit implicit, necessary conditions for the cnntract
cccurring as it does (say, with the laborer selling his labor for minimum subsistence)
other than the terms of the agreement. Both these criticisms can be pretranslated

to Kripke in the possibilities of slipped designatinn and inadequate criteria for
referring, respectivelys How is the “authenticity"™ of the histnrical record to be
guaranteed if history is to decide reference? A4And, de a series of designatinns refer
to the same thing merely by virtue of being in the series (or does being at a parti-
cular point in the history of naming affect the sense in which the thing has been
named)? The reader will perhaps not be surprised to learn that Hegel's discourse

on contract in the Philosophy of Right subsequently yields to a discourse on wrong.

7o Towards a Revival of Analogical Reasoning

If the above exercise in analogical reasoning has been at all successful , then
additional questions are raised as to the grounds on which analogy has been deemed an
illegitimate form of inference, Perhaps the classic "refutation" of analogy is
David Hume's argument against regarding the world as a machine with God as its maker

in Dialogues Concerning Ratural Religiom. But upon turning to Hume's actual argument,

we £ind that his spokesman Philo relies on the implausibility of the mechanistic
analogy beyond the superficial similarities drawn by the belisver in its behalf and
on the claim that even if the mechanistic analogy were plausible then other analogies
would still be egually plausible to capture Ged's relatinn to the world., The reader
may notice that Hume is casting aspersions on the value of analogical reasoning
rather than giving®proper refutation. In defense of Hume, it might be said that he
is merely trying to show that analogy is noi a valid form of deduciive inference,

which is true enough--but the force of his "arguments®™ seems to do mores It appears
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to be a defect of analogical reasoning that it is unable to exlude other possible
analogies from contentinn., Aside from analogy hardly being unique in this respect
(especially vis-a-vis what is entailed by the premises in a deductive argument),
it ie doubiful whether this is even & defect from the point of view of exploring
conceptual possibilities., 4nd, of course, the plausibility of an analogy is very
much dependent on the degree to which its development is permitted; hence, our
earlier thesis that an analogy should be regarded as a falt accompli whose modus
operandi has yet to be discovered, rather than as an experiment in which "implausible"®
translations between particular terms in the analongues cnnstitute a falsificatinn,.
It is in this lattexr context, as a form of inductive inference, that analogy is

usually placed., But even then analogy is considered a poor form of induction insofar
as it supposedly discourages new ways of seeing thinge since its guiding prineciple

is to explain the unknown in terms of the known, such as light in terms nf corpuscular
movement. (Notice that whereas entrenchment~—in the form of plausibility--expelled
analogy from deduction, the very same notion of entrenchmernt——this time within the
analogy itself=--threatens its status in induction.) This criticiem relies om the
"known™ analogue being unaffected by whatever may be learned in developing the
"unknown" analogue. However, were the analogy treated hermeneutically, suth that
both analogues would be illuminated through mutual explication and g0 as to allow
the poesibility of learning something "mew" about corpuscles from studying light,
then novelty could be accounted for, Thus, the implausibility of regarding God as
a machine-maker may be due just as much to our not understanding how a machine is
made as to how the world was created. And it may even be that in reciprocally
working through the analogy in an hermeneutical fashion, "machine-language" yields
to some more relevant discourse, whereby the analoguea themselives are transcended,

We have tried to exemplify the above approach in werking through Hegel's
dialectical method in the Philoso of Right on two analongical axes: ontological
ve, juridical interpretatinns of "property," which grounds Hegel's general scheme,
and possession vs. use interpretations in the judridical inferpretation of "property,"
which grounds how he moves within that scheme. 4nd as for the latter axis, the two

dialectical poles, nr hermeneutical analogues, were shown to be articulating a common
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reference, designated negatively as falienatinn®™ and positively as “contracte®

The negative designatinn arose when after so much reciprocal explicatinn possession
and use began to reflect their analogical codependency by assuming each other's
defining characteristics, thereby revealing the lack of real difference between them
as analogues and suggesting that another way of dividing the universe of discourse

be drawn. However, such dialectical, or hermeneutical, maneuvers are not simply

a philosopher's osntrivance but exhibit the largely unchecked tendency of analogues
to lose their ontological distance as they continue to be associated with each

other over time. We tried to give an encapsuled sense of this fusion in moving

pack and forth between cashing ocut "property" in terms of what adheres to a substance

and in terms of what one owns, When dialectically juxtaposed in this manner, initial
semantic gulfs no longer seem 80 great.

In conclusion, we should like to illustrate as provocatively as possible the
fusion between analogical poles, such that it is no longer clear which pole explicates
(what is understnod "literally™) and which one is explicated {what is understond
"me taphorically®). Consider our discursive talk about deductive reasening, We would
maintain that at least until the development of a propositional caleculus on which
logical forme could be computed, the propriety of an argument had to be judged
exclusively on whether it cnuld be analogically mapped onto certain leading physical
nntions, like "containment" for implicatinon and “inherence" for predication. Indeed,

we would go as far as saying that George Boele's 1841 The Laws of Thought marks a

transitinon in the history of logic from a "realist" view of reasoning in which
arguments are measured against such physicalistic intuitinns to an "instrumentalist"
view in which their degree of truth is calculated=a trandtion parallel to the nne
Gaston Bachelard identifies in the history of science that occurred when the theory
of substances was replaced by the thenry of atomlc weights, And from our theeis it
is not difficult to understand why Aristotle's defense of the world having s logical
structure is more compelling than, say, Carnap'ss Logic in the latter's sense had

become an autonomous gystem whose link with the world was no longer presuppnsed but

réguired @ g .
4ired = separafe argument, Notice that for all the radicalness i
nvolved in t¥ing
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the validation of arguments to analogical reasoning, we still presuppose that it
is WA possible to tell the arguments from the analogues, and, in fact, this divisi-
bility would be a necessary condition for logic eventually becoming a self-contained

calenlus, But is this divisibility any more than an sbility to parse names? Is there

& real ontnlogical difference between implication and containment? Perhaps the
question amounts to asking whether logical relations can be discussed intelligibly
in nomm-spatial terms.

Because nowadays we most naturally construe deductive reasoning as a calculation,
we easily admit the relatinn between the notation of logical syntax and the proposi-
tion expressed by that notation as a purely conventional one~—s Maymbol" in Peirce's
sense, Curiously, Peirce himself did not admit this, maintaining instead that syntac-
tic structure bears an "iconic," or mirroring, relation to thé world, TUnlike othexr
contemporaries of Boole such as William Stanley Jevons and John Venn, Peirce was
motivated to develop the "existential graph"--a geometric picturing of logical argu-
mentg==nnt to aid the computatinn of truths but to demonstrate the kinds of primitive
physical and psychnlngical relations we must be committed to in order to speak of, say,
"A implying B." Peirce took the strudural isomorphism of logic, the mind, and the
world as unproblematic, on the grounds of this being the most parsimogious explanatinn
for why it is virtvally impossible to survive and not to regard the the world as
rational or to think in accordidnce with t he rules of deductive inference. Peirce's
latter=day Aristotelianism has been subject to much criticism, among the most recent

heing that of the Italian semintician Umberto Eeco, whn remarks in A Theoxy of Semio=-

ticaes

Anyway, to make up part of a class is nnt a spatial
property; it is an abstract relatinn.

We have underscnred the part of the sentence that casts aspersinns om its propositional
content, Eco seems to be arguing that there is a real difference between the ontology
of spatial entities and that of abstract nnes, but he just does not seem to be able to
express this difference without implicitly speaking of an abstractinn, class, as if it
were subject to spatial predicates, Once again we see the kind of analogical fusion

that has been highlighted in thismper. And as we have diagnosed this conditi
ion,
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when analogues become indistinguishable, the remedy is not to return them to their
"rightful® semantic places in a move of "olarification," for even since the calculus
has become the paradigm of deductive Teasnning the physicalistic idioms have crept
back in whenever lngic ig raised as a topic in discourse., The only difference now
is that we are less likely to realize these physicalistic intrusions and certainly
lese likely to exploit the cnnceptual possibilities they offer for a unified meta-~
physics in the manner Peirce did., It may be objected that Eco is simply not expres—
sing himself very precisely and that physicalistic language can be extracted from

discourse about logic and still render logic intelligibile. The burden of proef,

however, is on ths cbjector toactga;lzethis possibility. But we are skeptical about

his chances of success insofar as the concept of "structure™ that is the defining

feature of logic is primarily a relational term presupposing something that BRAis
or could be a structure of {e.g. the world), and it is here that analogical reasoning

ia sure %o nccure.
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V. THE ROLE OF TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENTS IN PHILOSOPHY, SCIENCE, AND HISTORY
(chapter three)



1. Transcendental Arguments as Failed Deductions and Inductions
X pecullar Ieature nf discussinns about the "validity" of transcendental

argumentsg-~that is, arguments attempting to provide the necessary ennditions for
something being possible--is that criticisms generally center on such arguments being
bad cases of either deductive or inductive reasmning.

When transcendental arguments are regarded as a form of deductinn, the mndel is
& logical grammar of axinoms and rules of inference that suppnsedly correspond to the
regulative and cnnstitutive principles of cognition in Kant. This grammar is then
said to be the suppressed premises that must underlie the deductinn of any thearen,
which is taken to represent a state-of-affairs in the world, Whereas such a grammar
resided in God with Leibnitz, it was articulated from the standpoint of the "transcen-
dental ego" in Kant and Husserl. And in our own time, the ego has yialded to the
early Wittgenstein's formalized language whose propnsitions limit the possibilities
of picturing the world. This approximates what Richard Rorty (in "PTranscendental
Arguments, Self-Reference, and Pragmatism®), for one, thinks the ideal transcendental
argument woul®®P¥ke, if it did not fail by deductive criteria, In short, he shows
that with changing scientific paradigms have come different grammars that nevertheless
at the time of their use were sufficient to understand the world. However, nnne of
the axioms or mles have been infallible across history, and cmmsequently nnne can
qualify as a necessary condition for cognitinn, an essential feature of the transcen-
dental argument, Furthermore, in order nnt to allow himself the nen-Hegelian access
of saying that by revealing the limitations in previous grammars we get a “clearer"
picture of wha%h%ules and axioms must be, Rorty couples his pragmatism with an histo-
ricism which stipulates that even "pnssible experience®" in the Kantian sense varies
across paradigms, and sn even though one may histnrically cnmpare the grammars of
two paradigms there would still be no grounds for measuring differences of refinement
in their rules and axinms (which could then be taken as a measure of verisimilitude
in general)-—if only because part of what presuppeses there being two paradigme is
that what was possible to experience in one impnssible (in the sense of "inconceivable
"meaningless," Munassertible," rather than "false") in the other, To proponents of

universal ratinnality whn argue that only "material conditions® prevented Newton from

seeing the limitations of his mechanics such that if given a chance Einstein could
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persuade him of of special and general relativity, Rorty would probably say that such
a counterfactual demands hypothesizing that Newton ne longer adheres to the noresup-
positinns of his own paradigm, which amounts to saying that Einstein could persuade
Newton only if Newton were not gssentially Newton. Thus, on the one hand, Rorty
shows the deductive failure of transcendental arguments in their fa llibility, i.e.
they do nnt preserve truth acrose the history of inferring. But then, on the nther
hand, vather than showing this failure to be due simply to the falsity of such
inferences (which would alloew for a self-correcting inductivist or nen=Hegelian
historiography of Reason), he follows Kuhn in saying that the domain of possible
experience is itself changing, In that case, the universality of transcendental
arguments is ruled out in principle, which reduces their atatus to the idenlogical
structure of the arguer, and hence Rorty's claim that transcendental arguments are
necessarily "self-referring.™ Therefnre, the itranscendentalist is set up as a
would=-be deductivist in a world in which deduction not merely fails but is nnt even

relevant,
When transcendental arcuments are regarded as a form of induction, the ideal

is usually Peircean abduction, with the "deduction® often ascribed to such arguments
being understond as the "deductiomn from phenomena™ Newton claimed the experimental
scientist made when finding invariant relations amnong phenomena, A transcendental
argument then, if successfull, is a "metaphysical prediction,™ circumscribing what
can happer rather than what will happen in the world, The difference between this
interpretation and the deductive one above is perhaps best illustrated in the
Leibnitzian concept of "hypothetically necessary" laws, which presuppnse that the
world could have been other than it is, but givem that it is as it is, certain

fixed relations must hold between phenomenas A transcendental argument should, in
the statement of these necessary relations, explicate the snse in which this world
is unigue among all possible worlde and thereby provide some justification for why
this world and not some other has been actualized=-by Gond, for Leibnitz. Like onther
pieces of inductive reasnning then, such an argument should add to our knowledge, but

in a way ordinary empirical induction cannot; hence, a special faculty of "intellec—

tual intuition® has been postulated, 1In additinon, since the laws "deduced® from the
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phenomena have themselves only a metaphysically contingent status (insofar as God

was not originally compelled to actualize this pnssible world), the modality of
inductive reasnning is retained, Jonathan Bennett (in "Analytic Transcendental
Arguments™), for one, seems to expect conditions like these to be met by transcenden-
tal arguments. The transcendentalist wants to forestall the Humean problem of induc-
tinn by arguing that the way we do in fact understand the world, which includes being
skeptical about what the future will bring, presupposes that the skeptical posaibility
is not actualized. In other words, we can question whether the future will be like th
past only because the future is in fact largely like the past. The validity of this
"fact" can be interpreted not only in accordance with a coherence theory of trith
(i.e. the world "makes semse" only if this fact is presuppesed) but also with a
correspondence theory (i.e. there a some well—groun&ed phenomena of which"inductive
regularity®could be an appropriate description) and a pragmetic theory (i.e. regard-
less what we may say, we act as if inductive regularity obtained in the world:

Hans Reichenbach's justificatinn-~through-vindicatinn)e. MNotice the sense in which this
transcendental argument itself seems itn be inductive: The act of doubting the wvalid-~
ity of induction is statistically aberrant from how we "no_rmally" act in the world.
And since the argument reveals the presuppositinns of possible experience taken as

a unity, they are moast cogently attached teo our mest probable, or normal, experience,
Here we have a Weis for reinterpreting Kant's synthetic a priori judgments, But is
it not an equally "brute®™ fact about the world that the future is not always like

the past, and that these exception often arise unexpectedly? In fact, cnuld they

not arise at any time? And likewise, don't our actions presuppose a "minimax"
strategy of making the mnst of the worst possible situation? In that case, tha prob-
lem of inductinn would then presuppocse that it is a real problem, representing the
world as it is, However, our intuitions seem to favor the earlier interpretation,

but why? Bennett ultimately follows Peter Strawson in believing that the force of

a transcendental argument stems actually from its underlying analziicitxg It 19 a
piece of deductive, nnt inductive, reasoning. Thus, stating the problem of induc-
tion presupposes its falseness in the sense of entailing it, such that if the entail=-

ment did not obtain, "the problem of induction" would be a meaningless expression,



Sn in the end,ﬁ%%gﬁscendentalism appealgaiglyour semantic intuitinns , it cannot

significantly add to our knowledge and as such is demoted tn a form of linguistic

analysise.

2. Problems with the Above Treatments nf Transcendental Arguments

Taken together, the deductivist and inductivist critiques of transcendentalism
have the arguer say either too muchk (and thereby implicate his nwn special interests)
or too little (and thereby offer nothing of interest to his audience), But we now
must point out several probleme that arise in trying to construe transcendental
arguments in terms of deductive and inductive criteria.

let us start with what precisely sueh arguments claim ton provide the necessary
conditions of=="possible experienca," as it has nften been called after Kant. The
expressinn cnnsists of an uneasy marriage of modal énd epistemic terms, "Experience®
is specifically epistemic because ite meaning takes into account the receiver or
possessor of the datum; it is a subject-oriented term, whose object-nriented mrrelate
is "appearance," which usually arises in ontological lexicons as an instance of some
"underlying reality" revealing itself, HNotice, however, that "experience®and"appear-

ance" are merely subjective and objective in their prientations, since they presuppose

the interactinn of subject and object but imply no commitments to the character of
that interaction taken in its totality (i.e. from no particular perspective)s It
should also be noted that from the claim that experience/appearance represents a
perspectival difference it does not follow that these perspectives havs any determi-
nately different empirical locations, just as it does not follow from exclusively
alternate definite descriptions (again conesider "morning star" versus "evening star")
that they are necessarily descriptinns of discrete objects. The force of this point
is to resist imagining experience being "located"™ in the head and appearance being
Mocated™ in the object of experience, Schelling's animistic, or ¥anthropomorphic,"
Nature-philoaophy, for example, is made ponssible by giving what empiricists would
normally call "objects"™ (non-human beings) subject status, which is akin to having

a character in a novel assume the voice of the authnr, For the transcendentalist,

the gravest error lies in presuming that these differences of orientation are only
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possible in virtue of their being "cofiventinnally™ (in the sense that Schelling is
not) tied to certain empirical locatinns, for that would be tn hypostatize the
subjective nrientation. How? The experience/appearance distinctinn is (indeed,
according to Kant, must be) applicable to any possible world, but in each world
gubject-and-object-orientations will be apportioned differently. In the world of
Schelling's science, every being is accorded a subjective perspective and an
technical domination is metaphysically ruled out of court, since rocks exercise
constraints over men just as much as men exercise constrainis over them (nntice that
in order for every being %o have subject status it must alsoc have object statuss
hence Schelling's "identificatinn® of subject and nbject). However, in seculariged
post-Cartesian science, only man is accorded the status of subject (we say "secular-
ized" so as o rule out the nenplatonic extension of subjecthnsd to angels),and
the rest of the world reveals itself as objects for man's disposal, This, the world
in which we uniguely experience ourselves as subjects, is the only world that a
pragmatist like Rorty recognizes, and so a question about the necessary conditinns
of possible experience is taken tn be a question about man's cognitive framework.
How matters are admittedly somewhat complicated by the phennmennlngical methnd
governing the transcendental argument, which requires the arguer to show that

experience/appearance is nnt necessarily tied to Mind/Nature yet at the same time
must ba derivable from it, since it is through the latter binary that the former

binary ie manifested in the world--—and the transcendentalist ggg§.¢pl-ﬂﬁ§hu} inhabit
the same world as the pragmatist. Thus, the Kantian question may be refnrmulateds
What must any possible subject have, irrespective of its empirical identity (which
may be God, man, or rock), in order tn be oriented as a subject? In shori, the
"logic of orientations,” as it might be called, is independent from but instantiated
in the "logic of empirical relations."™ There is nn analytic correlatinn between

the two logics (e.ge, it is not a contradiction tn talk aboutwthe experiences of

rocks®), but only a synthetic one that is discowered in phenomeficlagical inguiry
If we were to regard metaphorically the metaphysice of the transcendentalist
and the pragmatiet as types of physics, then bothe—albeit in different sensese—would

be entitled to the name "relativist.® The transcendentalist recngnizes that a world
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must be constituted from a frame of reference, and it is his task to "deduce" what
that frame of reference must he for the world tno appear as it does to us whn occupy
ite ™he phenomenal world therefore offers "clues" as to the frame's identity in

the same way that a photograph of the heavens offers clues as to where the photogra-
pher must have been, In Hegel thia form of "negative anthropology" (cf. negative
thenlngy) receives its dialectical expressinn as "knowing oneself through what one
is not," a theme repeated in Heidegger, Maurice Merleau-~Ponty (especially "What is

Phenomennlogy?"), and (as Jacques Derrida has shown in Of Grammatology) even Claude

Levi=Strauss, But in presenting the tranacendental deductinn as a distinct form of
inference, Kant is suggesting not merely that this procedure is necessary for
defining pur frame of reference, but that it would have to be undergone in order to
define any pnssible frame of reference, by virtue of the "fact" that the werld eah be
constituted only from one such frame.

The pragmatist's relativism goes nn further than to admit that the transcenden=
talist performs a negative anthropology--with the emphasis on the "anthropology."
Instead, he would claim that the need for defining a frame of reference is endemic
to our historical "frame," as it were, Rather than constituting the world from
different vantage points, the pragmatist acts like the spatiotemporal solipsist
William James associates with our subjective awareness of the world-~the "specinus
present® that can never be transcended. Evidence for this picture of the.pragmatist
can be found in Rorty's impulse to diagnnse transcendentalism as a “passing phase"
in the history of humanity, suggesting that Xant and his confused predecessors were
nightmares in the stream of Western man's intellectual unconscinus. The reader will
notice that "Mankind"™ is Rorty's constant perspective,which becomes the focal peint

at the end of Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature for transforming the philcsopher

from legitimator to interlocutor amnong disciplines, This stands in sharp contrast
to latter=day transcendentalists, like Michel Foucault, who in The Order of Things
who freely admits the emmtingent nature of "Man" as a voice~in the Raetory of

. ApPear i
Western discourse., (We suspect that the static -» A" 2 of Poucault's "history

of idea-systems"” is partially the result of trying to translate the course of

shifting frames of reference, or voices, into the stream=like temporality of
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erdinary historiograpny that is explnited by the pragmatist,) Hegel is Foucault's
progenitor here in naming history "The History of Reason," where YReason® is undere
stond as the ratinnal discnuise of the Greek "logns." 1Indeed, "the cunning nf Reason'
illustrates how the deeds of men-~like celestiial bondies——are continually resituated
as frames-of-referance, in the form of the world-historic people, change. In fact,
for Hegel the besti kind of history causes such a shift in perspective, Likewise,
Heidegger's use nf "Dasein," being-there, reveals his interest in man only insnfaxr
a8 man onccupies the frame-of-reference from which the world is cnnstituted., That
Rorty thinks he .finds an ally in Heidegger demnnstrates, once again, the pragmatist
conflatinn of the logic of orientatinns, in which "Dasein® is a term, and the logic
of empirical relations, in which "man" (or "human existence," as "Dasein" sometimes
is unfortunately translated) is a term. But this conflatinon is itself a pradut »of
not according transcendental arguments unique status as a form of inference,

A fundamental feature nf transcendental arguments that remains particularly
clouded by attempts tn subsume them under nrdinary deductinn is the lngical form of
the "presuppesitinons® which compnse such argumen%gﬁwhich nften have been reduced tn
"suppressed premises.," Even our account of the inductive apprnach to transcendenta-
lism revealed that its arguments were cngent inspite of the indecisiveness of
inductive reasoning only because nf suppressed analytic premises., Initially, the
logical distinctinon is relatively simple to draw: The premises of an argument entail,
or are sufficient ground for, a conclusion being true; the presuppnsitions of an
argument are the necessary ground for a conclusion being either true or false (i.e.
the conclusion's possibility). Since presuppositisns ground possibilities (which ise
to say, dialectically related actualities), it may be suggested that this modal
difference signifies a difference in the discursive region each ceverss A @ontroversy
is grnunded by presuppositions, while a thesis is grnunded by premises, However,
if presuppositions were taken 1o be premises, then the historical shifts in the
compneition of the legical grammar invoked by the pragmatist against the transcendenw
talist would easily follows Since:the totality of axinms and rules nf inferences are
merely sufficiently, some of them might not be necessary and therefnre eliminated

over time-—-hence the critique provided by inductivist historiography, Moreover
= = ’
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there may be alternative grammars sufficient to ground the same set of theses. But
most importantly for the pragmatist, the same grammar may be sufficient for theses
additional to the ones the arguers wish tn determine, but which only arise upon
articulating the grammar--this formally captures the dynmamics of incommensurability,
We will call this last ponint the "overdetermination of deductive systems," which
is the "dark side" of the Leibnitzian principle of sufficient reason in that more
is entailed than the arguer inferred., Now admittedly Kant and other transcendentalist
have endorsed the principle of sufficient reason, which would seem to place them
under the deductivist critique. Hoviever, an examination of Kant's sole use of the
principle in the Critigue of Pure Reason (to derive the transcendental conditinna of

causal succession) showe that sufficient reason is really a metaprinciple, specific-

ally, the criterion according teo which & possible transcendental conditinn, or
presupposition, is sufficient to count as part of the necessary conditions for a

given pnssible experiance, like causal euccession. Thus, while ordinary deduction
may bg the "metalanguage™ of transcendental arguments, it is not the "object language"
in which the arguments (1.9. the controversies) are conducted.

Related to the pragmatist objectinn to suificient reason is Rorty's usa of
Wilfred Sellars! critique of the concept nf "givennesa™ against the transcendentalist,
In essence, "the myth of the given,” as Sellars puts it, is the alleged correlation
between prineciples of logical and causal priority, such that what "validates™ an
experience is ultimately to be found in the origin of the experience rathér than
solely in the cnherence of its relatinns with other experiences., Comnsequently,
ecoherence is by itself insufficient as a theory of truth and must be supplemented
by the correspondence theory. On the basis of this myth, for example, Descartes is
able to distinguieh the seamless illusion of the evil demon from the real world
created and maintained by God——and, more impertantly, to think it matters to know
which of these two worlds we inhabit, Both Rorty and lIan Hacking (in Why Does

Language Mattexr to Philosquxz) argue that in the eighteenth century cantroversies

between rationalists and empiricists such a myth fused problems of logical and
causal justificatinm in the concept of "idea"™ as mental representation, In asserting

the status of innate ideas, rationalists were in effect psychologizing the logical
4 ca
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thesis that there is an invinlate set of axioms (e.g. those of Euclidean genmetry)
from which the structure nf the world can be deduced. In this context, certainty ox
self-evidence was taken te¢ be a feature of necessary truths, Whereas rationalists
claimed that the inviolability of innate ideas derived from their axinmatic status,
empiricistes——appealing tn the incorrigibility yet ungroundedness of sense=dataws
simply reversed the relation. As Hacking points out, the "heyday of ideas" continued
into Bertrand Russell's nntnlogy. In particular, note the sophisticated mirrering

of his sense-data metaphysics in Analysis of Mind and the combinatorial logic of

Principia Mathematica: Just as there are no longer gualitative differences among

sense=data (Russell calls his position "meutral monism," with subjective and objective
perspectives being the products of sense~data combinatinng), neither are their

categorical differences among logical terms (Russell renounces the Aristntelian

subject=predicate logic for one in which truth-values are determined purely by the
relations established by the connectivas). According to Sellars and the pragmatists,
the fallacy behind the mgth of the given is the supposition that correspondence needs

to be shown in additiom to (which presupposes that ite criteria are differemt from)

eoherence., As Rorty puts it, this search for correspondence begets redundant

"foundatinnalist® philnsophies, like the doctrines of innate ideas and sense-data-—

transcendentalism is likewise implicated. Notice that this criticism expects the
transcendental argument (indeed, metaphysics in general) tn embody the virtues of
both deductive and inductive inferences preserve truth and increase knowledge. It
fails inductively because it merely duplicates (perhaps more abstractly) knowledge
attained by the sciences, and deductively because such knowledge is corrigible, a

fact that the scientific method does nnt hide but the quasi-logical structure of

metaphysics dones,

3 Transcendental Arguments versus ScienceT

Once agsin, the apparently powerful criticism articulated above resis on conflating
the logic of orientatinons with the logic of empirical relatinns, 4And in this case
faiiure to separate the twn leads the pragmatist to accept the " givenness™ of

scientific inquiry, which would nnt be the outcome of adopting a transcendental

attitude, Consider one of Rorty's conditions for a metaphysical realist argument
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(of which the transcendental argument is a species), as expressed in the article

cited in the beginning nf this paper:
The legitimation is thought to be something which can

be achieved in an armchair, and without special consi-

deration of the details of the knowledge~claims being

legitimated,
What is the force of ascribing tn the metaphysiciam the ability to argue "in an
armchair®? And what are these "details of the knowledge=claims® that he is neglecting
to give "aspecial consideration"? Presumably, these remarks are addressed to the
self-professed claim of metaphysicians of the past (Hegel being perhaps the mnst
notorinus example) to be able to recnnstruct rationally the ontnlogy of the world
without reconurse to the special sciences., Put this way, the claim does seem rather
implausible, although it would explain the special faculty of intellectual intuition
and the principle of sufficient reason that sustain such rationalist metaphyddéians.
However, keeping in mihd our distinectinn of the two logics, we can paraphrase the
claim as followss Whatever ean be gained from engaging in the specialsciences may
alsn he gained from the dialectic of rational discourse, The point is, as with any

other activity in the world, what science does is relevant to any ontological charac=-

terizatinn, but it is not a priori determinately relevant; hence the opennessof

"whatever, In other words, until negotiated in discourse, it is nnt clear what
apeecﬁyﬁf scientific practice bear on what aspects of ontonlogye. Is the experimental
method itself a necessary condition for attaining ithe necessary conditinns of "possi-
ble axperience®” (however brnadly or narrowly this expression is comstrued, so as to
cove?r both Kant and Rorty)? Po answer yes gives empirical science the privilege of
putting forth transcendental arguments. A more apprepriate queatinn for philosnphers

who think their arguments are buttressed by experimental corrobaration or even
historical evidence is the fnllowing: Does empirical specificity as such contribute

to validafitig the argument in guestion or explicating ite pnssibility in the manner
of a paradigm~case? The alternatives may be seen as playing on the equivocal meaning

of "demnmetration®™: pronf and exemplificatinn. The pragmatist wnould probably

answer that an empirical instance explicates the argument by virtue of validating ift,

while the phenomenclogical .method of the transcendamalist would suggest that an
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empirical instance validates the argument by virtue of explicating it (in this way

the argument becomes a "real pnssibility").

Having drawn the battle lines, the pragmatist can then raise several conten-
tious points against the trenchant metaphysician: What is the "onitnlogical® status
of subatomic particles, if their existence is inconceivablae without experiments in
cloud chambers? What would be the point »f dning empirical science if it dd nnt
have any determinate ontnlongical bearing? Would not the exclusive Peliance on
"the dialectiec of ratinnal discourse™ turn ontnlogy into sterile wordmongering, as
indeed it did when such an attitude was prevalent in the Middle Ages? In addressing
these yuestions bﬁh%ehalf nf metaphysicians in general, the transcendentalist would
emphasize how ia not propnsing an alternative way of doing science, but an alternative

way of regardinéngcience already dome that will alter how science is talked about and,

more indirectly, how it is done,
In response tn the first questinon, the transcendentalist would reject the sug-

gestion that the discovery of subatomic particles would not be possible simply without
the experimental technology of cloud chambers, Indeed, such particles would nnt be
actually identified without the technnlongy, but their possibility is aleo contained

in the scientific discourse that goes lonking for them and "knows"™ when they have

or have nnt been found. (Of course, the process is dialectical inanfar as the sense

in which subatomic particles are "actual® will redefine their "“possibility," whether
this be taken as a range of posaible numerical wvalues or a ennditional probability

of their occurrence in a certain spatiotemporal reginn.) Rather than as "confirmatinn'
or "corrsboratinn," the transcendentalist would characterize experimental outcomes,

whether positive or negative, as mmemonic "topoi™: places that are marked off in order

to keep track of what is beeing talked about in the scientific disconurse, Greek
rhetoricians employed this "methnd of places™ in order to remember the ordering of
their speeches. The methnd itself consists of reciting the speech in a familiar but
controlled setting in which the number nof surrounding items corresponds to the numbar
of parts in the speech, sn that a one-to-nne association can be made. (Once again,
the nature of the places to which the parts of the speech are assigned affects the
way the speech is recalled, thus showing the dialectic of speech and memory parallel

to that of theory and experiment.) The attractiveness of regarding experiments as
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mnemonic devices lies in the yariability nf memery, which by analogy suggests that

the significance of experiments is not rigidly designated in scientific discourse--as
indeed the many instances (e.g. tests for the aether hypnthesis in the late nineteenth
century) of the same outcomes that could be taken eithexr in support of or in opposi-
tion to a given theory testify. This variability is perhaps most evident in comparing
two inductivist histories of science, probably separated by snme years, which arrange
the same series of experiments to chronicle the confirmatinn of twn radically differen
theories (e.g. take a typical history of ph¥sics in our "Einsteinian® age and BE,.7.

Whittaker's 1926 A History of Bheories af dether and Electricity, which culminates

with a discussion of "The Age of Lorentz"), From the perspective of the tnpni, we

account for this variability in terms nf the assnciatinn between the parts of the

gpeech and the assigned place shifting in memoxry, as well as in terms nf several

different speeches employing the same topoi. We would add that to ask which thenxy

is best exemplified in a given series nf experiments is to ask which speech is mnst

appropriate to a given set of topni. The answers to both questinns would invoke

what, after Kant, has been called "architectionic principles,” such as simplicity

(which, in the- cag%f—%%ﬁtﬁagﬁﬁ§23¥°¥r1%ﬁS ngé*’} recall). The reader should nnte

that by placing the relatinn between theory and experiment within this rhetnrical
context, what may be reasonably construed as "aesthetic canons" (i.es the architec-
tonic principles) are given a primary role in theory appraisal rather than merely

resorted to as "connventions" because attempts at showing "correspondence" prove

unworkable,
The pragmatist's second question again seems to assume that everything falling

under the rubric nf "science" is determinately relevant to ontological ingquiry.

