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I. A POLEMICAL PREFACE. 
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Readers of IDA  wil] recall the function that Winston Smith performed for Big 

Brother, namely, rewriting news stories of bygone years so as to have them step in 

line with the current ideology. In this way, any historian would plainly see that 

Big Brother has acted coherently and purposefully: Present enemies are anticipated; 

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 a 

function in the ultimate bureaucracy is a testimony to his subtle appreciation of 

how easily rational minds are persuaded. DesTwhile totalitarians have too often 

failed to realize that more can be gained by fitting their demagogic whims into the 

principles of rationality than not. And why is this so? First, these principles--

epitomized by Aristotle's three axioms of natural deduction (i.e. identity, nor:contra—

diction, and excluded middle)--are defined well enough such that open fiolations are 

easily spotted. But second, these principles are largely syntactic ones, which is 

to say, governing the form rational discourse must take; as such, they are designed 

to accomodate a wide range of content, some of which may be so indefinite as to be 

accomodated under several forms at once. It is in this realm of suggestiveness that 

the totalitarian can convince a people on their own terms that his view if, really thei: 

view. 

But we need not be so sinister in our examples, so let us talk about "great 

philosophers" instead of totalitarians. As much as members of the profession hate to 

admit it, the fact of the matter is that the great philosophers from Plato and Aris—

totle to Wittgenstein and Heidegger have somehow managed to weave their doctrines 

into the interstices of rational discourse on the basis of systematic ambiguity, over—

drawn analogies, and weimailinconsistency. It is probably only a little unfair to 

say that the primary role of the exegete of philosophical texts is to show how the most 

significant statementa in Western Civilization, as originally uttered, would not pass 

as sound reasoning in a freshman philosophy course—unless a host of highly idiosyn—

cratic (even given the historical context) premises are granted. Hopefully, philo—

sophical professionalism has not been so successful that the reader does not find this 

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

as possible, to avoid metaphor until our analytic techniques can go no further, to 



construct vela:leant examples for our position, and to anticipate possible counterexam-

ples. Historically speaking, what happens when a philosophy meeting these criteria 

is advanced? It is difficult to illustrate our point here because such a philosophy 

tends to be forgotten very quickly. Of course, that may be what is supposed to happen' 

Like scientific theories, philosophies should be falsifiable--so one apologia goes. 

But what is gained by philosophies being falsified? And if we °onside= what it would 

mean to meet all the professional criteria, it appears that the philosophy in question 

would have to be very well-defined indeed--so well-defined that not many conceptual 

possibilities would have been eliminated by its falsification. 

Perhaps too most venerable principle of philosophical professionalism, which also 

seems to carry the full weight of rationality behind it, is that one should answer the 

question at hand. This may be called "the principle of relevance." If such a, prin-

ciple is really in force, then when certain questions are dropped from consideration 

we should be able to locate how they were resolved. But of course, history testifies 

to the contrary: questions seem to wax and wane in importance, and sometimes even 

fuse. Kant claimed to have solved the problem of objective reality by fomenting a 

"Opernican Revolution" in philosophy. As the metaphor suggests, this revolution was 

one of perspective: Rather than trying to empirically or rationally 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 does it meet the principle of rele-

vance as ordinarily understood? Probably not, for a rather pressing philosophical 

question has been "solved" simply by turning the unexplained phenomenon into a 

presupposition. It is not surprising then that most of Kant's colleagues did not 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 posing this 

question, we are not trying to equatethe secret for becoming a great philosopher" and 

"the true philosophical method." Instead, we are testing the criteria of philosophia. 

cal professionalism against the history of philosophy. Supposedly, these criteria 

are formulae for getting a philosophy into the forefront. of discussion. If they 
pz,y- mia-t i  y 

succeed, then the philosophers who are pormiftWOMPIF discussed--"great philosophers" 

(they need not be well-liked)--should meet the criteria. But they clearly do not. 



Furthermore, history is not likely to be playing tricks on our interpretati.ms,since 

the lack of professionalism in the great philosophers was quickly noted by their 

contemporaries. In this respect, the objections to the Meditations of Descartes are 

perhaps the most notorious. Astute critics like Pierre Gassendi and Lntoine Arnauld 

suspected that Descartes was systematizing his intuitions rather than deducing the 

ontological order of the universe from first principles. And the Cartesian dialecti—

cal method of refining thought as it is being thought already concedes the point. 

In addition, the replies given by Descartes to his critics suggest further that in 

general he concocted his positions as he went along. This is in marked contrast to 

philosophers who are taught not to "think on paper" but to 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 reasonings have been put forth, why 

the philosopher wanted to consider such an issue in the first place. This is not a 

problem for the reader of Descartes who is initially introduced to intuitions about 

the world as familiar and vague as his own. 

It is,howeven, a testimony to the powe: of the profession that whenever philomo— 

phers have attempted to contest the canons they have been reduced to hysterical 

babblingsr—witness Nietzsche and Feyerabend. Indeed, rather than abetting their 

cause, these philosophers have simply bolstered the party line that beyond the ration—

al principles of philosophical professionalism lies cognitive chaos. Feyerabend is 

especially guilty 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 rational principles 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 amblpity, etc. and toward the 

interesting consequences that follow from accepting it. Characterizing Kant as we 

just did does not advance the credibility of his position, and, not surprisingly, 

Kant did not express himself in this manner (throughout this discussion we are not con-

cerned with whether Kant himself was aware of the need to be persuasive, etc.). 

Consider the beginning of the Critique of Pure Reason in light of its conclusions; 



7 
Kant squarely starts off with an acceptance of empiricism, and then begins to wonder 

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

framework is then built ups If things are represented, they must be represented 

in space and time--fair enough; furthermore, things are differentiated categorically 

within space and time--this is true too; finally, things are categorized only insofar 

as the world is made sense of as a unity--also admissible. Thus, by the time we have 

assented to this series of 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 not simply limited to the texts of one virtuoso thinker. Just consider 

the empiricists before Kant (e.g. Berkeley, Hume) vis-a-vis the empiricists after 

Kant (e.g. Whewell, Mach). The eighteenth century empiricists toiled over the problem 

of induction for fear that if knowledge could not be derived with certainty from 

phenomena then science would be rendered impossible. -In contrast, thezineteenth 

century empiricists showed how science progresses only if the phenomena are organized 

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 demonstrating 

that his position was a natural extension of the empiricist's rather than in direct 

opposition to it. Of course, Leibnitz hegt also_ beinettue to bimmsaflige:mtpegimet comy, 

Loeksl'hUtthis was not the best strategy for keeping his a priori rationalism alive. 

As every political scientist knows, there are two ways to deal with an enemy: 

confrontation (4 la Leibnitz) or infiltration (a la Kant). In the latter case, the 

protagonist works his position so deeply into the structure of the antagonist's 

position that the antagonist eventually can function only by conceding the strength 

of the protagonist. In a nutshell, this is how great philosophy—philosophy that 

keeps itself alive--works. 

But unlike politics, philosophies always have the alternative of literally  not 

recognizing each other's existence. The differenggirWigating Anglo-American  from  

continental schools of philosophy—or, roughly speaking, *positivism" from "phenomeno. 

logy"--amount to a difference over how philosophy should be conducted. Each sees the 



other as having renounced the classical task, and thus may be properly ignored as no 

longer practicing the discipline. And despite the efforts of especially Richard 

Rorty (in Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature) and Karl-Otto Apel (in Towards a Trans- 

formation of Philosophy), 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 confirmed in their suspicions that they had not 

been missing much by not reading French or German. The problem here is that the 
e.Ace- or et - 471 Aa ij cs, ,...44.4.te444:1 

would—be synthesizers bring 

the task. For all his encyclopedic grasp of the two traditions, Apel wants So forge 

a synthesis on the rather banal notion that the positivists and the phenomenologists 
to 

complement each other fty virtue of their differing construals of what the philosopher 

ought to be doing. But notice that this alleged rapprochement is really nothing but 

an agreement to ground rules as to who can talk about what legitimately. Roughly 

speaking, Apel finds the positivists lacking in their appreciation of the hermeneutic 

method and the phenomenologists lacking in their appreciation of the scientific 

method. Thus, this is a strategy of mutual respect and, above all, 
A CTIN ift4G 

not quite what we would want under the circumstances. Rorty, in contrast, reckons 

that the positivist tradition must die in order for the true way of philosophizing, 

an hermeneutical phenomenology, to thrive. Again this is somewhat roughly put, but 

it captures the perversity of his strategy, which itself rests on a nihilistic inter-

pretation of continental philosophy that promises the dissolution of the entire 

discipline in the long run. 

Our suggestion, as manifested in the papers composing this volume, is simple: 

Do philosophy as if there were no communication problems between the two traditions. 

If we are successful—which is to say, the philosophical approach of these papers 

is viable—then the reader should conclude that it is virtually impossible to 

appreciate the full scope of Jaya issue without thinkinethroughothe two traditions. 

Thus, our solution is to have the positivists infiltrate the phenomenologists, and 

vice versa. The astute reader will recognize at this point that we will have to 

play Winston Smith in order to have any chance of success, In other words, conven- 

tional interpretations of the history of philosophy are probably the biggest obstacle 

to 
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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 philosophy that mentions either Wittgenstein 
mg-whvAAA5 

or Heidegger, but very difficult to write one sessobssissime both. To most historians 

of philosophy this difficulty is simply a givens In order to understand the nuances 

of pnilosophical developments in the twentieth century, we need to consider (so the 

historians say) whose position a particular philosopher was trying to respond to--

and, as it happens, the genealogies of posi'ions containing those of the two afore-

mentioned philosophers do not intersect. And as the saying goes,"good philosophy 

requires good history." Bat does it really? And what is "good history" anyway? It 

should strike the reader as a little strange that a discipline which has devoted so 

much of its energies in the modern period (and in both traditions) to debunking the 
Tre-ieit,ei reel-ksiu., 

,410,044,411400sis-46104d1F—AWatimmih should grant such a lofty normative status to history-- 

perhaps the most unruly discipline in the humanities which(if it can be said to have 
RAAA.,44.4, elh4,461. -tesa.r.  'KC Kzs+-0),ixt-44., reand (4A-S41- 

a method at all) rests on the 

. Thus, to say that good philosophy 

requires good history is to allow the blind (historyAlead the myopic (philosophy). 

FUrthdrmore, the alleged link between good history and good philosophy does not 

even stand up to any ordinary construe' of the historical "facts." Can any of the 

great philosophers be said to have had an historical sense of their discipline? Only 

insofar as the history leads up to them. Witness Aristotle on the presocratics, Des-

cartes on the scholastics, Kant on the rationalists and the empiricists, and Hegel 

on everybody else. In each case, the reader is presented with a rather compressed 

and ideologized history of the discipline that for all its stereotyping of predecessors 

issues, etc. probably forms more a part of the "historical consciousness" of philoso-

phers than the metiouJous studies of historians do. This point especially rind true 

when we consider how the historical courses are divided up in the college philosophy 

curriculum. For example, students get tho impression that the seventeenth and eight-

eenth centuries consisted of battles between "rationalists" and "empiricists" until 

Kant declared a cease-fire. And as the closing pages of the Critique of Pure Reason  

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

have all been hoodwinked? Not at all, as long as we consider the persuas4 ve function 
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of history. Presumably, if the historian of philosophy is to be of any value to the 

discipline, he must be able to render the history intelligible and, if he is really 

adept, to sketch the future of philosophy in terms of new fields of inquiry. In 

other words, the best historian would tell us "where" philosophy is going ai a 

discipline on the basis of "where" it has been. And this is not mere soothsaying 

but substantive philosophizing in its own right: The historian would validate his 

prognostication by 
al-e•

min it. Most meticulous histories fail dismally at tnis 

task because the historians i,*tempt to adopt the perspective of every philosopher 

discussed so that no coherent, let alone purposeful, picture can result. The 

' 414=:4 falsehood 
principle is quite simple: A systematic /4, is more persuasive than a 

collection, of incoherent truths. And why shouldn't it be? More things are explained 

by the former than by the latter so that we are able to see at a glince what further 

problems need to be addressed. In addition, good arguments have yet to be given 

for the truth being the most rational belief to hold—especially as understood here, 

in opposition to the systematic falsehood. All this is really not as sinister as it 

sounds, once we take seriously the following question: What precisely does doing 

good philosophy have to do with getting straight what previous philosophers have said? 
( 7.174-P____-r It 

keeping with the above comments, we have tried to construct a philosophically 

interestin text at the expense of ordinary historical canons. And, as we have 

suggested, this i= not much different from what viable philosoyx,dies normally. 

Footnotes have been el ated only because their appearanc9..Fiould be misleading in 

light of what we are trying t since we use eviden•- as a lawyer would rather 

than as a scientist "should." And arity of Boning, just as it is not ethical 

to ascribe to oneself what others original hought, likewise it is not ethical to 

ascribe to others what. only oneself be pe se enough to think. Authors and 

texts are mentioned just in ord= to orient the reader the lines of thought that 

will be pursued. And "1 <=s of thought" or "lines of inquir should be taken very 

seriously. When w alk about Carnap, say, we are not trying to re oduce his text 

faithfully b to pursue a "Carnapian" mode of thinking. The reader may =gard this 

as th= uthor playing the part of Carnap for purposes of making the narrative ow 

moothly: When all is said and done, Carnap himself really has very little of 



it 

• terest to say about phenomenological reduction. However, we h- taken the liberty 

of extr4O1at g a position for him. Also, some phil s (and the author of this 

volume may be a prime e  ) break into  f ities at crucial points in the die— 

cussion. We have tried to enliv rguments at those points. Indeed, the 

reader may be disa ed when he turns to, say, 4614's-teacl, iriiight of the position! 

we have a bated to him. A bibliography has been provided to aid the in 

disillusionment. 

We should emphasize that the papers presented in this volume do not repreze 

a unified position held by the author as they represent a certain way of doing philo—

sophy that is able to make sense out of many seemingly irreconcilable positions. 

In short, they are dialectical experiments. Again the principle is simple and prac—

tical: A position is understood when it can be altered to be made more interesting. 

Now what do we mean by "more interesting"? Roughly speaking (and the reader is 

respectfully asked to read the volume for a more detailed answer), a position is made 

more interesting when it is made relevant to issues that were previously considered 

irrelevant to it. If this definitions reminds the reader of the one used by intelli-

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 to condemning the discipline for abstracting either commonsen—

sical or scientific insights to such a degree as to make them impracticable to all but 
ka2Atim,,,-41,La-S 

the handful of positivist logicians and phenomenological amite e who earn their 

living by performing these abstractions. And for the most part, the discipline has 

deserved to be censured in this way. 

However, as Rorty has astutely noted, what is really being criticised is a 
fitivtkok5 per be, 

certain model of philosophical activity that is associated with semikompipsib4pee and the 
vie, et r -vAeAd-atiirt._ 

of the world--the so—called "mirror thesis." But Rorty also 

thinks that the legitimacy of philosophy as such may hang on the acceptance or denial 

of this thesis. We could nut disagree with him more on this point: Philosophy has 

the potential for regaining much of the "theoretical—as—practical" power it had over 

Western culture daring the classical and medieval periods. But philosophers mast 

turn their sights from traditional metaphysical models and toward a program of des— 



cribing the world only 11, virtue of prescribing it. In short, philosophers should be 

in the business of ()hanging minds--threatening strong foundations and shoring up 

weak ones. In their heyday, the sophists made this task look easier than it actually 

was--and Socrates capitalized on their attitude to portray leissesephisels* as intellec— 

tually irresponsible, a view that is to this day associated with the name "sophist." 

But notice that Socrates was able to make his charge stick only because the sophists 

did wield so much real power, such that it mattered whether they were intellectually 

irrespohsible or not. (Can the same claim be made today?) And to the Athenian 

legislators, for whom Socrates was just another sophist, this power--especially when 

directed toward the youth—seemed very real indeed; hence the famous trial and death 

that launched Socrates into immortality. 

For better or worse, in the modern period the only philosophica] positior that 

has combined a catholic and sophisticated theoretical interest with an explicit 

commitment to changing minds is Marxism. And again for better or worse, Marxism 

has been remarkably successful in both arenas, especially considering the competitors 

it has had to face. Yet because of Marxism's practical commitments, philosophers 

have refused to think of Marx in the same terms as they would Kant, Hegel, Wittgen—

stein, and Heidegger. Marx is supposedly a "political theorist," not a "real" 

pnilosopher. His practical commitments are taken as sufficient reason for holding 

his theoretical observations suspect. These negative responses testify to the 

impotence of philosophical opiniois outside the profesision today. We are all familiar 

with the scnolarly 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 se "peat an impact on the world. The philosophers 

would have us believe that the ordinary person is quite desperate, gullible, and 

perhaps even irrational—and so he cannot be expected to the see the truth *f the 

matter. The author finds this a rather far—fetched explanation and would prefer to 

think that philosophers have lost touch with the intellectual virtues that the world 
kit-veAsr 

recognizes. Athleast, the success of Marxism is a phenomenon that deserves more 

philosophical attention. 
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Perhaps the most potent nonsequitur in philosophy--or any argumentative die 

course--is that once a thesis Is condnsjvely refuted it no longer is relevant to the 

discussion at hand. On this view, once identified and eliminated, a falsehood can be 

safely forgotten without fear of iifinfecting theses accepted as true oroven cropping 

up at unsuspected places further along the discussion. If falsehood is to be preserved  

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

of reason can go astray--true to the etymology of "error." But notice that the move 

to "eliminate error" presumes that falsehood can be treated symptomatically; in other 

words, to remove the thesis deemed false is to remove exactly what is false in the 

discussion, and thus there is no need for a complex etiology. The localized nature 

of falsehood is reflected .in several, otherwishe divergent,approaches to truth: The ereea eseW6 
thesis is the oneAlift* require* changing the truth—values of too many other 

thes false sentence is the one that disrupts the continuity of the author's 

WestlIt4j 5eitee-44:4;ceeekolel 
text; the false utterance is the one that violates the principleSof wimenaliieKpresu — A 

14k 
posed W all communication. Notice that these usual treatments of falsehood lend 
credence to the "redundancy" theory of truth espoused by, among others, Frank Ramsey 

ce  
and Peter Strawson, whicr stipulates that "is true" may be appended to Mgr statement 

anless othent,wise indicated--say, by refutation, incoherence, or deception. The 

presumption here is that truth is semantically primitive, such that falsehood ultimate- 

ly is defined as the contradiction of a truth. But once revealed as a sentradiction, 

the falsehood is consigned to another discipline--a "psychopathology of error"—

which ensures the subset tent irrelevance of the falsehood to the mainstream discussion, 

On this view, to understand the nature of falsehood is to understand why it ehould not 

have arisen in tae discussion initially; hence, the didactic role played bs error. 

But in spite of its nonsequitur status, "falsehood entails irrelevance* iaken 

to be unproblematic on the basis of the dubious heuristic principle that a truth is 

a more effective vehicle for discovering more truths than a falsehood is. such a 

heuristic is dubious because there is what we will initially call a *Popperian" sense 

in which we learn 22a by our mistakes. If we perform a set of (experimental or 

mathematical) operations that always come up with the "right answer"----which is to say, 

tne one anticipated--then it will never become clear in what sense we have access to 

the truth: Do we need to perform the entire set of operations, or are some steps 

(or a particular ordering of steps) merely redundant conventions that may subsequently 
lead Lls to draw false inferences from the truths we have alreaay discovered? The 

problem is that in performing a set of operations that are sufficient for regularly 

eliciting truths we have not determined which of those operations are necessary, Te 

false 



determine the necessary ones we would have to start anticipating points at which 

truths will not be elicited. Falsehood then becomes a vehicle for delimiting the 

sense in which our theses are true, or (perhaps more concretely) the domain of things 

to which our theses apply. A notable example of this procedure can be found in 

Niels Bohr's "correspondence principle" of scientific progress, whereby the applica—

bility of a physical formula is dependent on the value aseiened to a boundary condi— 

tion, or "parametric variable". (According to bohr, progress arises from one formula 

successfully encompassing at least the parameters of its predecessor.) To take the 

addition of veiecities in the sasno directior as our peample, 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 fer applying tne formula), 

then thOimple Newtonian sum of vl  + v2  follows. However, if the speed of light is 

, rendered constant, then the special relativity formula of (v1  + v2)/(1 (v1v2/c2  )) 

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 applica—

tions of rhysieal formulae--the Newtonian addition is sufficient to arrive a the 

right answer (and hence at this level Bohr would say the relativistic and Newtonian 
4teljteereezeseseeee 

formulae "correspond"). However, if we take as our heuristic--as nineteenth 

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

velocities become more striking, since the initial formula was not designed wit'n 
eleet les  wait--tees 

"potential falsifiers" in mind44.9prwhen the boundary conditions necessary for the 

applicability (or "relevance") of the formula have been exceeded. In general, we can 

diagnose the crisis of a Kuhnian paradigm of normal science in terms of the scien— 

tists not sorting out necessary from sufficient conditions for the predictive .success 

of a formula--and thus cot anticipating under what circumstances that success 'Could 

end. In contrast, our "Popperian" prescription for scientific revolution is not to 

look for truths with truths (i.e. do not project the most probable hypotheses) but 

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

boundary condition of the eruth in question. Our revolutionary scientist is thus 

interested in being right about when he will be wrong, which is possible by virtue 

of his making predidtions about the outcome of his predictions. This meta— or 

auto—prediction should be taken as the first clue to the necessary interdependency 
of truth and falsehood, which are themselves only two aspects of what all arguments 

are really  about: presuppositions. In the foregoing case, we would be concerned 



J'7 

with what must be taker for granted (i.e. the boundary conditions) in order to predict 

that a formula will or will not achieve the right answer, and likewise, to acknowledge 

that the right answer has or has not  been achieved. So goes the initial statement of 

our thesis. 

The above considerations are guided by the unorthodox belief that because of its 
emphasis on logic and method rather than on any unieue subject-matter, philosophy may 

be defined as the distil-plane with the ability to keep other discinlines in a state of 

permanent .revolution. Despite its unorthodoxy, this belief seems to ')e asammed 

unwittingly by the sort, of criticisms made by Thomas Kuhn against Karl Popper's charac- 

terization of the scientific method as one of"conjecture-and-refutationns Such a 

"philosepnical" approach, argues Kuhn, fails to capture the cumulative and censerva-

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

ly, that normal scientists are failed revolutionaries only} because they are not yet 

fully self-conscious of their methods and so areunable to exploit their possibilities. 

Thus, as opposed to the Kuhnian (and perhaps commonsense) view that normal and eevolu- 

tionary scientific activity involve radically different types of thinking, we would 

argue that they are the same activity marked by different degreei of self-censcioueness 

or "knowing what one is doing." end so whereas Kuhn might say that a normal scientist 

wants to test the truth of an hypothesis (e.g. that lint is wave-like) while a 

revolutionary scientist wants to challenge the presuppositions that make the hypothesis 

testable (e.g. that light is either particle-like or else  wave-like), our "Fopperian" 

selves would like to say that the latter is alwaye possible but is most often inade- 

euately realized in terms of the former. Notice that the issue is not one to be deci- 

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. And also 

notice that the euestien of relevance is important not in order te determine the 

"fact of the matter" about how
c
gze

i
ntific thinkirg works but in orddr to persuade 

ceemekie 
scientists to act as if idiemb description 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 amounts to "saying 

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

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

practical and only secondarily./ descriptive 

medium--includes within eaen purported descriptiorA prescription to act so as to 
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realize fully what one is persuaded of when he accepts a description as relevant to 

what he is doing. inn obvious advantage of our position is that it removes any strone 

language/world distinction by making "linguistic events" as efficacious as ordinary 

"physical" ones: Thus, it would make perfect sense to say that one acts in a certain 

way oecauso he accepts a certain designation as relevant to what he does. For 

example, a laborer busies hitself in the wnrksnop because ne has been pereauded 

(perhaps anwittingly) that he is a "skilled craftsman" and so he acts so as to 

maximize the appropriatonesa of tnat title; if ne thought that he were just another 

anonymous member of the "working class," then he might act otherwise—even though 

this "cause" would amount to little more than a change in titles. Marxists implicitly 

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

the workers seeing their labor as "alienated," seeing management as representing 

"bourgeois interests," etc. Indeed, such can be taken as the thrust of Xerit's 

injunction to philosophers in the Eleventh Thesis on Peuerbach to "change the world." 

A second advantage of our position 

blame:Wig-is that it places "rational'eeconstructionist" historiography (championed, 

Ate*, by Imre Lakatos) at a higher level of methodological respectability than is 

usually accorded—indeed, higher than the ordinary empirical approaches. We would 

argue that determining what was or was not the case merely offers incnoate expression 

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

starting point of Lot merely a "philosophical history" but of any inquiry 0.ezerving 

the name "history." Thus--and here our "Popperian" selves leave Popper behind---

interest in the truth or faltity of (logical or empirical) propositions signifies a 

partial understanding of the real interest of 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 contiping to explicate our thesis, a question of precedents is in order. 
sow" 

First, the seeds for our theory of descriptions as primarily prescriptions were le64 

in the philosophy of science with Nelson Goodman's "g.cue parade:" 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 entailmeet 

relations between the two types of scientific statements, Goodman asked what hypothesis 
the scientist should "project" (orient his research program toward testing) in light 

of what the evidence tells him. "Grue" is a mythical color that appears green 
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before a Riven time but blue theretter—that time commencing with the next experiment. 

Thule, for a set of tests 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 impossible to judge between these two equally well-grounded 

predicates, even though our intuitions are on the side of green objects not suddenly 
turning blue after a given time. Goodman suggests that ease of conceptualization and 
technical manipulation are implicit in the current use of "green" (at least vis-a-vis 

"grue"). Thus, the predicate may be said to have a "practical entailment." Second, 
something needs to be said about the logical status of presupnoaitionsi They axe 

absent from Aristotle's discussions of the syllogism, but they constitute an 
autonomous mode of reasoning (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 hie chapter on "JudgmenW 

Arnauld introduces their significance—much asve 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 inquiry—insofar as philosophy is the search for presup-

positions. 
One practical consequence of our thesis is that It becomes much more 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 that truth. For example, in turning to Copernicus, we see his 

concern with fixing the number of epicycles at thirty-four rather than at Ptolemy's 

eighty as a bit of internecine polemics, which makes us wonder why be concerned 

about epicycles at all* In advancing this question, we appreciate both the irrele-
vance of epicycles to contemporary discussions of planetary orbits and their centrality 

as a presupposition common to Ptolemy and his Copernican anagonists. Rurthermore, 

our motive for posing such a question is that Copernicus' persistence in defining 
his astronomy in Ptolemaic terms led him to follow up sterile lines of inquiry that 
were bound up with takilg epicytles to be a relevant way of talking about planetary 

orbits. To prevent this historical blindness we wish that Copernicus had come up 

with a way 3f 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 to misdirect further inquiry. In short, we request what 

after !Rigel is called "the determinate negation" of Ptolemy, which is to say, the 

negation not merely of Ptolemaic truths but of Ptolemaic presuppositions,.-such that 
I 
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it should be possible to reconstitub the insights of Copernicus without any reference 

to Ptolemy wnatsoever. In other words, once Ptolemy is determinately negated, or 
"sublated," he is made irrelevant. Indeed, the asennomy textbooks of today satisfy 

these Hegelian conditions, but we wish that Copernicus had written. them. However,  

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

in what passes for revolutionary thinking nowadays. In particular, we nave in mind 

Paul Feyerabend's attempts to revolt against positivism by challenging the possibility 
of designing an ideal methodology of science. But this is to go somewhat ahead of 

our story. We will return to the case of Feyerabend shortly, after introducing the 
reader to the author's method in the TliZni-Slo ,4141  

Let us begin by anticipating a "fundamental" complaint about ssieeeetessivegoteesl..- s 
conceptions "Positivism" and "phenomenology" are used with such cosmic breadth as 
to render them indecipherable, except as opponents in some vain Manichean struggle. 

Certainly, the reader will argue, our two antagonistic movements are not composed 

simply of a co :Victim of compatible positions. Indeed, it is even questionable that 
the positions subsumed under either title bear a "family resemblance" to one another. 
Our defense will start by reconsidering the metaphor of "family resemblance" as a 

criterion for designating identity or essence. When Wittgenstein presented the 

notion in PhilosoRhical 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.g., Leszek Kolakowski's Positivist Philosophy, which draws a composite 
portrait of positvicm that is intuitively on the mark even though no particular 

positivist can be fitted into the picture. However, the metaphor can be explored 
further to unearth a "transcendental" interpretation, whiot is the one we adopt: 

Instead of looking for the family's phenotype (i.e. the brown eyes, brown hair, 

and snub noses, et least one of which each family member has), as Wittgenstein asks 

us to do, why not consider its senotype? 

The genotype of, say, positivism consists of a series of/mesuppositions that ars 

implicitly accepted in order to make disagreement possible. Feyerabend, in "Explana-

tion, Reduction, and Empiricism," is as much a positivist as his rival Ernest Nagel 

merely by virtue of entertaining the possibility of two commensurable theories being 
the basis of an intertheore tic reduction, We can capture his position as follows: 
Only if two thadries could be proven commensurable, would intertheoretic reduction 

then be possible; however, since twc theories cannot in fact be proven commensurable, 

intertheoretic is not in fact possible. Thus, Feyerabend accepts the relevance of the 
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antecedent to the consequent as a necessary condition of its being brough,l, but 

dieagrees ae to whether the antecedent itself can be brought about. In this context, 

"positivism" becomes a much more formidable school of thought because the would—be 

critic cannot simply controvert a thesis, as Feyerabend does, but must make the 

entire controversy itself irrelevant by challenging the presuppositions that center 

it. 

We are proposing an admittedly dialectical approach, and, as such, demands that 

the critic first set up the controversy so that the presuppositions centering it 

can be derived from the sense in which the two poles oppose each other. In other 

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 presuppositions 

are of the pgssibility--not  the actuality--of a thesis. And so what presupposes 
Nagells 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 to oppose ito 

Thus, according to how these presuppositions are cast, the critic will have been 

virtually giver the Archimedean fulcrum on which to set his transcendental lever. 

In the dialectical method this moment of transcendence occurs when the synthesis 

(i.e. the presuppositions grounding a thesis and its opponent) is regarded as a new 

thesis that can then be controverted from a new antithetical pole. At that point, 

the original controversy has been made irrelevant. In closing the first chapter 

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

to transcend the positivist controversy over physicalist reduction. 

The reader will already have noticed that we employ the turn—of—phrase "make... 