To explicate the transcendentalist's objection to sueh an assumption, consider the
mnemonic topoi we have just been discussing: The pragmatist would claim that to
import findings from the study of memeory (however ancient) amounts to a psychonlogiza~-
tion of metaphysics, which is symptomatic nf its dependency on the special sciences.
(Indeed, the astute pragmatist may lodge a similar complaint against what, at certain
points in this paper, must seem tc be an appropriation of cognitive dissonance

theory.) He would go on to argue that the metaphysieian is just haphazardly repro-

ducing these findings to suit his overgeneralizationsg, if he is not willing to probs
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more thoroughly (via the scientific method) into, say, the neurnphysiology "“necessary"
for such mnemnnic devices tc work. In that case, he would be a psychologist and thus
able to shed the superflusus title of "philosopher,™ But remember, the myth of the
given had detached causal from logical priority, yet the pragmatist insists here on
deriving the significance of mnemonics from the source of memory. In contrast, in
resituating the findings of science, the metaphysician is challenging the view that
there is a determinate procedure for what to den and where to look in order tn find
"memory." Of course, the procedure one adopis will mold the sense in which memnxy
has been or can be found,and this is of particular interest %o the transcendentalist,
The phennmenonlogy of scientifie practice is a "necessary" starting point nnly because
it provides the most "natural™ access to a topice To ease the audience into a
transcendental argmment about memory, the arguer conuld begin like thisg

There is a sense in which we already know what “memory"

is: namely, we know the scientific and ordinary contexts
where it is detected and used. But what makes it possible
for such detectinn and use tn nccur? Again, there seems

to be & Teady answers Possibility resides in the "source®
of the thing=——more precisely, in that which has the power
to determine whether that thing is or is not brought inte
effect, In Aristotelian jargon, we might say that memory
regides potentially in the brain when psychologists are

nnt administering recall tests. 4nd so the transcendental
question seems amenable to a neurophysinlngiecal "reduction,®
as it were, MNotice that seen in this light, tne special
sciences share with pre-transcendentalist metaphysics what
Heidegger has called the "ontn-theslogical™ turn of thought,
whose paradigm is Leibnitz's poesible worlds residing in
the mind of Gad., Indeed, it is only an a fortiori argument
from Humean efficient causality, in which the neurnphysio-
loglst is interested, to a Thomistic cosmological pronf

for the existence nf God-—an insight dimly gleaned by
children who persist in asking "Why?"® after a chain of
causes (or "reasons") has been given. That theologians and
scientists still lock horns over the issue of "creation"
reveals their common onta-thenlngical perspective==and
"perspective®™ is just the right words Scientists and theo~
logians can be seen as arguing from opposite ends of the
®Great Chain of Being," which they presuppnse as the picture
of how the world works, 3But implicating the scientist with
archaic metaphysicians and theologians is hardly a refuta=-
tion in itself, We must ask whether the picture of memory
the psychnlngist presents—-tn return to our case--is appro=-
priate to what the psycholngist is actually doing in
"looking fer memory."™ This question is appreoached by a
phenomenoiogy of scientific practice, Our first clue that
the psychnlngist's picture may not be adequate is that
"memory™ is supposedly an "entity" (construed lsnsely, say
as the gquantity of nonsense syllables recalled) but dis=-
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envering®it® is a matter of construction, which falls
under the rubric¢ of "experimental controls." But des-
cribing this eonstructinn as a matter of "econtrols™ is
itself misleading, for it suggests that the scientist,
who is in full "control® of the situatinn, cooks up the
recipe for memorye--~a veritable micrncosm of the onton-
theolngy governing what he studies., Yet we also want
to say that the techniques and technology he "usea"
(including the experimental subject) participate as
actively in the construction of memory as the scientist
does. Why? Because we want tn capture the idea that
there are limite placed on what the scientist ean dno
by virtue of these pieces of techmnology,and not some
other, being there. Obviously, such material constraints
are presupposed in scientific practice, and one might
wondexr why transcendentalists belabor this point:
Becsuse the discourse of science, once again, distractis
us from this presupposition by talking about "control-
led experiments,™ etc., 80 as tn give scientists (and
philosophers) whe take this language literally the
impressinn that they have technical domination over
Nature, which encnurages them to try te act as if they
did, as well as to "persuade" others that they too
should act as if the scientists wielded such prweTese

From these nvening moves, we can see that on the basis of the "contradictions®
generated by talking about scientific practice in terms of scientific discourse,
such discourse will have to yield to snme more appropriate way of speaking=-and
indeed the problem is one of chonsing the right words, as the lexicons of Kant,
Hegel, and Heidegger amply demonstrate, The possibility that such a task may become
msystematic"in the same sense scisnce is should be regarded only as remote as the
possibility of developing am algorithm for writing the "hetter" novel, play, or

poem. We say this with siructuralist literary critics and seminticians in mind,

But given the inherently aesthetic nature nf the transcendental task, its units of
diseourse are probably better described as "judgments™ rather than " propositions."
Yet in characterizing the task as "aesthetic,” we should not be taken as endorsing

& subjectivization of scientific activity. The reference to structuralists and
seminticians is made, in fact, to highlight their pbjective methnd for discovering
what constitutes the "better' piece nf art: 0F interest®™® not the attitudes
conjured wp in the reader of the text, for that would merely paraphrase the fact that
the toxt was of high quality. Instead, these cutics seek the -« techniques deplnyed in
the text (perhaps unbeknownst to the author) that ground whatever response the

reader may have to it, This "logic of the text," as the goal of eritical imgquiry is
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often called,is actually a rhetoric insofar as it accounts for hnw the reader is made
to perfnrm a certain act oz feel a certain way by a means other than telling him
literally to do so. The method is "nbjective" in that while the reader responses
to a text may vary with shifting tastes, the text itself remains the same, and so,
as it were, it should be possible to map each of the readings ontn the same textual
structure (i.e. the so=called "logic of the text") as a logician might map & semantic
interpretation onto a mathematized syntax, Thus, this objective aesthetic would
ground all possible subjective aesthetics, In the case of science, the "text" would
be scientific activity itselfunr,morgﬁrecisely, the mnst appropriate transcendental
phennmennlngy of that activity. Once again, this ie an M"aesthetic™ insofar as the
phenomenology is composed of judgments ("the right words") rather than prépositions.
And for this reason alsn, the logic nf the text will not be as clearly distinguishable
from its subjective readings as a mathematized syntax is from its several pnssible
semantic (propositional) interpretatinns, As we have just shown, the right words for
expressing scientific activity can only be determined negatively, in terms of the
eritical distance the transcendentalist establishes from the conventional (i.e.
subjective) charascterizations of science by literalizing them to absurdity. This
task is analogous tn the me the logician would have %o perform if he were given a
get of semantic interpretations and told that they were aliernative readings of one
gyntactic structure; his task would then be to discover that underlying structure,

This digression aside, the reader should notice that the possibility of the
transcendentalist task as described here removes the metavhysician from the pragmatist
eritigue that all he does is te mirror the activiiy of scientists, for while the
transcendentalist certainly begins with a conventional understanding of science
his methnd forces him to depart quickly from that understanding.

The third question posed by the pragmatist, which draws pejorative parallels

between transcendental arguments and medieval dialectics, is informed by a mndernist

history of science that portrays the Renaissance as reopening the"Benk nf Nature"that
had been tabued shut by schonlastics who theught it blasphemous to tamper with Godt's

handiwnxrk thrnugh experimentation. However, this has been far from a unanimnus view:

Descartes, for one, found the Renaissance a philosnphical step backward from the High
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Middle Ages insnfar as a "mnatural history" approach was cultivated that was unable
to discriminate essential from accidentdl features nf empirical onbservatinn. Never
thelese (and inspite of the work of Pierre Duhem and French ipewgi® history of
science), the view persists that medieval science was sterile, such that even in
cases where major theoretical advances are conceded (e.g., the fourteenth century
Oxford and Paris inquiries into kinematics), it is quickly added that due to the
non=-empirical bent of the science an "adequate™ conceptinn of acceleratinn and
inertia had to "wait" until the Renaissance. The unreflective teleolngy of such a
claim aside, what exactly constitutes the "non-empirical bent"® ?f medieval science?
We almnct expect the pragmatist to say that the medievals “ignored®™ oxr “disregarded"
the empirical world, as if they conducted their dialectics in the literally vacuous
world of monasteries an@ universities., However, it is probably more appropriate to
say that the medievals did nnt accord the empirical world any privileged atatus, which
is to say, they did not fetishize it. Their examples, mndels, and warrants quite
nbviously are indebted to the world in which they acted as sentient beings. Notice
the wording of this last sentence, for it offers a clue as to the perspective from
which the medievals were thenrizing, which is not seo far remnved from the transcenden—
tal perspectives 'The empirical world is a presuppositinon of the dialectic in that
it makes possible the content that is accepted or rejected in the cnurse of a contro-
versy. And as a presupponsition, it takes care of itself: The arguer need nnt "go
out intn™ the world because he has no chnice but to be already thers, This is what
it means for man to be a sentient being, ili.e. a being with senses, Experimentatinn
(of which alchemy was the most prevalent example) was considered an inessential
refinement
:s-. A > and idealization of this given empirical world that threatened to falsify

it by placing too many constraints on the ®natural order."™ In short, empirical

experiments were seen as too unrealistic. Here "God" serves virtually as a Kantian

regulative principle to confer a podtive value on trying io understand the natural

order®as it is"--which Gnd created (notice the onto~-thenlngy)-~rather than trying to
alter it substantiallys a stance not unusual for s scientist of any perind to hold,
As an empirical instance arose in the medieval dialectic, its relevance tn the

argument was negotiated, and usually this took the form of ¢oneidering what type nf
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8ign the "fact" was a token of, with "conventinnal" signs being more negntiable

2 o

(i.e. ontologically suspect) than "natural" ones. As Had&ing notes imr&

of Probability, the treatment of evidence in probability thenry owes much tn this

late medieval approach, which asks what we would call (pace Karl-Ottn apel) the
"transcendental semiotic™ guestinns In what sense dnes Zhis sign (fact) signify
(substantiate, support) this argument? In tandem with a questinn that might be asked
6f an hyponthesis in abductive or Bayesian inference, the medieval dialectician would
weigh whether the argument is any more "persuasive" (we deliberately gloss "probable®™
in this vague way in order to sidestep a discussinn of what made an argument accepta~
ble to the medieval dialectician) in lignt of this sign vis-a-vis snme nther signs
that might have already been prnpnsed or could cnnceivably be pronpnsed. In the
medieval cosmolngical picture, such were the really significant questinns in that
they submitted man's sentient being to the regulatinm of his ratinonal being (cf.

Kant on the relatinn between Understanding and Reason). Why “regulation®? Again
referring tn the coamnlngical picture, sentience is a property nf man's animal nature
which as such is indisecriminately captivated by what the senses take in (notice the
implicit link between empiricism and hedonism). Reason checks this surfait of
experience by measuring the sigrficance of nther pnssible experiences against it——and
it is in the comtext of generating these possibilities that experimentation--in the
form nf thonught-experiments~~becnmes instrumental. Cnuld the sign be varied in such
a way as tn increase the persuasiveness of the argument? And how persuasive would
auch a variation itself be? The latter guestion tnuches on the equivalent of

"erucial experiments": When is the sign no longer ¢ssentially that sign (because tnn

many variations have been perfermed)? In judicinusly approaching the prsblem of
variation, the medievals gave positive expressinn to their doubts about empirical
experiments, which for them required too many variations., The medium for varying
gigns, of course, was rhetoric--especially tropes, whick%the Gre& ront suggests

"twigt® the signs understate it, overstate it, ironize it, metaphnrize it, ete., If,

a5 a natural sign, the sign c¢nuld not be persuasively varied withnut radically alterins

its "significance" (Wmth in terms of meaningfulness and reference), then the argument
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itself would be reassessed for its relevance to the sign. And to this end the
scholastics (especially Peter of Spain and William of Ockham) develnped a "logic of
supposition” that treated arguments as hypotheses whnse validity was subject to the
introduction of contingent propositinns.

To #rive home our ponint, éonsider an example that Hacking cites, namely, the
"deductinn® of the fraudulence nof the Donation of Constantine by the fifteenth
century rhetorician Lorenze Valla., The document in question allegedly showed that
Cnnstantine donated the Roman Empire to the Church after being miraculnusly cured of
leprosy. Valla reasnned the fraudmlence of the document without using any%evidence®
in the modern sense of corroborative data., Instead, he pohdered whether such an
event could have happened , and concluded negatively upon imagining the conversation
that would have had to take place between the Emperor and Pnpe Sylvesters 'The cure
was not sufficient either for the emperor tn give up his dominion or for the FPope to
accept ite In additinn, Lorenzo appealed to the unlikelihood that if such a document
were authentically drafted it would have been composed in the style of the alleged
Donation,

4, Transcendental Arguments as Science

What moral would the transcendentalist wish tn draw from this admittedly potted
history of medieval dialectics? First, we must readjust our historical perspective,
Rather than sterile wordmongering, the medieval penchant for casting so=called
"ompirical® questinons in terms of modal nnes set a precedent for the substantive

employment of logical principles that was tabued by the strong scheme-cnntent

distinctinn of syllogistic reasoning beRmas

The program of this "asubstantization™ has been to make lngic relevant to how the world
works--bug, as nur earlier papers on Kant and Hegel testify, not necessarily as a

means of mirroring its ontological structure. For example, the transcendental employ=-
ment nf logic can reveal the diffewences between professed longical theory and legical
practice, and thereby suggest a revision of principles (as in the case of Hegel),

which in turn would revise how the weorld is approached.

A related objectinn to medieval wordmongering is the implausibility of comparing
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thought-experiments to empirical experiments even in terms of methodological rigox,
lét alnone informativeness, Of course, the methodnlngy of thought-experiments has
not been nearly as investigated as that of empirical experiments, for which several
reasons can be offered: the historicalascendency of empiricism as the ideolngy of
science; the convention of publicity surrounding empirical experiments (i.e. it is
good form to record them) and, conversely, the conventinn of privacy surrounding
thought-experiments (i.e. it is goocd form tn work through conceptual possibilities
before committing nneself to paper)j the affiliated ennventinn that the dialectics
of thought-experiments are confined tn one scientist's head rather than npen to a
forum of conlleagues, This subordination of thought-experiments even affects how
empirical experiments are regarded, especially in terms nf the type nf criticism to
which they are subjected, as we will see shortly. But in defense nf the scientific
efficacy of thought-experiments, it might be said that they may anticipate annmalies
that later arise in empirical experimentation by delimiting the parameters »f a
theory's applicability, Since the Renaissance, many of the rhetorical functinons of
variation mentinned earlier have been mathematicized-—e.g. overgtatement baéomes
the"ipper limit" on a variable in an equation., such as the asveed of light in relative
jstic mechanics, beynond which the mass of the moving body is indeterminate,

A fair hypothesis would be that the majority of prefessional critiques of
scientific experiments concern problems of "confirmatinn® (iees, Does this experiment
demonstrate the hypothesis?) rather than problems of "relevance" (i.e., Is this the
best pnssible experiment for demonstrating the hypothesis?). Again, we see the

SRy
preference for the empirical over the mndal., However, it is clear that the 1a€§5%iﬁ?”
have been historically mnre significant to raise in that they are not merely parasitic
on the experiments criticized,but they also propnse changes in what Kuhn has called
"3ispiplinary matrices"., And if the Kuhnian difference between a "normal® and
"revnlutionary" scientist can be recast as the difference between the empirical and
mndal critic, then we can ask why is nnt all science, as it were, normally reveolution-
ary? At this point, Kuhnian talk abnut the institutinnal nature of sciemtific

educatinn begins., Bup our interest is nnt in the identity of the cause but in its

modus operandis We would suggest here a "metaphysics nf the institution® which posits
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a radical difference between fact and posskbility, such that a fact (as such) is
real and possibility (as such) is not real. Of course, pnssibility may "become"
real by becoming fact, and an experiment, as it were, "initiates" a pnssibility intn
its new ontnlngical status, But until such initiatinon rites are performed, possi-
bilities retain an inchoate state, much like Aristntelian potentialities, which
reside (perhaps in the form of thought-experiments) in the shadowy realm known as

"the scientific imagiratinn."
Now the transcendentalist does not wish to deny the"reality" of facts, but he

does wish to deny that facts are real simply by virtue of being facis (indeed, this
would duplicate their significance in Rorty's pejnrative sense); instead, facts are
real only in relation to what else could be or could have been the case, And this is
the sense in which possibilities can be accorded an ontolngical status on par with
facts, The persuasive power of an experiment then lies not so much on the reliability
of the outcomes—i.e, whether they are the facts of the matter--~but on whether snme
other experiment c¢ould have heen performed that "hetter" shows the relevance nf the
hypothesis tn the data--the question of Werisimilitude here being the nptimal mode of
expressing the hypothesis in terms of the facts, If the experiment is somehow unper-
sunastive, then it is not because the hypothesis is "false" but because it is nnot

true in the sense the scientist supponsed, We might say that the scientist has
mismatched hypothesis and experiment (and therefore data) in the same way a foreigner
mismatches an expreésion and its reference., The onus is then on the critic to deter-
mine an appropriate experimnt for the hypnthesis oxr an appropriate hypothesis for the
experiment, the latter suggesting a revieion in what Kuhn has called "exemplars,"
Notice that instead of being a point of cnntention, the correspondence of hypothesis
to the world is presuppnsed by the itranscendentalist in his capacity as critic: What
he doubte is whether the scientist necessarily knows "™where"™ the hyponthesis belnngs
in the world, which may be simply a matter of readjusting boundary cnnditions on an
equation or something more radical, like relncating the hyponthesis in the psychnlegy
of the scientist himself. But the transcendentalist resists the connntatinns of

the more radical move as placing the hypothesis in the realm of "the ¢nuld have been

true bul wasn't," that this realm ought tn be avnided, and that inquiry intn this
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realm ie nf & different (usually diagnostic) character from any nther semintic
alignment of the world.

On the last point, we wonuld ask the reader tn consider the removal of an hypn=-
thesis from the data it purports to explain to the interests of the scientist (as,
say, ideolngical critique or psychoanalysis does) as of the same kind as its removal
to an analogous realm »f data (as, say, projection of a well-confirmed thenry does)
or tn some disanalogous data that normally falls under the same discipline and may
be more sppropriate tn the hypothesis (as, say, the transcendentalist might do in
lonking for a new axperiment to perform). If the reader finds these assoclatinns
difficult, it is only because nur semiestic prejudices interpret "appropristeness®
itself as a type of mirroring or unmirroring between the hypothesis and possible
data, or what after Peirce has been called "iconism." In nther words, we nnrmally
think the best way of expressing (through experimentatinn) what an hypntheais signi-
fies is by reprnducing what it says its truth-conditions are {(i.e. the structure of
language represents the structure of the world), Consider this in terms of the
famed Tarski truth-conventinng To test the hypnthesis "It is raining" we perfnrm
the minor experiment {in the sense nf the discursive context tacitly defining the
time and space for which the hyponthesis is pnssibly true) of lonking out the window
to "see™ (bnth in terms of sensory vision and understanding) whether it is in fact
raining, Yet, to follow up Peirce's categnries, we may alsn define relevance, or
appropriateness, as an "indexical" relation between {he hypothesis and data, the
very procedure of those Marxists who *verify® (or more precisely, delimit verifica-
tion so as to falsify heyond thnse limits) scientific hypothesea by examining the
scientist's class interests, i.e. the "causes" behind making such hypotheses. But
nntice that even a non-political®sncinlogy of knowledge™ is treated as "gossip" in
comparison tn the icornic reference of the hypotheses. (One way nf demarcating this
difference between a science and its socinlogy is to say that the former deals with
the use of an hypothesis and the latter with its mentinn.) An even worse fate has
befallen "symbolic®" relations between hypntheses and data, as expressed by thenlngians

and pnets who see the diversity of nature as grnunds for a single hand or principle

at work,
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The point here is not smply that there are many modes of expression, fob that
too easily suggests either incommensurable domains of inquiry or a hierarchy of *
domains according to how an archetype is approximated (e.g., where the icen is
archetypal, the index is more verisimilar than the symbol, since the latter~-as a
purely conventisnal sign--does not mirror at all)., Rather, these modes of expressisn
are vying dialectically te talk about the same actual world, In that case, we can
measure the historical success of such a mode according to the truth-claims the
other modes permit it to make about the world., Among the more radical theses that
issue from this peint include, first, that the genres of "imaginative literature®=
especially peetry and drama-—seem the mnst remote from making truth-claims not
because they are intrinsically ®"fictional® but because they very early failed to
maintain their dialectical ground in the face of opposition (as mythologized im
the expulsiom of poets from Plato's Republic), and since ther they have develeoped an
autonomous discourse--"fictinn"-that is now difficult to relecate in the current
dialectics over truth—claims, the parties to which (and their rela%iﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁiSfi are
captured in the hierarchy of the sciences that has remained constant throughout the
history nf positivism (from Cemte to Carmaep and Nagel). But placing drama and poetry
back into the dialectics of truth-claims is "difficult" only in the sense that it is
rdifficult® to translate between two dialects, the speakers of which have imhabited
different regions fer several centuries (e.g., American and British English), Histo-
rically speaking, this thesis is nnt so far-fetched upon censidering the peetic nature
of pre-socratic philnsophy, especially Parmenides, And in determining how poetry
loat its voice in the dialectic of truth~claims, we need not only consider why the
poetic medium became a less persuasive form of expression, but we may ;1so turn to how

the relocation of poetry as "imaginative literature” has haunted the truth-claiming

disciplines that remain, as in the radical discontinuity between the logics of discove
ery and justifioation in the sciences, in which "logio" is takex as a pale metaphor
for the fundamentally "imaginative" !gg “irrational® (or "unscientific®)e-yet cruciale-
process of digcovery, Perhaps an adequate logic of discovery rests on readmitting
poetry as a truth-claiming discipline that advances its claims om the basis of insight,

metaphor, stc, Another early radical reloncatinm of a discipline is suggested by

Heidegger in What is a Phing, namely, the bresk between rhetoric and the 8cience of
number im demomstrating the "ts nathemata,” or "things as they are already known,"




%)
Contrary to our historical intuitions, it seems that "mathematical™ was originally
a predicate of positive valuatinn--much like what the pragmatists believe "true® to be,
And originally both the rhetorical derivation of suppressed premises and the presupe
position of practical reasoning aad the geomeiric derivation of theorems from
self-evident axinms were viable means to"things as they are already known.,® However,
with the discrediting of the sophists by Plate's Socrates, rhetnric wag relegated to
the "low road" of mere persuasion nf'orinion, while the science of number (and its
gecmetric method) was granted exclusive aceess to the "high road" of Jdemonstratinnm
ofm%ZRDEnowledgg-and exclusive rights to the title "mathematical,."

A secnnd thesis to iassue froﬁuioint about the dialectic of truth-claims is that
there im no a priori reason for not regarding the bhypothesis of a socinlogy of know=-
ledge in competition with one of a "mormal” scientist for explaining a pieoardata,
given that we have redefined "reference"™ so that it ie mo longer analytically iconic,
That the science and its sociology are seen as having two discrete realms of inquiry
is again not "essential," such that clear sense call' B8 made of the proposition that
the best way to study the staré is by studying the socioclogy of the astronomerse.

This thesis runs a considerable conceptual distance ahead of "enlightened" Marxist
approaches, which after demystifying the ideology of a scientist's hypothesis,.proceed
to spell ocut the hypothesis that more "objectively ®fitted"the data. Thus, on some
Marxist accounts, Covernicus is held to be more "objective" than Ptolemy by virtue

of having fewer ideological commitments to "distort" his perceptinn. However,
%digtortion” (i.e. indexical or symbnlic signification of hypotheais to data) here
implies an ®"undistorted™ (i.e. iconic) state-nf-affairs, when it need only suggest a
turn from a previous state-of-affairs, which itself was a turn, etc. We want to aveid
the conclusion that because a science and ita socionlsgy study the same phennmena from
ndifferent angles,™ as it were, they are therefore incommensurable, for this weould
make any dialectic between them impossible—-including $he very dialectic that pre-
gseribed in the first place that the sociology of a science shall account for just
those phenomena that the science itself cannot account for (i.e. the removal of the
sociclogy from making any truth-claims about the hypotheses uttered in the science),

As nnted before, however inadequate the resnlutinn of this dialectic may be from
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the point of view of recogniging that a science and its socinlogy study the same
phenomena, it nevertheless presupposes that the seccinlogy has been at some point
defined in terme of the science, if only residually--and so the two must have been
Commensurable then., Po locate this discursive juncture at which the socinlogy was
branched off from the truth-claiming track of the science, and henceforth made to

appear incommensurable with it, is the task of a deconstructive history as advoocated

by Heidegger and Derrida.

Hotice that in earlier talking transcendentally about memory, we were looking for
& langunage to express scientific practice~—an hypnthesis for the data. Just now we
have examined the reverse problem of discovering the data for the hypothesis, In
both caseas, trial formulatinns--"experiments®--mark off the stages of this inquirys
but here also the transcendentalist is himeelf in the thick of soientific activity
by virtae of trying to talk about it. But this is by no means tn suggest, as the
pragmatist woukd, that the transcendentalist could be talking about ™nothing" in
perferming the thought-experiments of his "armchair" science., Indeed, only the
pragmatist and the hypothetico-deductivist scientiat are able to talk abeut "nothing®
insofar as both believe that the mind is discrete from nature, such that empgriocal
experiments musi be onnducted to see whether an hypothesis "fits" or "matches® the
data. Unlike the transcendentalist, the pragmatiat seems to think it mrmre objection-
able for philosophical activity to mirror scientific practice than for a ascientific
hypothesis to try to mirrnr the structure of nature.

Before leaving this topic, let us sketech the struciure of a transcendental
methodology of science that takes off from Gerd Buchdahl's exegesis of Kant's Logic
in "Neo~-transcendental Appreoaches tn Seientific Theory Appraisal.® We have argmned
that the logical structure of transcendental reasnning can be interpreted as either
"A or —A entails B," where ™B" is thec presupposition grounding the possibility of A,
or, contrapositively, as "B is necessary for A or —A," The latter reading suggests
that B establizhes the relevance of A to the dialectic, such that by presuppnsing B
we are able tc assert the #is¢erminate presence or absence of what A expresses, Now

Kant (as refashioned by Buchdahl) divides his methndnlogy of science into "induotive,®

“semantic,® and "architectonic" components. The three components roughly correspond
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to, first, the level of particular hypotheses and experiments, second, the level a&f
general theories and background information that make sense of particular hypotheses,

and, third, the level of normative principles against which competing theories are
S S *ARCH I TECTOR

evaluated, We can construe these ‘_'_'
components as displaying a presup< lfi; /////\\\\\\
positional hierarchy that may be + +7T —T " SEMAN TIC¥
diagrammed as on the right. "+U" 3
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of an experiment (or the pnssible
hypotheses tested by that experimant). Judging that either +U or -U determinately

occurs requires that background theoretical conditinns remain constant--tne so~called

“"ceteris paribus™ clause: The experimenter presuppnses untested facters that may be
relevant to hia experiment to behave as is normally expected of them. However, when
a 8cientist argues from the Imhem=Quine Thesis that in light of an experimental
ontcome either hypothesis may be supported simply by showing that one of these back=-
ground ¢onditions was vinlated, he has shifted ground to the level nf the semantic
component, At the level of the inductive component, a constant T was necessary for
deciding between +U and ~U, but now the possibility of +T and -~T has been raised--
two different theoretical pictures against which the scientists can conduct his
experiments., Deciding between these two pictures is made possible by an architscisnic
principle 8, such as simplicity, and this level correspecnds to Kuhn's change in |
paradigms. Thus, we see that the inductive conmponent presupposes the semantical
component, which in turn presuppeses the architectonic component, Thse transcendental=
ist decides between two theories on the basis of which one better explicates the
presupposition that makes it possible for the two theories tn vie over the same
dialectical space. In éther methodologies, this "dialectical space™ may be described
a8 "the fact of the matter," "the solution to the problem," or any of a host of other
largely honorific terms.

In earliexr discussing how the transcendsntalist does science, we raised the
additional methndological pnssibility of architectonic principles themselves being

disputed. Specifically, we challenged the notinn of the hypothesis having to signify

the data iconically, Two points need to be made heres First, in raising this
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methndnlngical peesibility we seem {0 lend credence tn the pragmatisi's complaint
that a transcendental or metaphysical acience can nnly functinn at a level ton removed
from empirical observatinn to be of any use, and the image suggested here is one of
the metaphysician infinitely regressing to the presuppositions of presuppositions,
which have only at mnst a tangential relation tn actual data. And indeed, the astute
reader will have noticed that we have just defined theory evaluatinn in terms of whe-
ther a presupposition is satisfied rather than whether the world is satisfied by an
hypothesis, Surely then, this criticism is fair insofar as science aims at discover-
ing truths abnut the world and not abnut our minds or words, This apparently potent
objectinn rides on the cnnceptual mileage gained by imagining an infinite regress to
be sometlmng like a set of infinitely reflecting mirrors, and hence the spatial meta-
phors of "remote" and "tangentizl.®™ Picturing the presuppnsitinnal “hierarchy" of
transcendental reasnning as we have does not exactly dispel this image either, Other
metaphors, especially "groundwork™ or "foundations," also contribute to the spatial
and temporal distance of presuppnsitions from the phenomena that they ground. However
we must remember that a presupposition bears pre-eminently a logical relation to a
proposition and, as such, coexists with that propesition, perhaps as an unconscinus
undercurrent or "deep structure.,® In this respect, a metaphnr like ®framework,” in
which the frame and the framed coexist, or "ground," as in the figure-ground relatinnm,
better capture the lngical structure of presuppositinns——and the latter metaphor, at
least, scems to be the preferred interpretation within the phenomennleogical tradition.
Positiviasts like Righmmiebraithweibeemsd Karl Popper who espnuse an hypothetico-deduc—
tivist approach to science gquite rightly find it unproblematic to talk of the conjunc=
tion of an hypothesis and background laws as entailing a thenrem that expresses a
predicted observation. Russell defined “presuppnsition™ precisely as what is entailed
by an argument, such that the truth of the predicted observatinn would be “presupposed
by the truth of the hypothesis and laws. Strawson's refimment of the Russellian
definition, which we find truer to the Kantian spirit, can be regarded as a variation
on this entailment theme, Legically speaking then, there is no obvims difference

between a presupposition and empirical olservation—-even in positivist accounts of
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scientific activity; it is thus only the naturalness with which the regress-—metaphor
is taken that casts aspersinns on the transcendentalist approach.

But a2 second point must still be made. Even befnre the scientific usefulness of
getting at theupreauppositions of presuppositioné"becomes a4 problem, we must{ presume
that such a task is intelligible, But can we make historical semse of challenging
architectonic principles? Has there ever been a point at which cnmplexity, say, was
considered an inherently greater thenretical value than simplicity? HNotice that we
are nnt including those cases, such as Lorentz's reformulation of Newtonian mechanics
in light of the Fitzgerald cnntraction, in which the alternatives seemed to be a
complex theory or no thenry whatsoever. All things being equal then, has complexity
ever been a desideratum for science? Probably not, yet there is no obvious sense in
which, say, relativistic mechanics is "simpler" than Aristntelian mechanics, for the
two share no oommon Quantitative idinm according to which one can be measured as
"gimpler® than the other., What are we to make of this? If the architectonie princi-
ples are regarded as "essences"™ of scientific activity, then they must be regarded as
"nominal essences.," In other words, even if all successful scientific paradigms
appeal to "simplicity," it does not follow that "simplicity" is instantiated or
exemplified in the same way in each case. 4nd even if "simplicity" has always been
taken as the source of clarity in mathematical reasoning, it does not follow what
actual mathematical practices this claim will be cashed out in terms of., Various
philosophers of science, appealing to varinus cases in the histery nf scisence, hawve
taken the extensionﬁ'simpliclty" to be the fittest curve, the eliminatiolir of entities,
and ease of oomprenension e calculation, And as Mary Hesse has shown in her mythical
dialogue between Norman Campbell and Pierre Duhem in Analogies and Models in Scilence,
at least the last two extensions of "simplicity" can be jnterpreied at odde with
one another, insofar as it may be in the best interest of comprehensibility that
analogies remain in a scientifie theory (Campbell) even though they technically add
to the number of entities needed to explain a given phenomenon (a position repugnant
to Duhem), We suggested in the previous chapter the reason for this discrepancy,

namely, irrespective of what is thought to compose the essence nf %ﬁfﬂﬁ it is a matter

of practice that the essence is presumed to be carried on the thing's name, (onsequeni



>
ly, as long as the name "simplicity" receives cnnstant mention by scientiaste (cf.

paying lip service), a change in its use will not be noticed. It would make sense

then to characterize the nominal easeneém of architectonic prineciples as "floating

gignifiers,® But more significantly, the nominal essences of such principles suggests
that historically it has been more important for the ascientist ton call his theory

"simple™ for whatever reasons than it has been for him to satisfy some defimite descrij
tinn of a simple theory that all successful thenries have had to satisfy,

As a parting cnomment on th? possibility ef taking franscendental arguments as a
form of scientific inference, c¢onsider what might be the deternminate difference bhetwee:
science and metaphysics. Our guess would be that it amounts to a difference in the
concept of infinity each presuppeoses, Both metaphydcians and scientists strive to
explain all posaible phenomena. The former presume an actual infinity of cases, auch
that metaphysical explanations are for all pmssible phennmena taken as a teitality,
or a completed set. The untestability of smech explanations lies not in an inherent
lack nf specificjty==for they purport to cover exactly the same phenomens as scien~
tific explanatinns doe=but in the phennmena being collected in such a way as not to
lend itself to easy testing, Testability presumes that cases are collected through
inductive enumeration which, given the task of science, means a potential infinity,
This is the method of the experimental scientist who projects his hypotheses on a
case-by-case basis. However, the scientist is able to approximate the metaphysician
by making probabilistic claims on a relative frequency model. For example, the
scientist may argue that when all cases have been counted (i.e. when they are taken
a8 a completed set) a certain percentage will conform to the hypothesis. Nobdice that
this has exactly the same problem of testability as the metaphyaical hypoihesis dones,
for suppose the scientist hypokhesizes that 99% of all possible cases of terrestrial
motion vinlate Wewton's Laws significantly. How can this be disproved? Once again,
this-is not a"siam of vagueness in the statement of the hypothesis itself, since it
is quite clear how the appropriate measurements would have to read in order to recog-
nize that Newion's Laws were vinlated., However, therels vagueness insofar as the
scientist has put no parameters on how many cases need to be cnunted in order to

conclude that it looks as though his hypothesis will be confirmed or not. Thus,
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testability ie intelligible only within a finitude of cases, But insenfar as science
is trying to explain all pnssible phenomena, testability can never serve more than
an heuristic role in sorting out plausible from implausible hypntheses, Once this
is realized, the difference beiween the metaphysician and the scientist is greatly
minimized,

5, Problems in Launching a Transcendental Argument

Rorty (again in the essay cited above) has a specific nbjectinn tn transcenden—

talism, asides from the nnes we have seen him make against metaphysics in generals
The scheme-cnnitent distinction is construed as a
distinction between that which is better known to

us (our subjectivity, roughly) and that whioch is
leas well-known to us,

Without reconsidering the inappropriateness of attributing to transcendental arguments
& "scheme-content distinction,™ we wnuld first note that Roxiy has quite shrewdly
cast the transcendental task as the working out of an analogy between the way the
world appears to us and the necessary conditions for it to appear that way. However,
! "subjectivity" is a rather unfortunate description of the “better known" end of the
analogy, @ince its popular usage suggests that the accessibility of what appears to
ug, phenomena, is dwe to ite being more "immediate® in the semnse »of spatially proxi=-
mate, To put it crudely, I know my own mind best because it is mine, which means
that it is in my body and theréfore the “closest® (notice the play on "most verisimi-
lar" and "spatially proximate™) thing to "me" (whoever"I" may be)., In dispelling this
Cartesian confusion, Kant shows that immediacy is more an attitudinal'than a spatial
relation to phennmena: Phenomena are regarded as familiar, or "commnnsensical," and
therefore unreflectively (and it may be added that part of what cnnsiitutes this
unreflective attitude is the belief that the subject is the source nf familiarity);
transcendental arguments reflect on the presuppositsns of such phennmena being
accorded such an attitnde., The result is that the phennmena are no longer regarded
as familiar but as groundedj yet in order for the transcendental argument to have
succeeded, something else must have been taken for granted and that then assumes the
role of the familiar, unquestinned phenomena, And here we see how the dialectics of
transcendentalism arises, Now in trying to assimilate the transcendental argument

to ordinary deductive reasoning, Rorty neglects iis dialectical nature, which leads
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him to make the following movess Since the transcendentalist is seeking neceasaxy
rather than sufficient conditinns, they must comprise & unique set withnut which
phennmena are not possible, This unique set of conditions will supposedly ground
a species of realism, but the startiﬁgigf the argument is patently idealist in its

appeal to the incorrigibility of the subject's experience, which restricts the pnssi-
bilities of how the world can be represented, as suggested by the picture of weorking

through an analogy. It is no wonder then that transcendental reasnning produces
the"distor tions® attributed to ideologies!

There are many difficulties with the above account, not the least of which is
the nature of this "unigueness™ requirement for transcendental argumentas that has
led Stephan Koerner (especially in "The Impnssibility of Transcendental Deductinns")
and others to reject the very "possibility™ of such arguments, The transcendentalist
is portrayed as a latier-day Platonist seeking universal forms, while his npponents
cast themselves as historical relativists. However, what is not clearly distinguished

is the difference between the sufficient conditions for a set of conditions possibly
being the necessary nnes and the set of necessary conditions themselves, In nther

words, the uniqueness of the actual transcendental argument relative to a phenomenn;
logical account does nnt entail the umiqueness of its possibility. In short, there
can be controversy over what is the appropriate transcendental argument., Indeed,
controversy ié itself a necessary cnndition of transcendental arguments. How? As
suggested earlier, since the Principle of Sufficient Reasnn governs the permisaibility
of candidate arguments for necessary conditinns, nnt all of them can succeed, This
dialectical relation between what makes a transcendental argument possible and
actual (the difference between satisfying sufficient and necessary cnnditians) makes
controversy inevitable——and indeed in controversy ithe possibilities are themselves
negotiated (by virtue of having to define themselves in terms of each nther rather
than in terms of the phenomenological account they aim tnmtisfy) so that the
suceessful "one™ is nnt so much the snle survivor as a sublated "mutant® which itself
would not have been pessible if the negotiatinna did not happen as they did, Our

diagnosis of Konerner's neglect of the essential dialectics of transcendentalism would

once again return to his reliance on deductive inference as a paradigm, specifically
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the idea nf controversy being merely an unnecessarily arduous way of arriving at the
necessary c¢nonditions, which would ideally be "deduced" analytically from the phenomene
logical descriptions themselves. Indeed, this is what Koerner suggests transcenden-
talists ought to be doing--the "secnnd-order® language-minding oftggiences.

Logically speaking, Knerner's criticisms of transcendental measoning stem from
a failure to see the contrapositive relation between the Principle nof Sufficient
Reason and the transcendemtal conditions themselves, This relatinn is revealed once
we consider how are we to look for the necessary conditinns of pessibie experience,
if necessary conditions are defined in terms of their absence, namely, if they did
not nbtain, neither would the consequent. Presumably, we would have to contrapesit
and start by asking what presuppositieons aie the bounde nf experience sufficient
evidence for. In defining the "bounds of experience,” or "the possibility of experi-
ence,” the transcendentalist draws up a phenomenology of actual experience and what
else could that experience be if it were not what it actually is., The answer to
this counterfactual is not simply “anything" for the same reason that an experiment
will not allow "anything else" as a determinate negation of the anticipated outcome,.
In both cases there are conditions, a backgronund, presupposed true and against which
it makes sense for particular events to happen or neot to happen. From explicating
these limits of possibility then, several competing #ets of presuppneitions will arise,
and the transcendental argument—-the actual necessary conditionse=will be negotiated
amnng the sets,

Readers may wonder at this point whether there is such a vaat difference between,
on the none hand, Sufficient Reason and transcendental arguments,and, on the other,
the ecnherence and correspnndence theories of truth. The astutmwe reader may suspect
that the actual transcendental argument is nothing but the one that best corresponde
to the world (albeit given the alternative arguments available), while the Principle
of Sufficient Reason merely provides the minimum criterion for a coherent picture of
the world., And in support of the latter suspicion, the reader may cite Leibnitaz's
most effective invocatinns of Sufficient Reason, namely, against Samuel Clarke for

defending the Newtonian view that (empty) space as such is sufficient for its own
existence; Leibnitz's attack amounte to saying that the concept nf empty space is
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incbherent given the physical and metaphysical principles governing well-grnunded
phenomena. However, in nrder tn resist such an analogy, let us sketch a transcend-
entalist critique of both thenries of truth. The coherence thenry may be faulted
for portraying a theory in general as an emclosed quasi-deductive system which, if
not allowing for strict entailment between propnsitions, at least delimits compatible
from incompatible propositions, This picture suggests that propositions within the
theory are articulated with an eye toward global consistency (hence the assnciations
with "holisme® of a linguistic or epistemnlogical variety). The diffiouly here lies,
given the self-cnnsistency of deductive systems, in there being ne grounds within the
theory for conceptual change. The mnst the theoretician can do, as a Kuhnian normal
scientist would do, is tn explicate theorems implicit in the system. However, the
transcendentalist would maintain that coherence is only a local feature of theories
because, as pre-eminently discursive entities, theonries are negntiated dialectically,
primarily through the type of a fortiori reasoning examined partieularly in the first
chapter. Thus, & proposition uttered by an arguer must only be compatible with one
uttered previously, which makes cnnceptual change ponssible through a global contradice
tion in the arguer's overall set of propositions, i.e. his theory. Seen this way,
the usual Nagelian task of creosa-referring expressinns in {wo theories to show
commensurability becomes nnot a mattsr of drawing equivalences but one of demonstira-
ting the soritical mnves that can be made a fortiori to argue from one to the other
and back againe.

As for the correspondence theory, an answer to be expected from post-Kantians
has been that in principle we can never know whether our theory mirrors the structure
of the world as such for we can nnly understand the world torough our theory. The
conclusion is to embrace a strong coherentist position. However, we resist this
argument because it concedes the presupposition of the correspondence theory's

relevances "If there wers a determinate way of deciding the truer (more verisimilar)
of two theories, then it would be through a type of correspondence; however, since
there is no determinate way.,." The symptoms of this posi-Kantian concessinn are seen
in the degree to which relativism and even the arguments on behalf of a coherence

theory are expressed as what must be resorted to under the limiting cognitive circum-
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stances, For example, we have previnusly challenged iconism's monopoly on the
concepts of reference and verisimilitude, The forcefulness of the socinlogy of
knnowledge has been especially impeded by the need to find a source of the image
that is "mirrcred™ im ideology, since the discipline deals primarily in an indexical
mode of signification., In other words, "where" precisely is the ideolngy in a
scientific hypothesis or experiment? Scientists themselves employ iconic langé;ééééi)
that their hypotheses mean simply what they say, that the structure of their language
reTlects (or does not reflect,in a determinate sense) the structure of the worlde
where “the world" ia taken to be some experimental outcome that (dis) confirms the
bypothesis in question, They would go on to say that ideology may be read into the
hypothesis, suggesting that the meaning of the hypothesis is nnt primarily idenlogi-

cal (or even"literally"ideological)e Taking a hermeneutical tack, the sociologimt
may then attempt to divine a "deep structure"” of ideological content, concommitant

with the hypothesis, that ie his object of inquiry., But rather than being taken as
having any determinate location, this deep structure is generally understead as a
"mere" metaphor, a sign that socinlogy is not much of a science. Sometiumes the
idénlogy is located in the thoughts of the scientist, and the deep structure is

taken to be some cognitive or emstive ™unconscinus® of which the hypothesis ia a
distorted mirror~image, The socinlogist must make such moves only because he concedes
that the measure of truth mmst be correspondence to something, and sn idenlogy must
bave its oorrespondent-——in the mind, if not in nature itself. In contrast, the

transcendentalist argues that verisimilitude is fundamentally a matter of relevance,
to be negntiated in practice, and consequently, it ie a priori possible to use the

sociologist's explanatinn indexically to say that ideolngy resides in the experimental
outcome exactly in the same way as the scientist would normally gi.e. iconically) say
that the reference of the hypothesis resides in the - outesme’s The difference .~
elided by the common use of "in" concerns the mode by which significance is conferred
on the experimental outcome. To put the point prescriptively, we should regard

the difference between calling a controlled experiment "a controlled experiment®

and calling it "a moment in man's alienation from(gnd domination o€>nature“ as

amounting to nothing more than the difference between calling the famous duckrabbit
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Gestalt "a duck™ and calling it ™a rabbit.® But we shall have more to say on this
later,

To retmrmn to the mainline of our argument, the diagnosis presented of Koerner's
misunderstanding of how transcendental reasoning works does point to a serious preblem
in coming to grips with transcendentalism in general: TUnless a sufficient phennmeno-
logy of the world is spelled out, it becnmes difficult to see the sense in which the
necessary conditions have been provided for it. This is especially true if one applie:
the principle of charity to the transcendentalist and assumes that his phennmenology
of a state-of-affairs is what the reader's phenomemolegy of the state-~of-affairs would
be., For example, to arrive at the impnssibility of unique transcendental arguments,
Koerner may have tried to take Kant at "his word" to have provided™the necessary
conditions of possible experience." HNow since Koerner's "ponssible experience™ is
informed by, among other things, relativistic quantum mechanics, Kant's Newtonian
presuppesitions seem ungrounded. The same can be said to characterize the many
criticisme made of Juergen Habermas' account of the presuppesitions of "late capitale-
iem"® in Theory and Practice, in which the conditiona are virtually all that are
spelled eut--as if we were already familiar with what constitutes the phenomena of

"late capitalism." Such criticisms revolve around a failure of the transcendentalisi
"to get his facts straight." Notice that although the criticisms are couched in

such empirical terms, the question is not really over what is "the fact of the mattier"
but what is the most relevant way of talking about the fact of the matter, If there

were a real questinn over what is the fact of the matter, then the arguer would be
doubting the relevance of his opponent to the controversy, which would be to doubt the
possibility of there being a controversy altogether. Actually, a secnond look at the
expression "getting the facts straight” reveals its underlying transcendental meaning,
if "straight® is taken as the operative words Irrespective of whether they should
have "known better," Kant and Habermas are accused of not seeing the facts from the

appropriate perspective, Now the possibility of such a criticism is by no means

eliminated once the transcendentalist provides a phenomennlogy of the relevant facis
he is taking as given. To think otherwise would reduce transcendental arguments to

just another piece of ordinary language analysis in which statements of facts entail

their necessary conditions--"descriptive metaphysics,” as Strawson has christened the
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enterprise,

Instead, a developed phennmennlogy would focua the contreoversy by drawing
differences where silence previnusly presupposed consensus. The phencmennlogy
itself would become the currency in which the dialectioc is transacted. Sa let us
say that Habermas wishes to argue that the entrenchment of late capitalism in the
Weat presupposes the prognostic failure of Marxist political econemy. He may posit
as given that all European revolutions have either been bourgeois er, in the case nf
Russia, non-bourgeois only by virtue of the society being pre~capitaliate-—and hence

not a true proletarian revnlt, Now the opponent would not want tn guestion whether
Habermas was true to the historical record, whatever that may mean, but whether the

pivotal conecept of "revnlution®™ is the mnst relevant to use in this context. In what
sense then does the Marxist thenry of pronletarian revolutinn bear nn the phenomena

under consideratinn? Notice that this questinn need not be raised only by a Marxist
committed to "saving the appearances™ of his theory against all possible refutations.

In fact, following the practices of transcendental reasnning, deferring the relevance
of Marxism from dislectical encounters like Habermas' by no means enhances Marxism's

ontological status, for unlike the deductivist tendencies of metaphysical reaaoningh;
and here we have in mind Prege's formulation nf the sense=reference, or cnncept-object
distinction——the significance of a cnncept is nnt eonveyed by the states-~of-affairs
that must "follow" its acceptance, but whether, given a state-of-affairs, that concept
can be derived as @& descripfion more significant than those provided by competitive
enncepts. Thus, since the idea of sense being the "rnute" to reference has been sinnd
on its head, we no longer have Meinong's (or rather, Russell's) problem of talking
about (having no concepts for) nonexistent objectss If the Marxist account of histoxy
is entirely vacuous, then it will be deferred from every dialectical encounter, which
is to say, the nonexistence of Marxism's object will be marked by the absence of its
concept. In other words, seilence,

But to return tn Rorty's main objectinn to the transcendentalist, can the
allegedly idealist stawrting point of transcendental argument}penerate realist conclu-

ginns? First conasider the following metaphysical stances

The world would nnt be what it is if we were not
what we are,
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A transcendentalist would embrace thie thesis, but has he thereby committed himself to
hdealism? It all depends on how the meaning of the consequent is affected by the
counterfactual antecedent being true: Suppose we were not what we are, To precisify
matters, let ue take thias supposition to mean that there is neither rigid designation
nor even counterpart designation of "man"——cr more germanely, "man's mind®-~from the
actual world to the pessible world in which the supposition obtains., Presumably, an
idealist would conclude that it would also be impossible to designate any properties
of a "substantive” world across these "formal" possible worlds. In that case--to
borrew Kripke's derogation of Lewisian possible worlds as being "at the end of a
telescnpe”——we would say that all the idealist “sees through his telescope" in this
possible world is the igme of his lens. Thus, for the world not to be what it is is
for the world not to be at all. However, there is an altermative reading that does
not negate the world as such (i.e. de re) but merely negates the truth of the PIOpOS=

ition that the would would be what it is (i.e. de dicto)., This view——associated with
Leibnitz, Hegel, Peirce, and Heidegger-—is a realism based on the doctrine nf internal

relations, whereby man is only as real as any of the nther heings that enter inte the
relations that eonstitute a given world--i.e. all beings are equi-essential, or (as l
Leibnits would say) "compossible.® 4nd not surprisingly, each of the metaphysicians
mentinoned defimes the essence of man in terms of his position in the structure of
internal relations of the world rather than in terms of his being composed of a certain
substance. S0, if man were eliminated, it may still be possible tn designate a countex
part substantive world in the formal pnssible world, but this would only be a counter-
part (i.e. not essentially the same world) since all the relatinns would have "shifted"
to make up for man's absence——even though it may still be possible to trace these
shifts, The idiom of "logical spaces opening up and c¢losing® that is employedbgoth
naive intellectual historians and more sophisticated ones like Foucault and Hacking
seems to rest on this picture as well,

And while Fichte, for example, chose counterfactually to negate the world de re,
Kant need only negate it de dictp, and this would aceount for the dialectical umse Kant

makes of "things-in-themselves® against the empirical realists, like David Hume, who

champinned the doctrine of external relations, namely, the world would be what it is
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(the very things in themselves) irrespective of man's ontnlogical status. Such a
position is presupposed whemever something can be imagined tn remain the same even
if no one were there to perceive it. Several philesophers have argued that the
objectivity of science rests on the intelligibility of empirical realism (in the last
chapter we offer an account of objectivity that does not depend on this picture), but
histerically empirical realism has been most potently used against the need for a
universal creator, since this position makés '‘sense of matter having an ultimately

independent existence from mind, However, the transcendentalist would respond that

even though empirical realism eliminates the need for a first-order perceiver, it
still presuppnses a second-order perceiver, namely, the nne who tells the empirical
realist tale by virtne of seeing that no one else perceives the nbject in question
and yet it remains econstant,. Thns?vgﬂpirioal realism implicates the compossibility
of the narrator and the world he talks abnut. And Bishop Berkeley then would inter—
jeet that God's perspective is defined as second-order perceiverhond, But in any
case, transcendental arguments are open to either idealist (e.g. Fichte) or internal
realist (e.g. Kant) starting points, primarily because they do not deal in ontn=-
thenlogical questions concerning the source of"pnsmible experience" (i.e. man‘'s
"creative™ powers or the world's "self-sustaining" powers, depending on whethex
idealist or realist), Mo recall the frame of reference analogy, the transcendentalisi
can determine his starting pointy—his framev-only after he has prnvided a phenomeno-
logical accountr=the celestial pattern he sees from that frame. We would interpret
Rorty's insistence on the transcendentalist's idealism as symptomatic of the
pragmatist's conflatinn of "subject” aghgmpirical being uttering arguments, i.e.
man, and "subject" as one perspective man tan be regarded from as he utters those

arguments.

The %opper nf Objective Knnwledge, for nne, launches his attack on the plausi-
bility of Midealism," which includes forms nf Kantianism, by cnnflaiing the twe

interpretations of the metaphysical stance cited above, As & result, he misses
the trappings of "idealism" that seem €o form the starting point of commonasnse
ways of thinking about the world, especially as defined by ordinary language.

Consider G.E. Moore's hénd waving in the air as a "refutation®" of idealism, The
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transcendentalist would see an implicit argument in that gesture and thus ask Monre
to give an account of what he has just done. N» doubt Monre would say, "I waved nmy
hand in the air." The transcendentalist would then consider the ontolngical commit-
ments made in this stadement--the subject determinately (i.e. oui of his free will)
affecting part of his body, which in turn is able move in a spatial container that
is either empty or at least inert (such that there is no suggestinn that the air
n.cts” on the hand). And most significantly, there is an implicit distinction between
the subject and the subject's body, with the former not having any clearly defined
empirical status. Indeed, what has been described appears to The @ species nf
idealism! Strawsor accepted a8 much in his exercise in descriptive metaphysics,
Individuals, in which, for example, persons are qualitatively distinet from things.
Moore, however, would respond that the transcendentalist has taken his initlal state-

ment too literally, in which case a more relevant discourse must be found tn convey
this seemingly "transparent” gesture: hence the dialectics of transcendentalism,

We can also see how Rorty's presumptinn of an idealist stariting point for the
transcendentalist affects his assessment of analogical reasoning--proceeding from the
known t© the unknown-~insofar as Rorty thinks analogies restrict thnught too much. |
Of course, if we regarded the "known" pole of the analogy as epistemically ultimate
or certain (or at least unaffected by whatever is learned about the "unknown" pde,
such that at best the unknown can be im proporsion to the known), thenRorty's ceonclu-
sion follows, However, in the previnus chapter's discussion of Hegel, we considered
a more hermeneutical and realist apprepach to analogical reasnning that pertrayed
the analogues as two arguments in dialectical negotiations How would one get Juris-
pruddnce to talk to, or be relewant to, ontology? Naturally, the analogy itself,
i.e, the ratios expressed between the terms and expressions of the analogues, is the
presupposition of the dialectic's pnssibility. But we have also said that the pre-
supposition lies in the theses of both parties corresponding to the world. Is thewe
& discrepancy here? No, for"analegy®™ and "correspondence" are themselves alternative
ways of describing the "picturing the world" that since the seventeenth century has
been unhappily assighed to epistemologys‘ The "picturing® lies not in some relation

of*similarity® that primitively exists between the analogues, as is usually thought,
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but in the ratio or "mnde of significatinon® (as we earlier called it) that mediates
them-~the "genotypical picture," as it were, of which the two analngues are "pheno=
types.” Alternatively, and here the link with correspondence becnmes mnre evident,
we may say that the analngues are twn orientations from which the analogic ratio can
be regarded. And the link between analogy and correspondence is finally fused upon
returning to the duckrabbit Gestalts Jusi as it is correct to say that both "duok"
and "rabbit® correspond to the figure, it is equally correct to say that the figure
constitutes the analogic ratio of which ®Juck™ and "rabbit™ are the analogues, such
that in the expressinn "duck:rabbit® ":® signifies both the Gestalt figure and the
analngic ratio. Notice that unlike Russell Hanson's use of the duckrabbit in
Patterns of Discovery to refute the thenry/observation distinction, the Gestalt figure
itself is not itaken here tn be a set of lines that is perhaps expreseible in a
language neutral te "duck" and "rabbit," but as the principles of tramslation (again
nnt tn be understood in terms of estiadblishing strict equivalences) beiween the "duck-
language® and the "rabbit-language" that are presupposed by the possibility of "duck"®
and "rabbit" being analegical readings of that Gestalt figure. As it were, it should
be possible to "draw" the Gestalt figure ihat is presupposed by any ceontroveray, and
it would represent the "thing" that the parties implicitly "agree to disagree over,"
whieh is tn say, what they take tn be real.

Excursus: Taking Kant Seriously

Even if the reader is cnnvinced that Koerner does not show the impossibility eof
transcendental arguments, he is still likely to agree with XKeernmer that Kant's own
attempt at pronviding the necessary conditions for pnssible experience was falsified
with the advent nf Einstein and Heisenberg., The reader perhaps reasons that Kant's
fallure was due to his synthetic a prinri method, which alleges that necessary truths
may be divined simply by reflecting on the given phenomena, Such a methnd neglects
the thenry-laden nature of empirical cbservatinn so that in abstracting the necessary
eonditions of the phenomena Kant has unwittingly left the telltale signs of Newtnnian
science behind. The transcendentalist would find the reader's argument interesting

insofar as it presumes that it is pessible tn tell when presuppositions have been
as jf

transcended, f by . E
? TOF The MAME azetes A we nave gome beyond Newtonianism,

In contrasi



we shall argue that it is indeed pnseible tn tell when presuppositions have been

transcended, but by nur criteria Kant is still histonrically correct in stipulating
that pur presuppositions are Newtnnian.

Recall first that the transcendental conditinns propese the relevant language
in which the occurrence or nonoccurrence of something must be cast. Now let us take
two clearly distinct relevance~languages for what may roughly be called "causality®:
Aristotelian and Newtonian, In characterizing whether A and B have a "causal"™ relatior
we may cnnsider how the two events would be fitted either within an Aristotelian scheme
in which a physical nntion of causatinon is intertwined with explanatinn by sufficient
reason or within the Newtonian scheme in which the causal relatinn is purely physical
and efficient, One way of showing that the Aristotelian and Newtonian languages of
causality are nnt dependent on nne annther is to lonk at pliysics textbrnoks after the
genexral acceptance of Newtnhianism: It is possible to discues causal relatinns among
phenomena without ever mentinning such Aristntelian principles as teleolngy and suffi-
cient reasnn, Indeed, mnst contemporary physics texts begin their petted histories
either with Newtnn nr with some nther scientist, like Kepler or Galileeo, whnse findings
were directly relevant to the construction nf the Newtnnian world-system. Now given
the purported transcendence of Newtnnianism by relativity theory and quantum mecharics,
this last observation seems somewhat curinus, Why deo we still need tn talk about
Newton teday--even if only to point out where he went wrong--while we do not need to
talk about Aristotle? What would be the problem with writing a physicse textbnok that,
say, toek serinusly the contemporary thesis that Newtonian mechanics ie a special case
of relativistic quantum mechanics and thereby started off by intrnducing relativistic

and guantum notions--and then much later deriving Newtonian nnes once boundary condi-
tions were placed for bodies mnving at velocities ennsiderably less than the speed of

light, etc.? There wnuld nn dnubt be a pedagngical problem, since, unless the relati-
vistic and quantum nntions are spelled out snlely in mathematical language, the text-

book would have tn empley concepts, like mass, velncity, force, and especially cause,

that are at best metaphorically relevant to relativistic and quantum effects but that

are more intelligibly applied in the cnntext of Newinnian mechanics, However, even

. we
when this pedagngical correc%ﬁhas been made and the explication of Newtonianism is
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placed before that of relativity and quantum physics, those aforementioned concepts
will still have only metaphorical relevance tn the discussinn of mndern physical
notions (only now their selection as the appropriate metaphors has been justified).
Yet these metaphors comprise the nnly discnurse (at the moment) in which mndern
physics can be articulated as a physics (as opposed to as a system of mathematical
equations). Perhaps quantum physics is most nntorious for developing a "negative

ontology® from this metaphorical disceourse in which the defining characteristic of a
quantum effect is its lack of causal efficiency.

Pierre Duhem, in arguing against the need for mechanrcal mendels in science, would
say that the inability to map the mathematical equatinns of quantum physics onto
Newtonian physical concepts is in fact a sign that scientific understanding has
superseded the ordinary imagination which relies on the microphysical world working in
ways analegous to that of the macrophysical world-—as in the collision of billiard
balls, Duhem, in effect, has given a medern justificatinn for there being a radical
difference between the nature of (macrn,physical) appearance and (microphysical)
reality. However, as Kant has demonstrated, whatever access we have tn reality it
is only through the world of appearance in which we normally dwell, and se we must
consider whether it is the mathematicization itself or the albeit inadequate Newtonian
analogies that permits the continuation of research into quantum physics. Given the
liberality with which contemporary physicists appropriate notions like "sepin®™ in
attempts to isolate new "particles,” it would seem that the analogies still govern
the direction research will take, Duhem would attribute the difficulties encountered
by the layman in trying to make sense of quantum physica tn the seophistication of the
science itself. However, taking a transcenddntalist tack, we would argue that it is
more likely that quantum physics simply suffers from being discussed in an impoverishec

physicalistic language and, as a result, discussion of guantum phennmena must be
conducted in mixed metaphonrs--e.g., the wave-particle duality of light., This is not

tn say with Dubhem that the remedy is to give up physicalistic language altogether, but
only to give up the physicalistie language of Newtonanism that defines, say, "wave"

and "particle" as the two available models for construing light, such that whatever

theory of light is propnsed must be explicable as some combination of features from



these two medels., Thus, the transcendental conditions af contemporary physics are

indeed Newtonian insofar as the scientific findinge and thenries can only be discussed

in terms of the nonoccurrence of snme Newionian entity er relatinn. Recalling the

transcendental formula of ®B is necessary for either A or =4," relativistic quantum
mechanica comprises the "=A" to the "A"™ of Newtonian mechanics, both of which are
grounded in the same ®Newinnian® relevance-language "B", which in turn is radically
different from the MAristntelian™ relevance~language. In other words, we are able

to say that the conceptual shift from Newton to Einstein and Heisenberg is not nearly
ags great as the shift from Aristotle to Newion. However, a shift equal to the
latter will occur when it is possible to write an intelligible physics textbnok that
need nnt refer to Newton, just as it is ponssible now itn write such a textbennk that

need not refer tn Aristotle.
6. Problems in Relating Transcendental Arguments o Phenomena

To resume the mainline of our argument, to say that presuppesitions are what twe
poles in a dialectic "agree tn disagree nver” is nnt tn suggest that these presuppnsi-
tions are conscinusly agreed upen. In nrder for transcendentalism tn bde distinguished
from any other metaphysics, it is essential tha%hfreauppositions are taken to"reside,"™
as it were, in the "dialectical uncnnscinus," with the dialectic itself the subject
of phenomennlegical inquiry, Presuppositinons cannnt be legislated as a set of rules
governing discourse, for then they are indiscernible from the premises »f a deductive
argument on which prioristic metaphysics are based, In this respect, Habermas
practices only a pseudow-transcendentalism in ceonstructing an “ideal speech situatinn,"
o%%tthﬁxs been ¢nntaminated by Wittgensteinian and Austinian talk about "setting up
the game," as well as by the usual Frankfurt Schenl commitments $o the Enlightenment
cnoncept of "Heason" as the dispeller of illusion, As a result, his account nf the
ideal speech situatinn, whnse rules are "ratinnally" (i.e. conscinusly) agreed upon
rather than strictly presuppnsed (i.e. unconscinusly), is open to the usual ebjectinns
of arbitrariness surrounding axiomatic approachess Why these rules rather than some
other set? (In the case of Habermas, these nbjections may even suggest a charge of

Western ethnocentrism over what is “ideal.") From a dialectical perspective, however

the need for such an initial goniensus over terms is a3 ungrnunded as the need for



the two parties to have some nf their theses cross=refer (indeed, the former would be
brought abeut by the latter)s Whatever consensus is necessary for the dialectic to
occur will be evidenced by the dialectic actually nccurring, and it is there that the

presuppesitions will be discovered.
How Habermas is guite correct in identifying equal access to the means nf communi.

catinn as necessary conditinn of the ideal speech situation, but it is impertant to
realize that the "ideality™ of the speech situation does not lie in its gramding some

utepia, the phennmenological (i.e. histnrical) eonditinne for which have yet tn be
provided (or, for that matter, generated)--for then we would wonder how Habermas
managed to “dream up® these presuppnsitions. Instead, the Bpeech situation must be
fideal™ in the Kantian sense of Yregulative ideas" that ground the possibility of
already existent states-cf-affairs. The word "possibility" is key here, since the
reader undoubtedly observes idenlogical coerced discourse around him and wonder how
Habermaa' egalitarian set-up can be "transcendentally deduced® from it. Consider

Hegel's aexemplary dialectic between master and slave in Phennmenolngy of Mind, The

dialectic, nf course, is that of social relationas, and the point is that a master
would not be 8 "master" if the slave were not a "slave," and vice versa., The
legitimacy nf the master's authority rests on some other role responding tn, or
recognizing, that authority. This is the Hegelian thesis of knowing oneself only
in terms of what is not oneself, In less paradoxical terms, we may recall our
distinctinn between the lngic of orientatinns and the logic-of empirical relatinnss
The logic of orientatinns is established anlely through defining differences in
perspective; the logic of empirical relatinns assigns these perspectives, nr roles,
to empirically discrete entities, like penple., Readers of Marx who have tried to
link his historical determinism with a eyclical view of the dynamics of change
generally suppose that master/elave, lord/serf, and capitalist/laborer merely reprew
sent the logic of orientations in different empirical guises, Of course, this is
a very undialectical reading that attempts the perspective/entity binary to the
scheme/oontent ohe, The more dialectical interpretatinn is that the way in which

the master-slave relatinnship resnlves itself historically "determines®=in the

sense of "delimits possible effects"™ rather than "is duplicated by"--~the sense in
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which the next dialectic can present itself., Thus, the two leogics are dialectically
related tn each other., For Marx, the historical (or at least histnriographical)
ground of this dialéctic would probably be technnlogy--—especially in its contribution
to the means of production--which, unlike "knnwledge,"™ can mnre plausibly account for
the sense in which the legacy of a previnus dialectic determines its successorn,
namely, in terms of available techniques and artifacts tﬁijﬁiimit the practical
possibilities of the succesanr, This "plausibility® ma}%gg%§5;mnunt to the relative
ease with which we can understand how recombining old techniques may lead to new
inventinne vis~a=vis how recombining o0ld ideas may lead to intellectual dbreakthroughs,
Indeed, since the latter seems tn be as prevalent as the former-—at least metaphori-
cally, it may merely be an historiographical conveniinn that the expression "recombi-
ning ideas"™ cannet be explicated adequately.

In any case, nnt all the practical pessibilities are histnrically realized, due

to the srganizatinn nf laber around a specific mode of productinon., For example,

Marx repeatedly points out that a presupposition of the capitalist mnde nf praduction
is the socialist organizatimn nf laber. This is one of the "internal contradictions"”

of capitalism that will eventually lead to its downfall, Nevertheless, this Marxist
presupposition plays precisely the same role as Habermas' idggieﬁftuation, when
understnnd transcendentally. A feature of the capitalist mnde of productinn is the
increased diviaion of laber, which makes the task of each laborer more limited and

thereby mnre dependent on the work of the nther laberers. This historical “given" is
sufficient for a more egalitarian distribution of power, as socialism promises (notice

the pluralism of Sufficient Reasnn at work: mnaturally, capitalisn has alsn been
Meduced" from the historical givem), and sn Marx is insistent on preserving the
capitalis® technology that madefthe hisierical given a practical possibility. The
plight of "false conscinusness™ is that the 1a?orers do not see the full extent of
their possibilities, which lie in the necessary conditinns of their engaging in capi-
talist seocial relations. The situatinn resembles one of & man whn is physically able
to open the dnor to his cell, but does nnt attempt to do 8o because he has been
perasnaded that the door is locked. We can see the function of idenlogy here ss

stabilizing the existent mnde of productinn.by having the laborers (and all dse cone
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cerned), as it were, speak a language that is inappropriate to the world they are
talking about insofar as it persuades them tha£ they cannot do what they in fact can,
An example of "language persuading®™ the laborer is the very definitinn of "labnrer®
as?snbordinate. The task for the Marxist counter-idenlogue then is to persuade the
speakers out of their language by using it against itself. We shall eventually
return to the prnspects of drawing the distinctinn between transcendental and ideolne=
gical limits in terms of the practically pessible and the conceptually pessible, but
let mus first return to BHabermas.

Although "utopia" 2;& “"jdeal™ may be more comprehensibly defined as ®the most
appropriate characterization of what presuppnses a given historical situation®
(we are reminded here of Geocrg Lukacs' definition of the class perspective of the

i
prnletariat), such a definitinn by no means makes dimms any more accessible. To
explicate the inaccessibility of Habermas' ideal speech situation as an "ideal™ in

this sense, consider an actual dialogue in terms of the leogic of orientatinns and the
logic of empirical relations, Habermas' utopianism stipulates that the two logics
can be made structurally isomorphic. What would such a conditinn amount tn? Taking
"equal access tn the means of communicatinn® as the leading ideal conditisn, is it
fulfilled in actual discourse? Empirically speaking, non, and this can be readily
shown upon reviewing the transcript of a dialoguwes One person will have domin ated
the discussion, got his way, and generally conerce the nther; perhaps it works both
ways in somewhat different senses 30 that neither person is ever actually "permitted"
tc say what he intended before initiating the dialngue. But perspectivally speaking,
the ideal condition is being fulfilled by virtue of being presuppesed. The defense
for this peosition merely reinterprets the previnus datums The two partiies (we refrain
from empiricizing the perspectives adopted by the twn persons; earlier we made a
similar meve by speaking nf the conditions for a master being a "master,® i.e.
assuming the role) are, as Leibnitz would say, “compnssible®™ for the dialectic——
neither party would have acted as it did if the other did not act as it did.

Thus, in the logic of orientatinns there is & sense in which both parties are equally

Pt
responusible for what either party ends up saying. %‘t‘onsidering the cnercive nature

of actual empirical discnurse, in which a dominant party is eaeily identifiable, this



claim seeme highly counter-intuitive., Before juetifying it, however, let us now

recnnstruct Habermas' proposal that actual empirical persnns have equal access tn thé¢

means of communication.
Here is an ideal speech situatinn: A group of ideological uncoerced people

agree upon the rules by which discourse will be conducted, including hew truth~claims
will be assessed. What do they have to say to each other ihen? Suppose one of them
wants to» convince the rest &f the validity of an experimental finding he has made,

If all the rules and criteria have been fixed a prinri, then it seems that the
scientist has very little to say to his colleagues, for he knows just as well as they
do what needs to be done in order to prove his claime He can then privately ceonsiruct
the appropriate arguments and demonstrate--not discuss-—-his claim, In nther words,

if the scientist abides by the rules, then his colleagues have ne chnice but to admit
his claim. Indeed, given the deductivisi set-up of the ideal speech situatinn, the
discussgnts will never be able to utter anything other than theorems or contradictinns.
This co&ld be seen not only as impracticable but also undesirable, and thereby not
worthy of the effort it would take tn instantiate the utepia. But notice that
Habermas can get his way only if it is possible fnr each person tn "know just as well
as the rest™ the rules governing the ideal speech situatinn, This®knowledge"™amnunts
to not merely knowing the rules but, in additien, knowing what is to cnunt as a
rule-abiding behavior for every possible circumstance. Presumably, this knowledge will
be evidenced by the proper use of the agreed upon speech-act pretonceols, which means
that agreement over the rules is inferrved from non disagreement, But earlier, in
axamin£§g§§§§§§g§§$£;wn accounti of capitalism in Theory and Practice, we noticed that
their snurce lay in both Habermas and his eritics using the principle of charity in
thirking that the other meant what he would mean if he were referring tofhe history

of capitalism, Charity can thus be~seen as a sign of the comsensus and correspondence
presuppnsed by dizlectics., But charity is also a necessary condition for "misunder—
standing" because it is enly in accordance with the principle that a diserepancy
between two parties can go undetected-——until their twe perspectives develnp inte

full=blown opposing theses.

T. The Btrategy of Transcendental Argumenis
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In order to reflect the aforementinned feature of charity, the transcendental
arguer must not merely demonstrate (or refute) the validity of his own (or annther's)
thesis in the straightforward deductive sense, but in his demonstratinon he must alse
account for the pessibility of his opponent’s arguments, which muet share the same
presuppoaitinns &8s his in order to be a relevant antithesis, "Accnunting for the
possibility of the npponent” cannot mean defining his arguments residually (e.sg.
as errnr or pathnlogy) within the irtial arguer's pesition, for that would not be
treating the opposition as a genuine possibility, I{ may mean, however, that the
initial arguer will have to resituate the arguments of the opponent such that the
latter is seen to have been "really" talking about something different after all,
which nevertheless can be derived from the initial arguer's position., Such a
"ragituatinn® would offer a Hegelian reading of "not disagreeing" in terms of "the
negation of the negation" not returning to the initially argued pesition (as would
arguments that inveke the eror »f the eppesition in ordexr to lead it back to the
truth--the initial arguer's positisn) but advancing the opponent tn a different
position. It will be understond more clearly now why we have preferred te talk about
the dialectic in termes of one pneition arguing"more relevantly™ or "more appropriately!
than the other. As it were, the npponent is shown to be not guite relevant te the
dialectic ir which he has been placed.