(ir)relevant" when theses usually are (irjrelevant to one another. It is this latter 

use that compels linguistic analysts to cry "Oategory—mistake!" whenever efforts are 

made to import terms from one discourse into another. However, in general we try 

to show there are no good ontological, let alone good strategictreasons for allowing 
,tet...Jeepeedieler .ceded 

such an objection to hold sway in philosophy. In the 401414.44110piree; we have deliber— 

ately selected two positions that have no obvious relevance to one another--posi—

tivist and phenomenological uses of "reduction"--in order to show how relevance can be 

"made." 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 methods, 



which will be called "logical" and "grammatical." On the first approach (alluded to 

earlier in this introduction), the critic supersedes an issue by rejecting the false 

of two 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 philosophy in either the English or continental tradition, it 

suffers from several drawbacks that nevertneless have been accepted among the "brute 

facts" of philosophizing. 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 aroitrariness may be grounded in the very fact that the two 

positions oppose each otner. In other words, because there is no readily decidable 

answer to the question 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 to) accept as legitimate 

is therefore more a move of expedience for maintaining order within the discipline 

than a reel attempt to deal with the dispute as a dispute. What would constitute 

such a real attempt? As indicated earlier, have the parties negotiate their contro—

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 resolving philosophical disputes 

is its presumption that at least one of the parties has been wastieg his time arguing. 
se —consc There generally is(  nogttemptio 

us  to resituate" a "faulty" argument in a mere amenable 

setting, or, if there is, the attempt is seen as gratuitous. The same applies to the 

"winner" accounting for how.the "loser" went astray. And even 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 not 

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 approach to 

its implicit belief that actual philosophical discourse is not essential to the 

question of whether a philosophical position is "true" or"false." Controversies 

persist only because our confusions persist, with such confusions taking many forms: 

posing the "wrong" questions, miusnderstanding the opponent, reasoning fallaciously, 

etc. Thus, for the logical approach, there are "real issues" to be disputeinot in 

the sense that each side necessarily holds a completely legitimate position but that 

the resolution of the dispute will reveal how legitimate the respective positions 
were: Error is required to highlight the truth. 

In contrast to the logical approach, the grameatical approach has attempted to 
set each position in its proper historical context and to show how virtually all 
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philosophical disputes arise from misunderstanding this context, which is the sole 

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

philosopher selects nis position according to the context of connotations he prefers, 

with the judgment involved here being more like an ethical or even an aesthetic one. 

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

(Why Does Language Matter to Philosophy?) and "probability" (The Emergence of Probabi— 

lax), while Richard Rorty does likewise for "epistcmnlogy" and "systematic philoso— 

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

critical techniques from the deconstructive mode of philosophizing initiated by 

Heidegger in Being and Time and developed in hermeneutical and structuralist circles. 

However, there are reasons to suspect that these proponents of the grammatical 

approach are merely practlicirg an hietoricized version of ordinary language therapy, 

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

suspicions as a pair of ad hominem remarks--against their attitude and their motives. 

The grammaticist's attitude toward the misunderstanding of philosophical posit one 
eeeiiehvae of 

that has followed from aeheeledigeeg their historical contexts is or of regrets Such 

misunderstandings should not have occurred because they have only led philosophers 

to struggle over pseudo—issues. Rorty's virtual pity toward Kant for devisinr an 

imaginative solution (the transcendental method) to a pseudo—problem (the mind—world 

dichotomy) generated from the collective confusions of Descartes and Locke is 

indicative of this attitude, Instead of category—mistakes, these practitioners 

invoke context—mistakes, And instead of castigating the philosopher who should have a 

better grasp of ordinary usage, they sympathize with his inevitable historical blind— 

ness that allows misunderstandings to occur. Later in the first chapter we reinter—

pret "misunderstanding" in light of the rhetorical approach. Briefly put, the claim 

of one speaker misunderstanding another is not so much an epPitemological description 

as an ontological prescription: On the one hand, the grammatieist would mean that the 

speaker exhibits imperfect knowledge of the speech situation (perfect knowledge of 

which is potentially there and may be attained via "deconstruction"), while we, on 

the other hand, mean that the claimant is legislating a difference into the previously 

undifferentiated speech situation, and it is only by virtue of that legislation that 

the difference is real (i.e. there is no "truth of the matter" about the speech 

situation that is actualized from a potential state in this legislation). 

Now consider tne motives for one grammaticist disagreeing with the practice of 

another, namely, "factual errors" that occur in the deconstruction of a philosophical 

position. Although these grammaticists aim to show how any appeal to external valida—
tion in order to adjudicate a controversy (as the logical approach suggests) aislead— 



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

reason, they themselves employ sophisticated techniques of textual interpretatisn and 
ideological analysis in order to ensure the most "accurate" historical record possible, 
which will enable them to sort out who misunderstood 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 metalanguage used to reveal that truths 

history rather than logic sr 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 metnodological standards to a greater degree than the 
other disciplines succeed by their own standards. This proof of practicability is 

then taken by philosophers as external validation of the mathematical method, which 

seems to suggest that it has an access to the "truth" that other methods do not. 

Consequently, philosophy not Lately 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 ire the clearest way possible"--as requiring an explication of the mathematical 
metaphors, philosophers interpret it as calling for their arguments to be literally 

expressed in mathematics; hence, if Pregean semantics cannot be completely translated 

into axiomatic set-theory then the semantics is at fault. But while the attempt to 

reduce pilosophy to mathematics may be more obvious because of the notational 

reduction (to symools) also required, it should not overshadow the subtler attempt 
to reduce philosophy to history. 

Just as there is methodological value in recasting mathematical virtues like 

clarity, precision, self-evidence, proof, and simplicity as uetaphors for philosophi- 

cal endeavor, after the nanner 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 horizons, after the 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 
"clear and distinct ideas" and realizing why he cannot be taking "clear" 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 mine when ascertaining what it means to philosophize in the "historical attitude" 
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endorsed by deconstruction. Aa historical attitude accepts the reality of change 

and the relativity of truth according to the position one holds in the course of this 
change. Indeed, the historical attitude is, so to speak, "existentially" grounded 

in the practices of historians who record how "real" views come and go with changing 

social conditions, etc.--just as the mathematical attitude is existentially grounded 
in the practices of mathematicians who can prove a theorem only if it is dei'ionstrable 

given a fixed set of operations, inference rules and/or axioms. And in order to 

cultivate an historical attitude, the philosopher who has lingering attachments fo 
"absolute truth" may wish to survey the history of thought for himself. But it is 
another matter entirely whether he must also be doing history in order to be doing 

philosophy. 

For Hacking and forty it seemelk if philosophy is to adopt the historical 
attitude then it must also adopt the historical method. Indeed, the deconsbructions 
practiced by these two appear in the form of didactically critical histories: Lessons 

on now we may profit from tea mistakes of our predecessors, or at least how to have 

the proper frame of mind if these mistakes aee 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 eethod--oe any method 

that delimits a discipline by providing standards of external validity. In this 

respect , philosophy may be best described at the "undiscipline" (a term to be 

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

which explores conceptual possibilities, delimits their presuppositions with the 

express aim of exploring new possibilities. 

History inculcates this dialectical attitude by revealing in general  how every 

position has been superseded and that such supersession has resulted from the inter—

action of positions. And furthermore, if those instances of supersession and 

interactIon 
affairs for 

need for an 

Once again, 

distortion,  

were eliminated—which would be a desirable (albeit impossible) state—of—

Hacking and Rorty--then there simply would be no history, or at least no 

autonomous discipline by that name. tor logic would absorb its tasks. 
essential to the historical attitude is that change is real end not mcre 
misunderstanding, etc. Acting on this insight, philosophy 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 priori 
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 fabrication is 

possible. 



III. FROM POSITIVIST TO PHENOMENOLOGICAL REDUCTION (chapter one) 
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1. Problematizing the  Puzzle  

The puzzle is why do pesitive4sts and phenomenologists use the word "reduction" 

to characterize their respective philosophical tasks--the translation of all "meaning-

ful" (keeping in mind that meaning is the method of verification) sentences into the 
poratthaior-C of 

language of physics (i.e.kmalik
ter-inemotio and the abstraction of the transcendental 

conditions of understanding: Wile it stands the puzzle has yet to become a "problem" 

in Gilbert Hylets sense insofar as the question offers no clues as to how it may be 

answered. We can however, identify three approacnes. 

First, we can perform qlogical analysis of the positivist and phenomenological 

expositions of reduction to locate the points of compatibility and contradiction, 

with an eye towarddeveloping criteria by which the differences can be settled, 

such that one of these reductions appears more "well-grounded" than the other. The 

very project of the phenomenologist Edmund Husserl may in fact be seen in this light. 

In Ideas he pits himself against the positivists to determine who has got an ade- 

quate account of Essential Being, which will decide between their respective 

reductions. Should the arguments favor Husserl, then positivist reduction would be 

shown to rely on an uncritical attitude toward the ontological status of empirical 

phenomena. Should the positivists prevail, Husserl then must admit to populating 

the world with snador•y essences that merely duplicate phenomena. Of course Husserl 

wins the game he has set up, but his victory in the area of logicalOnalysis extends 

beyond the arguments for reduction to the very use of the term "reduction." The 

positivists failed partly because they took reduction to be a form of endeestatement, 

or trivialization (i.e. an "explaining away"), *hereby Essential Being became nothing 

but an inductively derived law, what Husserl calls the "naturalistic misconstruction." 

Thus, a lasting effect of this logical analysis of "redaction" would be disinfecting 

philosophical discourse of stray colloquial uses of the term. 

But we may prefer a second, "grammatical" approach, whereby "reduction" is 

seen merely as a loose metaphor for two activities that deal with two different 

categories of phenomena. The problem then becomes delineating the contexts in 

which it rould make sense for a positivist and a phenomenologist to ase "reduction." 

From the viewpoint of the previous approach, accepting one type of reduction enteils 

no positive or negative commitment to the other. There is therefore no concept 

of "reduction" over which the positivist and the phenomenologist are vying to 

provide an analysis of, nor is there even a "comnen core" of meaning both sides 

must have in order to 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. 



sympathizes with Husserl's task of ontological grounding the sciences, but he also 

notes that phenomenology accomplishes this by rejecting the findings and methods of 

the sciences and retreating to levels of rimor (perhaps high) appropriate to meta-

physical arguments. For at least the early Carnap (of, say, The Logical Structure  

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

latter raised, by Husserl cannot be reduced to those of the former, then these is 

nothing to argue about. But his seemingly tolerant stancs indirectly casts 

aspersions on phenomenology since the ability to contest an issue on physicalistic 

criteria is central to the meaningfulness of any philosophical program. In snort, 

the fact that Hueserl cannot argue with the positivists on their own ground indicates 

the inadequacy of phenomenolojica] 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 phenemenologists because the latter are from the start in such a 

cognitive disadvantage--being metaphysicians and not scientists--eo as not to be 

relevant to positivist concerns. Pluralists oar argue that this rather ironic brand 

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

an unpolemical version of the grammatical approach. However, whatever else positi-

vists and phenomenelogists may be doing in "reducing" our conceptions of the world, 

they are advancing a. one-world thesis: What Carnap finds in physics and Husserl 

finds in transcendental phenomenology is the ultimate structure of the actual world, 

which will provide the most compronensive account of how things in the world come to 

be as they are (Husserl would add"...for us"). The only difference between them 

then is "where" the ontologist should turn to find this strenture. For Carnap it is 

in an already constituted science, the identity of which is determined by the 

history of ontology itself: Physics has become what the lreeke would have called 

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

Sciences), and especially Heidegger, the history of ontology is a succession, of 

misreadings of the problem of Being from Aristotle's first division of the problem 

into discrete questions of beings in the world so as to gain technical control over 

the possible range of answere--so ail-encompassing was the initial formulation of 

the problem by the presocratics. The techniques that yielded results, such as the 

mathematico-experimental method of the physical sciences, were taken to embody the 

answer to the general problem of Being, such that other aspects of the problems that 

did not so easily yield to technical control (e.g. questions of the soul) were 

recast physicalistically. The phenomenologist is thus faced with the task of 

rediscovering the original problem, and this means suspending the ontological claims 

of the sciences. 

Juxtaposing the opening moves of the positivist and the phenomenologist in this 
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fashion now suggests that their nositions are overtly contradictory. However, the 

contradiction also contains a "modal" complication. If, as Carnap maintains in 

"Psyaohology in Physical Language, the reductionelailzuage is already available in 

physics, then sentences in other, ontologically unreduced sciences—like psychology-- 

need only be reducible to be "meaningful" (againAn  the positivist sense), but these 

sciences need not reorient their own research programs physicalistically. In 

contrast, Husserl argues in The Crisis tnat phenomenology--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 of knowledge) but must be practiced so as to alter the way in which 

science itself is conceived; hence, not surprisingly, Husserl rarely gets beyond 

thinking through the implications of his method to actually applying it--phenomenology 

being so inaccessible to the natural attitude of contemporary philosophical methods. 

It may be remarked that Carnap can afford to invoke the mere logical possibility 

of reducing psychology to physics because the reduction is already a real possibility 

for the behaviorist psychologist who models his operational 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 phenomenology since its logical possibility, albeit implicit in the nistory 

of ontology, is ineffectual as such, and is perhaps rendered even more ineffectual 

(as something to 1)el self—consciously avoided by "scientific" philosophers) when 

acknowledged as a possible way of doing philosophy, as Carnap was shown to do. But 

having added this modal dimension, the rivalry between phenomenologiai and positivist 

reduction looks somewhat different. We need, especially, to consider whether the 

success of Husserl's program in reorienting the sciences entails the impossibility 

of reducing phenomenological 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 

phenemenological and positivist reductions are compatible, even though the& preusppose 

contradictory readings of the history of ontology. 

Thus, although there is some sense in which the program of reduction common to 

positivists and phenomenologists naturally places them in opposition, it is difficult 

for any controversy to get off the ground--for the phenomenologist, on the one hand, 

has the problem of demonstrating a radical break from the positivist (i.e.'. by making 

the latter's task impossible) and the positivist has the reciprocal problem of 

showing that his thesis is not a trivial one compatible with any other ontology 
(i.e. he must show that translating any meaningful sentence intn physics is more 

sigificant than, say, translating any English sentence into German—reduction must be 
something more than tram ion as normally understood). In light of these difficul— 

ties, we can imagine the two "reductionistsw unsuccessfully attempting to controvert 
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each other's theses. 

Suppose the phenomenologist starts by reducing a percept eidetically (i.e. 

freely varying aspects of the thing represented to see 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 

related thing, say a table, cannot enter into. These relations would then capture 

the structural and functional features that differentiate it from other things in 

what Russell 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 
et 

identify the chair's essence according to how .mss can be distinguished from other 

$tingap1or negatively definedrwthe positivist can still reply that these semantic 

differences only make sense as more or less adequate representations of how the 

physical world actually is.V-iniffilacontinue  that the intellectually sophisti- 

cated)but nevertheless ordinaryjanguage on which the phenomenologist bases his 

transcendental semantics is merely a protophysicalist reduction relying too heavil* 

on untested and unsystematized intuitions. And the positivist just needs to move 

from Russerl to Peter Strawson's Individuals is Hilary Putnam's "Is Semantics 

Possible?" to show how formalizing our intutiens can yield an adequate "descriptive 

metaphysics" (Strawson) of the everyday world that nevertheless ie divorced from 

the ultimate ontological conoerns of scientists, who may indeed be misled by such 

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

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

look better in reply. Suppose now the positikst opens the debate by showing how 

according to logioo-empirical criteria of meaning a sentence in psychology can be 

reduced to one in physiology, which reduces to one in chemistry, and finally to one 

in particle physics. Recould then echo the claims of Auguste Comte and Hans Reichen-

bach that in fact the history of science is oriented toward physioalism, which is to 

say, sciences have progressed according to the degree to which they have approximated 

the tehhniques 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 vision of 

the world, particularly the extent to which his view of the autonomy of scientific 

truth is in fact tied to the peculiar (and historically conditioned) relation the 

scientist has to the Lifeworld (the world in which science is practiced—and the world 

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

worked (and neither Husserl nor Heidegger ever contest the positivist account of the 

history of science, unlike Kuhn, Feyerabend, etc.) with the progressive realization 

of truth, for it does not address the phenomenologist's transcendental question. 
Likewise, it is unfair for the positivist to retort Mm  else could the problem of 

Being be resolved?" since physicalism has hadAtbeva4var4age of being allowed to work, 
Ins4-• 

and "being-allowed-to-work" is not a feature of the success of physios but has some-

thing to do with what makes it possible to treat the world physioalistically, which 

is a presupposition of subsequent successes. 

physics rather than net-physics? 

We see tneu that in both combinations the opponent can portray as naive the 

reduction adwooated by the first disputant on the grounds that it oomprehends the 

ontology of the world in too restricted a manner. More precisely, this restriction 

takes the form of mirdidging the relative ontological weight assigned to ordinary 

language vis-a-vis scientific language. In short, the problem is how to focus one's 

philosophical perspective. At this point we introduce the third, "rhetorical," 

approach toward problematizing reduction. So far we have assumed that the positivist 

and phenomenological accounts of reduction are discrete positions. But if  controversy 

they reveal one another to be inchoate and incomplete accounts of themselves (i.e. 

the positivist is a protophenomenologist and the phenomenologist is a protopositivist) 

then it becomes clear that there is a common field of relevance between the two, even 

though it is not clear where arguments for one type of reduction end and arguments 

for the other type begin. 14.amdeme4 this,Aia because positivist and phenomenological 

reductions are defined dialectically. In other words, each can be identified maz 
in terms of how its position differs from the other. The question to ask then is 

under what dialectical conditions do the positivist and phenomenologet appear to be 

performing reductions. 

Per the positivist, it is when he is counterposed to an ontologist who posits 

entities on the basis of grammatical (either ordinary cr scientific)forms. Post-

Kartian attempts at a transcendental psychology, including those of Alexius Meinong 

and Wrens 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 

passable 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 Carney this is a sign of a well-formed question that reveals techni-

cal control over the phenomena and opens new paths of inquiry, while for Ueidegger thi 

is a sign of the hermeneutic circle that reduces any sense of epistemio novelty to 

To parody Heideggers Why ikhere 



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

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

necessarily duplicated worlds or phenomenologically as the delimitation of the scope 

of inquiry, the "unreduced" ontology appears as a form of phenomenology or positivism, 
respectively. And while the two metaphors themselves are not defined in logical 

opposition to one another, we can appreciate, say, how duplicating a mechanics of the 
mind in the image of the mechanics of the body--as 'brie characterizes it in The 

_Sentient of Mind--may result from a circular process of inquiry whereby the two regions 
Awime.i.osn_Jacg-L)-;-,ire can only be understood in terms of each other and therefore start to ase.e4-nerseeMACA 

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 n''t to be readily found, and autonomic physical reactions are taken 

as the cause of behavior when there is 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 phenomenological and positttst reading of the reduction-

metaphor can now be rendered as followss Evidence for reduction-as-delimitation is 

found in, the possibility of reduction-as-elimination recurrent 

forms of ontological relaions that are applied to diverse realms of being, like mind 

and body. These forms include parallel (and sometimes supplementary, 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 phenomenologist, is suspicious of these forms being parallel simply by 

accident, and hence the impulse to reduce-awliminate redundant levels. However, 

the positivist, whose suspicion was initially directed against the ability of linguis-

tic forma to pick out unique physical entities (i.e. mind-talk picking out mental 

events and body talk picking out bodily ev nts) is willing to take at face-value the 

physics asAthe bliAamental science. 

The positivist may wish to invoke his own linguistic-ANNOrempiricalwetruth 

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 

expression like "what literally happened was..." means except a description 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-of-

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 chain of neural links 

from bank teller to robber in acknowledging his request and handing over the money. 
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Thus, although it may be a matter of historical (of. 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 virtue 
J 4 

of the physical being semantically linked (at least in the present) to'the literal. 

But of course it was a piece of ontological legislation in the first place that 

eliminated the uniqueness of grammatical forms that could not pass physicalist 

criteria of identification. Presumably, it is possible that talk about bodies could 

have been taken as "metaphorical" duplication of talk about minds if the scienoes 

developed in a more "idealistic" direction, and in that case perhaps some form of 

psychology would have been the fundamental science. And indeed while it may sound 

extraordinary to speak of physicalism employing mechanical forms only "metaphorically' 

because they "literally" apply to the way the mind works, this very view is thOkeystont 

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 musti apprehead them 
DI 4s...60-- mtfruetce).4, 

vi the physical rrld whi h represenits the essenceeimperMy. paseat.AAmdame _ 
Hugh Petrie bmwdaist reeve this perspectives 

Rather 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 exemplars4 

elucidating this curious historico-semantic relation between the metaphorical 

and the lite - let us finally consider Claude Levi-Strauss,  characterization of 

the "savage mind" having the same cognitive structures as the' "civilised mind": 

The savage thinks in phy al objects (e.g. animals are identified with spiritual 

qualities to such a degree t the patterns of interaction amonghinimals provide 

the "logic" of spiritual qualities rather than in conoepts)not out of an inability 

to abstract but out of the immediacy o the concrete—much in the same way that 
%iiiidi post-cartel:Jan philosophy has claimed i acy to the cogito as evidence for the 

certainty of concepts. We can see then Levi:II:muss' reasons for claiming the 

universality of the immediate/mediated binary despite its disparate manifestations: 

Like literal/metaphorical, it is constituted as what he psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan 

would stall "a chain,cf floating signifiers"--whion, within the analytic tradition, chain .of  
falls conceptually between a pre- and a post-Tractarian interpretation of the 

sense-referee e distinction. In other words, while there is a determinate difference 

in the whim of "immediate" and "mediated" such that the truth-conditions of each 

can be/spelled out in a comer language sw=t, one implies the contradiction of 

the. other (where "truth-condition" is understood in /frees's pre-Tractarian sense of 

those properties which would be true of the thing in question, should it
:4146 A 1 



Pegatiae truth-conditions), there is no "recipe",--given these truth-conditions, 

for picking out abtual oases that satisfy-thim (contrery to the verificationist 

interpretation suggested-byWitteematein in the Tractatus and explicitly defended by 
A.J. Ayer in Langua4e._TrUid Logic); hence the need for ontological legislation 

to determine oF,itefia for what will-Satisfy the truth-conditions, or what will count 

as an instagg; of "immediate! or "mediated" thought. 

To resume the argument, the move fromniiigNo phenomenological reduction 

involves an a fortiori appeal: If positivists are suspicious of language ontological 

claims for itself, as it were, why not also be suspbious of how it proposes to settle 

those claiee? That is to say, why cannot the primacy of physics be considered part of 

the same historical baggage language carries as the mind-body distinction was shown to 

be by Ryle? At thin-point-,---positiviata_oanAnvoke with some irono!_tae-preferred 

onntineetel metapheref language organically-growing mint of the life-of the culture: 

Some-parts- of language are anachronisms  Mee-the--appendix, useful is4 some enxlier 

.point-s44swelopment-but-better_remaved new =before it-has a chance to become infected 

.and-oentamiaate-the-reatA)f-the language. Furthermore, he positivist canllaunch his 

own a fortiori argument at the phenomenologist: The phenomenologist sees the scope of 

inquiry necessarily delimited only because he refuses to leave the world of man definm 

by ordinary language, which is largely based on unaided perception and from which the 

essences are abstraced. And seen in this light, the history of Western science 

indeed seems looked in its presuppositions because the phenomenologist is self-consci-€ 

ously limiting himself to the possible modes of inquiry available to someone havingp 

Aristotle's technological resources. And if those were all the possibilities ever 4 

available to man then the phenomenologist would be correct. But in the modern era 

aided perception is itself essential to how man is defined in the Lifsworld. These 

aids range from rather unproblematic correctives of ordinary perception, like eye-

glasses, to microscopes and telescopes, whioh quite llterally extend the scope of 

inqdiry. If the phenomenologist accepts these aids to be as much a part of the 

Lifeworid as his eyes, and continues his form of reduction, he would then arrive at 

the positivist picture: What grounds Being are the fundamental constituents of mattar/ 

and the laws governing their possible interaction. In fact, in The New Scientific  

Spirit, Gaston Bachelard attempts a phenomenology that takes into account this 

technical reanatitution of the Lifeworld--"phenomenotechnios" as he calls it--by 

rep ftwilerl's view of man's essence as correlative with his physical being 

a different substance, mind) with a Marxist view of man as "homo faber"— 
man continually making himself in dialectical response to the nature he wishes to 

control. 



2. The Rhetorical Nature of the Problem.  

We can now isolate two key features of thqihetorical approach to problematizing 

reduction: lirst,taken as discrete positions (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 against one 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 process of reduction 

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

can ge this much further." The impetus for adopting this approach is that not only 

is it not clear what qualifies as a positivist-but-not-phenomenological reduction, 
and vice versa, but also it is not clear _WI a purported instance of one type of 

reduction would not be an instance of the other type as well. In appealing to the 

inherent vagueness of the reduction problem, we are suggesting a view of philosophical 

discourse resemb ing Charles Sanders Peirce's cosmological principle of synechism-- 

that the universe iMilluous. 
Notice that by "vagueness" we do not mean a state of imperfect knowledge such 

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

instances of each. Instead, again following Peiroe, we admit there is nothing 

inadequate about the formulation of the two types of reduction per se, but that 

possible instances are necessarily underdetermined by virtue of the inherent looseness 

of fit between theories and evidence, as generalized versions of symbols (for Peirce, 

an "argument"--the semiotic form of a theory--is a symbol) and referents. Hence, 

vagueness is an ontological feature of the way signification 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 other words, 

because of the nature of semiotics, it is justifiable for, say, a phenomenologist to 

claim that if the positivist were to extend his reduction to instances he would not 

immediately consider relevant to his concerie,then he would arrive at phenomenology. 

Of course, it is up, to the phenomenologist to lead the positivist by the hand, as 

it were, and demonstrate in what sense 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 addressing oases 

that are unrelated to one another) Vir ik  cause it may not be eb*ioue how a positivist 

would arrive at a phenomenological reduction is to convert our state of knowledge 
(or ignorance) about the applicability of these methods to an essential feature of 

them. In his essay on syneohism, Peirce lodges this criticism against formulating 
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"nominalism" (by which he means the Human attitude toward the reality of causes and 

nonsensible forces) as am ontology rather than as an epistemology, andsgainst hypothe—

sising atoms as the ultimate physical units (i.e. "hypostatising" then) rather than 

as the primitives of the language of physical science as it is currently practiced 

(Carnap, as we shall see, revives this point in the distinction between material and 

formal modes of speech.). The synechistic ground of the criticism lies in the tacit 

assumption made by the discontinuity arguments (i.e. nominalism and atomism) that the 

unexplained is unexplainable, 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 least apparent*intinuous objects, and this would require somehow accounting for 

that part of physical reality—heretofore unexplained by the atomist—which is 

nonatomc yet provides the *fields in which atoms move and ultimately interact. 

However, raising synechistic objections in philosophical discourse is a somewhat 

subtler matter since types of reduction, unlike types of atoms, are ostensibly 

inventions rather thanaiscove=ies by the inquirer, and the disoretionist might there— 

fore argue that these methods are only as applicable as the practicioners say they 

are, which is to say, their ontologioal status derives from being products of a 

reflective mind. But we must here remind the discretionist of the indeterminate 

nature of signification: It is misleading to say that the positivist and the pheno—

menologist design their respective reductions and then see how they can be mapped 

onto the world, as if each needed to satisfy some correspondence theory of truth. 

Instead, each =eduction would mt be the type of reduction that it is it were not 

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 alternative ways of talking about the same realm of being, the world in which 

the reduction—theory is formulated). The evidence then does not support the theory 

as a posteriori confirmation but in fact contributes to the material conditions of 

the theory being formulated as it is. Thus, the success of behaviorist psychology 

does not merely support physicalism but participates in its very conception. 

Before going any further, the reader is entitled to evidence showing that we 

are not misrepresenting Peirce's concept cf vagueness too much. Thus, here is a 

relevant passage from "Critical Commonsensises 

Logicians have too 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 
effective interpretation indeterminate, it surrenders to 
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 function of 



completing the determination. "This month," says the 
almanac-oracle, "a great event is to happen." "what event?" 
"Oh, we shall see. The almanac doesn't tell that." The 
memeral might be defined as that to which the principle of 
the excluded middle does not apply. A triangle in general 
is not isosceles nor equilateral; nor is a triewle in 
general scalene. The net mignx be defined air5 which 
the principle of contradiction does not apply. For it is 
false neitner that an animal (in a vague sense) is male, 
nor that an animal is female...No communication of one 
person to another can be entirely definite, i.e. non-vague. 

Notice that the a fortiori argument showing, say, positivist reduction to be simply 

a natural extension of phenomenological reduction "completes the determination" of 

phenomenological reduction, which heretofore had nothing determinate to say about 

instances accounted for exclusively by the positivist fora—e.g. microphysical 

particles. Also notice we can say that as it is usually presented phenomenological 

reduction offers inchoate expression of positivist reduction as long as we do not 

take the inchoateness to be a priori mush that positivism, as it were, is entailed 

by phenomenology. Peirce's example of the almanac-oracle highlights the auosteriori  

nature of negotiating vagueness. It is only our deductivist biases that lead us to 

associate too quickly discursive continuity with the logical consistency obtaining 

between two theorems rather than with the semantic openness of vague utterances. 

we can reformulate the modern theory of meaning in a "Peiroean" manner as follows: 

After liege, 

1. the sense of a proposition (i.e. its 
truth-conditions; the ontological 
commitments involved in the possibility 
of the proposition being true) 

2. the referent of a proposition (i.e. 
the thing that satisfies. the truth-
conditions, its ontological comple-
ment) 

3. the reference of a proposition (i.e. 
existentially fused state of the 
proposition referring to something in 
the world; the correspondence aspect of 
the correspondence theory of truth) 

4. the verification conditions of a 
proposition (i.e. the operational rules 
by which the possibility is made a 
potential, something provable)  

After Peirce  

1. the semantically open texture of a 
vague utterance, whose possibility 
is given by virtue of the many ways 
it can be determined 

2. what closes the semantic texture of 
the vague utterance (e.g. the event 
that follows the almanac-oracle's 
divination) 

3. *he continuity that exists between 
(1) and (2) by virtue of the vague 
utterance having an open texture 

(i.e. the naturalness with which the 
event satisfies the divination) 

4. the discursive strategy (i.e. the 
actual rhetorical moves) by which 
(2) is shown to a fortiori follow 
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 in'the following manners Recalling our earlier 

comment of how evidence constitutes the material oonditiors of a theory's formulation, 

consider bow the material conditions shifting as the theory is applied, as in the 



case of extending phenomenological reduction into more "positivist" instances. 

The model in fact comes from Hegel's account of the dialectical transition from 
quantity to quality, in which the qualitative differences in states-cf-matter, say 
between liquid and gas, derive from graduated quentMative differences in temperature. 
And this model finds its mathematical basis in the sprites paradox. In its most 

general form, the sorites consists in the method used (say, adding 1 to n, where n 
is aTileger) not being altered across a chain of inference, yet the inferred 

instances to which this method is applied (consecutive integers) being so erdered 

that at some point the method attains a different status in light of Them (i.e., at thA 

start it was thought that adding 1 to small integers was a formula for generating 

small integers, but alter a large number of ns this is no longer the case). Using a 

positivist means of reduction to arrive at conclusions that then make the reduction 

look phenomenological—its purported opposite--is not quite as neat as this mathema-

tical formulation 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 performing the sorites, this is hardly 
the case when bridging the two reductions. As stated earlier, the phenomenologist 

actually has to demonstrate the. soritical route to his position from positivism, 

and vice versa. The difference is fundamentally one between logical and grammatical 

"truth," on the one hand, and rhetorical "truth," on the other. At least up to the 

time of Leibnits,R#o argues Ian Hacking in "Leibntis and Descartes: Proof and the 

Eternal Truthe4emonstrating the theoremhood of a sentence was merely an epistemio 
1 

crutch and not a necessary condition of that sentence being a theorem. lore pointedly, 

utterances were taken to be grammatical or not, even though "generative grammars" 

demonstrating their grammaticality (i.e. as the successive application of phrase 

struoture rules and transformations) did not come into their own until this century. 