Now this last sentence expresses the tension inherent in regarding the “pariy-
hood® and the "person-=hnod® of an arguer as coextensive throughout the dialectic:
Although the start of the dialectic presupposes such coextension, either party can
succeed only by separatinghgartyhood from the persnnhood of his opponent. Thus,
while the empirical person naturally remains intact at the amd of his dialeciic, his
significance, his partyhnod, has been displaced to some perhaps future dialectic,
This process need not be seen only in terms of two debaters, but also in terms of
one voice in a discourse suppressing another veoice by rendering the latter's empirical
phonemes meaningless, or only meaningful if they refer to something else. This is

the fake to befall "Unreason® in Michel Foucault's Madness and Civilizatinn and

subsequent works. They differ from other accounts of the nrigine of psychiatry in
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that Reason and Unreasnn are treated as twe equal parties of a dialectic rather than
as twn unequal sets of empirical penple, Foucault begins his transcendental histery
by observing that well into the Renaissance madmen in the guise of ®fools" were
allowed to roam freely among the saner members of society. This undetected difference
represents the consensus that presupposes the future dialectic. However, by the
eighteenth century, nascent psychiatrists inferred from this undetected difference
that people conuld easily pass from a sane tn an unsane vnice withsut sneial disruption,
which was transcendentally undesirable insofar as this easy passage challenged the

sense in which rationality was a necessary conditinm for civil seciety--a classic

Enlightenment doctrine. The problem was snlved quite simply, from an empirical peoint
of view, namely, by incarcemting insane people. However, every new candidate for the
asylum had to be negotiated from being handled in the usual legal-ratinnal manner:

If sane penple were judged to have committed crimes nr indecent acts, then the
presuppositions of civil society would again be threatened since one cnuld conceivably

be sane and uncivil, Thus, the special discourse of the psychiatric profession
developed to show how apparently lucid murderers "in fact®™ did not know what they

were doing and should therefore be committed rather than executed. So we see here
that psychiatry could not displace the significance of the insane voice merely by
displacing insane penple, The reason for this eighteenth century problem ne lnnger
being so acute lies in ratinnality no longeBeigéarded as @ necessary condition for
eivil seciety. And as far as the development of psychiatry as a preofessinon is
concerned, Freud can be seen as shifting the "empirical cenrdinates™ of Reason/Unreasor

from people in genmeral to the individual person——hence ego/id.
But on a more mundane level, the mndel of Foucault's project and sther truly

transcendental speech situations is perhaps the mnst common form of actual discourse:

talking past one another vei still getting "somewhere® at the end nf the discussion,

the natural outcnme of the principle of charity. Usually put, charity appeals to

what one party would mean if he said what the .other party was saying. BEarlier we
spnke of transcendentalism in terms of the "frame of reference" metaphor. Suppose eacl
arguer occupies a distinct celestial body. Now nhe arguer describes to the nther the
pattern of stars he sees (and let us suppose that the celestial bodies are not assignec

names but only can be referred to as & pattern, which is analogous to the way--we also
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agsume-=discourse is understnod, namely, a2 manifest behavinr without any special
access to what it "really" means). It is not unreasonable %o conclude that for the
second arguer tn see thgzmgt erp of stars as the first, he must be seeing different
celestial bodies, since from the second arguer's frame of reference the . _ . celestial
bodies that the. firat sees wnuld appear as a different pattern (ifat all). Yet this
is charity at work., On the basis of this metaphor, we can nnw recast the dialectic
of transcendental reasoning as fnllows: Begin with twen different maps taken from
two different stars purperting to locate the same celestial bedy. Keeping in mind
the frame of reference from which the maps are drawn, each may be conrrect in its own
right, However, the dialectical nature of transcendental reasnning presuppnses that
one map somehow “"more relevantiy” depicts the celestial body than the other, But
t» make such a claim stick, each atargazer must also say what the nther map loncates.
This is done"charitably® by seeing what the other map locates when interpreted as a
pattern within one's own frame of reference, namely, a different celestial bedy.

It may be nbjected that portbaying the resituation of the nther argument in this
manner c¢nnstitutes misunderstanding it and presupposes that the resituating-stargazer
is net operating from a frame of reference at all, but instead has absolute viaion.,
But what else could he have done, given that he is eoperating from a frame of reference
To speak less cryptically, given their transcendental commitments, could the forces of
Reason in the Enlightenment have done anything other than start speaking psychiatrical
ly when faced withthe subtle pervasiveness of Unreasnn? Admittedly, the model as it
stands is too artificial in that the frames nof reference themselves hould shift as

the dialectic takes place, but it still provides a tentative picture of how new
diascourses are generated through displacement, which Habermas' axiomatic Mnne map/one

gtar" utopia cannot offer,

There are finally good methndological reasnns for keeping the logic of nreinta—
tions separate from the logical of empirical realtions and preferring the formex

to the latter., Once again, consider a dialogue. What dones each empirical person
enntribute to it? The commrnsensical reply is "what h%actually says," which presumes
that parties and persons are coextensive, Bui i1s that an appropriate account nf

what is gning on? How do we account for the fact that people rarely say what they



150
intended to sayi:ﬁi;quite often surprised by what they end up saying? Habermas®
answer would prnbably be that this reveals the conercive nature nf an unchecked
dialectic, which would be remedied by the ideal speech situation whereby the persons
are allnwed to speak their minds freely., Presumably, this means that each person has
a unigue set of intentions (to match his individuality) he wishes to communicate but
is prevented from dning so by the disortive conditions of the dialectic. In their
ideal form, these intentions may legitimately express desires--—say, tn become a lawyer-
which are socially inculcated. However,distortinn arises if the person has "no chnice™
but tn become a lawyer if he also wishes to survive, which elimnates what may be
called the "aesthetic consideratinns® of being a lawyer--all thingas being squal, would
that person find being a lawyer best suited to him, (Notice the mixture--sn typical
nf Frankfurt Schonl thinking-—of classical economics and Kantian ethics: The person
can be a moral agent only if his wants are nnt needs.) But how would we gn abnut
finding wha%r%he person's Maesthetized" intentinms, which is to say, his®real voice®™?
Addressing nurselves tn a specific dialngue, we cnuld search fnr what that persen
would intend outside its dialectical constraints., However, such an inquiry would be
reminiscent of the search fnr the thing-in-itself. Looking for a cnmmon dennominator
in several dialngues in which the person has participated will net don either, because
in each case perhaps the dialectical situatinn constrains in the same way--systematic
digtortion--so as to be the real source of whatever unity of intentinnas seema to be
present in the perann,

These impasses suggest that perhaps the person is not the unit of dialectical
inguiry. Instead, we would follew Foucault in saying that empirical persnns are merely
conventional markers for keeping track of the dialectical movements which are spelled
out (literally) in the discourse. The different voices, nr parties, can be disentangle
("deconstructed" is nfien used here) from texts, with each venice passing through
several persons and orienting them in a determinate way. In Habermas' person-centered
analysis, we might speak of semeone "contradicting" what he said earlisr. For Fou-
cault this would mean that the person bad adopted annther voice (i.e. the eguivncal

person would be analpzed inte univocal parties). Thus, as we said earlier, the same

empirical person may find himself in a different discursive reginn after a transcen=-
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dental argument, and this is precisely the pesition speakers neormally find themselves
in after having said something nther than they intended. Methndolngically speaking,
for a philosopher tn adopt, say, "Kanit's voice" means that the philosopher's text
exhibits a ¢nonfluence of veices similar te that exhibited by, say, the Critique of
Pure Reason, which in turn can be disentangled, etc.; hence, the Foucauldian task

of "archaeolegy," as nutlined in The Archaenlngy of Knowledge. The reader may now

appreciate that vulgarizations of Hegel's "Abanlute Spirit- descending on world-histo=-
ric individuals® are nnt entirely without foundation; neither is Foucault's notorisus
claim in The Order of Things that "man" (read: person) as an object of inguiry has
come tn an end; and neither is our own claim that just because empirical persons autter

discourse, it does nnt follow that they are the most appropriate units for studying

discoursae.

8, The Metalogical Status of Transcendental Arguments

In criticizing Habermas' ideal speech situation, we have suggested that at least
Ghb gl -
part of its inaccessidlity lies in treating discourse as ajdeductive system. Now the

usual source nf an sbjectinn like ours is the inapplicability (usually due tn artifie
ciality) of a formal mode of inference like deduction to the substantive matters of
informal reasoning that comprise actual dialeogues. Indeed, lack of ontolegical
commitment has been taken as a virtue of deductive reasnning that allows it tc be the
language in which any pnssible metaphysics or science must ultimately be cashed out,
Often such & metaphysical or scientific theory is persuasive only insnfar ag deductinn
can elucidate its ™underlying structure," which means in practice a reductinn of the
theory's propnsitinne to variables and constants that can be interpreted by a self-
consistent semantics, However, this principle nf the "substance~neutrality® of
logic, despite its entrenchment in the Ariststelian Organon and re-entrenchment in
Hume's matters—of-fact/relatinns-of-ideas distinctinn, does nnt accrunt for the
peculiar intuitions most logicians have had in considering "{truth." For example,
substance contaminates longical form when epistemic considerations enter, as in the
possibility of propositinns changing truth-values with the growth of knnwledge, while

form is kept pure when cnnsidering the truth-value of the propeosition as such, regard-

less of one's epistemic relation teo it. Put this way, we see that the call for
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substance~neutrality is nnt the stirict purging of "content" from "scheme® but the

purging of a particular kind of centemnt, which is perhaps most tellingly revealed
ir the ease with which Bernard Belzano, Gottlob Frege, and Kaxrl Popper (in his dis-

cussion nf "World Three"™ in Objective Knowledgg) can derive a Plainnist metaphysics
from the "merely™ longical principle of "recognitinn transcendent truth," When this
metaphysics is embndied historically, as in Peirce's system of prnpeositinns that
would be recognized as true by the ultimate inguirers, we see that the temporal
perspective from which this truth would be ebserved is the infinitely displaced
future, (If the reader does nnt see now Peirce "histericizes® the matural Platonism
of logicians, he sghould refer to our earlier discussion of ultimate différenee between
scientific and metaphysical activity. In that context, Peirce wnuld be cnnatrued as
the"scientist"to the logician as"metaphysician.") And although most logicians would
want to resist Peirce's move, they would nevertheless be hard-pressed te explain
why (given the suppnsed indifference, or irrelevance, of lngic to time), ever since

Aristotle raised the problem (in On Ipterpretatinon) ef the truth-conditions ef a

proposition about tomorrow'e sea battle, the following counterfactual has been taken

a8 mnre plausible than its rivalss

If a true propnsitinon within a deductive aystem were tensed,
it weuld be in the future perfect,

This counterfactual is seo persuasive in fact that it affects how we treat a deductive
system normally., For example, deductinn is assnciated with apriorism, which implies
that the truth~vaiues of propesitiens are already fixed and just need to be reached
by using the cerrect order sf inference rules (i.e. demomstration)., Peirce himself
bas repreduced this move metalinguistically by contending that there is ene inteir-
preted deductive system capturing the siructure of the world, such that if the
unformalized propesitions we believe true cannot easily be translated inte & logical
syntax--say, because their lngical ferm generates paradexes or makes what follow
frem them indeterminate--then, gifiply Bty - - they are neot the correct propesitinms,
and so inquiry must continue. All these treatmenis of deductinn invelve covert
appeals ip the future perfect inseofar as by the time the logician er scientist
discovers the truth of a preposition er a deductive system that truth will be thers,

"waiting tn be discovered,® as it were,
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Our peint is that even thonugh the future perfect interpretatinn of logical
truth is not cerrect in the eyes of logicians, it is less incerrect intuitively

than, say, the strong pragmatisi interpretation in which prepesitinons change truth-
values as knowledge increases, We would hypethesize that the plausibility of the

future perfect interpretatinon can ultimately be traced to the Aristntelian ontelegy

of actuality and pntentiality, whereby our knowledge is seen as an incomplete actuali-
gation of the truth, which may be embodied in the fully articulated deductive system;
hence ths characterization of deduction as preserving truth but adding ne new knowledge
But in any case, a hypnthesis of this nature points tn the c¢nnclusion that "form" is
just annther kind of substance, and so in displacing deductinn's entological commit-
ments we should be able te displace deduction as ordinarily understond, In upronting
these presuppositions, we wnuld then make the "lngical space™ necessary for a

coherent account of transcendental reasoning that is not parasitic en deductivist
modes of expression, Indeed, this can be seen as Hegel's task.

It would appear, however, that transcendental logicians were nnt the first to be
dissatisfied with the presuppnsitions nf deductive reasnning, and toward this end
inductive reasmning was formalized. Yet "inductinn®™ is more a family resemblance
term (containing, e.g., analogy) than a specific mnde of inference insofar as its
forms share only the feature of being "nnndemonstrative," or not necessarily preser-
ving truth across inferences, In osther words, induction is defined in terms of its
not being deductinn, And transcendentally speaking, we would add that inductien is
therefsre only as real a pnssible mode of inference as deductinn is; se rather than
addressing deduction's presuppnsitinns, induction assumes them. We can show this as
follows: PFirst, note that unless we understand the connection between the demonstra-
tiveness and uninformativeness of deduction, it is difficult to see the rationale for
pursuing a professedly undemmmstrative form of inference like inductinn. However, the
residual nature of "undemonstrative™ was initially used by Aristotle in denote at
least two distinet non-deductive practices, On the one hand, eur intuitinns provide
content for syllegistic premises, which themselves remain undemnnstrated but from

which ennclusinns are demonstrated. These intuitions may be seen as having a more

(in the case of physical principles) or less (in the case nf legical principles)
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hypothetical status, so that depending on the explanatnry power of the conclusinns
drawn, they will gain or lose plausibility., Readers will recngnize a nascent form

of Peirce's abductive inference here, and this procedure is not even much different

from how Carnap initially set up the hypotheien~deductive methnd. On the other
hand, Aristetle also discusses undemnnstrativeness in terms of propeositinns (describe

ing states~-of-affaira)} that are not always true, or even if they are always true it
is only by virtue of considering éise after case., There may even be a prinri reassns
why any stronger assertion of the proposition is impossible. This approximates the
usual enumerative paradigm of induction and as such it underlies "nbjectivist"
appreaches to probability based on frequemcy, whereas abduction underlies "eubjective
ist® approaches based on credibility.

However, with Francis Bacon these two types are fused in the assumption that
the credibility of an intuition grews in proportion to the number of experiences of
its kind, which leads Bacon to advocate experimentalism as & mean of refining the

way in which an hypothesis is selected. We saw this attitude earlier in the pragma-
tist's thesis that the facts ™apeak for themselves," or are sufficient testimony of

their own evidentiary weorth, such that transcendental objections that the credibility
of these facts is separate from their sheer quantity (and rather, are dependent on
what else could have been the case) are dismissed.But notice that in dismissing the
transcendentalist, the pragmatist doubles the value of facts by havng credibility
mirror frequency. The fusion of the types nf "undemonstrativeness® is cnmpleted with
Hume, who resituates the ™intuitive® aspect of abduction in the indeterminate realm
of "habit" and reabsorbs the mest of that inference into the modern univocal concept
of induction from which the classic preblem of justification derives, whereby the

identity of a future event cannet be "derived" (on an analogue with "deduced") from
an enumeratinn of past events, which serves to render inductien an impotent form of

inference, However, this problem did neot cast any aspersions on the value of
induction as a means of arranging the MWiétorical record as such, and so frequentists
1like Peirce and Reichenbach spoke of a preobabilified induetien offering a veridical
account of the ultimate distribution of types nf events=-nnce the histnrical record

has already been written. But notice the metaphsrs mnst often used in this context,



including "in the long run® and "asymptotic convergence,™ which with only a little
effort can be translated inte the deductivist principles of "recegnition transcendent
truth® and "verigimilitude," as Popper's vacillation between inductivist and deducti-
vist idioms demonstrates.

Yot it would nnt be quite precise to say that,in being drawn to the same future
perfect "picture™ as deductinm, inductinon perfectly mirrers deductinn, for this would
not square with Hume's absnlute distinctieon between matters~eof=fact and relatinng=nfe

ideas, which are arranged inductively and deductively, respectively., Instead, we
have here a "™cracked mirror," which is te say, a bad aalngy between induction and

deductinn, whereby the terms of deduction are initially pensited and inductinn must
then fit the ratios, And rather than working thrnugh the analngy hermeneutically,
the terms of deductinn are kept fixed se that inductinn can at best approximate them.
But since inductinn cannnt fit many of the ratine (e.g. demnnstrativeness), its side

of the analngy remains incemplete., And rather than drawing a vetier analegy (which _
would, say, transform deduction in light of how induction fails by deductive criteria),

Hume simply leaves it at that, and so the fact that inductinn intends to mrrer deduc-
tion is obscured by the fact that it does not, And as successive atiempts at
"solving® the problem of justification has shown, inductinon, though described as an
autonomous form of inference, is in fact treated as & bad form of deductinnm,

What can be called the "deductivist telne™ of the history of induction has
gradually made it more difficult to articulate a "logic"™ of abductive inference, and
hence the view that discovery (of the correct hypothesis, given the phenomena in
questinn) is fundamentally "irrational®-~the thrust of this term being to resituate
abductinn in the peychnlngy of the individual, which is to say, the snurce of this

"aberrant® thinking (ef. psychopathology). Even in his interesting attempt te
accomndate the Peirce~Hanson view of abduction within Bayesian inference, Wesley

Salmen (in Phe Foundatioms of Scientific Inference) admits to an unorthodox reading

ref the probability calculus, In addition, the mnst plausible terms in which te

express the "first principle" ef wvirtually any history nf scientific change seems to

presuppose the deductivist telons:

Only if truth is preserved, does knnwledge grow,



This principle can be rephrased as fullows:

Meeting the aims of deductive inference is necessary for
meeting the aims of inductive inference,

And as we have seen with Hume, this principle dnes nnt entail that deductive success
is gufficient for inductive success, Historicists like Rorty accept the principle

Just as much as the positivists dn, only the former argue that since truth is not
preserved, knowledge cannot be said to "grow.® Of course, the problem here is not

that the implication expressed by the principle is invalid, but that by talking in
terms of "preserving truth® and "increasing knowledge®™, we cannnt easily raise
transcendental or abductive guestinns about what makes such a principle sn plausible.
This point is illustrated as follows: When pnsed with questinna like the ones we
have been raising, "naturalists™ like Quine become philpsnphically speechless and
ask us to "look at" the histery of science for ourselves, a& move reminiscent of
Meore's gesticulatory refutation of idealism--and equally dubinus. The transcenden=
talist wants {o ask, ™And in what sense does thie picture represent your principle?®

Failing an answer, the transcendentalist tries tn piece together the naturalist's
silent semiontics phennmenolngicallys Knowledge does grow in the sense that the

volume of writing increases over time, and truth is preserved in the sense that we
can trace a genealogy of our present scientific concerns to the past (and dn that in

any number of ways). No doubt the naturalist will suspect the itranscendentalist of

excessive literal-mindedness, as if the former's picture had been described solely
in terms of its cnmposition‘and not its theme, The naturalist will then interject,
"It isn't just that more things get said, for that would mean that everything we say
is knowledge, which wouldn't take intn account the independent existence of the
natural world that orients scientific inquiry and falsifies some of“%hings said in
the name of '‘science.' Rather, knowledge grows exactly by preserving truth, which
makes sense if we imagine an evelving organism that develops or sheds extensions in
order to adapt more perfectly to #s envirement.™ Since the naturalist has now
appealed to an evolutinnary pictures the transcendentalist will nnte that from among
the possibilities for such a picture (e.g., Lamarckian, Darwinian, Hasckelian), a

highly telenlngical ene is selected, suggesting that the scientist—as=—prganism can

determinately increase his chances for survival by mastering the rules »f Nature,
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But the transcendentalist doubts that this is the most appropriste way of characteri-
zing the history of science, for it assumes that if ene intends to preserve truth,
nr "gurvive," then truth can be preserved in the same sense that was intended. The
problem of applying charity brings {to mind the difficulties here, which suggest, once
again, that a hew language is needed whose sense does nnt s8n heavily rely on the

misleading deductivist notion nof "preserving truth."

9. Towards a Transcendental Historingraphy

The time has finally c¢ome to address the problem of idenlogy and transcendental
arguments, It will be vecalled that Rorty was at the start of this paper attributed
an ironic interpretation of transcendental arguments as ideology: The limits discov-

ered are nnly of the arguer's own pnssible experience, However, as we then saw,

Marx allews us to draw a distinction between practical and conceptual possibilities,

the former being transcendental and the latter ideeological. (By "cnonceptual possibili-
ty" we shall mean "plausibillty," since there is an -ebvinus sense in which every

possibility st be cnnceivable, if nnt conceived.)} The interest in drawing the
distinctinn is nnt simply in vindicating transcendental arguments, but alss in
capturing the sense in which historians would like tn say that even if, for a given

perind, we had a complete recerd aof everyone's beliefs and activities, we gtill would
not have accounted for everything they could have plausibly believed or put into
practice, Indeed, the practice of historians presuppnses that such distinctions are
intelligible: If the record is lacking, reconsiruction is based on interpelating a
practi€al possibility subject to plausibility constraints; historians seem to be able
to discriminate between what a text could have and could not have meant (and also an
suthentic from a begus text); there is more or less defined talk about somenne nnt
being able tn see what was within his reach (i.e. a practical pnssibility that was

not plausitle); and, perhaps most notoriously, there is rather loose talk about what
would have happened if two spationtemporally disparate persons met up with ene another.
Yet however ponrly defined these speculations may be, an historian at least intultivel;
knows when his colleague has overstepped the bnunds of plausibility and practicability,
the latter being somewhat more obvinus than the former, if only because the historian
simply needs to lonk at the science and ¥chnnlogy (or "material conditions®™) available

in a certain perind to determine whether there would be sufficient counterparts to
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what the historian judges as necessary for producing, say, an automobilesy however,

there may be some additional reasons preventing some nf the practical possibilities

from being realized and hence the conceptual possibility nf the automobile would be
diminished, 1In such deliberatinns, the historian parts company from the mere
chronicler and aligns himself with the philesopher and novelist, Furthermore, we
would follow Max Weber in claiming that "history" becemes discernible as a discipline
(and thereby can possible derive "laws,™ which is teo say, sort out the relative
significance of events) only insefar as it can address rignrously questinns of the
factual vis-a-vis the counterfactual,

The difference between transcendental and ideolngical conditinns for s given
perind implies that history has am ontolegical structure, which we shall represent
as four tiers divided by three boundaries: The lowest boundary--the chronicle—-
demarcates the practicable and plausible from the practiced and believed; the middle
boundary-~the ideolngical constraint-~-—demarcates the practicable but implausible
from the practicable and plausible; and the hightest boundary--the transcendental
argument--demarcates the impracticable and implausible from the practicable hut
implausible, The highest tier may be called "sheer fantasy® and the lowest "brute

fact," but what about the intermediate two tiers?

impracticable~implausible "Sheer Fantasy"

TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENT

practicable-implausible nign

IDEOLOGICAL CONSTRAINT

practicable~plausible 7

CHRONICLE

practiced=~believed "Brute Fact"

Much depends here on what we mean by "ideolngy." First, we must be careful to
distinguish a belief not held in faet from one that could nnt have been held, and

toward that end we suggest that a belief is implausible only if it is one of a set
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nf possible beliefs in the same histnrical perind that are made impnssible for the

same reason, which is to say, they are systematically eliminated frnm serious

consideration. (Conversely, to entertain these posesibilities would be ts challenge
systematically entrenched beliefs, much like the"™core®™ of Quine's “web of belief.")
In this sense, ideological e¢nnstrailnts are "negative transcendental arguments,®
conditions for making something impossible. The archetype nf ideology then is the
law nf the state, But perhaps more interesting are the"gaping silences™in the
historical record where beliefs the historian neormally takes for granted would be

supplied, but if supplied would make what is actually said impnssible, For example,
in the context of Ptelemaic intemmecine disputes over the number »f epicycles, the

historian is permitted to ask "Why epicycles at all?" nnly if he intends tn set the
ennceptual limite on Ptolemaism, which demands that he atep out of their dispute.

We shall return tn this peint later,
With the notable exceptinn of Lukacs in History and Class Conscinusness,’Marxist

accounts of ideelngy have been unable teo approach the problem of plausibility because
such terms as "distortion® and "false conscipusness" are still very much understond
as what allows the historical actnr to think that he can dn more than he "really"

can (as opponsed to our own emphasis on the actor thinking he can do less than he
"realky® can, or plausibility falling short of practical possibility), especially in
terms of the amnunt of freedem he exercises over his own life., In that case, the
Marxist wants tne actnr to realize "positive freedom," which Hegel characterized as
"the recggnition of necessity," sr the extent to which the actor's life is determined
beyond his contrel, One of twn attitudes follows: Either the actor makes the most
of his determined astate and thereby rids himself of illualpry and ulitimately destruc-
tive desires (the path of the Steics, Spinnza, and Freud, but nnt that far remsved
from Karl-Otte Apel's view that hermeneutic interests enter after the scientistic
ones have defined the laws nf human behavinr—-a strategy modeled nn sncial policy
research) or, having identified the source of contrel, the actor nrients himself

and nthers teward overthrowing it (the path of revolutismary Marxism. Given the
initial set=up of the problem of ideolongy, the second alternative seems highly

implausible, since the revnlutionary impulse itself may be attributed to hubris.
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Also nntice that the set-up presuppnses that the same piece of knowledge--say, the
laws of human behavinr--can be appreciated by different idenlngies, which suggests
at least the detachability of knnowledge from idenlngy. And this, in turn, is made

pnssible by individuals, having recognized necessity, assuming self-contznl. In other

words, they can adjust determinately se as tn minimize pain, etc. The reader will

recall our previous discussinn of naturalism and its difficulties, These difficulties

arise, in this case, from conceiving as absolute (at least for a hiatorical perisd)

the transcendental argument which expresses the recongnizable necessity, such that

any historian can arrive at them (ex post factn) as he would "the fact of the matter."
In contrast, we view idenlngy as knowledge (of material conditinns, i.e. all

that can be known abnut the world in a given perind) regarded frnm the perspective

of ite self-delimitatinn, The motion nf "self-delimitation® can be best conveyed by

imagining a witness whn systematically omits certain pieces of infermation (but dnes

not necessarily utter a falsehnod) sn as to lead the jurers to interpret his testimony

in a manner cmnsiderably different from hew they wnuld interpret it, given all the

information. The transcendental argument resides in the knowledge of the witness,

with the idenlogy being in the way he restrains his use of that knowledge in order teo

exercise more contrnl over the jurors, who represent the actual historical actnrs.

The mmalngy suggests twe questinns about idenlogy. First, presumably, the witness
had reasons {or "mntives®) for systematically misleading the jurors. Likewise, we
can cnnsider the interest of knowledge in restraining itself: Why would certain
practical pessibilities by systematically prohibited? Second, in picturing the

analogy, we as spectators te the proceedings must wonder how do we know that the

witness is nnt only not telling all that he knnws but that he is alsn systematically
concealing information. And so as historians we need a sirategy for quite literally

"reading between the lines,"
On the first point, let us analyze the analogical pasyche. In the mind nf the

witness there are several cnmpeting veices that can be distinguished only insofar as
they cnnstrain the expressinn nf knowledge differently; similarly, talk about

"the interest of knowledge" can only make sense in light of other pnssible interests.

For example, capitalism is an ideolngical restrictinon only by virtue nf there being
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way of contvolliny
annther ;zée-uhoaoby the means nf production ecemr-be—sendémedded, namely, socialismg

otherwise, capitalism is indeed the science (the one systematic form of knowledge) of

political ecnnemy, a pnint repeatedly made by Louis Althusser. Thus, we want to
avoid constiruing interests as something in addition to (and therefore detachable

from) knowledge, which even Habermas' use of Kant's “regulative ideas™ connntes, if
not understood as a modern analogue of the schelastic use of "intentinn,” namely, the

drive within knowledge that orients it toward its possible manifestations. But we
also do not want to claim that there are competing forms nf knnwledge, each with its

evn guiding intentinn, for this would amnunt to literally alternative wnrlds., Instead

we conclude that, as with the mind of the witness, knowledge as such ie driven by

competing intentinns, which are resolved as one form of idenlngy nr annther. To

take a less overtly political example of idenlngy, consider what it means tn offer
a persuasive argument for a given thesis., The reflective arguer realizes that there
are several limes of development his argument may take, each of which would capture

some aspect of his thesis, but all of which would render his thesis inceherent when

taken together, Since he is paramnuntly interested in being persuasive, the arguer

systematically eliminates lines of developmen%hﬁgve been previnusly shown "false®

or "unprnductive®” (inseofar as being false or unprnductive iz unpersuasive). The
resulting argument manages to direct the audience's attentinn te the strong pnints n»f
his thesis without revealing any of its shertcomings, This argument would be an
*ideological resolutinn®™ of the interests of knnwledge. Notice that our reinterpre~
tation of "interest® accounts for how the histerian find plausible certain beliefs |

that were nnt impracticable for a given pekind, yet the historical actnrs themselves
would find them implausible, for they would have to alter too many beliefs already

held plaunsible~——an ideological shift--in order teo accept the histerian®s. But as we
shall see shortly, this does not mean that the historical actors are necessarily

®locked into"™ their idenlogy.
The saecnnd point of the witness-analogy is somewhat trickier, sinee the systema-

tic nature of idenlngy militates against easy detection. However, one of {he themes
of transcendental reasnning is that in an argument that purports tn offer the neces-

sary conditions for the possibility of a state—of-affairs, there must also be an
account for the negative possibility represented by the dialectical opponent. As

we bhave seen this means resituating the opponent in some nther reginn nf discourse
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that keeps him away from what he originally contended yet keeps him consistent with
the "viector." In psychnanalysis, Freud's study of "slips-nf-the~tongue™ and Wilhelm
Reich's study of "character armor" (the forerunmer of bndy language) make this same
point for a semintic sphere more comprehemsive than language: Like defeated arguments

mafulfilled desires get deferred tn where they can be vented tn the advantage of the
dominant "reality principle,"™ and these displacements may vary in significance fram
nervous ticks to artistic oreativity., (Note the analogous roles played by dialectical

sublation and psychic sublimation.) These are the types of signs we might "read off®
the witness to detect deception, For example, he may suddenly avert his eyes fronm

the jury when answering a question, But how dees this translate histsriscgraphically,
when the nbjects are not behaving witnesses but printed pages--and the problem of
knewledge resnlving its interests ideolngically is reduced to the less animated task
of disentangling the strands of meaning that compose an inherently ambiguous text?
Here we return to our archetype of ideology: law., In particular, let us consider

the kinds nf laws that prevent things from being said-—many of these are tn be found
in the religinus sphere as sanctinns against uttering profanity, such as God's nane,
0f cnurse, such laws would not be necessary unless the objects dennted by the profani-

ty wers Preduently conjured uwp in at least "significant" discursive contexts. Thus,
euphemisme are fashioned to substitute fer the profanities. Now euphemisms are nnt
merely annther name for the object, Admittedly, they are cast so as to remind the

listeneroéhat is "really" being talked about, which usually implies menti~ning some
qualities assnciated with the "ineffable.®™ However, euphemisms also remind the
listener that what is said should be taken counterfactually--the thing being referred
t5 is semething nther than simply a being with the mentioned gqualities, Buphemism

is thus nﬁt only the clesest that rhetoric has come to formalizing evasiveness but

is also a species of metaphnr that bears an interesting resemblance to analogy. We
would argue that the realm of the practicable but implausible-—i.e. possibilities
grounded by the transcendental argument but made impessible by idenlngical ceonstraints.

is the metaphoric and can only be expressed by the histnrical acter euphemisticallys
while the realm of posgsibilities under the idenlogical constraints——i.e. the plausible.

is the literal.
The attractiveness nf adopting the metaphoric/literal distinction lies primarily
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in the "floating" yet complementary application nf the binary. The binary "flonats"
insnfar as through the course »f histnry expressions tend tn shift from nne pnle to
the other, yet for any given perind the histerian is usually able tn determine te
which pole should an expression be assigned. However, there are some difficult cases,
and then the historian must engage in dialectics with the hiqﬁprical actor that far
Farodacch | Schlendy g clin

surpass what the "hermeneutical undersianding® of Wilhelm Dilthey, Redinm—€nidimewend,
and their followers Lﬁ%? enpnsidered methndnlngically viable. Take the case of a

recent interview with Poucaunlt, in which the interviewer supposed that he made a

thewough study of geography (as had Fernand Braudel and other historians of the

Annales school) because so many Foucauldian concepits—-e.g. "discursive regi NN g" m—
seem tn appropriate terms from that discipline. Foucault denied even having gengra=
phy in mird, but the interviewer was not convinced and proceeded tn produce examples

of Foucaubt's rather precise and systematic use »f gengraphical terms, In the end,

Poucualt was forced to show how in fact several key facets of his work were inappropri.

ate to geographic conceptinons such that ether metaphors had te be employed. The

interviewer then criticized Foucault for misleading his readership who suppnsed that
he was engaging fé%?"intellectual gangraphy" »f sorts, To this PFoucauli admitted
that there was nn available language to describe what he was doing,and so he had to
eontrive some means of expressinon. We have here an episonde from the "twilight zone®
of idenlogy, where in discussing Foucault's (non)use of geography the virtual and
the veridical meet, Nntice that the interviewer dees not presume that Faucault
necessarily knnows what he is trying to de. Instead, Foucault must explicate the
sense in which geogrpahy being a more or less effective snurce of metaphors is
crucially different from its being a proper methodnlngical tosl. Although Foucualt
merely showed counterexamples from his own texte rather than actually explicating
how his examples differ frem the interviewer's, nevertheless by defining his own
pesitior dialectically to his antagonist's we are able to ascertain what constitutes
a2 plausible use of geography in historical analysis=—-for inwdeceivingwthe imhterviewer
Foucault reveals just how close tn plausibility his prefessedly metaphnric use nf
geography is. But of cnurse, Foucault's use is only virtually plausible hecause it

can be shown as part of an adhoc patchwork of disparate discourses, The transcenden



talist would suggest that if Foucault were painstakingly interrogated om all his

metaphors and forced tn show in what sense they are not to be taken literally, then

we would go a leong way toward defining the presuppeositisns af Foucauldian discourse—
why this patchwork and some other--—which would provide the necessary conditinsns for
a more appropriate formulatinn of what he is ®really® talking abnut,.

There are lessons here for the histerian and the philnsopher trying to overcome

certain presuppesitions that have become histerically entrenched. Because presupposi~-

tions can be discovered for any plece of discnurse, it is ton quickly cencluded that

an Archimedean peint is impessible., Although presuppositions are indeed universal,

nn particular nne need be absolute, However, for the most entrenched (and therefore
the mnst interesting to challenge) mntinns, there appear intuitively to be &0 many
necessary conditions which are themselves tied te the necessary conditinns of nther
notiona that even establishing conrdinates, let along lecating an Archimedean pnint,
geems tn be a hopeless task, Consider trying to find the transcendental argument for
deductive inference in order to overcome it, The reader will wondexr what conceptual
apparatus would be left. But the Foucault example teaches us that it is not necessary
to discover all the necessary conditions, but only thnse necessary conditinns that

are themselves necessary for distinguishing, say, a virtually plausible from a really
plausible account nf deductive truth, Thus, rather than trying te ground every

pnssible deductive inference, the transcendentalist woudd be lenking for, as it were,
the mnst plausible type of error one can make in characterizing deduction, i.e. one
from which virtually every important feature #f deductinn can be undersinnd, yet still
the deductivist would say that at least intuitively such a characterizationngﬁﬁ‘be
taken as having no more than metaphorical status. We earlier offered an example of
such a metaphor in the counterfactual about deductive truth being articulated in the
future perfect. And why cannot deductive truth be regarded exactly in this way, as
oppnsed to the time-irrelevant manner in which it is usually cast? The answer te
this guestinon would help draw up the limits of deduction's plausibility as & form of
inference (i.e. how must deductinn be construed to be plausible), to which annther

set of limits can be oppnsed.
The histerian would engage in the above enterprise in {trying to discerd the

necessary difference separating, say, a "nermal® and a "revelutionary® piece of
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scientific research from the same perind that were mevertheless of roughly equal
oXnarimen il guaey. Kenneth Schaffner, for one, has cempared the architectonic
differences between two such theories=-—namely, Lerentzian and Einsteinian electro-
dynamics before 1920y—and concluded, in effect, that a simpler presentatinn of the
same material (Einetein) was more persuasive than one that cnuldbﬁore easily linked
with other accepted theories (Lorentz). But of cwmurse, {he difference between
Leorentz and Einstein has since 1920 turned nut t» be not merely & matter of presen-
tation, for the Einsteinian "presentation" has been taken as the material of which

subsequent physical research has been built, We would say that architectonics apply

to scientific theories as classical rhetnric applied to pelitical speeches. 3But
furthermore, since the historian is able to distinguish between transcendental and
idenlogical cnnditinns for & particular perind intuitively, he can now use an
approagﬁ?%%a¥he one we have been advancing to determine the limits nf the "histori-~
cally plausible.,® Indeed, the histsrian can take advantage of his ability te see
practical ponssibilities where the actors could merely utter metaphors, in srder to
set up possible arguments where he tries to persuade a given histerical actor te
act as if these metaphors represented the world as it actually is (for that perind),
which is t%pay, to take the metaphnrs literally. This attempt to actualize the

full cenceptual horizeon of a figure from the past goes beyond the ordinary technigues
of hermeneutical understanding and, at the same time, capitures the full depth of
the historian's task, Like the Marxist counter-ideolngue trying tn persuade the
workers of the "reality" nf secialism, the histerian would teo start with beliefs
held by an Hstorical actor and use them as the basis to argue a fortiori toward

the limits of plausibility for that actor. When would the actor detect that what
the historian presentz as a "natural extension® of the former's positinn is in

fact an implausible belief? That would be where the ideslogical constraints lie.
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VI. THINKING OUR WAY OUT OF THZ REPRESENTATIONALISM OF LANGUAGE (AND THE LANGUAGE
OF REPRESENTATIONALISK)

(chapter four)
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1le Realist and Neminalist Perspectives on the Relatinn Between Language and Mind,

Althongh we ultimately intend to design a blueprint for a general thenzy of
significatinn, let us focus nere on the most widely considered semiotic system,
language, An sppropriate questinon to ask is what activities has the study of
lanfmage been historically assaciated withe Answers would center pn the tasgk »f

"representatinn," which can be analyzed in terms of the reformulation and presexrvatinn

of thought, with"communication" defined as bthe linguistic reformulation »f thought
for the purpnse of presexrving whatever truth may be conveyed, that is tn say, its
nropositional enntent, 'The genealngy of this task can be traced from the opening

paragraphs of duristotle's On Interpretation to Gotilob Frege's"On Sense and Heference'

Within the history of representation, two perinds ecan be Toughly distinguished
acceording to the proximity of language to thought,.