But the *rules" cf 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 intentions of the 

speaker are reproduced in/the Audience's opinions. (The reproducibility of these 

intentions can be taken as part of the groundwork for legitimating the consensus 

theory as a theory of truth, in the manner of Juergen Haberman: 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 no'( so much embodied 

in utterances that are correct in themselves (say, by virtue of referring to the 

world) as in utternoes that come into being the right way, which is to say, through 
the dialectical participation of both speaker and audience. In short, the speaker 

must define his intention in terms of what is appropriate and comprehensible 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 insofar as the correctness of the utterance presupposis that 

the audience (as either rational beings or competent speakers ) should be able to 

respond appropriately to it. From a rhetorical point of view, however, it is not 

clear who is not "correct" when an intention fails to be conveyed. Usually the 

speaker is blamed for not demonstrating that in fact his view is a reasonable 

extension of the audience's. In other words,the speaker is trying to transform the 

rhetorical move into a log/co—grammatical one by having the audience *discover" 

something they already know, or, less paradoxically, something they muEt be assumed 

to know given what they self—consciously believe (or that they believe as if they 

know that something). 
Posed in this way the rhetoricalgeproach strongly resembles the original task 

of philosophizing attributed by Heidegger to the sophists in What is a Thing  and is 

perhaps most famously portrayed in Plate's Mono when Socrates manages to elicit 

geometric truths 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 Peiros's proto—Heideggerian claims for the 

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

the rhetorical approach to problematizing reduction presupposes 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 detain* with his positivist opponents. 

To illustrate this point further, we shall now critically appraise Karl—Otto Apollo 

program to situate conceptual equivalents to phenomenological and positivist reduction 

as complements. And then we will deploy the rhetorical approach by having the 

phenomenologist—as—speaker try to elcit what the positivist—as—audience "must already 

know." 
3. Phenomenology's Rhetorical Difficulties.  

For purposes of ideological critique, it ,may be proposed that phenomenologists 

have rejected the rhetorical approach in coming to terms with positivism because, if 

successful, it would make the claim that phenomenolgists are practicing the oridhal  

task of philosophizing more difficult to maintain--if by "original" is meant without 

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

that Husserl's actual arguments against the positivists are quite distinct from his 

arguments in favor of phenomenology has been taken--by his defenders--not as a sign 

of his inability to show the relevance of phenomenology to the problems of positivism 
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(which would mean showing how phenomenology meets the obloctions it raises against 

the positivists) but a sign of how radically off the mark the positivists are, even 

in formulating problems, However, if Hussar' were able to show that phenomenologioal 

reduction is Iust an a fortiori extension of positivist reduction, then it might be 

thought that phenomeNnlogy is dialectically dependent on positivism for its sense. 

And, to continue, if this dialectic were situated historically (i.e. phenomenology as 

the magus antithesis of positivism), then it could be claimed that if positivism did 

not turn out as it did, phenomenology would not have turned out as it did. 

Indeed, if we follow Beideggerts account of the role of the "already-known" in 

classical Greek thought, the radicalness of phenomenology lies only in the fact that 

it arises now and not then—find here we are reminded of Marx's ironic comment on bile 

rise cf Louis Buonaparte as the second Napoleon: "History, as it wersoccnrs twice: 

the first time as tragedy, the second as farce." 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 "privatised" Being into discrete 

beings and one such being, the physical ("ta physica," self-originating things: the 

name bespeaks its own irreducibility or unconditionedness), came under technical 

coxtrol, the quest for the public—that which presupposes all beings and thereby 

Being as such—became the obscure  task of reorienting thought toward what it would 

be like to ask such a question, a problem both phenomenologists 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 questions as Plato, his 

attitude toward posing them (and therefore the significance of providing answers) is 

much different--and certainly this is due to positivism. In short, Heidegger is the 

"second Platein the same way as Louis Buonaparle is the "second Napoleon." 

4. Apel's Mediation of Posaivism and Phenomenology.  

We have selected Aril, however, as our critical focus because he eoecifically 

proposes to reconcile the differences between positivist ("scientistic") and 

phenomenological ("hermeneutic") reduction by "dialectical mediation," which prima 

facie is similar to our rhetorical approach. Apel's argument will be reconstructed 

from "Scientistics, Hermeneutics, 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 Peyerabend, Apel reads the dialectical 

method through Niels Bohr's oomplementarity thesis—more precisely, the reading of 

the history of science presupposed by the thesis—which renders the concept of 

mediation more commonplace than is usually understood in Hegelian-Marxist circles. 

The thesis and antithesis of a dialectic (or, two poles in a dialogue) in such circles 

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



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

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

of the same things le are of course reminded of Bohr's wave-particle duality, but 

this view can in fact be traced to the first modern dialectical logician Johann 

Gottlieb Fichte, whoeApeles colleague Habermas especially credits in Knowledge and  
Human Interests. Then with some help from Comte's progressive positivism, comp's- 

mentarity is converted into an account of the history of science. Before the two 

poles realise than-ea* complementary each claims the totality of a given field of 

knowledge as its own (eg. Newton vs. Huygens on the nature of light). However, there 

are no adequate criteria for deciding the matter and so the dialectic is"frozen" in 

metaphysics. Finally, the poles are "mediated," with the resulting "synthesis" being 

a demonstration of their compatibility. The synthesis is "scientific" because the 

totalistic—claims of both sides are eliminated by invoking the 

valid points of one against the other. The "commonplacenesew of mediation suggested 

here is that it resembles the peacefully negotiated settlement cf the bargaining table 

where each aide gets what he "deserves." This position nevertheless is to be expected 

from Apel, given that he also believes, like Peirce before him, that a community of 

potential truth-seers must be presupposed in order for a rational dialogue between 

two positions to be possible. 

From an Hegelian-Marxist perspective, the most striking feature of Apel's account 

of dialectics is its denial of the "reality" (i.e. the ontological status) of contra. 

dictions. The source, once again, is 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 our consciousness, since each one commands 

only as much of it as the Itner ome does not. But together, the two contradictories 

comprise the totality of consciousness since nothing can be thought beyond then. 

Fichte presented this view in opposition to tne psychological validity traditionally 

granted to Aristotle's principle of noncontradiction. Now let us introduce positivism 

and phenomenology as the two contradictories. For Apel they are irreconcilable only 

insofar as they are metaphysical, which is to say, as each makes claims over the 

entire methodology of science to the exclusion of the other. However, keeping Fichte 

("-41  in mind, this apparent contradiction is resolved once the spheres of relevance412°  

demarcated through scientific mediation, which requires what Apel calls "the a priori 

of the communication community." Put this way, Apel's proposal resembles the logical 

approach we earlier attributed to Haiserl--with the exception that in Husserl's "game" 

only one species of reduction can win, while in Apel's "game" mutations of both specie 

do win. Thtis difference highlights the fact--that escapes Apel's notioe--that 



neither positivism nor phenomenology can remain intact as a result of mediatin, and 

the extent to which both seductions 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 is here that the Fichteans and the Hegelian-Marxists face offs Whereas the former 

would say that mediation results in a greater self-consciousness of the methodological 

complementarity that has existed between the two positions all along (hence the 

apparent nature of the contradiction), the latter would say that any such complexes). 

tarity must be negotiated and as such does not subsist in some a priori state "waiting 

to be discoverer (hence the ;aal nature of contradictions). 
5. Mediation as a Semantic and Ontological Issue.  

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

cer--beare a certain relation to his product, and the two are mutually defined by that 
relation. In tither words, it makes no sense to talk about a "proincer" 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 relation 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 control only by virtue of being defined 

in terms of the product, which is to say, as its producer (i.e. the producer of it; 

as critics of Hegel and especially Bradley have pointed out, the theory of mediation 

heavily rests on the ontological import one gives to ths possessive oases is there a 

sense in which the product possosses the producer?). At this point, the analytic 

philosopher might object that this supposed contradiction results from conflating 

the material (producer-as-a-being) with the formal (producer-as-a-term) modes of 

speech. And there is a sense in wnich the Marxist would not dispute the points 

Formal and material are indeed analytically disliguishable modes of speech, yet they 

are indiscriminately used in the course of real speech. This could be a sign of 

either the analytic distinction not representing an ontological difference (the 

Marxist view, as we present it) or its representing such a difference that nevertheles 

goes unrecommieed (the analytic view). Analytic philosophers (including hers the 

later Wittgenstein, Ryle, and J.L. Austin) have interpreted this problem therapeutical 

ly in order te restore proper usage. The diagnostic argument informing their therapy 

in the case of the Marxist's malady might take the following forms 

(1) There is a term "producer" that is well-defined within 
the semantic universe of capitalist social relations. 

(2) One of the consequences of "producer" being a well-defined 
term is that its possible meanings are delimited by the terms 
it can possibly relate to. 

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



for all possible languages in some attempt at getting 
at a real, or material, definition of the term. 

(4) This usually involves picking out in the world the 
lowest common denominator of what all languages refer 
to when using "producer," which Marx might call "species-man" 
or "homo faber." 

(5) Now this extension will be necessarily underdetermined 
not because there is a "produoer-in-itself" free from the 
semantic constraints of capitalist 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 taken independently of social 
relations and as a constituent of them, is as spurious as 
any "double-world" theory--and this one is particularly 
reminiscent of the indeterminate-transcendental-ego/ 
determined-empirical-self dichotomy perpetrated by Kant. 

(7) The cute: Only use the formal mode when talking about 
terms, which is to say, do not change the rules of the game 
but change your illegal playing habits. 

The Mar:1ot objection to this treatment would start by examining how the thera- 

pists skirt the fact that' there are many more possible definitions of "producer," 

or the thing picked out in the world by the term (if we accept Haberman' reading 

of Marx's concept of ideology as systematically distorted communication, then a 

"de-ideologised" material mode independent of the formal mode is posited), than the 

existing language-game would permit, and indeed some of these would be quite disruptive 

to play. But why continuo playing the game? Now this is not the skeptic's usual 

global rejoinder, for the second form of mediation makes it a more specific question. 

Ent before considering it, we must first ask what is the ontological status or this 

"producer-in-itself" that can be related to the relation the producer enters into 

with the product. Although it is an essence distilled from various socio-economic 

systems throughout the history of ghat 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. Bather, the essence is more like a Kripkean "possible world 

story" which traces identity "causally" (i.e. historically) from the actual world 

to other possible worlds. On this account, instantiations of the essence in two 

possible worlds need not have any common property as long as a story can be told 

whereby one instance "becomes" or "is transformed into" the other by virtue of being 

in the other world. Eidetic reduction is the correlate of this view in phenomenology* 

Let as say I imagine the chair before me, and then I imagine a possible world in 

which the chair has been annihilated so teat it no longer retains any of it, previous 

properties. That this second image continues to be grounded In the essence of the 
onair rests on the otherwise unrecognisable rubble being designated in the second 



world as what would be Resignabed as a chair in the first world. They are thus 

two epihodes in the same possible world story. 

Already we can anticipate an objection that will appear shortly: Is it not 

possible that ,an two episodes can constitute part of the same essence? In describing 
eidetic reduction, Husserl seems to rely on intuition to indicate when appearances 

have been so varied that the essence is lost. Thus, Nusserl himself does /ot present 

an example as radical as the one cited above concerning the two episodes of *chair- 

hood." As for Kripke, he quite straightforwardly puts a priori limits' on the types 

off' episodes that can constitute part of the same essence by invoking a "baptismal 

criterion" which stipulates that any candidate episode for a given essence must be 

able to tell a possible world story that traces back to some primordial" episode of 

naming for whioh there is unequivocal empirical evidence. We find both Nusserl's 

and Kripke's moves artificial extensions of their basic theory. As we shall see, 

any theory of reference, identity, or essence that aspires to "verisimilitude" must 

above all be able to explain why reference slips, identity gets lost, or essences 

fuse--for that seems to be the way the world works. So in answer to the objector's 

question, we say yes, any two episodes can constitute the same essence, but each pair 
is not possible in the same sense 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 other 

hand, argue that what is the chair today was the table yesterday, and likewise for 

the table vis-a-vis the chair. The reader may see the resemblance to Goodman's 

grue paradox mentioned in the introduction. Both are perfectly good stories but mine 

requires accounting for certain presupposed states-of-affairs that yours does not: 
How did the cross-identities take place (molecular recombination, etc.)? And why am 

I the only one who tells this story (special mental powers, etc.)? As with Goodman, 

your story is more entrenched because it does not require readjusting so many ordinark- 

ily held presuppositions. However, just because my story is more dif'ioult to tell, 

it does not make it any lead possible—indeed, it has the potential for being more 

interesting. After Nicholas Reacher'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 on 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 no gravity). Reacher's distinction resembles the 
way in which Quills "naturalizes" what separates analytic (cf. dispositional) from 

synthetic (cf. individual) statements. Thus, the entrenchment of your story of the 
chair over mine is revealed in the new accounts of certain dispositional essences of 
the world—especially certain laws of nature—I need to give and you do not. 



But whatever its particular episodes mai be, how are we to characterize the sub- 

fasting essence? One way would be through the totality of its instantiated episodes, 

which is to say, the essence of a thing is its history, a view in line with Hegel and 

Marx. The lesson of Marxist historiography, especially as presented in The German  
Ideology, is that species-man "makes himself" in his dialectic with nature. The 

episodes of this dialectic are the instances of man in the succession of (possible) 

social relations. Furthermore, man can understand himself only in terms of this 

history, which reveals, among other things, the radical difference between man's 

self-identification before and after "economy" becomes an autonomous and eventually 

the superordinate social institution. Yet this radical difference in instantiations 

does not alter the fact that both are grounded in the same essence, part of the same 

history. That two episodes may be necessary conditions (it e. the one must be trace.-

able from the other) for each being what it is (i.e. instances of the same essence) 

and yet ha-re no common properties is then the sense in which "real contradictions" 

reveal themselves in (or, as) 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 classical political economists. However, this is not to say that the 

economists rejected an evolutionary account of man; instead, they arguod that the 

relation between man and his animal anoestors was more one ofecounterparts," 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 able to show the 

"essential difference" between animal and man in the rise of technical rationality 

(epitomized in capitalism), Marx was able to pack more ontological import ihto the 

metaphors of capitalist exploitationnreducing men to animals"(since the distance 

between men and animals was not that insurmountable to begin with). 

Now if real contradictions arise in Marxist historiography in the sense outlined 

above, then two questions arise concerning hAtorico-causal theories of essence in 

generals First, if an historAco-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 longer "preserved" in any ordinary philosophical 

sense (e.g. the persistenoe of personal identity otter spacetime). Does this not mean 

that anyone with a Been sense of storyline can show two seemingly unrelated instances 

are in fact grounded in the same essence? Second, given the total indeterminacy of 

reference stipulated in the first question, how is it the case that in fact we can 

intuit both essential and accidental differences? Actually, both 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 two histories to 

become one. Notice that presumably Evans him isolated two temporally well-separated 

episodes in the history of "Louis," whion when juxtaposed do appear quite different, 

not unlike juxtaposing a word in current usage and its etymological antemdent. And 

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

tion that the history of namingillore the history of things, or more colloquially, 

that we should (and 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 outrignt conjunction, 

of descriptions)--if talk went immediately from "Louis the basketball player" to 

"Louis the King of France" then an "essential difference" would most certainly be 

registered by the speakers being aware that they are misunderstanding each other. 