The first, "realistl period prevailed until the advent of the Mritish empiridsts
Francis Bacon, Thomas Hobbes, and John Locke, and the second, "noginalist," peiind
follows from them. During the realist perisd, philnsophers instructed the speaker to
nrder his mental images--the gtuff of thought—=before putting them into words so that
the audience iz presented with as failhful a reproduction of his thought as possible,
During the mominalist perind, philesophers, arguing that mentsal images wers eithexr

wholly mythical br reducible to the very system of signs comprising language, coune—
seled the speaker not to be bewitched by his own instruments of thought, & captive
nf which he must{ to some degree always remain. Of course, the realiats had not

denied the hewitching nature of language, but upsn turning to the relevant works,

stuch as Aristotlets On Sophistical Refutatinons, we find that therve is a clear distince

tion between the bewitcher and the bewitched: The seophist knows his nwn mind and

sn quite self~conscilausly aims at bewitching the audience, who assume that the words
of his speech faithfully reproduce the train of his thought, It is because the line
vetween language and thought can be clearly drawn that Plato had been able fto disg-
tinguish the philosopher from the sophist on the basis of purpose rather than of
akill, The nominalist, on the other hand, is unable t0 make such a distinction
because thought and language aire inextricably bound, if not identical, e might say
that in principle it is impessible for the nominalist to be a sophist (or a liar)
and hence the problem of skepticism is a real but insoluble one: It is real inaofar
as the nominaliest, like the realist, presuppnses the primary activity of language

to be representations but it is insoluble because there are no eriteriz of validity
outgide the manifested wnrds, which the ontnlogical distancing of thought eould
provide for the realist (and thereby allow sgomeone like Descartes 4n entertain

beings-~God and angels~~-who can represent the world to themselves in pure thought
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thout resorting tn the imperfectionsg of lanpuage, a standard symewes vhich can

then be used to measure man's discursive understanding of the warld),

Notice that depending on whether thought is wntelogically "distant from" ox
Weloge 4o" words, language adopts the yuwalities of mind or vice versa. In the casze
of the realist pneition, language acquires the clarity and veridicality of thought

in representing the siructure of the world and, not surprisingly, speech becomes

the paradigm of the mind's mastery over ite own expressinn. As for the nominalist
position, however, thought takes on the rigidity and equivocality of the lingusitic
gign in the face of meanings shifting over time and, also not surprisingly, writing
becomes the paradigm of the mind's confinement to the ciphers impressed upon ite
Some philosophers, like Leibnitz, have tried to develon the best of both woxlds in
the form of a "™ universal characteristlce™ or "enmbinatorial science® whereby in
knowing the limits of the mind's linguistic confinmement one may also know all thexe is
to know about the world by articulating all the lngico-grammatically correct sentences
{hence the ambiguous status of, for example, the Principle of Sufficient Reason as

a law of thought and a law of nature)., But & strictly nominalisi psychnlogy may be

found in the Freudian theory of the uncenscious in whnich the relation hetwean the

significance of the memory trace of an experience situated in conscionsness and its
gignificance when resituated in the dream=world of the unconscious iz similar to the

ralation between the meaning of an etymologue and that o»f its mndern cognate The

trace (or word) itself has remained virtually unchanged (hence we can speak of "re-—

trieving a memoxry" or "itracing the histery of a word"), yet its significance may have
been altered drastically. And just as lnbbes reconstituted mind in the image nf
language, and Freud turned that reconstituted mind inio tne subject-matter of an

[

antonomous Science, 80 nNow Jacﬂu.n Derrida has imported Freud's nominalist psychelogy

hack intn the study »f language so as to discredii once and for all the realis

(""

nntion that semintics hegins where paychnlogy leaves off, both being subsumed undexr

the discipline of "gramzatology"=-=the science of writing.

2. Derrida's Attempt &t Transcending Hepresentatinnalisme

We raize this peint in oprder %o situate Derrida's purpnried anti-~representation-

alism as the iranic mone in the history of representatlon, To explicate thig
point, consider the closing pages of Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, in which

Richard Rority propounds =2 division of philosnophical attitudes that arises from

e

contrasting the style of Wittgenstein and Heidegger, nn the one hand, and that of

the "mainstrean" academic traditione-~a division that Derrida institutionalizes in
First

hig own wrilting. Owebesesassises., t0ore are the academice whn ity to spesk fruthe

1 i 3= ; - 5 . AR
fully about the world (and, =0 says Rorty, merely duplicate scientific activity on



a more abstraet level). Then, there are those who claim io be mevely "saying things®

that may be more or less illuminating, but not by virtue of referring 4o a varticular
gtate~of-aflfairs, O0F the latter gzroup we can only ask whether their wnrds evoke a
greater understanding nf the world in Zeneral—- 2 "philesophical mood" zerhaps——much
as the words nof a pret might. Dermida would fall inte thig group because his SUNG -

Ffleially academic prose--which in Of Grammatolongy ranges across the nistosy of

n .

attempts at providing a unified secience oi gigng—-—masks a fundamental inability to
master the subject-matier and subgequently, by example, shows the significance ol such
anincompetence"for doing philoanphy in genewal., By "mastery," of cnurse, we mean the
realist sense of represeniation whereby the nind,by wvirtue of its distance, ia in full
control of the signs it uses to put forth ite thoughts, This paradigm of pastery is
presupposed in the ability of the philosopher to sort oud pnsiﬁiuﬁs on an ispue and
separate the true from the false within eachjsn even if a given philnsppher i3 shown
to have judged incorrectly ithe relative merits of the pnsitions, his antapgonist is at

leagt able to show where the philosopher erred and by how much. This ability o

treat every phileoscpher as a contemporary is safeguarded by the preservatinn of triuth

acrnss inferences and the possibility of logically substituting symonyms (e.g. ,"What

Plato called 'x' we now call 'y'."), and, in addition, is presupposed in taking the

"form of argument® as the unit of philosnphical discourse, Howevar, Derridsa's abnrted

expnsition of the history of seminticg reveals the illegitimacy of all these movess
Bven though perrenially there has been philosnphical discenssion over the naturve of
gignificatinn, with participants defining themselves for nr against their predecessors,

the eourse of this discussincn cannot be described in terms of the vieissitudes under-
gone by a4 well-defined set of positions concerning a well-defined set of problens,
Berrida shows that philosopﬁers have presuppnsed that the relatively invariant
empirical presence of words like "sign™ over the centuries mirrors an invariance of
the meaninge of such words, This presupposition hag recommended that philosophers
employ the principle of charity and presume that unless the context is obvinuasly
aberrant, the use onf, say, "signum" by the scholastics is taken to mean what a mndern

would mean in using “sign" in a similar context. But in assimilating "signum" to
"sipn," the philosopher would almost by necessity be reducihg the plausibility of the

scholastic positinn since it would ne longer be sitnated in a relevant context

The upshot, of course, is tn give the philosopher the illusion of making rational
progress from absurd origins—an illusion dispelled in Derrida's inability 1o tell a
cnoherent story about what is at stske in solving the problem of signification, (Indeed,
the indeterminacy of the problem's reference is tantamount to asking "What is all the

fuss abmt?")
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Nevertheless, for all its anti~historicist spirit, this method of anachronizing
the past 1s not obviously an impediment to solving philosophical problems (e position
which has been most notoriously advertised in the history of positivism). But here
Derrida's nominaliem enters, for if it were possible to decide freely how %o interpret

"gignum," we would then return to the realist paradigm of thought sorting iteelf out
before being embodied in words., The nominalist counterpoint is that "signum" already

carries a range of possible meanings (if not a univocal meaning) by virtue of its
previoum contexts, Moat exemplary are the metaphorical assnciations worde like
“correspondence,” "similarity,™ and "reference"™ have had with "speaking® (especially
the dialectic of question &nd answer) and "reflecting", which determine how the words
may be currently contextualized--even though the metaphorical roots themselvee are
officially disparaged. These metaphors can be seen to function in thefanner of
Preud's repressed desires insofar as they are the sublimated force orienting philoso-
phical discourse. We shall later resurrect what is of value in this notion.

Having presented Derrida's allegedly "anti-representaticnalst" view of language,
we now ask whether it deserves that title. Representationalism has gone under such
rubrics as "mimesie," "iconism," "copy theory,"-~whereby thought is the "original"
and language is the "copy." But does the nominalist reversal of these roles make the
resulting semiotic theory any less representatinnalist? Whereas philosophers in the
realist vein follow the forms of argument "hekind"™ the texts of their predecesaors,
Derrida shows that whatever forms may be inferred from philosophical discourse lis
solely on the texiual surface--the possibilities for anachronistic paraphrasing being
delimited by the letter of the original. And, to revise Rorty's division of philoso-
phical attitudes, the difference can be seen nni so much as one between the referen-
tial diseurse of philosophers uttering truths and the nonreferential discourse of

philosophers evoking moods but as one between the univocally referential discourse

of one group of philosophers and the equivocally referential discourse of the others.
And equivocality is precisely what follows once the nominalist position obtains and
thought is said to copy the signe that become referentially opaque once removed from

their original context. But notice that there is ultimately only a "quantitative"
difference between the univocators and the equivocators—-or the plain-talkers and the
oracles: What Russell conveys "one of" and Wittgenstein "many of" per utterance is
the same thing, namely, a definite description that attaches to the world as a label
would and that in no way compels the conveyer of that description to act so as to
maximize its truth (a view that would be closer to our own). To invoke Platonic
notions, we might say that the conveyer assumes the role of a detached contemplator
who passively observes whether or not the label sticke to the world, On this view,
the question whether language is fundamentally literal (i.e. univocal) or metaphorical



(i.e. equivocal) becomes largely an internecine dispute that takes for granted that

language is essentially descriptive, the thesis of representationalism. Thus,
metaphor may be redefined as an elliptical set of definite descrintions, and thereby

capture the reader's intuition of Wittgenstein being "too compressed™ to be easily
understood. (Those familiar with the opening of Aristotle's Poetics will recognize
the difference between Wittgenstein and Russell in that between the poets and the
historians—-the former artists imitate life in its totality, while the latter do so
in its particularity. Thus, we would expect poetry to convey many meanings at once,
but history only one.)

3. Indeterminacy as the Philosophy of Science's Attempt to Transcend Representational-

ism,

The main problem with accepting the presuppositibn of descoriptivism ie that it
creates an artificially radical language-world dichotomy, which would be necessary
for any "copying" of one by the other to occur, This artifiialijy is manifested in
the hést of underdetermination theses that have been proposed to account for the
difference between %saying the right things" and "doing the right things." The
paradigm is, of course, the guantum leap from "is" to "ought," which under the
influence of Neo-kantianism (and especially Max Weber) became the leap from "fact" to
“vglue,"” and in our own time has subtly resurfaced within the philosophy of science
as the leap from "theoxry"™ to "observation.," This last dichotomy--advanced by Willard
Quine, Russell Hanson, and Thomas Kuhn--deserveg closer attention because it would
not have been possible if ovservation, the classic archetype of contemplative passivi-

ty, were not regarded as a genuine activity. Historically, the shift in observation's

ontological status can be attributed to the ascendency of Kantian over empiricist
theories of perception that followed the experimental success of Gestalt psychology

in redefining perception in terms of how the perceiver organizes the perceptual field.

This is probably the key move that separates contempcrary philcsophers of science
from their positivist forebears who remained wedded to observation as the impression
of sense=-data on the brain. However, the positivist concept nf theory has notunder-—
gone a simildr transformation, and so we find Quine, for example, talking about how
to "adjust® a theory in light of new observations we happen to make. Likewise, the
incommensurability of theories becomes a particularly ominous problem because two

theories are presumed still to be two sets of sentences (inscribed on Pieces of
paper) that may or may not be semamtically convertible. In other words, theory,
which elassical positivism portrayed as relatively more "active®™ and "value-ladan"

(theorieswre supposedly constructed from the sense-data as instruments of inguiry)
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than the given observations has now attained the passive status of descriptive
language in general, Whereas positivists like Carnap classically drew a sharp

distinction between theoretical languages that Yy virtue of their logical form and
empirical content enable scientists to predict and control the world and natural
languages whose syntax and semantics merely individuate and describe the world, the
underdeterminationists after Quine have treated all languages as if they were natural
languages, and hence the traditionally linguisiic problems of radical translation,
meaning=-variance, and cultural relativism have been imported into the philosophy of
sciences If a theory is little more than a systematic picture of the world, then
what is there to choose between competitors? The problem takes the form, all things

being equal: Why speak French rathexr than German? Also taking a ocue from the
linguists in solving this problem, Kuhn especially sees no difference in principle
between theoretical languages on their own terms, and so the normal "activity" of
scientists gets characterized as the adhoo adjustment of the dominant theory—-a least
effort (or "most entrenched,"after Nelson Goodman) approach. Genuine activity, revo-
lution, is casi as a Gestalt-—switch, which is to say, a perceptual shift that theory
will afterward explicate and legitimate., This is quite different from the more
classically positivist account of Popper in The Logic of Secientific Discovery, who
describes significant scientific change in terms of the availability of a better
theory whose structure allows for betder explanatory control over whati is already

known as well as for a greater predictive horizon for allecting additional data.

Sndeed, ia-disavewing the ralovanse—ef 4he—meamingeof—scteRtifie terne~to-“bhe—truth

Notice that both Popper and Kuhn agree that the history of science is primarily

a history of theories and not of observations. It is on whether "theory" is to be
interpreted as an active construction or a passive description that they disagres.
Also notice that from our critical perspective, both philesophers suffer from the
deficiendes of the underdeterminatisn thesis, Popper's underdetermination of

theories by obeervations is revealed in the possibility of a crucial experiment,

which requires a set of theories that are of equal observatinnal adequacy prior to
that experiment. Kuhn's underdetemination of observations by theories is shown in

the possibility of a theory being sufficiently inert so as to permit a radical obser-
vation (say, of the outcome of an experiment) that entails the negation of the theory,
We can diagnose the primary deficiency of underdetermination theses as a conflation of

narrative perspectives in recounting the history of science., More specifically, the

passivity of either observation or theory suggests that scientists have a choice in
the theories they construct or the observatioms they make. Perhaps it would be better
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to say, keeping Popper and Kuhn in mind, that "the better scientists"-—whether it be

through their critical ratinnality or ideological affiliatinng-—-find a situation in
which a choice can be made, namely, where the observations and theories ne longer
play a determinate role in what is the scientifically correct thing to do or say.
Now this may indeed be the existential experience of reveolutionary scientists who
think they voluntarily import meta- (popper) or extra- (Kuhn) scientific concerns in
making an unprecedented move. By "voluntarily,"™ we do nnt want to suggest that the

scientist could have necessarily imported meta~ or extra=scientific concerns other
than he did; we are disputing here not whether there are alternative forms of reasoning
nor whether a scientist can escape social determinants. However, we do dispute the
voluntariness of the relation between the extra-scientific factors and the scientific
ones: Meta~ and extra-scientific factors are not merely imported but must hlso be
importable to the science, and this means considering the presuppositional limits, or
transcendental conditions, of a revolutionary thesis, say, being plausibly scientific,
In the case of Kuhn's radical observer negating the dominant theory, we would say that
the theory could have been negated only in a certain range of ways; as it were, the
theory contained the seeds of its own desbruction, But the metaphor of "seeds" is
itself somewhat misleading because there is no logical compulsion to say that what is

importable to a scientific theory must be a2 priori importable, and, as it were, the

revolutionary scientist would be then one who cracks the code for revolution that had
been implicit in the theory all along. We need only say that importability must be
negotiated between the scientist and the theory when the revolution is atitempted,

In short, in challenging the voluntariness of the choice a revolutionary scientist
has, we are challenging the thesis of "conventionalism," which suffers from what we
will dub "the fallacy of misplaced contingency.® According to this fallacy, if there
fis no history of relevance, say, between an extra-scientific concern and a scientific
one, then the extra-scientific concern can be imported in whatever way the scientiat
sees fit, This reasoning is fallacious for the following reasons: (1) It assumes that
only the scientist is active and thet the theory into which the extra-scientific
concern is imported is passive, and so, given the limits of the extra-scientific
concern ' itself , the scientist can largely do what he wants, (2) Although the
scientist might feel such freedom, this is not to say that such freedom actually
existe; and there is no good reason for the historian of science to limit his own

horizon by adopting the narrative perspective of the scientist., In fact, we would

conjecture that much of what goes under the name of "revolupion" in science results
from the historian simply imitating the disruption felt by the scientist (pace
Collingwood). (3) This reasoning diverts attnetion from the more interesting (from the



174

point of view of a systematic h&storidgraphy) contingency, namely, that the scientiast

could have imported extra-scientific concerns only within certain limits, to the less
interesting contingency, namely, that scientists will import extra-scientific concerns
according to their specific social backgrounds, which is to say, the conventions they
are closest to. To summarize then, the fallacy of misplaced contingency is the
cardinal error of the underdetermination theses, which are made possible once language
(and its surrogates) is regarded as an intrindcally passive reflectdn of the world,
4o Dewey's Attempt at Transcending Representationalism,

Let us now recapitulate our departure from representationalist, or descriptivist,

approaches to language. Philosophers who enter into the arguments of representation=-
alisme-which is to say, make representatinnalism a relevant polemical concermn—-
presuppose a radical division between an autonomous practical world and its contempla-
tive linguistic reflection. 4nd while this "reflection® has been traditionally
portrayed as clear and univocal, equiwocal expression of what is seen as an essen—
tially indeterminate world (i.e. a world that is essentially without any essential
features—-a radical historicism) alsn falls under this criticism. We might identify
at this point the subtlest form of the latter position in John Dewey's instrumentalism
which Rorty {for one) sees as the antidote to whatever residual representationalism
may remain in Wittgenstein's "philosophy leaving the world as it is" or in Heldegger's
"shilosophy as the re-discovery of Being." The post~Wittgensteinian task of language

therapy and the post-Heideggerian task of philological deconsiruction seem to suggest
that there is & correct way of "seeing things" that arises once error is systematicall,
uproated; However, Dewey appears to differ insofar as he is interested not in the
failures of discursive reasoning but in its successes: Rather than purge the bad,
Dewey wanta to preserve the good, Superficially this intent approximates ocur own
rather teleological conception of language because, it may be argued, we reduce error
to0 an inchoate expreseion of what the correct thinkers eventually arrive at, Unlike
the normal descriptivist strategy of regarding the correspondence between a plece of
language and a piece of the world es either true or flase without oonsideriﬂghiﬁe
inguirer was trying to do in putting forth such & correspondence, our own apparently
pragmatist strategy would focus more on the community of inguirers aiming at the same

truth, which is in fact what would allow the historian im retrospect to separate those

who succ@ed from those who do not.
Already we can spot a source of discomfort in endorsing the pragmatist strategy:
Truth seems to exhibit the double sense of passivity criticized of underdetermination

theses==first, truth is "already there" and just requires discovery; second, truth
allows itself to be discovered, However, the historiographical upshot of the

pragmatist strategy reverses that of the underdetermination theses; Whereas the
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historiciste-say, Kuhn--agsimilates the histcrianls marrative perspective to that of

the scientist, the pragmatist--say, Dewey--assimilates the scientist's narrative
perspective to that of the historian, Indeed, such a reversal accounts for the very
prescriptivist tendencies Rorty extols in Dewey, which most oftem occur as recommene
dations to the philosopher to "catch up" with certain facts about contemporary

society and the kinds of methods that have led to greater social welfare, These facts
are the products of the collective endeavor of all inquirers (regardlese of the succes:
achieved hy any given individual) that must be accounted for by any wortiwhile
phhlosophyes Notice that the facis-=which may justly be regarded in terms of the

truth taken as a fait accompli=--are relatively inert vis-a~vies the possible philosophie

that may legitimately "follow fropm," or "catch up with," it, The situation is net
much different from the relation between observation and theory we earlier attributed

to classical positivism (and not surprisingly, someone like Quine, who straddles both

pragmatism and positivism, converts M™necessary truths"™ to something like "relatively
inert facts"--facts least likely to change in the face of new facts).
In shnrt, Dewey's instrumentalism is largely limited to philosophy getting in

harmony with social facts, which may admittedly mean descriptions of correct things

to do rather than of correct things to say--~but descriptione mwnetheless, The
essential passivity of pragmatism—-contrary to its name--is conclusively shown in its
refusal to c¢consider philosophy as aiming to overturn the social facts, to persuade
society to think of itself in terms other than those in which the currently accepted
social facts are cast, Contrast this to Marxist angéven Popperian activism (i.e. the
aim to falsify) on such matters. Dewey's adaptive evolutionism only accentuates the
passivity of philosophy to "adjust™ or "respond™ to the world, And although Dewey,

unlike the positivists, does not emphasize angF??alobaervation lamguage, he does

presume that the truths discovered by science (however corrigible they may be) do not
favor any particular social interest such that their promulgation (say, by philosophers
serves society as a whole. This view arises in the context of Dewey's linking demo-

cracy to science, which like the link between underdetermined theories ("all created
equal®) and observations, reste on the latter being relatively more fixzed than the
former, which, in the case of democracy, allows for an open discussion of the social

policy that ought to be pursued in light of scientific findings. Here pragmatism's
curious relation to ekhical hedonism enters, We are tempted to observe that pragmatist
ethics moves from one state of satisfaction (under dogma that is not in harmony with
rnvdedge of the origins of the needs in question) to annther (under science where

such harmony obtains)--the difference being purely on "aesthetic"™ grounds from the
viewpoint of a hard-nosed hedonist. And although Dewey himself argues that social
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opposition is often bound up with ignorance, his observations, say, in Reconstruction

in Philosophy, are made in a purely historical spirit--he offers no reasons for why
social oppression should be bound up with widespread ignorance. ¥Yet, if physinlogical

experiments find that the majority of people get the most pleasure (or least pain) by
doing x, then the pragmatist moral philosopher is hard-pressed to deny that x should
be promoted, for to question either the validity or the relevance of the finding is
to question pragmatism itself (e.g. the possitility of perpetuallydeferred gratificae
tion), This neatly encapsulates the sense in which the call for philoaophy to adapt
to the world is just another version of the ¢all for phileosnphy to reflect the world,
Thus, the subtlety of Dewey's pragmatisit stirategy lies in seeing the task of
philosophy as reflecting currently accepted truths on an ethical rather than on a more
traditionally metaphysical level, That these truths are reflected in the form of
prescriptions to act should not obscure the fact that the relation between "theoxry"

and " practice" is nonetheless a passive reflective one, whereby the latter is
@licited from the former, Such a strategy is unlike our nwnein termes of statements
maximizing their own reference in the world by virtue of their relevance--because it
does not treat (prescriptive) language and the (socially defined) world as equally
"aotive forces®: The supposed activity of ethical practice amounts to a mere response,

as if itz possibilities were not marely presupposed but also predetamined by the
given and relatively inert truths. We see then that the passivity of theory allows

only a pseudo=~activity of practice in the form of what can be, in some & priori sense,
practiced, This false sense of activity in the pragmatist notion of practice is perw
haps most acutely realized &t the very point when the pragmatist proclaims his
independence from representgtionalism, namely, in the ability of man to alter the
world as he satisfies the ethical prescriptinns the worid has recommended, However,
the epitome of this reciprocal feedback between prescriptions and descriptions is a
perfectly synchronized Brave New World in which knowledge of the a priori limits of
man and the world guarantee that activity will always stay within those limits., A

self-correcting learning machine that asymptotically approaches perfection (such as
the one suggested by Mary Hesse in "In Defense of Objectivity"™ to describe scientific

activity under Quine's hybrid pragmatism) also conveys the same point, But in order
to capture better the equal passivity of language and the world, the best image is
perhaps that of the pendulum whose arc diminishes as it osecillates in a nonideal
medium, As the amplitude is dampened, the length of the are shortens—-and this can
be taken to represent the way in which the "ontological distance"™ between language

and the world is shortened: If language and the world were perfectly synchronized,

there would be virtually no need to utter prescriptions as such, for under any given



] 77

circumstances, it would be apparent what needs to be done because that would be all

that could be done, and so the only words that need be uttered would be those that
are themselves actions--"illocutionary acts" such ac promising-—and thereby take no
additional effort to bring them about.

Such metaphors are cashed out by Dewey and other pragmatists in the form of

social planning, the most notorious feature of which is its rapid obsolescence, The
metaphors suggest that pragmatism's alleged redeeming quality--if language mirrors
the werld, then it does so in a dynamicy, pendular fashion--is its downfall, for the

dynamic picture of prescription reflecting description commits the pragmatist to
reflection reflecting itself, and hence the asymptotic elimination of the distance

between language and the world., In other words, what has succeeded in the past will
survive--only more potently. This almost Lamarckian retrospectivism explains why
pragmatism is continually--but not continuously--populars At any given point, the
future is a projection of what historiane have taken to be the legacy of the past to
the present, But the details of these projections are subject to revisinons that

cannot be accounted fog?gg;ﬁggz)accurate self-reflectinne, Hence, perhaps ironically,
secies of pragmatism, like works of science fiction, begin ahead of their time and
end behind it, HMore ironically, pragmatism may be distinguished from all other

philosophies b y its defiamce of any laws of evolutionary selection: Despite ite
inherently poor survival potential (due to an inabiliiy to adapt to radically new
intellectual climates), it is a perrenial bloomer,

5s The Metaphorical Roots of Representationalism in Aristotle
Although it may be argued, contra Rorty, that pragmatism is the most representa-

tionalist in iE;ﬁpproach to the relation between language and the world (because of
the dual sense of "reflection" noted above), the paradism of the active element as
something elicited from, and thereby dependent on, the passive element is the classi-
cal relation between form and matter, as instituted by Aristotle, The legitimacy of
the active-form/bassive-matter distinction has been presupposed in a host of philoso=
vhical enterprises: God imposes forme-as-law upon inert matter in order to create

the natural order (Aquinas); scientific reascners can master the workimgs of matter
by discovering the formal principles that govern it (Leibnitz); man imposes cognitive
forms upon given matter that is itself formless but formable (Kant); the self-realiza=-
tion of form in the world abstracts its course from the matter of historical activity
through a principle of selection (Hegel); the undifferentiated matter of experience is

meaningless without impesing the formal structure of a scientific theory (Carnap),

And these are not to mention the prominence of form and matter in initially separating
rational men from merely sentient animals and, subsequently, the science of the
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In order to challenge the legitimacy of this binary, it is first advisable that
we rationally reconstruct & unified Aristntelian account of how thebinary comes to be,
§%§9&yof how the pre=Socratic interpretatinn of fundamental cosmological gusstinong has

directed subsequent thought, Aristoctle aims in criticizing the first philosophers to
show how they misunderstood their own problems, the legitimacy of which Aristotle does

not doubt but only explicates., Consider the quest for the material cause of the world:
What is the world made of? Although superficially the question is "timeless"™ because
the verb is not tensed--an impressiocn reinforced by associating matter with subsistence
over time, it can be unpacked for its presuppositions to suggest that the semantic
category to which nouns answering the question belong--"matter"--is itself tensed:

If the world is made, what is it made of7 Notice that in analyzing the cuestion as an
hypothesis, we find that efficient causalily, the world-maker or matter-former, is

presupposed in making sense of material causality., Indeed, an autonomnus principle of
formleds matter demands a means by which the form gets either attached to or slicited
from the matter, Also notice that this is a problem specific to Aristotle and not,
say, to his atomist amkgonists, who define form as the combination of material units,.
However, given the Aristotelian conception of matter as indeterminate with respect to
form, it does not necessarily follow that matter is inert in any simple sense. 48 we
we will see shortly, the inability to discern a form in matter as such can be under-
stood equivocallys It may simply suggest no form, but it may also more subtly mean

that no external form has been imposed on the matter--thereby suggesting that the foxm
is self-imposed by the matter, as in the case of the "unmnved mover." These two
possible interpretations are extrema--the least animate versus the most animate:
Matter that cannot bear a form versus matter that need not bear a form, In both cases,
opacity® and "inscrutability"™ are appropriate descriptions for the epistemic relation
the inguirer has toward matter, And in both cases, randomness is atiributed to materie
al motion--on the one hand, to indicate the lack of order that accompanies lack of
form {inertness may result, as in entropy, from these random movements cancelling each
other out); on the other hand, to show the degree to which the inguirer's methnd is
insufficient to fathom the complexity of the forms(as laws of motion, which may be the
expression of divine will in a more animistic phyeics) matter takes, But more on this

later ,

Following the terminology of Oito Jespersen, we would characterize the temporal
direction in which Aristotle's concept of inert matter orients metaphysical inquiry as
"ante~-preterit," which is to say, 1o a state (efficiency) prior to that which has

already been given (matter), The complementary doctrine of form accounts for how the
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problem here becomes what Gualities the world must have in nrder ito be complete, As
with the pragmatist version of ethical hedonism, we see here an implicit distinction
between the passivity of matter waiting to be formed and its passivity in the sense
of having attained its natural state of rest, or completeness, after it has been
satisfactorily actwalized., Again following Jespersen's terminolngy, we would charac-
terize the temporal orientation of Aristotelian form as "poste-preterit™ insofar as it
refers to a state (telos or actuality) posterior tn that which has already been
given (matter), Now in reconstruciing the difference between matter and form as a
difference in the tense of "matter,"™ which is to say, whether it is the receiver of
efficiency or the realizer of telos, it might be argued-—-as we would be inclined to
do--that "passive matter" and "active form" are simply alternate ways of talking about
the same thing, which we have chosen to call ®matter,™ but could just as well have
been called "form." However, Aristotle, who is also responsible for distinguishing
the grammatical categories of "moun" and "verb" on the basis of the tenselesaness of
subsistence (substance) and the tensedness of process (accidence), presumes that

natter and form are ontologicaﬂﬁiiscrete. Vhat we have interpreted as the tensednsss

of the two nouns signifies for him a natural cosmological order with respect to time;
Matter must precede form, justificatinn for which ultimately falls back on the biolo-

gical observation that the germinal being of an organism is the material precondition
to its actuality as a fully matured being. Aristotle clarifies this point by intro=-
ducing two species of actualizatinn-~kinesis and entelechy.

The two species may be discriminated in the grammar of building, as Aristotle
himself does in the Physics. Let us call the stuff from which things can be built
"the buildableM=--it is the puye potentiality, or maiter, of actual buildings; How is
the buildable actualized? In the "kinetic™ sense, as soon as someone starts to build
something, the buildable is actualized in that he is acting as if something can be
built from it: He is making gond on the promise implicit in calling the matter
"buildable.," We might also say the person is proving that the matter is buildable,
and this 1s perhaps reminiscent of certain versions of the "meaning ig use" thesis,
However, the crucial feature for Aristotle is that the potentiality remains intact as

the actualization occurs: The buildable must be constantly available, or subsistent, i

order for the process of building tocontinue. In cnntrast, the "entelechic" sense of
actualization entails the negation of the potentiality: In the case of a completed
Building, to say that the buildable subsists ie to contradict the sense in which the
building is complete, or the . form has been elicited from the matter~-if more
can be built, then the building has not yet been built. There are parallels here tn th

ratinonale behind arguing that a statement is meaningful only insofar as its truth-
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conditinns can be delimited, which has suggested to Popperians that meaningfulness
is cashed out in terms of potential falsifiers or the relevant boundary conditions:

That a given sample of stuff is buildable is shown in the ability to identify a
state-of=affairs in which that stuff would not be buildable.

To our mind, the most misleading aspect of this account is the asumption that the
buildable is separate from, yet manifested in, the act of building. It is this kind
of separation that is responsible for talk about truths existing a priori in & purely
potential state before someonne discovers them and that permits a cosmology of passive
determinism=="things happen as they are suppnsed to happen.” ZEpistemologically, pure
potentiality--in the form of "the given"-~forces the inguirer to concede a point
beybnd which it makes no sense to inguire since "that is just the way things (ultimate~
ly) are." Now as we have seen in the case of pragmatism, this “concession to inertia®

("entropy" may be a more appropriate metaphor insofar as inguiry loses its direction)
occurs just at the point when the inquiry's raieson d'etre is approached (insofaxr as the

given is the fundamental ontological principle). The concession ig made even when the
given is construed as self-giving, an unmoved mover that is the source of all activity,

The plcture of an unmoved mover seems to defy ordinary contact concepts of motion

whereby something can move something else only if it is itself moving. In contrast,
the unmoved mover must act at a distance, say, by emanating waves in the image of its
form that have some determinate impact on the things cnnsequently moved, We thus
witness, as it were, the "contagion »of passivity": An unactivated active principle
defines the activated objects into a position of receivership, And even if we 4o not
want to say that the objects themselves are, to a certain degree, unmoved movers., To
argue that construing the given as self-giving (or, after Hegel, "self-positing")
removes the passive connotations is to neglect that in using "self™ only the logical,
and not the substantive, problem of givemness is solved, In other words, although a

gself=-giving given provides the form of the answer to what gave the given, namely,
iteelf, it gones no way toward addressing how such an answer would be cashed out in
terms of how the given acts, or the effects it has on other things.