Likewise, only if the two ends of a sprites are juxtaposed as enthymemes (i.e. 

premise and conclusion stripped of intermediate argument) does the so-called "sorites 

paradox" arise, as is have seen earlier. And, as Aristotle notes in Book III of the 

Rhetoric, enthymemes are most effective in forensic oratory, where the aim is to 

accuse or defend, while the sass argument in soritical form is best suited 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 its mode of presentation (i.e. the possible world story) from a sorites 

to an enthymemes. 
it sounds strange to take unpreserved reference and misunderstanding 

as prescriptive criticisms of historico-causal theories of identity because we dlhot 

usually associate "misunderstanding" with, say, "misbehavior." Unless it is claimed 

that we always misunderstand (a notion that certainly deserves more explication), 

misunderstanding only occurs when it is pointed out to us—when the continuity 

(sorites) of our understanding is broken by juxtaposing two episodes from it, one 

where we did understand or could have understood and one where we did not understand. 

The same of course applies for misbehavior, but there are ordinarily different 

connotations: There is a sense in which we are always "behaving." Misbehavior is 
a type of behavior that arises when some of our behavior seems incongruous to its 

possible except for a series of *misunderstandings." /et the example by no means 

disproves that identification takes place in this manner: It merely oasts aspersions 

on the process—hence "misunderstandings"—since it violates the ontological proscrip- 
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"general character," a family resemblance of norms and attitudes (Raymond Williams 

chronicles the historical conflations of theiascriptive and prescriptive senses of 

"bohavior" in Keywords).  Misunderstanding, in contrast, is rarely (except in posts. 
Maideggerian circles; Hans-Georg Gadamer, Jacques Derrida) regarded as a type of 
understanding. Instead, it is granted ne ontological status whatsoever (the fate 

of "Nothing" as a substantive term bears comparison here); When we misunderstand 

we are not usually taken to understand a meaning other than the one intended—ere axe 

just 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 does persist in spite of and maybe even because 

of misunderstanding (e.g., when taken to represent "uncertainty" as a regulative idea 

that motivates speakers to refine what they say for fear of not conveying what they 

mean). 
After this considerable digression we may return -Wow ontological statue of 

a "producer-in-itself" on which relies the intelligibility of the Hegelian-Marxist 

concept of mediation. As we have seen, misunderstanding is best understood as an 
ontological prescription based on how the prescriber reads the discourse in which 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 into an 

explosive enthymeme that implicates the Kripkean for allowing the former Louis to 

"turn into" the latter. From Event,' reading then, the "real" plot of the discourse 

concerns the rather ordinary Louis as traced by a disjunction of descriptions on the 

family resemblance model. Now let us look at the Marxist in light of this. The 

history of social relations is itself soritioals There is no moment in late antiquity 

say, when a man can say that he was previously a slave but now he is a serf; nor is 

there a specific point at which man becomes commoditisel as labor. Indeed, if the 
latter change had occurred so drastically and so obviously, means would have been 

taken to ,triiii‘t it. Bracketing just how drastic it was, the commoditisation of man 

as labor was certainly not obvious as such until the plot of how man has made himself 

is juxtaposed with this latest capitalist episode. Per the peasant driven from his 

ancestral turf to the industrial towns in the late eighteenth century, the change may 
have been drastic but such population shifts were normal around that time and presuma-

bly done out of the peasant's self-interest--as he understood it. When be enters the 

labor market and becomes a producer, it makes perfect sense that his role in the socia 

system is defined karma of the product he produoes, ard here we see an analogue to 
the language therapist's "good sense" in keeping to the formal modaaf speech. 

However, when the Marxist examines how man arrived at this state-of-affairs, he finds 
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that the plot of histc=y has taken unexpected turns that now, via political economy, 

threaten to sever man's ties with his history (and hence his essence) by claiming 

that the value of man has never been anything other than how much it costs to 

reproduce his labor (Louis Aithusser, for one, identifies this realization as Marx's 

theoretical revolution). And just as the political economists invoke their own 

definitions of man to discount the history of man, so too the language therapists 

invoke the formal mode to argue the logical superiority of the formal mode to the 

material mode. 

The producer-in-itself can be seen to the plot of history taken thematically. 

"home faber" is its title, just gs Louis the basketball player ie the theme of 

Evans' discourse. The mediation of the theme and the current episode reveals the 

current episode to be a "low point" where the disparity between man's possibilities 

and his actuality is greatest. The Marxist mediation then is this enthymematio 

presentation of the possibilities and actuality of history that "awakens" man from 

the false monsoleusness of regarding his identity soritically. This awakening, 

which assumes the logical form of a paradox, can be seen as the source of alienation. 

Unlike Evans and the language therapists, just because the current episode in the 

history of man violates the family resemblance of descriptions governing home faber 

in the past, the Marxist does not thereby claim that a misunderstanding of man's 

self-identity has taken place (although many non-Marxist historians would argue that 

in seeing man "reduced towlabor Marx himself is mixing economic history with the 

history of metaphysics) since man's essence is ultimately identified as his history. 

Man should not therefore rewrite his history to preserve his essence but should 

historically move away from this latest episode by lePeleile4144:gtobreak 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 peoplefl. And the first step in this direction is 

to develop the sense in which the current episode is both grounded in and represents 

a limitation en human history, which is initiated through the Eegelian-Marxist form 

of mediation. 

6. Apel in Light of the Foregoing Investigation.  

Let us now resume the mainline of the argument: Apollo mediation is an attempt 

to have the ctwo dialectical poles realise the reasonableness and relevance of each 

other's position. To echo an earlier thought, the rhetoric of totalistic claims, over 

the methodology of science is ieduoed to a logico-grammatical compatibility in the 

sense that if the positivist wanted to talk abcut what the phenomenologist talks about 



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

Habermas, is critical of decision-theoretic models of rationality, the rationality 
acnieved,through his brand of mediation is motivated by the imperfeWigi8 'sole has 

of the other, a presupposition of decision theory‘ But this presuppositio is couched 
Ae 

in hermeneutical language rather than that of utility-maximisation so 

the formulation of Apia's thesis imillevia4li«eibilolmg- a Gricean coordination problem: 

Positivism claims the entire methodology of science as its own only because it does 

not understand what phenomenologiste are doing, but if it did understand it would 

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

rational given imperfect knowledge, so too is trying to find out more in order to be 

more certain about what is really within one's power. 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 butprather, 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 complementary relation 

with phenomenology is exactly the same the complementary relation positivism has with 

phenomenology. 

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

protocols of positivist and phenomenological discourse--not unlike Ryle's categorical 

analysis of language usage--which locates the transcendental conditions of whaYeach 

can say outside of what they actually say to one another. Thus, just as it makes no 

sense to talk about "linguistic competence" changing as a result of a change in 

"linguistic performance" in Chomsky's transformational grammar, so too Apel would not 

consider the possibility of the transcendental conditions themselves changing, for 

they always subsist potentially in every utterance made in the discourse in question; 

hence, for Apel mediation can be glossed as "actualization" (of a potential). In 

contrast, the Hegelian-Marxist would hold that transcendental conditions, first of all, 

do not "transcend" in the sense of not requiring actudisation for their ontological 

statue (Alma's mediation is possible and necessary, respectively, only because the 

conditions subsist as a potential and yet they have not been fully actualised in 

discourse). Instead, these conditions and the discourse conditioned by them are 

necessary for each being as it is. Thus, rather than asking "In what sense is a 

phenomenological reduction possible?" the Hegelian-Marxist would ask "In what sense 

is a phenomenological reduction possible, given the sense in which the positiliet 
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reduction is actual?" And the answer to the second question will only arise from 

actually deriving the phenomenologioal from the positivist reduction--but more 

importantly, the question itself will onl' be meaningful to ask at that point. 

This is 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 context, we must remember that in initially posing the transcendental 

question of cognition, Kant does play the Humean skeptic or the Cartesian construc—

tionist, but in fact accepts the actuality of the world as given and then reflects 

on what such a commitment amounts to. 

At last we can follow through the reasoning of Apel's paper to see these 

objections materialize. His argument will be sketched so as to highlight haw 

positivism and phenomenology in the guises of scientistios and hermeneutics are 

mediated by each other by virtue of speaking complementary languages, and how oomple—

mentarity itself can be taken as a means toward self—emancipation from the cognitive 

limitations imposed by contemporary methodological problems in the sciences. 

(1) Scientistic overextension of the concept of explanations 
Positivists (especially Theodor Abel) interpret Max Weber's 
"Yerstehen" as the logical component of an hypothesis about 
the cause of an actor's behavior. In imagining possible 
causes, the scientist applies the principle of charity to 
consider what would be reasonable to elicit such behavior 
under tike circumstances, a Peircean "abduction." However, 
this reason is subject to further empirical anaLysis (e.g., 
more data, Bayesian confirmation) 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 behavior. 

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 kind; a cause is an antecedent even that 
is present or absent from a specific instance of the action. 
Consequently, social scientific explanations based on natural 
science (i.e. bypothetico—deductive) models seem impoverished 
in relation to the types of phenomena it tries to explain. 

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 explanation. 
And appropriateness requires a sense of the historically 
grounded presuppositions of the action, which does not easily 
lend itself to the possibilistic - tbinking of contemporary 
scientists invoking the principle of charity; hence the need 
for hermeneutics. 

(2) Hermeneutic overextension of the concept of historicity: 
Hermeneutioians (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 the 
sciences 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 nermeneutioal circle to 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 
Heideggerien vein, "How can we be surprised by what we 
already know?" And posed this way, hermeneuticians seem 
to DO treading on a contradiction that they must not be 
able to say. Why must =A? ,Because the phenomenology 
of discovery, even in the hermeneutical sense, is grounded 
in the possibility of discov€rea presuppositions helping 
us discover pe44ncovered ones. If the phenomenology of. 
discovery weiWrounded in that sense, then her,meneurti-
cians would have no basis fox demonstrating the subsequent 
discoveries are presuppositions in the same sense as 
earlier omen. 

Apel's solution is to compensate the circularity of 
historicism by adding the dimension of depth of knowledge 
about the presuppositional base by ideological critique 
and psychoanalysis, which import the positivistic idea 
that science can systematically build on 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 psycnoanalysis as 
man's ability to understand the causal determinants of 
his existence and thereby be able to know the sense in 
which behavioral change is possible. In this way, a 
scientifically informed hermeneutics can free man from 
existing ideological constraints, and hence thmir comple-
mentary relation. 

At the outset, keep in mind that the Hegelian-Marxist view of dialectical 

mediation would not so much criticize Apel's diagnosis and treatment of the 

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

he has "solved" It. Once again, Apel thinks that mediation reveille tho transcenden-

tal conditions of both positivism and phenomenology in themselves.  It just so 

happens tnat part of the transcendental conditions of both is that theyare oomplemen-

tory and therefore mediatable in Apel's sense. However, the Marxist would not 

situate this complementarity in some potential that will be actualized upon adopting 

the Habermas-Apel line on rational discourse, but in the presupposition cf some 

actualized state-of-affairs, namely, when positivism and phenomenology are shown to 

extend their problematios into each other's sphere of relevance. Now in the above 

argument Apel does portray 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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outs what Apel means by mediation through onmplementarity, 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) to be 

meaningful. In fact, Apel himself does not believe that it is necessary 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 to oe self-oonsicous-

11 (through the emancipatory interest) actualized. (The contrast to Kant here could 

not be greater.) The difficulty for the Marxist would be in determining the ontologi-

cal status of the transcendental conditions when they are not actualized (i.e. in 

what sense to they subsist) and how Apel would know them--as well as why he would not 

count his own explication of the conditions as a form of amtualization (he says his 

articles are merely "programmatic"). These problems surround any attempt at making 

sends of the proposition that "ultimate reality" somehow depends on a "perfect" 

state-of-affairs (i.e. perfect knewlodge of what makes phenomenology and positivism 

possible). Ine-thkeeeens eitelm''. 

7. Implications for Understanding the History of Modern Philosophy. 

After accepting Apel's explication of the transcendental conditions as an 

actualization of them. the Marxist would then juxtapose the sense in which postiviom 

and phenomenology have been defined in terms of each other with what these types of 

reduction usually mean when taken alone (or have come to mean by virtue of their 

history). This second mediation would no, doubt generate a paradox, that phenomena-

logy and positivism can complement each other only if tney are made to be more comps:, 

tible vith one another. Many of the historically possible aspects of phenomenology, 

for example, must be reworked with an eye toward positivism: The herneneatic circle 

must be negotiable so 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 pi phenomenology and positivism has been revealed as sftfabrioated" 

(taking the term neutrally) connection that belongs to rhetoric. What then? One 

need not be a Marxist to suggest scrapping spells program and "restoring" the essence  

of positivism and phenomenology to their "rightful" discrete positions. Reseeex t  

the Marxist would counter that even within what have become the histories of posi- 

tivism and phenomenology themselves are such rhetorical"contrivances" (again taking 

the term neutrally)--only they have gone soritioally unnoticed. In fact, if two 

disparate episodes of each movement are taken enthymematically, a contradiction would 

be found. In phenomenelegy, consider the fate of the "natural attitude" to perception 

free% being defined in terms of prepredicative experience in Ruggerl's Logical Investi- 

gatione to the vee, much poetpredicative experience of wnat is taken for granted in 
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the Lifeworld, as presented in his Crisis. In positivism, loot how Russell origi—

nally interpreted the saxim. —*Wherever possible, logical constructions are to be 

substituted for inferred entities"---as a call for Machian phenomenalism (i.e. 

reduction to sense—data: "The Relation of Sense—Data t: P sits") and later as a 
(mAgtivin— 

call for Carnapian physicalism (i.e. reduction to A  "Logical Atomism"). In 

short, the essences of phenomenology and positivism are nothing but these subtle 

rhetorical moves, and so contradictions elic=ited by an antnyseme of two historical 

episodes are real insofar as they constitute the essence, Consequently, way not 

allow positivism to be phenomenologised and phenomenology positivized as the latest 

episodes in their histories? So if Apel has unoonvered the transcendental conditions 

of the two reductions, then they appear as what presupposes an actual episode in 

their history, an episode he prescribed into existence. In short, he has solved 

his problem by changing the status of the terms in question. 

8. Models of Mediation for the Rhetorical Approach  

Now we want to start with positivist premises and arrive at a phenomenological 

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 

is also addressing the transcendental conditions that make the inquiry possible. 