6 The Kantian Reconstitution of Aristotle's Physicalistic Metaphors as Logical

Principles,
Indeed, since Kant, the possibility of providing a substaniive answer has been

ruled out as transcending the phenomenal world and therefore inaccessible 10 normal
modes of inquiry. A routine response in this vein has been to say that we construe
the given as self-giving simply because it coheres with our intuitinns that anything

that is able to act must have subjecthoond, which is to 88y, act toward some end or

determinately effect something., However, these "regulative principles of reason" are
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actually come ton terms with the phenomenal world. After the work of Hans Vaihinger,
the regulative principles have been taken as recommendations for the inquirer to act
ag 'if certain ontological principles were true even though there is no way of demon-
strating (and perhaps there are even ways of falsifying) that they constitute pheno-
mena, 1t would appear that assuming the given to be self-giving easily falls under
this heading: Scientista do not worry about how the fundamental physical principles
were generated, but only how they interact so as to constitute possible physical
relations (energy, matter, motion, etc.). And such ontogenetic worries are forestalled
by saying that the physical principles are self-given. Supposedly the benefit of this
strategy lies in providing a psychnlogically satisfying accouht of what otherwise

seem to be totally arbitrary assezrtions that nevertheless ground evergthing that

metters in the universe, Moreover, such an account, however unwarranted from a
strictly phenomenal perspective, has no real impact on the conduct of sclentific
inquiry, Of course, Kant's critique of metaphysics takes off from what he sees as

an attempt on the part of natural theologians especially to grant regulative principle:
constitutive status., Perhaps the most famous example of what Kant would see a3 a
conflation of principles occurs throughout the Leibnitz-~Clarke c¢orrespondence, where
the nature of physical laws is very much dependent on the concept of God the natural
philosopher has, The disadvantage of such a conflation is largely an historical one:
In the case of Cod as the primary synonym for the self-giving given, significant
advances in physice have been made~-s0 the Kantian would nbserve--under circumstances
in which the phenomenal nature of God (i.e. his attributes and powers) has not been

a concern (yet his general status as the first cause has gone largely unquestioned).
But to return toc the original context in which the self~activating quality of the

Ziven was raised, we now see that the Kantian "=sclutinn® merely reinforces the real
passivity of the given and explains away why we might want {0 consider it active,

The esoclutinn, furthermore, is nnt salutary on other grounds, which cast asper-
sions on the reasonableness of a fictionalist, "as-if" philosnphy. Presummably, to
treat x as if i{ were y is to make x functinmnally indiscernible from y; indeed, if we

di@ not know otherwise (via the counterfactual "were®, which may be easily substituted
for a more neutral "is"), we would be unable to disiinguish x from y. But, also

presumably, we do know that x is not truly y. Notice the plausibility of the fiction-
alist account of truth--namely, that it has nothing to add %o our ordinary adducements
of what is true but "merely® to how we act foward the truth--rests on knowledge being
incredibly inert., The fic tionalist envisages states of knowledge that may permanente

ly remain as pure potentiality--knowledge never treated as if it were knowledge, but

could be. In short, knowledge does not entail any particular form of action, and
]
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not surprisingly, the ficitionalist position advances toward the conventinnalist

conclusion that the ingquirer is free ito import non-epistemic criteria in order to

continue his inguiry. Fictionalists rarely entertain the ponssibility that a piece of

knowledge delimits not simply the types of actions that are in accordance with it but,
more subitly, the types of actions that would demonstrate an intentiontal disregard for

that knowledge. The reason perhaps lies in the havoc that the idea of knowledge
systematically distorting ite own presence would wreak on any neat regulative~constitu-
tive distinctinn. Furthermore, the much-admired (oy Kantians) constitutive inertness
of the regulative principles makes us won_der what it can mean to treat the given as if

it were self-positing, if it does not mean to treat the given as if it were truly
self-positing. In nther words, it is difficult to see how suchh regulative principle

eould not have a determinate effect nn the way phenomena are actually constituted,

unlese trutl is itself excluded from the constitutive realm. In that case, what rnle
does knowledge or the truth play in ficitinnalism at all? Diagnostically, the failure
of as-if philosophies can be traced to their not taking seriously the role of inter-
action between the two types of principles that are counterfactually compareds If

the regulative principles are defined as if they were true in the sense the constitu-
tive principles are (i.e. "well-founded," after Leibnita; or "highly verified," after
Carnap), thene-unless we are notified in advance by some griteria (and not merely
defined in terma cof one ®copying®™ the other)--there should be no way of distinguishing
the regulative from the constitutive, and hence, not surprisingly, the difficulty in
drawing the line between metaphysics and physics. But should we wish to draw such a
line at some point, then the type ascribed to a given principle would be negotiable

at that point. We are tempted to say that the Kantian picture of discrete regulative

and congtitutive realms is itself symptomatic of the contagion of passiviiy mentioned
above=-only here transferred from the disamrse of physical rdations (How does the

unmoved mover move?) to the discourse of logical relations {How does a regulative

principle entail, or condition?), -a move unproblematically and even routinely made
by Aristotle when discussing the nature of substance,
7+ Moving Away From the Netaphors of Representationalism,
Before retrieving the thread of our recsonstruction of Aristotle's dual conception

of actualization, let us explicitly account for hnw some ultimately active principle,
like the unmoved mever, may be identified with something that is passively given,
Superficially, it seems as though the active-form/passive-matter binary is highly
unstable, with terms like "God"™ floating between the itwo poles as they are first
attributed an apparently arbitrary will over what theytan move and yet cannot theme

selves be anything but unmoved. Upon considering Dewey's instrumentalism, we saw that
the faets greatly undegdetezminp modes nf action--and hence the po8sibility for real
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democratic negotiation in a scientific society-~yet the facts themselves are relative=

1y "hard" (being the basis on which subsequent candidate~facts are either "warrantedly
assertible” or not) and must bLe faced in an unequivocal manner., Of course, these
attributes of the facts are not as such contradictory, for Dewey need only add that
negotiation is viable only within parameters delimited by the nature of the facts.
Indeed, his theory of scientific rationality is founded on suchh provise. But it is
reduction more than contradiction that we suspect: In particular; we suspect that the

negotiability of what actions may regularly follow from the facts is merely a concese
sion=-much a8 the regulative principles are for Valhingere—to the eassentially a priori
restricting function the facts play. The form of this concéssion is "Even granting

that x is the case, nevertheless y obtains," where "x" is the lonseness of fit between
the facts and possible modes of action and "y" is the delimitation of possible modes
nf action by the facts,.

Again, it mizht not be obvinue what we find objectinnable in such a concessione
surely, nnt everything is negotiable! But notice the dynamics of this account.
Imagine the totality of facts to bound the pnssible modes of action as a circle does
to the space inside it, The concession defines fhie apace from the futside in--we
start with the circumference of facts and negotiate our way into the interinsr, HNow
consider an alternative pictures The limits of negotiation are defined from the
inside out-=we start from an indet~rminate point and negotiate a radius from which can
be inferred the 1limit that we have circumscribed on our own activity. In that case,

the values for "x" and "y" in the concessinon would be exchanged, and the emphasis

would be placed on the artificiality (by virtue of being the hypothetical part of
the concessinn) of stopping the negotiation rather than on the artificiality of
starting it. (wa are reminded here of Newton's transformatinn of the Aristotelian

understanding of irertia, in which unimpeded rectilinear motion replaces a natural
resting place as the paradigm.) It is only an uncritical form of rationality that
finds the statement "Reasnnable action can only occur within limits™ more cogent than
®Reasonable limits can nnly occur within action,® In fact, we wnuld maintain that the
latter is more cogent, if only because it avoids gQquestions concerning the ontolegical
status of limits when they are not recognized.

As noted earlier in the discusaion of scientific revolutiens, when someone like
Kuhn says that a paradigmatic theory constrains what is to count as scientifieally
plausible, it is generally assumed that these "raules" obtain irrespective of what any
normal scientiet says or does, (Notice that we are not 3lodging the more ordinary

complaint that a transcendent paradigm fails to take into account what the scientist

thinks he is saying ox doings We are meking the logicale-and not psychnlogical==point

that Kuhn's position offers no good reasons for coneluding that scientific activi

ty



affects the presuppositional limits of a paradigm: Intuitively-—-and his historical

case-studies of how anomalies develop more easily by precisifying measuring instruments

--there is give-and-take between the scientist and science, as it were; but by analy-
zing the history of science in terms of paradigme, Kuhn necessitates that this dialecw~
tic will appear more deviant and inexplicable--hence "anomaly"=--than it would using
another mode of analysis.) As it were, the scientific imagination is encompassed by
the presuppositions of the paradigm, and this is why only a scientifically irrelevant
element can overturn them., But "where™ are these rules? Xuhn suggests that the rules
are located in the pedagogy of science, but even there they must be rather inscrutable
-=0therwise, it should be fairly easy to circumscribe the scientific imagination and -
virtually predict what kinds of research will or will not be conducted. Pedagogy,
however, does seem to be an obvious place to look for the grammar of these rules,
gince it is the institution that explicitly treats scienee as a grammar, Purthermore,

pedagogy's formative role in the life of a scientist makes it a convenient gnurce

for presuppositidns if it is held that they must somehow temporally precede what will
be taken as plausible, But as we argued then, presuppnsitions need not have apriori

status, and,w2 would now argue, they ghould not have such status, I% is only by

assuming that presuppositions predetermine plausibility under normal circumstances
that revolutions can only cccur, as it were, "by accident™ through the importatinon of
a scientifically ixrrelevant element,

The most misleading feature of Wittgensteinian talk of "language=games" that
(inelodivg Kuhn's)
predominates contemporaryjdiscussion of presupposed rules of conduct and expression

is that "breaking the rules"™ is easy to diagnose and cure, Admittedly, the Wittgen=
steinians claim that "players" of a language—game need not be able to gay the rules,
but that does not mean that their knowledge is any less precise and the rules any
less binding for it, It simply implies that their knowledge is not primarily linguise-
tic but ostensive and practical, even though language is the "itling" primarily used in
the game, The point them is that the Wittgensieinians do not diminish the & priori

element of presuppositinns by arguing that they are exemplified rather than actually
stated, The glaring deficiency here is that "game" makes sense as a categoxry of

activity only if it is defined in gpposition to the way life is normally conducted.
In "real life,"™ misunderstandings are very difficult to identify, rules seem to change
in the course of activities without prior notice, etec,
8, Towards a New Metaphor for Presuppositions,
OQur reinterpretation of the concession above attempts to redress this neglected

but crucial difference between language-as-played and language-as-practiced, We

contend that presuppositions run a parallel course to what is said, much like the



narrative structure of the unconscious (e.g. an Oedipal spisnde) for a patient's

account of his nwn neurosis in psychnanalysis, and is thereby negntiated in disecourse.
A8 opposed to being a predetermining structure, a "grammar cf presuppositions®=-if we
still wish to talk of such things—-would address the guestinn: cientific activity

proceeds as if what were true? And rather than being in the form of a logical machine

that generates the set of plausible utterances as theorems, a typical answer to this

guestion would take the form of the plot structure abstracted from an improvised
exchange that then gets used as the script for the next performance, which is never-

theless also taken to be improvised and from which the plot structure is once again

abstracted, etc. Notice that the grammar-as-plot is being renegotiated at each junce -
ture, since we have stipulated that just because the plo¥instructs the actors to act in

a certain way, it does not fnllow that that will in fact be the way the actors act,

Instead, the consequent exchange will be treated as if it were an improvisation that
presuppnses a new plot structure, We havge¥%ied to capture some intuitions about how

language works "in reality" that traditional grammatical approaches neglect,

Pirst, the parties to an exchange do not aim at maximal coherence in their
responses {e.g."the most probable response" on the mndel of a Markov finite-state
grammar that underlies behaviorist approaches to communication, or "the most appropri-
ate respnnse" gn the model of a post-Austinian speecheact protocol theory, such as

that of Juergen Habermas, which defines truth in terms of what maximizes social inter—
action) but at minimal incoherence, such that each party wishes to convey hig pointe-

however radically different it may be from that of the other party--by relying as
heavily as possible on what the other party has previously said. Thus, we require a
paradigm of exchange whose "lngic" is very much dependent an the actual sequence of
utterances; hence, improvisation, fgﬁﬁ?@aches based on the self-conscious admission

of consensus by all parties at the end of an exchange, which, for example, means

agreeing that norme of the rules of the language-game have been violated in reaching
the conclusinm, are unpracticed and impracticable in actual discourse, If rules are

presupposed in any way, then they are presupposed in such a way so as to be taken on

"plind trust" .so as never to be confirmed by discursive practice, Inother words, the
identity of plot atructure before and efter an exchange 1s taken as aiomatic, and so
the plot extracted after the exchange is defined as identical tc the plot in which
the exchange is supposedly grnunded., It is this very practice that allows us to

intuit that language is "natural®™ and not a game, and it alan allows for the gradual

shifting in ploi structure with each performance., Indeed, we might say that the only
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absolute grammatical rule is that whatever the grammar is, it grounds the activity of
all parties to the exzchange, which amounts to saying that whatever is the nature of
the world the parties inhabit it is nevertheless the same world. It is only, as it
were, the "false security" of presuming a selfwidentical plot across exchanges that

does not motivate the parties to keep track of the identity of the plot's structure.

Pinally, we also intuit that knowledge of presuppnsitions somehow altere their

status as presuppositions, This 1s sometimes expressed as becoming more self-cnnscious

80 that the presuppositions surface in a more extreme form, an image that the literatun
of existentialism is largely responsible for, TFor example, upon admitting that his

relation to - his father has been Osdipal, a psychiatric patient may recast the relainn
in more explicitly Oedipal terms—-—adding heretofore unnoticed details, projecting
possible future relatinns with his father, etc, Should the patient totally Oedipalize

his relation, the discerning analyst might suspect that the real presuppnsitions are
more than meet tho eye (perhaps some extra event that can be corveniently omitted and
still retain a coherent Oedipal story) and cohclude that the patient's professed

self-congcinusness signifies a considerable amount of repression. In contrast, gram-
matical approaches tc presuppositions, which have tended to be either logical (as the

semantic entailments of a statement) or causal (as what motivates an utterance to be
made) keep the relation between what is grounded and what is doing the grounding (i.e.
the presupposition) symmetricals Deriving the grounded from the grounding is nno

different than the reverse., To take the first grammatical apprnach, a statement's
entailments obtain irrespective of the circumstances=-if any--in which it is uttered.

Now while we do want to maintain that presuppositions are not determined as the uttere

er thinks they are determined; nevertheless we do nnt want to deny that he does deter—

mine them--at least in part. In short, presuppositions are determined indeterminately,
and hence the asymmetrical relation we advance between the extracted plot structure

and the subseguent exchangeg Aun actor may argue that he is acting according te the

plot he has previnusly extracted, "but given the resultant improvisation there is no
reason to think that it had been acted in accordance with that plot., By pestulating
symmetry between performance and plot, grammatical approaches eliminate this crucial

perspectival feature of presuppositions which accounts for their shifting status upon

"discovery.®

9., A Revised View of Presuppositions as Kgowledge,

Having stated these intuitions, two observations follow, First, it appears as
though we hafe retreated to a Tepresentationalist model in trying to paint a oisture
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that f"captures® our intuitions about language. All we can say here is that the

relation Letween the picture and oux linguistic activity should be regarded in the
same light as the relation between a plot structure and the subsequent performance
“based" on it, as described within the picture. In nther words, in irying to maximize
the appropriateness of the plot we have extracted from linguistic activity, we are
not necessarily in fact doing thate. Indeed, the rather idealized plot structure of

the grammatical approaches may be seen as the basis of a subsequent performance from

which our own plot was extracted,

Second, and of mnre general import, is the degree to which we have implicitly
made knowledge and ideology indistinguishable. What is the difference usually drawn
between the two terms? Let's answer this as analytic epistemologiets and appeal to

Edmund Getthier's 1963 paper "Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?" Getthier argues
that traditional criteria of a person holding a belief, his being justified in holding
it, and its being true are insufficient for ascribing Enowledge to that person. His
examples suggest that all three may be present and the ‘person still be ignorant by

virtue of predicating his belief on false premises, Orthndox Marxistm confer ideolo-

gical status on "bourgeois science" for somewhat similar reasons: Although mndern
science may arrive at truths about the natural world that are believed for gond

empirical reasons, it nevertheless is merely an expression of bourgeois class interest

insofar as these truths are bhelieved to be grounded in a particular method siming at

prediction and control, which presupposes that nature can be understond only thragh
(unlike Getthier's)
domination, The Marxist strategy herelis not to counterpose an alternative premigee

for the Marxist would be the first to admit the historical truth of the bourgeois
premise~-~but to demongtrate that bourgenis methodolngy is logically unnecessary to

the truth of its science, Thus, there is no rational compulsion o believe either
that capitalism is the onhly econnmic order that can sustain science or that a sncialist
order--and its "proletarian seience"--would necessarily cripple the growth of knowledge,
And if "premise®™ is taken to be the hypothesis of a conditinnal, then the Orthodox
Marxist is correct; for it is indeed possible that a falsehood entail a truth, thus

showing that a scientific truth is logically detachable from the class=interests

grounding the method that led to its discovery. However, if "premise™ is taken to
mean "presupposition" in Peter Strawson's iranscendental sense as the necessary

condition for the consequent being either true or false, then a false antecedent

would yield an irrelevant consequent, In nther words, if bourgenis methods are denied,

then at least the language in which scientifie truths and falsehnnds are expressed

becomes meaningless, How does the Harxist, for example, propose %o launch proletarian
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scicnce without that bourgeois cornerstonme of experimental technique, operatinnalism

(i.e. the translation of concepts into macro-physical manipulations)? And if experi=-
mental techniques are rejected because they attempt to dominate nature, then on what

other grounds can modern science be reconstructed? Could not proletarian science
easily"regressto the teleology and animism of Aristotelianism, which identified

experimentation with the commision of violence against nature? These are serious

questions for the Orthodox Marxist, since the presuppositional interpretation of
"premigse™ blurs the distinction between logical and historical necessity insofar as
the essence of a scientific truth may be entirely contained within its particular
linguistic expression (i.,e., it can be deemed "true" only in light of other particular
expressions). In that case, knowledge and ideology would become indistinguishable,
thereby revealing the spurisusness of the attempt to "end ideolngy." Likewise, the

fourth Cetthier condition would be undetachablie from the traditional three ariteria

of knowledges In other words, if the three criteria are satisfied, then it must be
presupposed that the fourth is as well-~there is no independent proof that a true
justified belief is grounded on true premises, for it is simply implicit in what is

meant by & "true justified belief,™ However, it does not necessarily follew that
the presupposition itself is true; it must just be taken as if it were true-~hence, the

relation between a plot structurs and the subsequent improvbatinn,

Now tn resituate this discussinn of presuppositinn in our original account of
Aristotlet's dual actualization procedure: As suggested earlier, the kinesis/entelechy
distinctinn rests on potentiality--whether it be taken as latent form, given matter,

hidden truths, or implicit presuppositions—=having an a priori states, which is reine
forced by the use of building as the paradigmatic case of actualization. We can easily
imagine bricks and cement as the buildable because they are the necessary ingredients
of a building that exist as_ingredients before the building is completely built

(entelechy) yet during the time it is being built (kinesis). However, upon introuding

our improvisatory model of presuppesitions, what gets called "the buildable” is in
fact the ingredients that are identified as "having been necessary® after the building
has already been built, The "having been necessary" aspect of our reinterpretation

moves in two directinns: The "necessary" part confers on these ingredients the status
of potentiality for any subsequent act of building; yet the ®having been" part points

to these ingredients achieving their status after they are no longer ingredients but an

instead an integral part of the completed building (henca, the ingredientas--like the
plot structure--are extracted from the built). From this perspective, Aristotlets
paradigm is misleading insofar as it portrays the relation between the buildable and



the built as a progressively infinite cycle of beginnings and ends, suggesting that
at some absolute beginning there was only the buildable. In contrast, we would say

that the infinitude of the series of buildables and builte applies regressively as

well as progressively, so that it is impossible to have anything but an in medias res

view of the relatinn between the two moments of building. In that case, a priori it

is just as reasonadble to say that the cycle consists of a sequence of bvilts and
buildables as to say the contrary=--in just the same way as it is equsally reasonable to
say an even number precedes every odd number as it is o say an »odd number precedes
avery even number, In addition, we have tried t{o show how there are good intuitive
reasons for preferring what prima facie seems to be the counterinduitive positien, The
improvisatory model attempts to capture both the in medias res and ex post facto

character of "discover ing" presuppositions,

10, Implications for the Sociolngy of Xnowledge,
One issue that may be particularly illuminated by the improvisatory model is the

plausibility of what David Bloor in Knowledge and Social Imagery has called "the strong

program for the sociology of knowledge." The strong program, which finds its most

complete exposition in Emile Durkheim's The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life,

argues that any so-called "product of thought"™ that either is conferred the status of
"knowledge" by & consensus of relevant individuals or is manifested as something
knnowable only in the context of other individuals is in fact a social product., More

succinctly, social activity is the necessary condition for cognitive forms, Examples
of the first condition for the snciogenesis of knowledge are tn be found in the
justification of what will be accepted as a scientific discovery, Kuhnian research
into the pedagogy of science makes this thesis more intuitively plausible than the

second condition, which is addressed to Durkheim's own concerns for the sociongenesis

of space, time, causality, and number, These cnncepis have traditinnally been located
in the minds of individuals, The classic Cartesian stance is to assnciate their

a priori status in understanding the world with their immnateness, which gradually are

articulated by the child having more experiences and becoming more adept in linguistic

expression. In contrast, the empiricists deny the innateness thesis and snggest that
the child learns to abstract space, say, = a property common %o all objects by being

exposed to many different kinds of objects,s In nrder to strike a balance between these
twe positions, Leibnitz--and Jean Piaget after him (especially in The Opigins of Intele
ligence in the Child)=~offers an epigenetic account of the fundamental enncepts that

amrunts t0 the child's environment elicitimg conceptual forms that exist in his mind

as potentialities until new cognitive challenges demand their actualization. On this
e 23
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view, the ultimate sophisticatinn of the child's thought will depend on the conmplexity

of the tasks he has to face; thus, a programmed conurse of education that deliberately
increases the complexity of cognitive tasks should speed up the development of thought.
Notice that in all these cases, the social context »f education is little more than a
medium for the pesychogenesis of thought. Iven the empiricists follow Lpcke's lead

in cnnceding that the spatiality of objects cnuld not be abstracted unless the child
had at least some innate ability to 4o so. The break with the Cartesians arises over

whether +this ability amounts to a clear and distinet idea of space, as if the child

already knows what property of objects will have to conform to the coneept of space
before they are even presented, For Locke and his successors, what might be ealled
the "intentionality®™ or "activity" of cognitive forms is considered an implausible

hypothesis because children are not able to articulate their concepts, The Cartesian
response, of course, is that the children actually have the knowledge--say, of Buclid-

ean geometry--in their minds but do not have the language in which to express it: In

oth er words, they have intuitive rather than the discursive knowledge that empiricist
demand as proof, The reader will undoubtedly nntice that this entire psychogeniec

account of knowledge heavily depends on the Aristntelian active~form/passive-matter

distinction,

The principle argument for space, time, causality, and number being seocial
products is their objectivity. A4t first glance, this might seem paradoxical since
sociogenesis is associated, especially after Karl Mannheim, with cultural relativism,

culbnrol acdativivem
the very antithesis of bdbjectivity insofar as A stipulates that such fundamental
concepts are mdded in accordance with the social practices of individuals, However,
this "paradox®™ arises only if objectivity is not rigorously separated from such
associated notinons as universality and absoluteness; yet onnce siripped of these

notions, it need not be reduced to intersubjectivity elther, If the coneepts ave
"absolute," then their identities never change; if they are "™universal," then their

identities are the same fnr a given universe, On the basis of these definitions, it i

possible tc have a nonabsolute umiversal concept of, say, space, agiell as a nonunivexn
sal absolute concept of space. The first possiHlity is exemplified in world-view
theories founded nn all individuals in a given historiecal period partaking of a

"collective emmsciousness," yet there may be a radical shift in concepts acrnss
world-views. A variation on thie theme is suggested by Durkheim's anthropology of
space, in which the particular social praciices of a tribe determine the concept all
the individuals of that tribe will (and must, in order to be identified as tribal

members) have; yet, the concept of space is nonabsolute insofar as radical differences
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may arise between tribes., On the nther hand, & nonuniversal absolute concept of

space finds its paradigm in soc¢ial orders that are maintained by members having
differential knowledge of the weorld, a division of cognitive labor, that may even
involve the con _gceptinns »f some members contradicting thnse of others. For example,
the false consciousness responsible for sustaining capitalism in Marxist theoxy lies
in management's ability to exploit labor without labor thinking that it is being

exploited: Phe nonuniversality is shown by the asymmetry of perspectivesg the abso-
luteness by the net effect of social equilibrium this asymmetry hase. In his early
work, The Division of Labor in Society, Durkheim draws roughly the same distinction

drawn here between monabsolute universals and nonuniversal absolutes in terms of
"mechanical" and "organic" snlidarity, respectively. But although the paradigm of

organic solidarity is indeed social, & nonuniversal absnlute conceptinn of space is

also implicit in general relativity theory, in which the characterization of space~
time as having an overall constant positive curvature invelves space appearing uncurvsi

(i.e. Buclidean) to observers in the vicinity of their frame of reference~-much as the

spheroid earth appears flat to an observer looking toward the horizon.
In contrast o universality and absoluteness, objectivity addresses what can
be seen as the "gquality," rather than the "quantity," of extending the fundamental

concepts over the world, In other words, instead of asking the limits of a concept's
relevance, we are now inquiring into the very sigms that indicate ite relevance, TFor
example, why is it so difficult to imagine a "private language" for itime and space,

in which only I am able to ascertain the number of units "passed" or "traversed"?
One reason is that I cannot identify myself in space and time except in reference to
other things that ordinarily exist in space and time as it is "publiely" understond,
which is to say, in accordance with their uniform metrics. Thus, in coherently

describing the "subjective time" experienced in dreams, we are forced tn accomnt for

it in terms of, say, how "guickly" events seem to nccur vis-a=vis the "dbjective time"
experienced while awake, And even the bizarre sequences that seem to defy the causal

order of objective time can only make sense as particular occasions of that order bein

violated. It might be nbjected, however, that this reasoning merely appeals to
convention insnfar as the logic of nur objective time-sense is much more fully worked
out than that of our subjective iime-sense, and so, not surprisingly, the unknown

must be explained in terms of the known, But there is a second reassn behind the
implausibility of a private language for space and time.

If we are in the least true to Wittgenstein's use of the "private language"
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metaphor in Philosophjeal Investigations, then it will be admitted that what we would

be attempting tn provide is something more than the merely whimsical labeling of event:
and places as they are experienced, Originally, interest in the prssibility nf a

private language cemtered on whether all languages must be essentially similar in

some respect in order to be languages. Witigenstein hypothesized the case of & languag
whose grammar could in principle never be reconstructed on the basis of our knowledge
of public languages., Roughly speaking, the private languages have been judged impos—
sible on pedagogical grnunds; How would the person fluent in the private language

be able to associate signs with referents, unless it were on the model of how he was
taught his first language? To say such learning paradigms(ostension, repetition, atc.:

are unnecessary Jjenpardizes the sense in which a private language is a "language" at
all, Be that as it may, the reader will notice that by grrounding the possibility of a

language on how its grammar is actually learmed, Wittgensteinians (often intentionally,

blur objectivity with intersubjectivity. The difference between the twgﬁzjﬁﬁﬁmun

followse The paradigm of intersubjectivity is the identity of an experimental outcome

-~3ay, a meter-reading--being agreed upon by a group of overseeing scientists, The
s uapposed "objectivity™ of this finding lies in the fact that its identity was
ascertained by a consensus of competent judges who nevertheless may have different

interests in the outcome being one way or another (say this is a crucial experiment
for deciding the fate of several competing hypotheses).

A "purer" concept of nbjectivity, however, does mnnt require the actual presence

of scientists, for it stipulates that a consensus must be presuppogsed in order for
the experiment to make any sense at all. Indeed, in mnst experiments hordes of

scientists do not huddle arcund, say, the end of a maze (contrary to what Russell

suggests in chapter sixteen of An Outline of Philosog@m) to see whether the rat
erosses the finish line in record time. Instead, there are one or a few sclentisis

who, in assessing the significance of their findings, presuppose that they can be

situated among the findings of other scientistis as either corroboration nxr falsifica-
tion. 4 special demonstiration of the objectivity of their resulis is not even

contemplated for that would imply the possibility that sclentific research amounts to
a series of subjective appraisals which may coincide--but only by virtue of a consen-

sus of opinion (perhaps symptomatic of a collective illusinn or ideology) and not a

convergence on reality., If such rampant subjectivity were a real possibility, then

science itself would be impossible, or more precisely, science would be indiscermible

from other modes of persuasion~-and that would nnt be sufficient %o Justify the
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uniqueness of the scientific method vis-a-via other rhetorical methods.( Notice that
we have not considered statistical tests for validity and reli_ebility, for they too

presuppose nbjectivity in that the possibility of error is confined to another
objective outcome resulting from>similar experiment, Hence, failure to cnrreborate

& previous finding ies normally attributed to that finding not being a representative
sample of how the world "really" is under the experimental cednditions, which means

that the unreplicaied outoome is a highly improvable, but neverthelsss objective,

occurrence,) In short, for the scientist to try to prove the objectivity of his
research is to contradict the transcendental conditinne that make his activdiy possible,
where by "possible" we mean the scientist's ability to distinguish truth from error,

Thus, insofar as one attempts a demsnstration of objectivity, he is no longer a
scientist, However, he may be a "meta=scientist™ or "metaphysician™ in the mold of
Edmund Husserl's phenomenologist who undertakes to delimit the objectivity claims of
experimental psychology by suspending the scientist's unreflective "natural aititude"

to those claims, We see then that objectivity is an example of a conncept that is able

to regulate research only insofar as ifs presuppositinnal status is not examined

eritic.ally, This is in striking contrast with intersubjectivity, whose pegulative

power derives from showing that a majority of relevant parties self-conscinusly agree
on the identity of an event.
We can read this difference between nbjectivity and intersubjectivity back into

the private language problem and then back inin the social production of space, tinme,

causality, and number, Keeping in mind the requirement that a language be a well-or-
dered system, it must then be presuppnsed that the person fluent in the private languag
is subject tn the rmles governing the system which, admittedly, he has imposed. Such
constraints apply even if the cardinal rule of the private language is that all acts
of sigdfication will have purely illocutionary force, which is % say, a sign would
refer only by virtue of the person engaging in the act of referring, Although this
minimal rule may amnunt to little more than the whimsical legislation of meaning, its
effectiveness nevertheless presupposes that there be a way nf deciding whether the

person fluent in the private language has made the utterance--as opposed to either
snmeone who accidentally utters a grammatical string of signs or perhaps some evil
demon who illegitimately possesses the person's body and is thus uttering string that

would be grammatical if the person himself had uttered them. Thus, even if we grant

that a private language can be known by only one person, his knowledge is ti11
necessarily bifurcated into what formal seminticiste after Alfred Tarski have termed

"the object language" and "the metalanguage." Whereas the nbject language regards the
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utter from the first permon perspective (i.e. in the act of spesking), the metalanguag

regards him from the third persnn perspective (i.e. as an act of speaking), We
might conceive of this bifurcation in terms of the utterer acting as if annther

utterer were present with the potential to correct him-——much as the Freudian charac=
terization of adult behavinr in terms of the ego acting as if the parent, in the form

of the superego, still exercised moral authority. And Jjust as Freud located the
foundations of the soeial instinet in this structural feature of the psyche, we are
likewise able to identify the essentially public nature of language in what presuppo=
ses its use, Here too, as in the Freudian case, it is pnssible 1o convert the pmew-
suppositional structure into an historically predetermining one: For example, the

psychiatrist may postulate some primal moment in which the parental image is actually
incorporated-~"introjected"-~into the psyche; or, as socinlogists of knowledge, we

may emulate Jean=Jacques Rousseau's attempt to provide an originary myth for the rise
nf language among primitive men, However, the validity of either the superego or
the publicity thesis is not affected by the empirical truth of such psycho- or socio-

genic accounte, since it would not make any sense to talk abnut the psyche or language

withott presuppnsing these perhaps empirieally dubious structures,
Recalling nur earlier account of Vaihinger, it would seem that we are now in a

position to endorse the ficitinnalist claim that the search for {4ruth can often be
facilitated only by employing patent falsehoods., Yet if the falsehood is taken to De

not merely an heuristic device for continuing research but part of what makes the

so-called "truth®™ possible in a transcenddntal--or presuppositional--sense, then we
begin to see that, once again like psychoanalysis, the sociology of knowledge cannnt
be reduced to either a set nf scientifically dispensable just-so-stories about origins
or a set of falsifiable hypotheses, Indeed, we would argue that because the strong

program for the socinlogy of knowledge amounts in practice tn the emploiment of the

presuvpositional structure of publicly available concepts, the implausibility of a
proposed plot stems not so much from a lack of historical warrant as from an inadequate

. emplotted i
understanding of thefoncepts "I A .a For example, a Durkheimian account of the

soct al foundations of space might be sketched as followss Natives organize to clear
away vegetation in order to build a circle of huts where they will be able to live

together, (The motivation behind this communitarian spirit—-whether it be fear,

hunger, etc.——-18 irrelevant,) The organization however is not formal in the/sense of
proceeding according to a predetermined blueprint; instead, a third party (such as
thesociologist narrating this story) would say that there is an intuitive sense of
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what is and is not a feasible move-wespecially the latter, and any native is eligible

to correct another should an intuitively unfeasible move be made., Afterward, the
natives reflect on what made thdl sochlorganization possible. The configuration of
the huts suggests a geometry that mnderlies the concept of space presupposed by their
activity, but which would not have been discovered unless it were presented as a social
product, The pivotal binary of inclusion/exclusion that guided the demarcation of
"eulture” from "natuve"--those Who belong within the sacred space from the profane
ones who do not--presupposes that a violation of the social order implies an undefined

chaos (such that foreigners may be accorded the same status as wild animals)—-as
cpposed to, say, another well-defined social order--or, in logical terms, that a
contradiction (indeed, that the conjunction of sacred and profane spaces is contradice

tory rather than contrary) entails any proposition, Once again, this presupposition
is only derived after the society has been built, yet it is resituated as the

guiding force throughout i_ts construction,

31, Objections to These Implications,

Hexre the standard objection to any strong sociogenic account of concepis arises:
At most our Durkheimian mgth shows that the natives could only be aware of already

having a concept of space by observing the products of social organization, which
perhaps--and perhaps this is a generous concession--could arise only in the context of
social interactinn, The psychogenicist would then echo rationalist and empiricist
claims that the concept of space must be in the minds of the natives, at least in some

inchoate form (that is perhaps given full expremion by socisty), in order even to make

sense of the concept of space, Bypassing the physiological evidence for there being
brain centers for spatial organization, just consider the grammar of our ordinary use
of "gspace™ that intuitively guides such scientific researchs How can space be socially

"invented," as it were, if space musi be a medium in whiéh all possible objects sub=-
sist? Unless we follow Bishop Rerkeley in locating the unthought in the mind of God,

the strong sociogenicist must determine the status of space before the natives construc

ted their society and, furthermore, how 4id they manage to recognize that there was a
distinctly spatial organization?
Yet for all these problems, the snciogenicist does.nnt face the perrenial diffi-

culty of the psychogenicist, which can be summrized, after Rorty, as the status of the
mind as "the mirror of mature.," Notice that we have so far not rigorously distinguishe
space per se-~where the objects are "really"placed--from the concept of space——where we
think the objects are really placed, The psychogenicist is compelled to draw this

distinction, but the sociogenicist is not, Now consider the issues that follow from
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such a distinetions If space is fundamentally a mental concept with no extramental

correlate, does this mean that we literally mold the world in accordance with the
structure of our minds? 1If our concept of space simply allows us to perceive space

ag it really is (i.e, more a receptive than a constructive capacity), then are the
cultural differences in expressing space of negligible ontological import (i.e. they

would not reflect real variation in the nature of space)? Regardlees how these Ques-

tions are answered, the psychogenicist must ultimately expl why there must be both
a space-concept snd real=-space, which returns him égaégigggiéég talk about the "impo-

stion" or "elicitation" of form from matter (depending on whether the space-concept is
congtructive or receptive vis-a=vis real-space), We would argue that the distinction

is founded more on an uncritical acceptance of our ordinary talk about space than on

some primal intuition of space that might be conveyed by such talk. Specifically, we
would reiterate Franz Brentano's critique of the psychologistic nntion of consciouse
ness as something diatinct from the object of which one is conscious: Just because

we ordinarily say that "we are conscious of space,” it does not follow that the

conaciousness and the space are separate, with one someshow trying to "capture" the
other, Indeed, the naturalness with which we act "in" space militates against the
possibility of any real difference, and this is why so=-called "illusions™ are only

discovered as such after the fact,

On a psychogenic account, attributing spatiality to what is not spatidlly present
is a real possibllity as long as the mind and the world are considered autonomous and
yet not in some pre~established harmony (which would nnce again point to the redundancy

of having two realms rather than one), Illusions result when something interferes
with our spatial perception such that it no longer reflects the spatial presence of the

of the world., In fact, it would only be through illusions that #he difference between

a space~-concept and real-space could be demonstrated., Thus, given the psychogenic
position, the objectivity of space is made possible by the ability to tell some real
thing that has spatial extension from some illusion that does noi, But does it make

sense to0 say that illusions have no spatial extension? Considering the foundational
status of space, this becomes a difficult line to explicate, let alone defend: Pre-
cisely what non-spatial realm do these illusions inhabit? It would seem that only the
most immaterialist conception of mind (e.g. Descartes') could be comfortable with this

question. Short of endorsing immaterialism, is it not more plausible to say that an

fllusion is simply the misnaming of some -spatially extended thing? In that case, the
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objectivity of space ie presupposed so that the identity of an object can be negotia-

ted, For example, rather than to doubt whether I have seern the thing I have called a
ghost, it i®s more reasonable to doubt whether that thing is most appropriately called
a ghost--as opposed to, say, the shadow of fluttering curtains. (Notice this is not
the negotiation of the bargaining table, in which comtesting sides enter with self=-
consciously defined positions against which the outcome can be measured as a "gain"
or "loss," Instead, this is the improvisatory negotiation of social practice., In

other words, all parties act as if they are subject to the samespatial organization of
objects until so@ipone appears to act in such a way as to violate the intuitive limits

of that presuppositional "as-if." It is then that the illusion gets negotiated. What

exactly has been the script in accordance with which all parties presupposed the othem
were acting that now allows them to point out this deviation? In short, they negotiate

the characterization of their previous practice so as to inform subsequent practice--

mach different from thne negotiation of the bargaining table that is perhaps exempli-
fied in social contract theory.)

Thus, ag in the earlier case of the scientist's treatment of an experimental
outcome, the objectivity of a apatially extended thing need not be proven insofar as

the practice of discriminating illusions (eege, by pointing out the illusoriness of an

illusion) already demands such objectivity. Ballucinations, which are distinguished
from ordinary illusions by having no apparent physical correlates whatsoever, do
however seem to resist any easy sociogenic interpretation and consequently reqiiire

the space-concept/real=space binary. But in fact by the end of this paper we will
have shown the contrary to be the case,

12 Confuti the Objectiong: Langua as_Word—Ma 1o

Our defens: resembles the ones offered for saying that a private language is
impossible and that self-conscinus intersubjective agreement is unnecessary for
objectivity in scientific research., It rests on getiing straight what precisely is

the negation of bbjectivity: The accounte we have been opposing automatically take
"negation" to mean "contrary," and consequently some species of subjectivity has been
postulated, Instead, we seek objectivity's contradictory, or, more specifically,
what it means to say that some expression is false in relation to the concept of

objectivity; hence, objectivity has been treated here as a presupposition rather than

as one pole of a binary, It follows that the essential objectivity of hallucinations
must be considered nnt by looking at the reference of the expressions that propose to
identify an hallucination but by looking at the linguistic performance that makes it
possible for an hallucination to be identified at all (irrespective of whether it
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been the principle implicit throughout this analysis--we must not pay so much atten=—
tion to what language says about how it functions in the world at the expense of
possibly regarding linguistic expression as deceptive, For example, G.E. Mcore and
JoLe Austin have observed that the evolution of ordinary language has begueathed to

contemporary speakers all the distinetions that have proved fruitful to draw, A4s a

result, any foundational philosophy or metaphysics should ground its insights on
these distinctions, which are discovered through meiiculous semantic analysis. Such
advice makes sense only if we take ordinary language's selfedescription at face value,

gince indeed it defines itself as the renositéry of the "perrenial wisdom" of commone
sense that has allowed us and our progenitors to function "naturally" in everyday
life-=s0 much so that we "normally™ cannot envisage a critical attitude toward ordi-
nary language that would not make all communication impossible. But just as the

discerning psychiatrist would be suspicious of the patient who proposes an etiology

of his own illness, the diecerning philosopher should alsns be suspicinus of linguisti
attempts to explicate the function of linguistic expressinns: Such attempts are
themselves symptoms rather than solutions,

The fact that such an explicatioh is needed==because it is not selfw-evident
what & given piece of language is talking about--suggests that any proposed explica-

tion should be questinrned, To demonstrate more pointedly our epposition to the
modern Fregean impulse in linguistic analysiss If there must be a "route" to
reference at all (as Frege stipulates), then the sense of any dafinite descuption
that is proposed as such a route is contestable. And still another way: If a

piece of language=--a term, a sentence fragment, an "incomplete expressinn," to echo
Bussell--is inherently ambiguous in meaning when taken by itself, what should lead

us tn think (aside from the pronouncements of a semantic grammar) that several such
pieces strung together will disambiguate the term's meaning? This query is not

designed to make philnsophy's assignment impossible fo fulfill but to prevent it

from being reduced to a catalogue of necessary truths—-analytic statements that
exhaustively and unigquely define a term, such that to deny a statement of this type
is to commit & contradiction and render the term meaningless (i.e. unusable),

Instead, it should be recognized as legitimate philosophical practice to radically
renegotiate the meanings of terms according to how misleading the connotationns of

current definitions seem, Either "Evening Star" or "Morning Star", for instance,

is a misleading way of identifying Venus (given our current astronomical knowledge),
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for each name systematically diverts the language=user's attention from possibly

discovering relevant information about the planet--"gystematically", because if, say,

Venus is associated with a particular time of the day, then Venusian studies may be
conducted exclugively during that period, Our suggestion can be understond as the

"dark side"™ of the operationalist principle: Whereas the early positivists defined a
set of concrete operatinns as the sufficient condition of a scientific term®s meaning
so that to know what, say, "gravity" means is to know what must be done to demonstrate

its denntation, we would add what not to do, where not to look.

In short, language needs to be thought of as having "a will of its own" that is
more than the passive medium for expressing thought or aven the relatively more active
medium for constraining thought (i.e. the realist and nominalist positions, as presen=

ted in the opening of this paper), In fact, language must be regarded as the sublation

of these two alternatives: It is the medium that constrains thought by having its
users think they are expressing thoughts other than those really being expressad, The

reader may notice that this account resemb les the so~called “word-magic" theory of
language's origin associated with early anthropologists like Edward Tylor and the
childbsychologist Piagete. Supposedly, primitive man and children respond animisticale

thet :
ly to the world, which is to say,ﬁtgeat all objects as if they acted fr%ﬂkiﬁ&éﬁgﬁdent

of man's., Thus, certain words would be thought to have special inherent "powers" to
eonjure up objects, which meant that they had to be used with discretion--the most
notable examples of this practice being curses and profanities, As Piaget puts it in

4 Child's Conception of the World, the child relinquishes his animism when he realizes
$hat the "power"™ of language is only manifested when it is used, thereby showing that
language is an inhemently inert tool that is "animated" only by the will of men in an
appropriate social setting. However, the adamant child need nnt accept this

ontogenetic "refutation" of word=magic., Just because a human utterer may be a

necessary physical condition for language to "work," it does not follow that the
human utterer is the cause of language doing the work it does in the worid, Yet such
an inference 1s valid if it is presupposed that language is the medium by which

thoughts ("the will") are expressed, But once this passive view is rejected, there is
no reason to think that the consequent follows from the antecedent, Indeed, thefact

that the unique identity of the human utterer is irrelevant to the efficacy of an

utterance and that the identity of the "appropriate social setting" in which the
utterance is made can only be known ex post facto leads us to think that animism is &
plausible theory of language. Why do soldiers stand erect when the sergeant says
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over his troops noyis it due to the military context in which the command iz given.
The latter is nnt the case if only because we would not have known that this was a
genuine military context had nnt the command been uttered as part of a chain of other
utterances that, when taken together, define a military context,.

We would go so far as io maintain that the peculiar development of linguistic
expression--specifically drams, fiction, and even writing itself--presupposes the
word-magic thesis, If the utterer and the discursive context were the snle source of
the powers of language, then what purpose would be served by inscribing utterances?

It seems that an oral tradition would be sufficient to make language work, and indeed

anthropologists are quick to point out that this is the case in so-called "primitive"
societies, They would go on to argue that due fto the complexity of life in more
"advanced" societies, a written tradition has arisen to codify the rules governing

this complexity which could not possibly be carried around in an individual's head.
The teleology of this account is scmewhat unsatisfactory, for it is not clear that

"the complexity of social relatioms" as such requires a written tradition. There are

indeed wvery populous nonliterate societies, bufthe anthropologist would then counter
that "complexity" means something more than just the sheer number of people one
comes into contact with regularly. But what makes this "something more" possible?

From Adam Smith, through Durkheim, and well into the twentieth century, anthrepologists
have pointed to a division of labor as the source of complementary roles in complex
societies (and even here complexification is seen as a response to demographic demands)
But if these evolving societi%gig%i%lgad an oral tradition, wha¥ZE%$e allowed the

members to recognize and execute this complexification ("bureaucratization® may also

be appropriate in this context)? In other words, we are wondering whether writing
might not itself be the necessary condition for the complexification of society,
rather than vice versa, Our speculation however cannnt be resolved simply by turning

to history~-whether "in fact" writing predated or postdated complexificatinn=-for
we are challenging the intelligibility of a written tradition possibly arising from

the complexity of social relatinns: How could such a thing happen? The point of

this speculation is to show a very general case of linguistic animism at work, namely,

the generation of complex social relations,

13 Writing as the Fundamenial Presupposition of Comgex Society.

Among/the differences between inscripiion and speech are the former's permanence

(the letters always stay fixed on the page) and repeatabllity (the letters caﬁ*ﬁgﬁ
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uttered in the same form over again), which, for instance, allow for the systematic

addition or subtraction from a body of knowledge as well as the systematic dissemina-
tion of that knowledge--necessary conditions for science and probably for bnth higher
economic forms like capitalism which are largely based on recording transactions

and legal systems grounded on case precedents, (The reader will notice that nomina=-
lists like Locke have tried to assimilate these two distinguishing features of
writing into a speech-centered model of language by portraying the speaker's memory

as a tabula rasa.,) However, this is not to say that a self-conscious science of

writing (that would, among other thinge, distinguish writing from speech) must have
preceded complexification. Once again, as in the sociogenesis of space, there need
only be a practice of writing, not necessarily a technology of writing. In other

words, the members of the evolving society must be acting as if they were writing
(in the eyes of & third party) irrespective of how they themselves wnuld characterize

their activity. Their situation would thus be similaxr to that of Moliere's bourgeocis

gentleman who did not realige that he had always been speaking prose. But how would
the third party recognize that writing was being practiced? It is not as simple as

seeing whether functinnal equivalents of pen and paper are present. Reconeiker the

example of the sociogenesis of space: The natives were thought to have somglense of
geome try because they were able to arrange their huts in a circle--as if they had
used the appropriate geometer's tools (protractors, rulers, and compasses), Bat of

course (so our example goes) they possessed no such tonls-—monly the know-how necessary
for constructing them, so that if the third party were able to communicate with the

natives he would be able to introduce them ton the technolngy with little difficulty.
In fact, they would probadbly come up with it themselves upnn formulating their
concept of space., We see then that the difference between practice and techmology is

the difference between competent performsnce and performed c¢ompetence, nr unself=

conscinus and self-conscinus activity. But more precisely, a competent performance
congistes of the necessary conditions for a performed competence, This is made

clearer when we move to writing,
It is not inconsistent to envisage a society under an oral tradition that

contains the necessary (but not sufficient)econditions for writing, Such a society

would exhibit certain features in itz linguistic bchavior that are unnecessary to
uphold its oral tradition. For example, suppose one linguistic practice is to parse
meaningful utterances into meaningless units for combinatorial purposes (i.e, diff=-
erent combinations would yield utterances of different meanings). A view of language

that centers speech next to what the speaker has in mind does not require this rather
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meéhanical approach for generating meaning that seems to dispense with the uniqueness
of the speaker. Now suppose alsn emphasis is placed on getting the exact wording of
an utterance correct, It is well=known that oral traditions easily convert history

into legend over the years as speakers attempt to transmit the "spirit" of what is
said rather than the "letter." ©So what is gained by fetishizing the words themselves,
given that oral traditions have no way over many transmissions to check for accuracy?

From both casey it would be fair to conclude that even though members of the snciety
in question used neither pen nnr paper they nevertheless acted as if they had

writing——or agif their language were writing-centered. As an aside, nnte that in

resisting to define the practice of writing in terms of an empirical activity (e.ge
the applicatinn of a pen=Burrogate to a paper-surrogate) that can be univocally

labeled "writing," we embrace a more dynamice—-perhaps even dialectical=-pnsition

whereby the practice is located in the technology of some other activity, speech, that
can then be used as the basis for making writing a self-conscinus activity, or a
unigue technology of its own.

But tc resume the argument about the animism inherent in writing, it may only be

after the fruits of writing have been produced--the laws, records, science--that a

unique technology of writing is discovered (or invented--more on this later)., And
as a technology, writing resembles more an auitomaton than a hand=-tonl: Once the

utterer sets the lan,guage in motion, it operates largely from its own accord.

Imagine that two people decide to act our the script of a play, unbeknownst to a third

person in the next room., Let us say the play contains a scene with a row between
two characiers, Once the words of the scene are "set in motion" (allowing for the

appropriate intonation, etc.), the person in the next room will naturally think that
there is a "real" row going on——until he peers through the door and sees the other
two holding scripts. This example makes two points. First, there is quite a literal

sense in which language conjures up reality out oththerwise undifferantiated stuff
of the world, and this includes the invention of context, Writing epitomizes this
"word-magic®" or "recipe" appronach in iis abiliity to consistently elicit actions as if

the reality "cooked up"™ were of the more "natural" variety promoted by commonsense
(We assume the difference between a "cooked up" and a "natural" world only for the

sake of contrast). Thus, whenever the scene of tne row is enacted--and the scripts
are hidden--—bystanders will act as they would in regard to any "real™ row. In fact,
unless the scripts are deliberately hidden, the actors themselves may think that the

row i8 real.
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The reader may object at this point that while he can understand some sense in

which written language can be regarded as a recipe that cooks up the world, this sense
can certainly be no more than metaphorical, Presumably the objector would say that
the world is literally cooked up from molecules formed from the cnmbinations permitted

by the periodﬁ¢able of physical elements. And admittedly science and commonsense
do agree that the structure of matter-~and not the structre of language--"composes"

the world, Yet it is indeed curious that the perindic table=~-a persistent desidera=

tum of scientific atomism (finally formalized by Mendeleyev in the late nineteenth
century )==~is modeled on Leibnitz's combinatorial science, the forerummer of symbeclic
logic whose syntax would reveal the essential semantic structure of all possible

utterances., The insubstantiality of the elemental atoms taken in isolation of their
molecular combinations matches the semantic indeterminacy of what Russell in The
Principles of Mathematics calls "logical constants" (connectives, punctuation marks)
and "sentential variables" (propositional and predicate signs) when treated outside

the syntactically correct strings formed when they combine., On a more ordinary level,

we need only consider the indeterminacy of meaning of individual letters vis~a=vis
the words they form, as well as that of individual words vis-a=-vis sentences, and
finally individual sentences visea~vis discursive contexts, And if the reader thinks

that the algebra of atomic weights demonstrated in chemical formmlae is a more precise

gcience that the algebra of constants and varisbles, then he is instructed to examine
the process of Goedel numbering, whereby {very roughly) it can be shown that the laws

of arithmetic are preserved when each sign of the logical calculus is assigned a
unique number and then combined to form syntactically correct strings. (A more
illuminating account is provided in chapter seven of Goedel's Proof by Ernest Nagel

and James Newman.,) Thus, we need to consider why should the generatinn of substance

from structure be so plausible an account of ultimate physical reality. Why not do
instead as the presocratics did, namely, treat the elements themselves as substances
(eege rather than a complex of hydrogen and oxygen, water was taken to be an element
in its own right)? The plausibility of the former over the latter, we have maintained,

is grounded on the language of physics presupposing the centrality of writing over
speech, and hence reality is constructed just as meaning is from morphnlogy.
To continue, the second point raised by the dramatized row, especially in

light of the third party's presumption of the row's naturalness, concerns the means
by which language manages to divide fact from fiction. The key lies in the linguistic

ereation of the social context by reducing or expanding the scope nf the utterances
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under consideration., On the most intuitive level, "expanding" or "reducing"

scope amounts to adding or subtracting the sheer number nf utterances., Statistically
speaking, in the long run the propnsitions expressed by utterances tend to fictinnal=
ize (we need not decide here whether the propositions actually change iruth values or
whether only our knowledge of them changes)e. In other words, given any hypothesis

whose probability of being true is less than one, the greater the number of successful
testinge that hypothesis undergoes, the greater the probability that the next test
will falsify it. Thus, reducing the scope of articulatinn tends to factualize the

propositions expressed by utterances, while expansion tends to fictionalize them.
Given a sufficiently reduced context, any lie can pass for a truth; bput as the lie
is integrated with additional utteirances, the probability of its detection increases.,
Analogous situations occur in designating scientific truths during a particular

historical perind and in presuming the dramatized row to be "real" until proven

otherwise., The reader will have gathered by now that our use of fact/fiction and
reality/unreality does not simply reiterate the empiricist binary of reality/appear-
ance, which presupposes a strong mind-world split, whereby the largely passive mind

apprehends the active world either as it is in itslf or in some mediated form,

Instead, we have been advancing thé4 phenomenological line that mind and world are
"existentially fused,”™ by which is meant our natural attitude of regarding the two

realms as co-necessary for reality being presented as it is. Consequently, the
distinction between "reality" and "unreality™ is between whether this existential
fusion is intuited or not. If if is intulted, then questions of veridecality deo not

even arise=~thoughts about evil demons passing off systematic illusions as truths

seem perverse and perhaps unaskable., But if the fusion is not intuited, then we

begin to think transcendentally: What would make it pnssible for a given relation to
subsist between what is said (or thought) and what it ies said about (or thought about)

And are we warranted to assert that such grognds are present? As Husserl points out,

this suspension of belief places reality in "brackets," and here we can imagine
the roles played by quotation marks in demarcating the ontolngical levels of language--—
what belnngs naturally in the text as part of the author's own work vis-a-vis what is

artificially approriated so as tn show the author's dependency on other sources, As

conveyed earlier in our improvisatory model of presupponsitinns, "the sense of reslity™
(to be understond on analogy with "the sense of sight") occurs in medias res, without

awareness of the beginning and end of an episode--without a sense of expansinn toward
a limit. The reason that the natural attitude need not be self-consciously delimited
lies in the very co-necessity of mind and world: If reality is to be treated as
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Teality (i.e. the reality in which one exists), then it must be treated as the only

possible reality-—and this requirement goes agaimst the intentinn of all transcendenw
tal thinking, which is to relativize possible realities by making each dependent on

a specific set of limiting presuppositinons, much as Kant circumscribed humsn under-
gtanding on the baris of twelve categories of judgment.

But how does the shecr expansion of utterances suggest expansion toward a linit?

The answer to this question rests on recalling the twn features that distinguish
writing from speech: permanence and repeatability. The two indeed go together: In
order to say that a repetition has occurred, it must be possible to point to the
earlier and later utterance as fixed entities; if this is to be done from memory, then

we act as if we were reading the utterances off a transcript (even though we may be

actually speaking the repetition). This intuitinn is borne out by the way in which
one speaker cat_ches another in a2 lie by appealing to an earlier statement the latter
had made, as if some cosmic stenographer were recording the conversation, On a

speech—centered model of language, there would be no gond reason to set off a current

utterance against a previous one, because presumably the speaker's word would be
neaningful only insofar as the speaker speaks it, Thus, there could be no notion of

a gpeaker getting tripped up by his own inconsistencies because the words themselves
become inert sutside the actual speech context; they are not presumed to subsist

independently as a transcript that can be referred to subsequently. A speaker can

only be held responsible for what he currently espouses, and so the status of the
other speaker's recollection of inconsistency must shift, He may ask of the first
speaker whether he upholds the two apparently inconsistent proppsitions at once.
Most Yikely then, the first speaker will deny this. And even if it is brought to

his attention thathe earlier held a position contradictory to his present one (keeping

in mind that this would presuppose writing—centeredness), he need not be disturbed
because~--s50 goes the ethics of speech-centeredness——the truthfulness of his discourse
lies in whether he is speaking hie mind {irrespective of changes in opinions) rather

'Gﬁﬁﬁéiﬁkr his utterances cohere in the long rumn,

Our point here is that only a writing model of language, the eone committed to
the word-magic thesis, can draw the fact/fiction distinction--and this is through

language's ability to talk about itself, its so-called "reflexivity" or "self-cone
sciousness," In order to talk about something, the something one ighalking about

must be fixed relative to the talk itself: How can I Jjudge a previnus statement to

be true or false unless there is a sense in which that statement subsists in some
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constant form (i,e. with some constant meaning even after the supposed meaning-giver,

I-~the-speaker, is no longer uttering it)? Now it may be countered that all these
judgments could simply reaffirm previous utterances, and so the net result of the
"meta=utterances" would be to entrench the truth of what has already been said. In

that case, expanding the number of utterances would by no means imply expanding
toward some limit on the truth-value of what is said, But that would be a redundant
use of the metalanguage, since unless a later utterance explicitly modifies an

earlier one (which may range from denying it %o explicating it, which amounts to
setting the semantic boundaries of the utterance beyond which it cannot possidly be

true), each successive utterance is presumed to entrench the truth of the previnus
ones, As suggested before, this presumption of truth unless proven otherwise is the
key presupposition of the natural atiitude. To return to the dramatized row, the

third party's apprehensinon of its "reality" is reinforced with the natural flow nf
dialogue., Indeed, if one character should explicitly affirm the reality of the row,

the third party may well begin to suspect that something is afnot., Thus, if everything

said is either true or on the same ontological plane (i.e. subject to the same kind of
verifiability conditinns), then there is no good reason for language being reflexive;
it is only the possibility of falsehood or semantic ambiguity that makes the introe

duction of a metalanguage worthwhile., Thie may account for why socieities governed
by an oral tradition have an ontologically rather undifferentiated form of creative
expression called "myth" or “legend" in which natural and supernatural phenomena

freely interact (e.g, Homer's epics), while societies under a written tradition are

concerned with drawing genre boundaries within such myths between the "fabular!" and

the "historical." The clash between oral and written traditions in the West appears
with the expulsion of poets from Plato's Republic for comcentrating more on entertaine-
ment (i.e. inculecating a naturel attitude in the audience toward the action nnstage

so, for example, they respond with the same emotional fervor as if the drama were
real) than with edification (i.e. recognizing the dramatic contrivances for their

falseness so that thehudience will not be swayed by similar techniques used in

inflammatory speeches),
or
14, How Language » A 3 Its Magic.
in order to tie together the strands of argument in the previous discussion (so

as to resume ultimately our explication of the sociogenesis of hallucination), let us
focus a little more closely on the "magical" element of the animistic theory of

language. Magic works primarily by the sleight-of-hand, which is %o 8ay, by employing
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a system of signs—-mostly gestures--that have a relatively fixed conventiosnal inter-

pretation (i.e, their performance predictably directs the audience's attention to
gpecific aspects of the perceptual field and elicits from them expec_tations that
certain other signe will follow) in order to derive totally} unconventional consequence;
Thus, magic presupposes the metalinguistic ability to discriminate between what the
audience will conclude from the legerdemain and what they would conclude if they
nbserved the additinnal gestures that are deliberately hidden. We can see the

relevance of this model tc the Habermasian characterization of idenlogical discourse

as "aystematically distorted communication"; The power of ideoclogy lies in what
(after the Marxist Antonio Gramsci) can be called its "hegemonic® status, A Proposi=-
tion is most persuasive when no alternatives are conceivable, implying that it is

impossible to set boundary conditions for ite falsificatinn; hence, none cannet think

"outside" or "beyond"™ the proposition. Like the magical trick, ideologicsl discourse
consists generally of a series of truisms or prejudices that are mutually reinforced

when systematically integrated: All the moves the magician makes are commonplace in
their own right, but together they perpetrats a massive illusion, Such perpetration
is possible because the meanings of these gestures or propositions are much mors

indeterminate than we ordinarily imggine, and, as a result, the magician or idenlogue
is able to slip in some unnoticed gestures or suppressed premisea in order to totalize
the illusion, so that it becomes impossible to deny its reality., This totalizatien

usually occurs soritically--as in the case of the magician who has a member of the
audience confirm that each step of his trick is "legitimate™ or in the case of the

ideologue who juxtaposes the follwing widely accepted propositions in order to declare
that as a race Whites are intellectually superior to Blacks:
(1) 1.4, Tests are reasonably good predictors of intellectual achievement

{e.2. college success).
(2) 1.2, Tests fulfill criteria of statistical reliability,

(3) Whites significadtly outperform Blacks on I.d, Tests.

(4) Genetic research has shown that at least some traits are racially linked,
Notice that if the reader pays exclusive attention to the above four propositions;
he is bound to be persuaded by the racist's argument, for no obvinus falsehoods or

fallacies ars comanitteds His attention has therefore been moved in the direction
the ideolngue has wished, such that even though conventional wisdom has denied the
relevance of race to intelligence, the argument seems to nffer no alternative than

that very conclusion. Notice the "magical® effect herey The reader expects that

four propositions considered reasnnable by a scientifically literate public would
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dispel such "unscientific" attitudes as racism, but the contrary seems to be the case.

This surprise itself adds to the persuasiveness of the argument because, unlike the
largely unchallenged conventional wisdem (regardless how "liberal® its sentiments may
be), the soritical nature of ideclogy begs the reader to scrutinize the validity of
each premise as it is presented, Thus, a deliberate effort is made to lock as though
nothing ie being "passed off" uncritically, even though that may in fact be the best

ploy for passing off an invalid conclusion. Such a ploy may be encapsuled as the
fallacy of composition, whereby it is invalidly presumed that whatever is a property
of the parts is necessarily a property of the whole: Four propositinone valid in their

own right need not g@eld a valid conclusion, since the meaningfulness of one or more

of the propositions may be altered if another is taken to be walid at the same time,
In addition, we would argue--in accordance with the wnrd-magic thesis—-~that it is not

simply that the semantic mslations among the four premises are so underdetermined that
the idenlogue can slip in whatever suppressed premise he wishes in order to draw some
desired conclusion, but that the four premises themselves~~in the very act of persua-

ding the reader of the conclusinn's validity--suppress the additicnal premises neces-
sary to \the/make| conclusion sesm inexorably true (but which, if discovered, would cast
doubt on the entire argument), Semantic underdetermination thus amounts to the

ability of the four juxtaposed propositions to hide the sense in which the conecluaion
is already fully determined, or demonstrated, yet to prevent the reader from believing

other than that the conclusion has been demnnstrated, This is the bind faced by the
member of the audience whn intuits that the trick must rely on more than is actually

presented by the magician but that the magician--by having himw scrutinize each step—-

has somehow managed to satisfy all the relevant criteria such that it becomes
impossible to detect the source of the ruse., Likewise, an ideolngy gains hegemnnic

status only on the xreader's termsj hence, the appeals to commohly accepted beliefs,

Of course, intuitions of the kind manifested by the member of the audience are not
limited to cases in which scientific propositinns are used to draw socio-political
conclusions, as suggested by the racist interpretation of I[.d. Tests, but extend to

both the revolutionary scientist and the incorrigible relativist, who share a common
susgeion that underlying, say, the law of gravity is some rather dubinus presupposi=
tional ruse, The difference then between the vanguard thinker and the malcontent is
that the former succeeds in diagnosing the ruse, while the latter merely dwells on

his susgcion of foul play,

In a previous chapter we had defined ideology as knowledge regarded from the
standpoint of its own delimitation, the model being the witness who commits himself
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to a misleading position by systematically omitting parts of his testimeny. The
racist's argument exemplifies this activity well by focusing the reader's aititention

on whether I,Q, Tests are valid scientific measures and, in sn deing, presupposing
the issue allegedly under contention--wlether race is in fact a relevant factnr in

accounting for intelligence. Sirictly speaking, the racist has shnwne-in the manner

of all idenlogues-~that if we presuppnse the conclusion under dispute, then there are
quite reasnnable ways nf justifying it, More specifically, the racist has inferred

that Blackness is the source of the lower I.d. scores achieved by Blacks overall,

This is a rather subtle fallacy that capitalizes on the Aristntelian dictum that the
cause must be adequate, or in prnportion, to the effect. If there is a clear differ-

ence between the scores of Whites and Blacks, then it must be due to what clearly

differentiates Whites from Blacks, namely, race. In making this move, the idsolozue
is preventing the reader from considering other nonracial factors that may be asso~
ciated (for nongenetic reasons) with racial difference, such as socio-economic back=-
ground. However, the racist's fallacy becnmes obvious nnce stated, for it heavily

relies on the readerts acceptance of the relevance of the racist terms~~so much so thad

the conclusicn is analytically written inte the argument, Of course, when folleowing
someone else's argument, this is difficult paik to do, since if the terms are denied,

how ie the reader to explain and justify what the arguer should be saying? If we

are not to talk about the racial component of intelligence, then what should we be

talking about? The problem in answering this questinn lies in demnonstrating the
relevance of what the reader would like the arguer to say to what the arguer nriginally

intended to say. The racist may well counter that to concentrate nfi socin~econsonic
differences rather than on racial ones is to raise a new argument rather than $o
improve the o0ld one. The reader must then show how, in some sense, the racial issuve

is the socio=-economic issue%in disguise," and this may be done via such statistical
techniques as factor analysis and the more traditional canons of inductive proof., The
reader will have succeeded if race proves to be an "impure" wvariable, a complex of
several detachable factors, Thus, race will have been reduced from the unifying cause
to a gross symptom of intellectual differences,

in NR‘L
But the procedure for argumentsqis not nearly so formulaic: How does the

would-be revolutionary scientist begin to argue against the law of gravity when the

normal scientist starts by asking him to account for "gravitational effects®?

Obviously, the natural phenomena collected under the category of gravitational effects

will have to be reapportioned to new or already existing categories if the revolution
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is to succeed, But he cannot do this simply by wiping the ontnlogical slate clean

and regenerating the world. Anti~-Newionianc in the modern pericd--most notably
Schelling and Whitehead--have attempted to reconstruct the cosmos on a non-mechanistic
physics that only %&ﬁi for granted Euclidean geometry and our ordinary (largely Arise
totelian) intuitions about nature, Although no one will deny the universal breadth

of their efforts, the depth of their insights is often questinned. Staunch mechanists

will maintain that whenever metaphysicians try t0 build the world frnm scraich without
the findings of expedmental science they end fp w1tnahnpelessly opaque c¢nllectinn of

notions concoected into 2 pseudo~system. The implicatinn of such eriticism is that to

start from cosmic foundatinns rather than from meter readings ultimately leadsz {0

facile generalizations without any empirical specificity. Of course, the net result
of being persuaded by such criticism is to drep metaphysical inquiry for tha sake of
empirical science, But is this criticism a fair diagnosis of what ails metaphysics?

That this is not the case is first suggested by the fact that what motivatea Schelling

and Whitehead to forsake science for metaphysics is exactly what motivates the mecha=
nists to do the reverses Excessive generalizatiom and abstraction at the expense of

explaining the particular, But for the mechanists such explanatinn entails the pre-

diction of specific events, while for the metaphysicians it entails an intuitively
acceptable explication of how the world is experienced, Again, the two éntailments

are at odds with each other—-s8n both metaphysician and scientist will agree. We

would conjecture that the issue of "breadth without depth™ is little more than a
rhetorical ploy used by either side against the other that goes no distance toward

explaining the scientific unintelligibility of mondern metaphysics. It is not that
the metaphysician proceedsfrom the "top down," as it were, when "he- should be
going from the "bottom up," but that ‘he: never moveslaterally to show how the

scientifically literate may "shift acrosa" (eymologically: "translate") from their

conceptinns to his., This is how Einstein succeeded when Schelling before him and

Whitehead afterward failed, The strategy must be to supplant existing presuppositional

ruses with new nones without the act of substitution--that sirictly illicit magical
mnve--being noticed., Subsequently, in the course of writing textbonks, the trickery

of the previsus presuppositions may be documenied to add to the hegemonic status of

the current rusese-the common technique being to demonstrate, say, how the Newtonians

could have solved their major internal difficulties if they had been privied to a
certain Einsteinian discovery: Einstein is as true as Newton can be shown 1o be

false, This is an important formula of scientific development insofar as it
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presuppcses eliminative, and not enumerative, induction. In other words, truth ias

what remains when the demnnstrably false alternatives are eliminated—~or the "real"

magician is the one who can foil the other ruse-makers without himself being detected.

15, Gricean Objections to the Word-Magic Thesis and Their Refutation.