This claim is warranted by virtue of an equivocation on the meaning of "address," 

=Joh is illustrated in "I address the audience" and "I address the problam.ti  

The former will be called th; 'dative" function of address and concerns what is 

literally presented before the inquirer as "given," just as an audience is what the 

speaker finds before his eyes. The latter "address will be called the "acousative" 

function and concerns the object to which claims made by the inquirer are to be 

attached. The positivist—as—positivist addresses datively, whiletne phenomenologist—

as—phenomenologist addresses &causatively. 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 is recorded in the name of philosophy about that: scientific inquiry or rhetorical 

e;iaodes The positivist only records information about the audience, as it were, 

while the phenomenologist only records information about what the speaker is talking 

about (it is important that the reader keep the point of the analogy in mind trey 

and not be misled by the historical connotations of the two movements). Posed this 

way, we see that when the positivist thinks that his iniry relies Rarely 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 theillerequisite for giving an effective speech 
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is to find out all he can about the audience. Similarly, the phenomenologist 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 is to be found in 

the famous ontological question posed by Aristotle in the first book of the Metaviv-

sloes "What would it mean to be that thing?" In current philosophical discourse 

this is read as a question of definition that perhaps conflates the material and 

formal modes of speech (i.e. "...mean to be...."), but nevertheless can be ansTered 

by establishing a Hnssellian identity between a definite description ("what would it 

mean...") and a proper name ("...that thing") via a semantically superfluous copula 

("...to be..."). In that case, we would have expected both sides of the copula to 

take the same grammatical case so 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 to (for) that thing?" This can be 

interpreted as a request for the sense in which Doing 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 beingspor things. On our model of address, this is then 

a question directed at the speaker who must somehow manage to make what he is talking 

about apparent to the audience by persuading them, which is to say, by having the 

object of his speech become apparent in them as opinions held as their own. Perhaps 

the best way to understand now 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 cbject 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 so that a "Gestalt-switch" can occur whereby the roles of figure and 

ground are reversed.( In the pkenomenological literature, Jean-Paul Sartre is perhaps 

the only expositor to attempt an account of "ground" that does not rely exclusively 

on "Phenomenologese," and even though the accouggfrieing and Nothingness rests on 

the suggestive metaphor of haOhecome aware of someone not-being-there i.e. the case 

of looking for Pierre in the cafe and not finding himio)we would speculate that it 

was just this Gestalt sense of "ground" he was trying to capture. In any case, the 

process of Gestalt-switch captures well the '*dialectical law" of the interpenetration 

of opposites.) To put it more rhetorically, the speaker determines how what he is 

talking about must be presented, given the natural attitude of the audience, in order 
104,  

in the same rhetorical episode, to realize the presupposition of his and theiroeing 



namely, they are open to his attempt at persuading them. The Gestalt-switch occurs 

when the object of the speaker's talk "surfaces" to become the natural attitude of 

the audience, while the original natural attitude "recedes." And 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, since that would 

require seeing both as figures at once. But again, the possibility cf 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 sure way toward
44- 

 systematizing the rhetorical approach we have been 

discussing throughout throughout this Is
c
imm4M2. First consider the diagram of the dialectic, 

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

unreflective (o,d) modes of mediation. 

The difference between "reflective" and 

"unreflective" modes depends on whether 

the mediation is recognized as such or 

mot, 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) which 

"comprehends the Gestalt" (or, realize the presuppositions of the rhetorical attitude 

in question) by virtue of understanding the sense in which the figure A is 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 corresponding 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 att*ibuted in this section to positivism and 

phenomenology, respectively. The unreflective mode assumes the standpoint of the 

natural attitude (A and -A), as in the audience being persuaded to the speaker's 

position because it appears as a natural extension of their own view (c) without 

realizing that such a position also alters their original view (d). The conjunction 

of (c) and (d) oxtails a real contradiction, in the sense discussed earlier. Also 

(e) and (d) capture the complementary senses of "ideology" developed by Marx in 

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

(sometimes called "hegemony") and the latter being the alterations in historical 

perspective continually needed to keep such a world-view intact (sometimes called 



"false consciousness"). 

Now consider the following chartwhich correlates the mopents of the dialectic 

with the various categories we have been using during this inquiry: 

DIALECTICAL ARISTOTLE'S ONTOLOGICAL SEMANTICAL RHETORICAL GESTALT 
MOMENT QUESTION TRANSLATION TRANSLATION TRANSLATION TRANSLATION 

Thesis (A) ...(to) that phenomena proper name audience figure 
thing. (beings in the world) 

Antithesis ...to be... noumenon copula what is ground 
(—A) (Being—in—itself) talked about 

Synthesis what would it mediation definite Gestalt. 
(B) mean... description 

We unfortunately will nor, be able to develop all the connectlong suggested here. 

However, the previous discussion In this raper should provide an ample beginning. 

in passing though, wearect the reader's attention 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 value, and thereby eliminating the antithetical 

moment, then only the dative function of reflective mediation is available. And 

indeed, this function has already been associated with the positivist task, under 

which Russell would be normally included. Finally, consider how our intuitions 

about the shortcomings of the extreme positivist and the extreme phenomenologist are 

satisfied by our model. The former would be faulted for banality, which is to say, 
(,.e,+1,:t c'azi-5 v.,- tofc.1  5i.4.4,03y.frAcl) 

for telling the audience what thepliready knoviAlj the latter would be faulted for 

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

that the speaker's message never gets througlitiV)1"111  ""krfiveirt`'onv.3(424-  1114;47, 

But mere important for purposes of actually persuading the positivist to the 

position of phenomenological reduction is some idea of the 1262 of dialectical 

reasoning. First?  we must assume the speaker's position and the positivist the 

audience's. In light of the above grammar, tnia move should appear sigdfleant, 

especially since tne radical difference between the transcendental end natural 

attitudes has now been explicated. Then following Strawson's "On Referring," the 

logical form of the presupposition will be taken as "Either A or —A entails B," 

which reads contrapositively as B being the necessary condition for either A or —A. 

In both oases, B is the presupposition. This form captures what seems to be most 

essential to the transcendental argument in that the possibility of A (whioh is 

actually either A or —A) does not follow unless B obtains. Furthermore, it captures 

the mathematical metaphor of "the absolute value" (i.e. the integer quantity 
(ov tracrE, 

irres— 
pective of its being positive or negative) that Husserl uses for the suspesionef 

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

is possibly —A. Say A = "This is red." fhat is —a? "This is not red?" Yes, bat 

only in the syntactic and nct the semantic sense of the expression. In other words, 

while we do admit that the miithesis formally negates the tnesis, we do not want to 

be committed to the interpretation: "Hither 'this is red' or 'this is not red' 

presup-poses that 'this is colored'," which would arise upoh assuming that the thesis 

alone can establish the semantic constraints on the antitnesia and, consequently, on 

the nature of the presupposition. However, in true dialectical feshioe, thesis and 

antithesis must delimit each other, so that the presupposition is synthetically  

derived. Ie. saying that this is not reds  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 qualities including "color" and "texture.' 

In that case, red and not—red, as soft, would still presuppose color--as well as 

texture. But this argument can be accepted only if we suppose that a term used in 

discourse—more specifically, a text—carries all ite possible semantic relations ra-

ther than simply tnose that are relevant tc distinguish it from the other terms in 

that discourse. Thus, if tne positivist Were this being red and this being soft 

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

sing everything he could about the meaning of each rather than lust presupposing 

what would account for those two particular alternatives being posed together. In 

the jargon of structuralist 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 generation is comprehensible by virtue of its 

being grounded in something actual, the text, while the status of a "generative 

grammar" is unclear (e.g., Hew does it compare to the deductive "generation" of 

theorems in logio;doea it have some additional mental component that logic does not?). 

There is above all a strategic reason for wanting to locate the presupposition as a 

minimal, or necessary, difference, and this should forestall txie objection that we 

are e4mroly reducing presupposition to the lowest common denominator between two 

opposing terms. In the act of dialectically synthesizing the opposition of A and —A, 

or identifying its transcendental conditions (notice the folleving correspondences 

in Hegelian, Kantian, and analytic languages: synthesis (or sublation) = transcen—

dental conditions = presuppositions), 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, 

this model is only possible if the opposing terms of a giver dialectic do not carry 

all their possible presuppositions but only the ones necessary to render them 

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

this being red end this being soft to be 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 tnese categories that the new set of alternatives arises. Thus, in 

sublating "this is red" and "this is soft" as the synthesis of "secondary qualities,' 

I would then be in a position to oppose it to, say, "primary qualities" (but the 

antithesis selected could be as semantically incongruous as "soft" is to "red"). I 

could then argue against tne positivist by challenging his relevance to the argument, 

or, as the structuralists say: "decentering his text." The positivist thinks the 

problem is choosing between "this is red"'and "this is soft" only because he thinks 

tho problem can be resolved in the psychological realm of secondary qualities. 

However, it may well be a matter of primary qualities, which will be reflected in 

a physical reinterpretation of color (as spectral) and texture (as4=wei). .Althougn  

a "formula" :or shifting paradigms is itself an exciting prospect that could be 

further developed from this logic, we must finish the current project, which iliterms 

of this method means subketirg positivism's self-posited alternatives, with the 

resultant presupposition being a "reduced" form of positivist discourse in the sense 

of revealing what positivists and their opponents can argue about. 

9. An Application of the Rhetorical Approach: Cereal) 
pthokifwV13, 

In the hypothetical example sketched above, we perhaps - - called our 

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

more carefully Rudolf Carnap's 1931 "Psychology in Physical Language" as the poeitivis 

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 psycnological research, which Carnap takes to be intrspectionism, 

and refutations of possible objections such a psycnologist might make against 

physicalisme le shall present our dialectical inquiry as follows: First, =plicate 

the oppesition posed by Carnap; second, determine with ishich 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 transcend it. 



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 an even be suspected of the 

physicalist thesis that all psychological sentences describe physical states, as if 

each psychological sentence must "pick out" (i.e. provide the truth or verifiability 

conditions for) a unique physical state. Rather, this isomorphism can only he 

guaranteed within the formal mode itself, such that for each psychological sentence 

would correspond a unique physical sentence. By "correspondence" we mean extetu:urirkalli 

equivalent, or substitutable case-for-case, and so we can talk about these eenteneso 

"cross-referring" to one another. However, the material mode can never guarantee more 

than the sentences of physics and psychology "co-referring" to the same state-of- 

affairs, which is to say, they too are extensionally equivalent, but it is not clear 
botv-e6p-ik„ 

that thirwould be equivalent in stome contexts since they 401o* co-refer by 

"falr  virtue of cross-referring. That they would not be " equivalent is 

suggested in that ordinary talk about the interrelations of one's psychic states is 
often a misleading guide to their causal relations in the body (e.g., the James-Lange 

theory, whereby emotions do 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 "meaningfulness0 

or the possibility of a sentence being true, is conferred nct by suything"lanediately 

given" (such as sense-data to consciousness) but b7 the ability of the (protocol) 

sentence to be deduced from general sentences in what Carnap calla "the system 

language of science," conjoined with whatever translation rules are needed (since 

each individual is said to have his own protocol language). 

Now the burden of proof lies with the material modist to show that there is 

good reason to think that reciprocal translation is not possible between psychic 

and physical states, and that it is only by virtue of common experience of the world 

that our sentences dan be scientifically meaningful. Notice the following presupposi- 

tions in Carnap's presentations First, the possibility of representationalism (i.e, 
voldwikg 

language remseesehts yometnings either another language or the world)--the formal4m4 

says it occurs through translation; the material says through experiencing the 

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

object distinction (i.e., language has a clearly defined extensional context, indepen- 
/e fei&e4Zervutt 

dent of the protocol language used, and a clearly d”!!asmsess4eass4emal context, 

dependent on the protocol language used)--the formaldOMPsays it has no effect on 

carrying out out the reductionist program in psychology, while the materialift says its 
effects might extend to preventing any determinate correspondences between the eciences 
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Carnap then proceeds to set up two syllogistic models 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 

hypothesized (or abduced) as the law governing whatever observation sentences are 

deduced, which will then be used to predict. Serving as minor premise for each is 

the system of protocols in the scientist's language tnat 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 Nagel-like 

correspondence rules in the formal mode and Bridgman-like operational definitions 

in the material mode. Furthermore, it determines the sense in which the protocol 

sentence (or the proposition expressed by it) refers to either a scientifigbentenoe 

or a state-of-affairs: In other-words, the minor premise aakea signification in 

scientific inquiry possible (which happens to be Maurice Merleau-Ponty's reformulation 

of the transcendental 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, by considering which semiotic presuppositions 

may be at fault. However, the formalise differs from the material' that the 

former Will interpret the misprediction as a sign that the wrong hypothesis was 

abduoed, while the latter will merely (or rather, can merely--since the meaningfulness 

of the observation sentence is not by virtue of its deducibility from tne 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 foe:air:leading" the scientist as to the type of situation it was, and so thet 
C 

hypothesis refrains intact but resituated (and still untested). Carnap associatesTa 

r misprediction
A
Tusignifyie. inappropriateness rather than falsehood with phenomenology, 

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

or less confused manner. 

The 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 ouch that we cannot 

identify the empirical situation correctly, let alone predict it. The implausibility 

of the material:Ws position here stems from the following dialectically lisadvanta. 

geous presuppositions: First, the possibility of referring to (or talking correctly 

about) things in the world (sor sen ere in other theoretical languages), via a 

sense/reference model--the formallme says it always happens, while the material*, 

says that it is sometimes violated; in the former case, this means there are always 

leterminate grounds on which to accept or reject an hypothesis, while in the latter 

there never 10. Second, the possibility of misnaming as a type of error--a failure 

to predict istlue either to a posteriori naming, on the formal model (in which I could 
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nave named tns event correctly if I predicted it), or to 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 oonsitute the hypothesis to the observation 

sentences --either the adjustment merely awouhts to resituating the hypothesis in a 

different empirical setting, on the material modelpor 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 point, Carnap oonsiders "four typical criticisms" of the physicalist 

program and rebuts them. We shall take them in the order tney ere presented. The 

first objection is that because physiology is by no means as developed as psychology, 

it is impossible to establish correspondence 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 physiological description is a 

contingent feature of the discipline that promises to account ultimately for all 

psychio nuances. Par the present, however, this means that for a given psychological 

sentence, the set of possible translations in physiology is larger than would be 

desired for purposes of confirming hypotheses (of. Quine's "indeterminacy of transla—

tion"). Yet once neural connections are completely mapped, the tables will be turned, 

since man's ability to introspect physical states via mantel states is not sensitive 

enough to capture all the physical states that are actually occurring (e.g., what I 

may identify 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 sense 

to talk about the sciences realizing wnat they set out to do, or actualising a 

potential, in more teleological talk. The difference is that the objector says that 

if physiology is not actualisea by now then it never gill 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 objection is that psyonology 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 fog, 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 semiotic of intersubjec—

tivity described by the objector is not in itself primitive, for it is not essential 

that the behavioral sues be associated with certain mental states that are in turn 

synthesized by some ego. 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 hers is tne possibility that the ego (or tne propositional attitude, in 

the formal mode Carnap usually uses) is at least analytically distinct fromihe collec- 

tion of states it allegedly synthesizes. Both Carnap and the objector can introspect 

the ego analytically, but Carnap tninks he is only introspecting his own "frame of 

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

substantial. 

The third cbjection is that understanding the mental states of others cannot 

rest merely on a system of behavioral cues because we derive more insight from the 

cues than their presence would warrant, especially in terms of being able to anticipate 

subsequent cues for a situation never before experienced (discourse, especially in 

regard to the uniqueness of the order and content of sentences uttered, is the para-

digmatic case). And not only that, but we also are able to "read into" intentions 

and motives that never actually surface in the exchange of cues but nevertheless 

regulate haw the exchange proceeds. A radical extension of this argument, which 

Carnap tgkes seriously, is the possibility of telepathy, ih which the ratio of ones 

to insight is so low (the sender and receiver may be separated by great distances) 

as to suggest an autonomous semiotic of the mind. earflap's response hale is to point 

out that telepathy is not so much a pure version of o•.ir alleged everyday reliance 

or, monitoring each other's psychic states as a degenerate version of cur dependence 

on behavioral cues, for telepathy is each less reliable than ordinary behavioral 

exchanges and this in propertion to the absence of cued. Presupposed hexe is that 

there are criteria of knowing  we have understood the mental states of others. Carnap 

differs from the objector in that he claims tease criteria always refer to publicly 

observable behavior and can be expressed in terms of a translation zanual,while the 

objector claims that the criteria teas the form of counterfactual onAditionals based 

on analogizing the cue of anotnertthe mental state the interpreter would associate 

it with, had he emitted the cue. 