However, since we do not ordinarily regard language as inherently magical or
deceptive, such ruses routinely slip by. Almost all philosnphers of language, espe-

cially speech-act theoriasts following Paul Grice, would disagree with the spirit of
our statement, which suggests that regarding language as the transparent medium for
communicating thoughts is at least a sign of intellectual laziness, They would argue

that our view is inefficient, unrealistic, and (perhaps monst of all) antisccial, It
is supposedly inefficient because no convers.ation would get off the ground if the

speakers consitantly suspected each other's presuppositions, To this we question the
degree to which convers_ations really do get off the ground in the sense nf revealing
to either party the intentions of the other. Just because neither party objects to the

other, it does not follow that there is mutual understanding; in fact, systematic

mutual misunderstanding would have this very same symptom, But nf course we do not
argue that position either, In stead, we advncate a view nf linguistic interaction as

unsystematic mutual misundersianding {(or decepticn), since the posdbility of talking
about "misunderstandings® presuppnses at least some detectability. While Griceans

seem to measure discursive efficiency in terms of how much of what the speakers wanted
to comey was communicated over the converstion, we would measure it in terms of

whether what was eventually said was worth the amount of time it took tn communicate

it (regardless what the intentions of the speakers were), On annther point of effi-

ciency, the Griceans would argue that the best way of actually conveying a measage is
by trying to convey it, which implies that the best theory of language would be one

that presupposes the trasparent communication of meaning unless otherwise indicated
(or suspected)s There is no reason or evidence to suggest that this hypothesis is
true, despite its intuitive plausibility. In fact, the subtler the task, the more

a self-conscious attempt will tend to prevent (or alter) its realization, More certain
on this score is that the Gricean presupposition is sufficient (and perhaps even

-~ N

necessary) for a misunderstanding to persist undetected, - -~ -~ = e o

As regards the unrealistic nature of eur position, the Griceans would argue that
it i not clear that all possible speakers have at their disposal the intellectual

resources needed to circumscribe the presuppositions of fellow conversants, Whatever

else a theory of language may be, it must (so goes the Gricean claim) recognize certain



2L
brute facts of linguistic behavior, including the fact that all speakers have equal

access to the means of communication, Xarl-0tto Apel has gnne so far as to designate
equal access as a transcendental condition of communicatinn even being possible.
Eowever, the brute factuality cf what must be presuppnsed in order for communicatinn

to occcur does not entail that the presuppnsitinon must be fully realized, or gelf-
consciously put into effect, by all those who hold it., Indeed, the presuppositinn
of equad access may itself presuppose that not every one at ofice realize its

consequences, a&s in the case of the seating arrangement in a theater presupposing

that any member of an audience may atitain s better view by standing up=-just as long

as not everyone does this at the same time. In light of this, we would suggest that
all such transcendental conditions of language~~whether Grice's,Apel's, or our OWn=-
are subject to what may be called (after Sartre in The Critigue of Dilectical Reason)

"the principle of counterfinality." The point is that in principle any member of a
speech community has equal access to the means of communicatinn, but once some members

exercise it other members may be prevented from doing so, The latter~day Frankfurti

School critigue of ideologically dominated discourse (Habermas, Apel) must thus be
seen as aiming not at actually equalizing the discursive capacities of speakers but at
showing that there is no a priori reason why any particular group of speakers should

monopolize such discursive capacities, A result of the critique then is that neithex
bureaucratization nor the cultivatinon of intellectual elites legitimate any permanent
divieions as to what spaakers can or cannot say. In characterizing Einstein's

gupersession of Newton as a matter of eliminating possible scientific voices, we held
open the poseibility of some revolutinnary scientist subsequently revealing Einstein's

presuppositional ruses and thereby superseding him. (This recalls our earlier conclu-
sion that universals need not be absolute.,) In short, Einstein is able to bting his

suspicion into fruition only insofar as other members of the intellectual community

4]50
are notpsuspicious,

Finally, the charge against our position as antisocial is to be contrasted with
the communicatinn theorist's reliance on the principle of charity, which presupposes,

among sther things, that under normal circumstances speakers say what they nmean,

To suspect that the speaker is speaking deceptively (so the Gricean critigue goes) is
to doubt the speaker's intezrity, which only serves to make it impnssible for that
speaker to be persuasive, And if the power to persuade is systematically blocked in

this fashion, then the point of communication itself is lost, Of course, this critique
is valid only if we presume that the speaker has more or less full control over not
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merely what he can think but also how he can express it, HMore eccentric thoughtse

such as extracrdinary reasons for performing a certain act or conceptions with

potential for revolutinnizing an existing science-~are more difficult ito convey by
virtue of their eccentricity, and are therefore more readily targeted as lies,
fantasies, and errors, Credibility and plauvsibility are more gualities of the

discourse than of the #peaker, The ready-made phrases composing idiomatic speech
are themselves persuasive, Imagine a respected astrophysicist trying to eonvince the

police that he had encountered beings from another worlds Most probably hie speech
would be faltering not so much out of fear or self-consciousness (that often ACCOMpPa-
nies willful deception) but out of a lack of the appropriate language to express

what hs experienced--mnre pointedly, a lack of language that talke about alien beings
without comnoting the fancifulness of their existence (i.e. one that does not attempt

to minimize their referability in the act of referring to them),

Furthermore, we can turn the charge of antisociality against the Criceans: Since
the principls of charity in effect recommends that A interprets B to mean what A would

mean if A had made the same utterance in a similar context, it would not be unfair to

characterize the “social" nature of communicatinn as a natural extension of how an
individual comes to understand himself, In other words, the Griceans posit no
essentially social element in accounting for linguistic activity: "The nther" is
patterned as closely on "the self" as possible. Not surprisingly then, misunderstand=-

ing is considered highly aberrant: A understands what A means because A composed the

utterance, and A understands what B means because A could have composed B's utterance.
Notice how our position reverses this picture: A understands B only if A can persuade

B to adopt A's position on B's terms, such that B never realizes to what degree his

mind has been changed, In other words, A's ability to communicate rests on the
ability of his language to mask his differences from B, which is to say, to erase A's

individuality. We thus see how persuasion reaches totalitarian dimensions as ideology:

4 shows that not only does A believe a certain position but that B also believes ite=-
and, in fact, A's presentation of that position merely articulates what B has always
thought, In short, A's self is cast as an expression of the otper, B,

16, Implications for Linguistics and the Philosophy of Language,
As a means of recapituliting yet again, cnnsider the argumentative strategy of
an nhjector who claims that our position "reifies" language., He would probably argue

that the relation between names and things is entirely conventinnal, and indeed this

is what makes talk about "mismaming" things--or naming things "inappropriately", as
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we would put it~-possibles Since the essence nf the thing is not carried in the

name assigned to it (and here we do not distinguish between "names™ and "descriptions"
there need nnt be any slippage in reference--or ambiguity as to what is beingwmlked
about--when a name is changed or challenged. Thus, the nbjector would conclude that
our own position presupposes that nothing much about reality hangs on our use of
language., 4And of course not only would our own position presuppnse the ontological
insignificance of naming but (more importantly for the objector) so would any modern
(i.e. post-Fregean) theory of meaning, which takes for granted that the same thing

can be identified in many different ways without affecting the identity of that thing,
The classic case is "the mnrning star" and "the evening star" both designating the

planet Venus.  But notice that such an example makes sense only now that we do not

identify Venus in terms of one time of the day or another, In fact, when those two
names were in use, they were thought to identify‘%g'discrete celeatial bodies,
The example therefore vindicates our pnsition over the objectoi's. EHowever, given the

paradigmatic status of Frege's Venus example in the analytic philosnphy of language,
it would seem that this point has gone unnoticed, And no doubt this is the result of
adhering to the model »f language we have been criticizing throughout this chapter:
The two names are taken 1o be little more than passive labels having no impact on the

thing itself because the thing's ultimate identity, or essence, is determined indepenw

dently of language, On the most ordinary level, we supposedly experience this when we
"enow" what something is but we cannot think of its rame, On the more refined level

of cnnsidering what the morning astar "“really is,™ we appeal either to some perfect

knower (ané if our understanding of the world is presumed to increase over time, then
the present--as the latest point in time--can be, for the sake of discussion, posited

as the geat of perfact knowledge) or to someé world-in-itself minus our confused

thoughts and words (this alternative usually plays on the discrepancy between the
finitude of our modes of apprehending and expressing the world and the infinitude
of relations and perspectives that is available to any object)e Both alternatives
capture the ontological insignificance of language, in the first case, by making
descriptinns corrigible in light of theha_ture of reality and, in the secomd, by
making them superfluous to whatever happens to be the nature of reality.

At this point, it is important to contrast our position. We dn not deny the
corrigibility of descriptions, but we do deny their superfluity to the nature nf

reality, Furthermore the objector's claim that the essence of a thing does not hang

on assigning the "right" name does nnt entail that its essence does not hang on the
very practice of naming, The #lowing propositions, we maintain, are quite compatible
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(1) Language is used as if naming things correctly were of primary import-

ance.
(2) A thing has been named "correctly" if its essence has been determined,
(3) Phere i® no sense in which & thing can be said to have been assigned
the correct name,
(4) The essence of gthing is determined by whatever name it has been
assigned,
We can uphold all four theses at once because we also hold that language is descrip-
tive only by virtue of being prescriptive. Since the first and third theses must
be true together, the guestion of the correct name thus becomes a matter of how we
should talk about the thing==truth reduced to relevance. As suggested earlier,
language tells us where to loonk for the thing (and what to do with it), but this is

not to suggest that language holds the self=conscinus control over the nature of
reality that idealists have traditicnally attributed to mind. Our previous arguments
in favor of language's inherent deceptiveness reveal how the fourth thesis may be
true and yet we think that the essence of a thing subsistgthroughout our discussion
of ity We have here the situation of being persuaded to a radically different
viewpoint, yet thinking that it is & natural extansion of what was originally
believed, And notice that we are not even entitled to characterize the undetected
shift in the essence as a "deception" unless we presume that the original detexmina-
tion, or naming, of the thing should encapsule the essence, fnr there is no sense in
which the thing is "really" one type of thing or annther, Instead, there are simply
linguistic prescriptions that participate in making thet thing what it is.

To say that language 1s inherently deceptive is, on the mnst elementary level,

to say that an utierance is nnt made for its own sake, or that it does not mean what
it says, Undezrlying the deécriptivist view of language, of course, is the affirmatinn
of what we deny: If an utterance means what it says, then it is not leading the
audience astray., The paradigm, as we have suggested, is the onstensive labeling of

things, such that whenever "table"™ is uttered, the audience's mind need not wandexr

away from the vicinity in which such an utterance would be normally made-~i.ee. the
vicinity of a table, As learning theorists have traditionally put it, the contiguity
of "table™ and a table in the primordial episodes of language acquisition is subse-

quently reproduced in the form of "table" eliciting with the least effort a mental

image of 2 table. In other words, the spatial contiguity of ostension is translated
into the temporal contiguity of comprehensinn, However plausible this account may

appear for the association of words with things, it neglects the fact that language
is essentially discursive, which is to say, that something is said in nrder to say



2/¢
something else, Perhaps the most pernicious legacy of this brand of assnciationism is

the analysis of discourse into a series of discrete linguistic routines: 4 {ells B

to do x, and B demonstrates his understanding of A by doing x--end routine. Notice

here that inaction is portrayed as a point of equilibrium in which something (done)
in the world satisfies, or completes, something (said) in language. % is the

identificatinn of such routines any more than an analytical device? Even though we

car roughly say when a question has been answered or a request fulfilled, it would be
misleading te say that the question has exacted only an answer or that a request has
exacted only a particular action, since the way in which the question has been

answered or a request fulfilled delimits the possible successive moves available to
the parties, Of course, silence sometimes follows, but usually some other guestion or

request does=—and the fact that it does is not taken to be the start of a new routine
but part of the natural flow of the discourse in which the parties are engaged.
The atomic nature of the "speech-act"--as these routines are technically called—-

runs afoul of the integral nature of language as both systematic and discursive, The

founder of the mndern science of linggistics, Ferdinand de Saussure, formalized the
intuitions of grammarians who saw systematicity ("langue™) and discursiveness {"paw

role®) as aspects of language calling for two different types of inquiry, It is
virtually a truism of contemporary linguistic philosophy that while systematicity
(2& represented in a grammar) is mnecessary for language, discursiveness (as represen-

ted in recorded speech) is merely sufficient for it., Given this logical hierarchy,
languages can change only by altering the rules of the system through the employment
of a metalanguage whose rules remain unaltered; altering the rules in the course of

actually using them, such as subtly shifting ihe meanings of terms in the middle of
an argument, is ranked among the most grievous grammatical errors, Nd surprisingly

then, the game is a popular metaphor for language, But when we distance ourselves
from the presupposition that the discursiveness of language must be subordinated to
its systematicity, we find that the game-metaphor suffers from a similar kind of

artificiality as the contract-metaphor in accounting for the rise and maintenance of
civil society, Just how many rules of any language are changed by the self-conscious

agreement of the language-users? We maintain, none--and we would go so far as to

argue that this denial should offer a clue as to how systematicity and discursiveness
are integrally connected to make language possible, Atomistic approaches——from

Russell's logical atomism {0 Searle's speech~act theory--have (unwittingly) captured

mach of what we have designated the "writing-centeredness" of langvage: Combinations
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of grammatical strings predictably cook up the discursive contexts in which the

"real world"™ transpires. However, missed by these approaches is that the combinations
mask their atomic structure so that they are not treated as systematically fitted
routines but as a maturally seamless discourse, This discursiveness is a product of

language's systematic nature insofar as the atomic parts are sufficiently similar
such that through either a sorites of semantic associations or strict implications
one part can be made to "tlend"™ into the other, as it were, This observation can
perhaps be less cryptically stated agthe ability to make any utterance x relevant to
any other utterance y within a finite number of utterances without making the meta-
linguistic comment that the direction of the discourse has changed.

But as we said earlier, the ability tc make metalinguistic comments (especially
to indicate deceptinon) is a major consequence of the writing-centeredness of language,
Yet, coupled with the thesis of discursiveness (that something is said ir order %o
say scmething else), we are presented with a picture of language as systematically
masking its identity through discourse, This is to say that lahguage "talls" the

speaker and the audience that it is something other than it is, as in the narrowing

of the semantic horizon by so=called "analytic" statements, The epitome of such
deception ies to be found in linguistics itself, which postulates speech as the funda-
mental form »f linguistic practice, But what dones "speech" amnunt t0? It is the

object of phonological inguiry, the most systematically developed branch of linguis-

tics. The act of speaking is analyzed into a series of sounds and silences that can
be read off a voice spectrogram much like a series of letters and blanks on a page.
The sounds are arranged into & phonetic "alphabet,” from which all pnssible utterances

can be composed, However, again like letters, the speech sounds are inherently

meaningless pisces of mechaniecal behavior., Conseguently, syntactic and semantic
forms must be "superimposed"™ on the sounds, but these forms are themselves subject to
a combinatorial structure-~whether they be grammetical categories or lexical unitge

that is also inherently meaningless, Thus, meaningful speech only arises from the
actual combination of phonetic, syntactic, and semantic factors, Anthropologists

influenced by the linguistfs account of speech, as we have seen, argue that such a

mode of linguistic practice can only fluorish in simply structured.sociéties. Can
thies "empirical" claim be treated independently from the Manalytical" techniques
involved in defining and studying speech?

We respnnd that however fundamental ite status is said to be, speech can never
be ireated as anythine other than an incomplete practice-—and this is nnt because
specch is essentially"primitive,"™ as anthropologists suggest, but because linguistics
presupposes that writing is the mode in which language is fully realized and so speech
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is defined negatively to it. The reader will be struck by the degree to which only

an individual used to acting as if language were writing-centered could study speech
in the manmner linguists do, perhaps the most notable feature here being the elimina-
tion of intentionality from the analysis of meaning. Of course, linguistics masgks
this fact by translating its negative definition of speech into the incompleteness
or inchoateness associated with origins, But evidence that the mask is not entirely
seamless arises in the "mystery" of how sounds become associated with meanings oncs
intentionality is excluded from scientific inguiry, as well as iIn the difficulty
anthropologists face in not demeaning a speech-centered culiure unable to make any
sense of the need for writing, The first case is particularly interesting insofar as

it gives a new twist to the standard Wittgensteinian crticism of "asking the wrong
guestion.® Recalling an earlier remari, a writinge-centered speech community would

say that A understands what B means if 4 is able to make an utterance that coheres

sufficiently with B's previnus utterance sc as to continue the dialogue, In contrast,
a speech-centered speech community would say that A's plausible respnnse to B primari-
ly demnnstrates A's aocess to B's mind., The largely unpsychological nature of lin-
guistics can easily satisfy the former criterion but not the latter, Indeed,
linguistics does nnt have the conceptual apparatus even to begin to address the
guestion nf mental access, Given this impasse, we can say either that the science

or the criterinn is at fault. But then given the degree of mystery surrounding the
criterion and the degree to which the science functinns adequately without satisyfing
it, at least it would be Measier" {o conclude that the question of mental access is
itself at fault, And from the perspective of mixing speech-centered with writing-cen-
tered concerns, the criterion would be at fault by virtue of being irrelevant--but

not by virtue of being ill-conceived {as if linguistic practice should be regarded as

writing—centered), which Wittgestein suggests in an attempt to debunk not only the
insolubility but especially the mysterinuasness of the propnsed criterion. Az a

general rule for detecting deception in language, the more mysterinus a question ox

issue apoears, the less adequately that analytical entity ies being defined in terms of
some paradigm or epitome {[e.g., writing as the culmination of linguistic development,
against which speech must measure up); in short, a mystery is the symptom of 3 bad
analpgy.

(As an aside, we would submit that one consequence of the above rule is an
explanation for why the diachroniec laws common in the social sciences can never
predict the next stage of development as a qualitatively different one, If, say,
all modes of language are measured up against writing, then beyond writing can ouly be

a more perfect or pervasive version of that telos, Thus, the perfect version of
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snocial scientific laws not surprisingly apeears as the clockwork sterile future of
o wihNg-—cendeasd.
science fiction, behavior modification, and~-most appropriately forplanguage--1984.,

The pervasive versinn comes in the extension of, say, Marxist dialectical laws or
Comitean positivist laws to all fields of ingquiry--simply put, the lesser sciences
catch up with mathematical physics by imitating its method. Our point ies that the
predictive failure of such lawe is inherent to the form such laws take and not
necessarily,as it is usually maintained, to eitheimfhherent unpredictability of

human activity or an inadequate command of the data needed to make successful pree-

dictinns about man,)

One finel way of regarding the inherent discuwsiveness of language is in fterms
of a linguistic unit (word, sentence} being underdetermined as to its precise meaning,
The remedy here is to say more in order te contextualize the unit., However, this
should not be understond (contrary to what Quine and contemporary philnsophers of
science might suggest) in terms of the speaker having the power ton decide which ohe
of several possible ways the semantically underdetemined expression might be completed
Framing the problem in this fashion suffers from the same difficulties as does trying
to conceive nf discourse as a series of systematically fitted routines. 4An analogue
may be found in trying to construct linear motion from a succession of static
point~like events: Since a line ie a set of points ordered with respect to "“density®
(i.e. for any itwc successive points there is a pnint between them), the number of
points comprising a line is indenumerably infinite, which means that is impossible
to set up a one-to-bne correspondence between the set of integers and the set of
points, As Zeno's Paradoxes show, motion seems to depend on this impossibility
obtaining inthe physical world (in fact, this is where Hegel initially derives his
intuitive and philosophical support for the “reality of contradictions™ in The
Science of Logic) insofar as motion cannot oeccur instantaneously, at a point (i.e.

in a state of rest or "suspended animation"; this, of course, presumes that action

at a distance-—-that the mover need not itself be moving--is false), but only during
a length of time, If a line of points is ordered with respect to density, then we

cannnt speak of a succession of imdants--say, the "first" and ™second" frame of a

film depicting the flight of an arrow {to borrow Henri Bergson's modern version of

a Zenonian paradox)=-zs anything other than an abstraction from the continuous flow
of time, We would go one step further: A point cannot simply be abstracted as the
scalar quantity of time and space identified within 2 coordinate geometxy (2egey

the arrow's flight of thirty feet in five seconds)y instead, this quantity must be

treated vectorially so as to incorporate the crucial feature of the moving object
{the arrow) having been able to traverse a2 given spatintemporal region only by
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virtue nf its being directed toward some different spatiotemporal region--i,e, greater

distance as time goes on. (In the teleological kinematica of Aristotle, it could be
gaid that the moving object occupies a place temporarily as a means of achieving its
end, rest,) Likewise, a linguistic unit is underdetermined in the sense that, taken
alone, it is insufficient to account for its own meaning. However, once the semantics

of that unit is treated "vectorially"=-in terms of the directinn the discourse takes

once it is uttered, then a determination can be made. In somewhat less metaphorical
language, we may describe this vectorial andysis of meaning as a search for presuppoe

sitionss The gpeaker does not "decide"™ to say snmething in the sense that such a
decision could be separated from the uhavolidable presuppositions involved in saying
some thing (anything) in a particular way--just as a given point-like event cannot be

succeeded by any other event in the sense that the identification of a time and place
could be separated from the unavoidable directednessz of whatever continuous mntion
made that event possible (i.e. abstractable).

17, Reprises Towaxrds a New Sociology of Knowledge

Having gone this far, we now return at last to the socingenesis of hallucina-

tion, We have argued, contra Grice and the communication theorists, thal societly
must be presupposed as a recognizable entity only if language is treated as having
its own inherent powers, which in turn requires the necessary conditions for writing
as a linguistic practice, Just because 3 person jis needed for language to work and
for ideas of aspace and time tc be projected on {or extracted from) the world, it does
not follow that what individuates a particular person as such (i.e. 3 uniqus set of

intentions that distinguishes him from cther persons) is necessary for either

linguistic practice or spatiotemporal perception, Particular persons are largely
interchangeable if they "vead off the same scripts," as it were, and this is a

testimony to language's inherent powers, We are reminded of the anti-skeptic's

complaint about the unreality of the Cartesian demon who is allegedly a perfect
deceiver--one who created the world exactly as it appears but witkh malevolent inten-
tinns that, because of the completeness of his deception, never gets revealeds If
the demon does not offer any signs of his deceptiveness, in what sense then can it

be said to present a real problem? The demon is, igeffect, acting as if he were

am honest deity, On a lesm grandiose scale, we know that lies, fantasies, errors,
misunderstandings, and secrets only make sense as conceptual entities if they are in
principle detectable, which is simply a modern way of saying that finitude is an
attribute of the false (e.z, a lie cannot go undetected forever and still be a lie).

Thus, if two people say the same things but intend two different things by their
utterance, then such a situation presuppnses that their difference is detectable,



which is to say, utterable. Notice that we havei%ﬁe sense in which a difference in

intentions can meke & real difference in terms of a shift from the individual mind
to a socially accessible discouxrse,

Ballucinations similarly offer & systematically misleading self-description that
has widespread consequencess Hven though an hallucinatinn is defined ag a puvrely
peychogenic state with no physical correlates, we are still entitled to ask whether
the individuale-in his capacity as the hallucinatore=—could identify an hallucination,
The answer is plainly no: A4s we saw earlier in the case of private languages, a
bifurcation of consciousness is presupposed-=z metalanguage/object language or

superegoflego distinction. And either distinetion can be iaken as inchoate expression

of soclety insofar as the possibility of hallucinations rests ultimately on isolating
an "other" that judges what the "™ self" experiences——even if it ~ just means the
same person designgting his hallucinatory episodes when he is no longer haliucinating,

The "widespread consequences" we mentioned, of course, pertain to how the domsi of
psychiatric practice should be interpreted: An hallucinatinn is not simply the dise

ease of an individual mind, but a disease that can be identified only if social inter-
action is presupposed. The reader will probably notice that "disease"™ can be classed
with lies, misunderstandings, etc., and that alone is sufficient to claim that

nallueinations are sociogenic,
Perhaps the best way of summarizing this rather "systematically discursive"

paper is by contrasting our metaphysical strateéy%iﬂét of traditiconal metphysiciana,

At several points, we have exposed the limitatimns of a strategy that goes back at
least to Plato and may be called either ™bkealism®™ or Widealism." Its propositional

tactics are as followss

(1) There is a perfect way of regarding things (i.e. how they ought to be
regarded) and various ordinary ways that fall short of perfection in

different respects.
(2) However, all these ways of regarding things are commensurable, which is

to say, it is possible to measure the degree to which an srdinary way
approximates the perfect way.

(%) The primary reacon why these ways are commensurabvle is that the perfect
way remains unaffected by whatever the ordinary ways of regarding
things may be, and so, in effect, we have an "absolute scale" of
intellectual clarity,

(4) It is by virtue of such an absolute scale that we can speak of, say, the

mind "reflecting" the world (realism) or the world “conforming" to the

mind (idealism)s the world and the mind, respectively, is the unchang-



ing standard, or "unmoved mover," as we earlier called it.

(5) Consequently, the truth is the clearest representatinn of the perfect
way of regarding things; falsehood arises as the representation is
ohscured, say, by disproportinnately representing certain aspects at
the expense of others,

The semiotics of this strategy becomes particularly interesting when we consider

what causes a ziven representation to be true. The above tactics define  truth as

an iconie, or mirroring, relation between the representing and the represented--but
what brings this relation about? The problem perhaps become philosophically most
signi, ficant when Descartes realimed that the ontological argument--which is grounded

on the thesis that to have an idea is to represent an existing object—~cannot by

itself account *. . v R "% . for-hbw men come to know that
God exists, Indeed, the argument (if we grant its Platonic presupposition) establi-
shes that God exists but does nnt show that God himself is the cause of our knowledge

of his existence, At this point, Descartes invokes the Aristotelian principle that

a cause must be adequate tn the effect, which serves to extend commensurability from

the representing/represented to the causefeffect rvelation., This extension is exem=
plified in the sense in which a footprint——by virtue of being the effect of a font

pressing against the earth~—is the foot's index, Notice that we "deduce" (or Mabduce,
as Charles Sanders Peirce would say) that a foot caused the fontprint by determining
what object would be able to make the print with the least effort--because it wnuld

just have to map its form upon a given medium (in this case, theearth) or dimension
(in this case, from three to two dimensions)., Such a deduction is made on the grounds
that it, in turn, is the simplest way »f accounting for all the features of the effect

in question; hence, a foot is sufficient reason for a footprint., Thus, "simplicity"
becomes merely an ellipsis for the simplest route by which the cause can reprnduce

itself as an effect, given dimensional and nther medial constraids, or the simplest
rcute by which the effect can be "retroproduced" as some idealized cause without

those constraints. It is this latter interpretation that allows us %0 see the problem

of causatinn on par with the problem of universalss: Just as the font may be seen as

the perfaect state of the footprint once its material conditions have been removed,
so too may a number, say, be seen as the perfect state of a collection of objects

once its material conditions (i.e. the actual objects) have been removed, This
strategy is alsc responsible for the presumption that either language reproduces
thovght or thought reproduces language, with whatever difference lying between the

reproducing and the reproduced attributed to such "merely" material congtraints as
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words not being able 1o capture the subtlety of thought, thought not having a full

enough command of language, etce

In contrast, we have replacadthe strategy of representing/represented with ome

of saying/doing, For the most part, saying/doing can be taken as the Marxist distince

tion between theory and practice as long as certain key differences from the previous

binary are kept in minds

(1)

(2)

(4)

(5)

Thenry/practice cannot be reduced to the iconic relation between
language and world atipulated in Wittgenstein's Tractatus whereby a
propositiomnal label is structurally isomorphic to a state~of-affairs

and thereby attaches to the state i%jifggg%%%j%iono

Neither can theory/practice be reduced %o the indexical relation between
footprint and font whereby 2 two-dimensional static sign is projected
from a three-~dimensinnal constant object.

Whatever "stasis" the theory~end of the binary exhibits is due to the
writing=centeredness of languages A static descriptinn is one of which

it makes sense to say that it is reusable, by virtue of eliciting

certain practices predicatbly; thus, every description is a covers
praseription,

The pragtice-end of the binary is not a three~dimensinnal constant

object but a four=dimensinnal continuum of activity elicited by the
covert prescriptions,

However, thﬁe wo dimensional difference between theoxry and practice
(two to four)| ,among nther things, that projectinn across the hinary

is not symmetrical: In simplest terms, there is nn reason to think

that even the most meticulous linguistic account elicited by an event
(eeg. a news report), when treated as a script and re-enacted, will
itself slicit an event which, . Wnot for the mediating linguis-

tic account, would hte considred similar to the nriginal event,

(6) Yet the relation between theory and practice is defined in terms of a

symme try between the two, and so this fundamental incommensurability

gnes systematically umnoticed,

(7) Thus, in the long run the repeatability of theory and the unrepeatability

of practice (i,e. 0ld language for new situatinns) guarantees the

notorious discrepancy between the two ends of the binary that is

manifested in our ability to speak of the "appropristeness® {or not) of
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a certain description or theYwell=grnundedness" (or not) of a particular

gtate-of=affairs.({ Notice thal these ways of characterizing the relation

between theory and practice wnuld not be possible if language were speeche

centered, since it would then not make any sense 1o speak nf repeatable
units that appear to functinn differently under changing circumstances:
Instead, each event would be uniquely named as a representation of the

unique meaning that event has for the speaker observing or participating
in it--this may go some way toward accounting for why non-literate sccieties

lack a sense of historical change,)
In the text, we have associated theory/practice with the sociogenesis of tradi-
tinnally mental or physical entities like space, time, cause, and number, Snciogenesis

can be seen as occupying the position of what may be called "morphogenesis" in the

classical problem of universals., By "morphogenesis" is meant simply the thesies that
the entities we actually experience are representations of some (perfect) form that

is either internal or external to the mind. A8 we have seen, because there is soms
gense in which the relatinon between a form and ites conerete instances ie pre-establi-

shed (i.e. 2 given instance~-so goes our account of traditional metaphysics~-gpproxi-

mates the form to a certain degree) irrespective of how the perceiver may regard that
relation (i.e. what he thinks the form is,based on his knowledge of the instances:
@.5s 2 scientific law), from a mnrphogenic perspective socingenesis could never amount
tc any more than a theory of knowledge, not a theory of reality as such, On the other

hand, sociogenesis, by virtue of denying the commensurability of thecxy and practice,

precludes the possibility of social interactinn approximating some predetermined
understanding of ihe nature of reality. Instead, this fundamental incommensurability
implies that the ontological status of the entities must be negntiated a posteriori

as theoretical accoun%fwhat has already been dnne that can be then used to guide

subsequent practice., And as we have seen in nur improvisatory model, this means that
rather than merely mirroring its couhterpart, each end of the binary delimits the

other's future articuls _tions, Indeed, because there is none of the hierarchy from
"reality" to "appearance® of the previous binary, knowledge (theory, language) can be

said to participate in the construction of reality (practice, world) in a manner

gymmetrical to how reality usually is said to participate in the creatinn of knowledge,
In conclusion, we should offer a demonstiration of how our sociogenic strategy

covers the same metaphysical terrain as the morphogenic one., Such a demnnstration

would show that sociogenesis and morphogenesis are competing solutions to the same

problem, We earlier identified the problem as one off'yniversals," an ontological



category that may be translated semiotically into the problem of "refemence," or

what grants a given sign its significance., The Platonism/intuitionism controvaray
in metamathematics over the nature of number captures the difference we seek, To
echo some earlier distinctions, each side of this controversy makes absoluie and
universal claims over what it ®wies to explain. This is especially evident in the
morphogenic strategy of Platonism: Frege, for example, conceived of the sense/refer-
ence distinction ipfterms of the function (an algebraic expression)/argument (what
satisfies a variable in that expressinn) distincticn in an equatinn, EBxtracting

the underlying reference of several sentences having different senses is like finding

the solutinn set of simultaneous equations: The proper name presupposed by & set

of definite descriptinng (e.ges "Venus" vis-a-vis sentences about the morning and
evenirg stars) and the number{s) satisfying the intersectinn of the guations (or

making it possible for those equations to be computed simultanedusly)are both discove
ered in the sense of not being invented--this is yet another way of characterizing
knowledge of an object being sufficient for the object's reality but not necessary

for it, In contrast, the sociogenic strategy of intuitionism regards discovery as
anticipated but unexpected invention, In other words, the practice of, say, counting
anticivates arithmetical theory insofar as arithmetic is taken as a formal characterie-

zation of coutning; however, there is no reason to think that the counters themselves
would have expected a particular arithmetical theory to ensue from their practice,

And this asymmetry between retrnspect (anticipatinn) and prospect (expectatinn)
continues as arithmetical knowledge itself prescribes certain heuristics that alter
the practice of counting, which lead ton revised arithmetics, etc, Notice that the

hybrid "Marxist intuitionism" espoused here eschews both the mutual exclusiveness of
discovery and invention proposed by the Platonists (whereby the counter makes no

difference 1o the nature of number) and the sheer reduction of discovery to inventinn

proposed by the original, more voluntaristic intuitionists, like Brouwer (whereby the
counter makes all the difference in determining the nature of number),

We have chosen the Platonismfintuitionism controversy to demonstrate our point

also in order to clear up a fundamental misconception that seems to make any socine
genic strategy logically subordinate to a morphogenic strategy. This concerns the
allegedly nonabsolute and nonuniversal nature nf sociogenic explanatinons, The
soginlogy of knowledge is nontorious for presenting the social determinatinn of ideas

in terms of the localized historical cmecerns of the people who develop the ideas,

This is certainly central to Bloor's "strong program" in Knowledge and Socia] T
& nagery,
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These concerns take the form of beliefs, which when enllected form idenlogies and
which, ir turn, are said tn be "reflected" in ideas of professedly non~local import,
such as science and mathematics. The reader may vecognize these tactics as indicative

of the morphogenic strategy-—only here the "form"™ is the perfect mirror of an hise
torically specific reality, with the commensurability provided by voth ideology and
science being fundamentally linguistic entities that can be unproblematically compared

for compatibility, Jrint plausibvility, etc., and so hypothetical causal links can be
set up (e.g.,"Thomas Hobves! attitude toward the political unrest in seventeenth

century England led to his characterization of man and matter in terms of inert masses
subject to violent motions.") Not surprisingly, literature in this vein tends to

Gharacterize sclentists as casting their discoveries in terms of certain all~consuming
visions of the world (which may derive from class or personal interesty etc.)s
However, when the socionlngist of knowledge presents his case in this manner, the
hard-core Platonist need only contrast the universality and absoluteness of, say,
number with the historical specificity of the sociogenie accounts; Why does not
mathematics change in proportion to the changes in society? Since the sociclogiat

has argued on a morphogenic atrategy, he must take this guestion seriously, His

answer has classically been to concede that the Platonist secking the essence of
number and the secinlegist seeking its origins are performing complementary functiong—
the former wants to understand the sense in which number is discovered,and the latter

the sense in which it is invented.
We need not make this concession to the Platonist if we speak of practices

rather than beliefs, as suggested earlier, The problem of number regains its universal

and absolute status once we comsider the transcendental question of how the world must
be treated in nrder for arithmetic to "arise™? HNotice, as was seen in the case of
writing, we need not look for empirically verifiable practices and the practical source

of theory, but only the types of practices that are presupposed as possible by the

way the theoxry is cast--the theory's "practical entailments," as it were: What must

I be able to do in order to say that the set of integers is infinite? Intuitionists
concluded that it must always be pnssible to construct an integer whenever one is
added to the highest dnteger counted, Evanc%ﬁs§$g%ﬁématicians who conceived of

an infinity of the integers as a completed set closed under some fundamental operatinng

and laws must presuppose this practical possibility, even though the characterizatinn
itself (i.,e. the intuitionist's "potential" infigity vis-a~vis the classicist's

act " infinity i1 v n k rma n
ctual® infinity) may not be helpful for de eloping certain kinds of fo lization,
g1 -]
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However, as mathematical intuitionism has shown in the twentieth century, this

soriogenic strategy has the potential for rethinking the foundations of even the

most conceptually entrenched of disciplines,
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14 19 . expressioni / expression by another siang

14 26 . . place "referentlizl opacity" in quotation marks

14 28 .. - vlace "referentisl trans y&%@“m%“ in guotation narks

15 8,0 (d.e. clumsily) f {&@w* indireetly, or clumsily)

CORRECTIONS «FOR "A PHIL “Emué DEFENSE OF DECCHSTRUCTION®
Drop all fooinotes

F 4

Eliminate the first four pwraﬁraﬁﬁﬁ
Eliminate the first sentence of the fifth paragraph, and begin the
parsgraph as follows: “B@ﬁﬁngﬁrmeézg ig =0 ﬁ*f*a%a&@ because it nmskes
majicr %ﬁ%&&ﬁg«s%

3. 18 {including the lines eliminated) eliminate "instrumentali

6 30 hermeneutical hedonism / "hermeneutical hedonism” {i,e, the

, freeplay of texitual im%@r@f@%&@éﬁﬁg
g . 10-11 physical detachment f the vieissitudes / lack of
contrel over the @w%aagg
o

1 35 underscore “"ultinmately”
11 4G, start new paragraph W7§h BThe antirealist..."
TONS FOR “ANALYTIC PHILOSOPHY VS. DECONSTRUCTION®
2 18 . place Yoot that they @r@ unimporéant® in perenthesis
5 12 wh&t / whatever
& 3437 rewrite the senitence as follows: "It is not that it is

&mpﬁm%&MZ$ Ho. retrieve @%&t the author had in mind when
he composed a text, but rather, that in wuﬁ%ﬂ%az@*g§ even
grenting its acces ﬁzbzl&ty? counts for nothing when deter-
mining the %ru@h or gignificance (i.e. the correct
reading) ‘of ‘that text."

?C CORRECTIONS FOR THE FOLLOWING
m@ﬁ%?%fi&g Philosophy from m@%*y“
"Godts Role in the %zﬂ*syv of Philcesophy"
"A French Science (With Eazlish ng@&mzﬁg‘“
"Rationzlity for Aesthetes®
"The ﬁiﬁi@@ﬁl@&i Status of Pﬁ11%$ ophical Positions®
"On Bvaluating Blinminative Materialism®
YRhetoric Without Shame®
”%r&gga on the Distinction Between 'Epistemic’! and 'Metaphysicalt
Modelitisg.®