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

logy is actually reeearoned, the system of behavioral cues becomes an inefficient 

means of collecting information about subjects. If the psychologist intends to 

codify his findings in language, why, not elicit teen in ]anguage so as ligui to 

obtain agreement between scientist and subject as to what the latter experiences or 

thinks and to  maximise use of language's ability to make subtle distinctions. In 

artificially restricting himself to non-verbal responses, the behavioral psychologist 

in fact makes the task of attributing mental states more speculative since tne rela. 
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tion, say, between a contraction of facial muscles and an emotion is merely symbolic 

and requires an imaginative use of metaphor to see how that contraction alone can 

stand for all that is associated with experiencing an emotion. Carnap rebuts this 

with a series of criticisms, including the nuantial strength of psychological language 

being merely relative to physiologrs current underdevelopment, and the post—Freudian 

point that subjects are not necessarily the best monitors of their own mental states 

since such monitoring is selective in behalf of the subject (e.g. defense mechanisms) 

--and among what is suppressed may be information of value to the scientist. But 
Carnap finds his most potent rejoinder in what positivists have taken as the strength 

of physicalism, namely, if any psychological sentence is meaningful it can be replaced 

by one in physiology, etc. Only the state of our knd.edge prevents such a reduction. 
However, were it tried the other way--translating every physiological sentence into 

psychology--the language of psychology 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 psychological research) expanded. We need only here imagine 

how all the possible curves registered on an electroencephalogram would be interpreted, 

For Carnap this shows that psychology talks about a smaller part of the world than 

physiology by definition (and is thereby logically subordinate to it), while physio—

logy's own limitations are merely.  empirioal. Presupposed here is the possibility of 

two discrete languages, 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 ontolog-

ical status, but he certainly grants them the SUMO analytic status: Both are yell— 

formed languages, but psychological sentences are only meaningful by virtue .7f being 

translatable into physiological sentences, while the reverse is not necessarily true. 

10. The Phenomenological Transcendence of Carnap.  

So in what sense are the presuppositions identified above the products of 

phenomenological reduction? They center the opposition posed by positivist such 

that thesis and antithesis appear relevant to one another: earflap's rejoinders are 

appropriate only if these presuppositions are taken for granted and not themselves 

set up as theses for consideration, as the phenomenologist does by bracketing teem. 

How after these essential presuppositions are delimited, antitheses to them can be 

submitted, and this is the task of "phenomenological reconstitution," as Russerl 

terms it in Ideas: The ground required for the positivist figures to stand out is 

then presented. We can sug Heideggerian groundings to each of the last four 

presuppositions as followssk e   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 



research is is going. Second, in oppodtion to an analytically distinct ego, pose 

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

have an internal relations view recognizing no possible understanding of man indepen- 

demt cf what'does in the worlds Thus, m
e
an 18,i/only as real as the world is, and vice 

41°,‘LilooS,W 
versa. Third, in opposition to esselexknowin lihen intersubjective understanding occurs, 
pose the ontological version of the misunderstanding thesis, whereby meaning is 

intrinsically equivocal such that whatever coherence and consensus individuals 

experience in interaction (i.e. no n:tifest misunderstandings) is made irrelevant to 

the question of whether thosteftA itof understanding are understo a by everyone as 

signifying in the same sense. Positivists assume that a c sensus entails IllftEten31111 A A 
of interpretation, wim1=1:444n4==ether the parties have any genuine 
knowledge of such a consensus. And fourth, in opposition to a discretinnist 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 

free the world%  and so can comprehend it only impefeotly), pose the"hermeneutio 

circle," whereby the idea of "changing languages" or "getting out of one's conceptual 

scheme,' only makes sense inscfar as the language in which those desires are expressed 

allows the possibility of such shifts. 

Having counterposed the phenomenologically reduced positivist presuppositions 

with the phenomenolbgical reconstitutions grounding each of them, we are now entitled 

to sublate this opposition by providing the presupposition explicating the sense in 
which the reconstitutions just submitted are reconstitutions of the reductions  

earlier submitted. When this is done, the problem of relating positivist and 

phenomenological reductions will have been totally decentered and our attempted 

problematization made "irrelevant." We can capture this dialectic  

with an eye toward cashing out the Archimedean metaphor so often associated with 

transcendental thinkings Archimedes wants to uproot the opposition between Carnap 

and his objectortand so he locates his fulcrum at that point where their common 

presuppositions are grounded. Then he oan 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 fulcrum in order 

to uproot Archimedes' move? 

P"cti:O7 
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11. Postscript  

Of course, VIP could have proceeded the other way around and elicited positivist 

con,91usions from phenomenological premises. Instead of Carnap, we might have chosen 

the Merleau-Panty of The Structure of Behavior, who sets up behaviorist psychologists 

as his "objector." The presuppositions would still be phenomenologically reduced, 

since the phenomenologists, and not the positivists, have developed a methodology 

for isolating presuppositions. However, the phenomenological 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. 



IV. IN SEARCH OF THE SOURCE 01 TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENTS: THE INFINITE JUDGEMENT 

(chapter two) 



1. Tha Relation Between Affirmation and Negation in Classical Logic  

In accordance with the law of the excbded middle, logicians since Aristotle 

have supposed that judgments or propositions have two mutually exclusive but jointly 

exhaustive "qualities": affirmation and negation. And in order for the negative 

quality to be interpreted as the complement of the affirmative one, the negation of 

"to be X" has been taken as "not 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 Regel's dialectical sublation is "logi— 

cane' grounded on this infinite quality. Recalling Aristotle's square 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 con Lary, a tnird possibility is allowed (indeed, to suppose this is not the 
A 

case is to fall into a common rhetorical fallacy), while tertium non datur holds 

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

Arthur Lovejoy (in "Kant's Classification of the Forms of Judgment") and Jonatnan 

Bennett (in Kant's Analytic), have thus concluded that tne infinite quality is a 

feeble attempt at saving the triadic structure of the forms of judgment presented 

in the Critique of Pure Reason by turning the species distinction between contradic—

tion and contrary into the generic one normally reserved for affirmation and negation, 

Row the thrust of this objection rdsts on the appropriateness of holding Kant's 

transcendental logic to the criteria of formal logic. Although it is true that Kant 

constructs transcendental logic out of the distinctions drawn in formal logic and 

that he even asks the reader on occazsions to consider the forms of judgment empty 

of content, it does not necessarily toile)w that his task is that of the formal logioiai 

Of course, the contentious point 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 is to note the sense of ungrounded. 

ness in the formal logician's own distinction, as shown in the schizoid relation 

between his theory and practice toward negation. Although negation has been accorded 

equal status as a logical genus with affirmation, no good ontological reasons have 

ever been offered, and so when logicians are not schematizing the forms of judgment 

they have tended to assimilate negation to affirmation (or some "qualitiless" form 

that reads as an affirmation). As we shall see shortly, &ristotle himself is a prime 

example, and this is all the more peculiar because Aristotle'a analyses of grammar 

in order to eliminate pseudo—logical forms led him to isolate one fundamental form of 

negation, whereas his practice seems to suggest that negation itself is a spurious 
form. Roatility to regarding negation as an ontological genus comes to a need by the 
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late nineteenth century in the rejection of Alexius Meinong's theory of negative 

objects, which presupposed that Aristotle's logical purges of grammar had uncovered 

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

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

is embodied in a sentence—a grammatical accident—and not a feature of the proposi- 

tion as such. Thus, in "Negation," Frege argues that any proposition can be oonstruo- 

ted as a negation er 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 senses 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 incompleteness: "This is not X" does not express 

the sense -(eommetaMwammeseelmfereemeseesishess:).—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, affiriation is treated as the necessary condition of negation, 

or, more precisely, if "This is not X" is assertible, then "This 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 logically looked into 

the second moment of any dialectic. 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 T. Fourth, negation is taken as an aot of affirmation in that an 

inference is drawn from how the world positively presents itself, which is to saw, 

negation asserts on the same warrant of evidence as affirmation does. For example, in 

order to have judged 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 of the same presupposition. And sixth, an affirmation is negated de 

dicto rather than de re. 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 piece of evidence which warrants that this is really "not-X," an implicis "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 attributed to whether the affirmation--of which the negation is seen as an 

imperfect version—is understood as the original thesis of the argument ("This is X") 

or as the deep structure of the antithesis ("This is 7") that itself could be posited 

as the thesis 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 



affirmation or another. 

2. Reconstructing Kant's Strategy For Transcending Classical Logic  

Now Kant prefaced his transcendental 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" one. On our reading, a 
methodical understanding is one that takes the division of concepts in logical theory 

as sufficient ground in itself, as if itammew obviously representsaillert (or "Airrm- 

rors") logical practice. Thus, Lovejoy and Bennett can only see architectonic desper-

ation as the motive for dispensing with the dyadic account of quality. But as we 

have seen, affirmation and negation are not grounded in practice 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 theoretical distinction between affirmation and negation is not 

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

can no longer nave the same attitude to the dyadic account of quality as Lovejoy and 

Bennett still do. In phenomenclogical 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 i3 the so-naled "infinite' quality. 

In seeing the two opposing judgments as functions of +he same transcendental judgment, 

the logician attains a systematic understanding of Lis practice. 

We can distinguish two aspects of the systematic understanding of logical 

practice that Kant seeks: syntactic and semantic. syntactically', Kant needs the 

ultimately primitive logical operator,or connective, from which affirmation and nega-

tion can be constructed as complex forms. Like Democritean atoms vie-a-vie 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, likewise an affirmative judgment is negatable only by 

virtue of presupposing this primitive connective yet there is no sense in which 

the connectivs itself can be "affirmed" or "negated." (This can be seen as an 

explication of B.G. Collingwood's idea that "absolute presuppositions" can be neither 

true nor false.) Now it may be objeoted that a third operator need not be invoked 

ae fundanental to the other two. Given the validity of substituting 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 not adequate to the 

task because it cannot build up the complex onains of inference that are are generailj 



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 concluelon of grounding quality in the operator "neither...nor," the 

formal analogue of the infinite quality, according to which negation is represented 

as "neither p nor I)" 'and affirmation as simply "p" or "neither (p nor p) nor (p nor p), 

But in order to explicate the sense in which "neither...nor" is equivlaent to the 

infinite quality, we must now turn to the semantic aspect of Kantir task. 

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

presupposed that there is 30M0 feature of the judgment, "quality," of which oharac- 

terizations can be made. This presupposed "quality-in-itself" is the thing talked 

about when logicians ascribe affirmation or negation to judgments. However, it does 

not follow that the logician's ascriptions capture the identity of this presupposition 

as as to mirror logical practice. As we have seen, "mirroring logical practice" takes 

a certain degree of self-consciousness that not even Aristotle was able to muster in 

devising logical theory. It would perhaps be most useful, if somewhat counterintui- 

tive, tc regard "affirmation" and "negation" as proper names-cum-definite descriptions 

on the order of Frege's example of "the Morning Star"and 'the evening Star'," with 

quality itself being the object of referenoe--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 logician 

has determinate control over how the univerE of discourse is parceled out. In 

brief, the names should stay fixed on the things (eihesessisialenteseeeseissese a 

kmisemeedasOmmjj.... . However, this is exactly the intuition Kant needy to overcome in 

orde4!1.egitimate hie 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 about), as indeed Kant 

must argue against Aristotle, lies in establishing the perspective from which such 

a judgment can be made. Frege is able to say that the Greeks 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 solver. This Is very convenient but not very illuminating. Following Kripke, 

we might simply 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 



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 around," that 

that is taken to mirror 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 supposedly common reference—for example, by saying that *revolution" 

has nothing to do with whatever the sun might be doing? This can be taken as a 

version of the problem of radical translation, and it serves to illustrate tne 

severity of the problem Kant faces in trying to characterize what presupposes the 

language of quality (i.e. talk about affirmation and negation) when that lanmiage 

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

for the transcendental standpoint to be adopted. But since the transcendental 

deduction proceeds from a pheromenology of the actual (or empirical) to the necessary 

conditions for the actual being possible, whatever grounds the attribution language of 

quality—however misleading—must be placed in terms of that language so that its 

misleadingness is revealed. In other words, in the Kantian strategy, logic cannot 

simply be built up from "scratch," which ,nodally amounts to building it up from the 

logical possibility of an alternative logic; instead, it must be developed out of what 

is already given as logical theory, namely, Aristotle. Now the infinite judgment 

captures this well by accepting neither the affirmative nor the negative judgment. 

So 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 short, what presupposes affirmation and negation as genera of quality is their 

inappropriateness to logical practice. 

3. 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 quality, and it is to this that we now turn. In 

Lo c, Kant illustrates the triadic structure of quality with &tier diagrams, which 

portray the subject (e) as lying "inside" or "outside" the "sphere" of the predicate 

(P): 

Affirmative 

Notice that according to the first two diagrams, the sphere of the predicate is the 

sole perspective from which the subject can be regarded, and so if the subject is not 

fully determined inside the predicate (affirmative) then it is indeterminately out-

side it (negative); hence, the imperfect and uninformative character of negation. 

Negative Infinite 
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However, the infinite quality establishes a second perspective from which the subject 

is fully determined by determining (i.e. setting limite on) the first predicate's 

ability to determine subjectn. Whereas tip ordinary determination of subjects by 

predicates may be described as "affirmation" or negation;" this "meta-determination," 

as it were, of one predicate by another may be described in terms of "relevance" or 

"irrelevance." If a predicate is relevant to the determination of a subject, then 

affirmation and negation apply; otherwise, the infinite quality applies. This meta-

determination, which Kant often 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'e conatrual 

of the infinite quality, we can see how the above Kantian moves provide some clues 

toward constructing a "logic of revolution." In the second part of Reading Caeitni, 

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

a challenge to the analyticity of the classical definition of labor: "The value of 

labor is equal to the value of the subeiatence goods necessary for the maintenance 

and reproduction of labor." Marx's argument is that this formula is incontrovertibly 

true of labor, taken in a certain sense, namely, as sheer power or energy. And since 

it is incontrovertibly true in this sense, there is no reason to think that without 
the intervention of a Marxist perspective this formula would not survive unquestioned. 

All that need follow is that certain other possible features of labor—say, tne 

"human" features--would be systematically ignored. Thus, in order to reveal the 

"real uentradictions" oPllaasicaWormulation of capitalism, the Marxist strategy must 

first be to reveal the incompleteness of the formulae and thereby presuppose that the 

statue of the above formula, say, has shifted from analytic to synthetic—such that 

an historical counterexample (i.e. an alternative way of regarding labor) becomes a 

possible mode of attack. To return to the Euler diagrams, the consistency of 

capitalism rests on the "ploy" of taking negation to mean contradiction. To challenge 

the classical definition of labor would normally be seen as equivalent to doubting 

the unmarried status of bachelors: If we are not willing to accept such a semantic 

truism, then anything goes. And indeed, as the diagram for the negative quality 

showa, from a contradiction, any ascription of the subject to a predicate follows 

(i.e. no particular ascription)--hence the unbounded 8. And indeed it is the alter- 

native if conceptual cbaos that entrenches the classical formula. However, our 

(and perhaps Marx's) intuitions about flat is wrong with the classical formula are 

somewhat subtler than the negation diagram would lead us to believe: The classical 

formula, as it were, is virtually 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": 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 semantics of "labor"), we can 

proceed to construct 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 tne possible meanings of the term into account). The 

infinite quality then amounts to this "determinate negation." (It may be remarked 

here that when theoretical physicists 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 follows: 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: either P or else -P (i.e. -P follows simply by virtue of negating P). 

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, without 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 

"determinate" insofar as its- truth is dependent on a demonstration separate from the 

one required to demonstrate that the affirmed position is false. 

But to return 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 theory of judgments)--be must 

articulate the infinite quality in terms of the other two, which is to say, talk 

about relevance in the inadequate language of affirmation and negation. With this 

in mind, now consider Kant's allegedly "equivocating" and " incoherent" account of 

the infinite quality in the Critique of Pure Reason: 

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 not constitute a separate member of the 
division. 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 to it. But transcendental logic also considers 
what may be the worth or content 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 formal("general") logic is demon-

strated in that the infinite 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 quality 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 judgments. The nature of this discovery can be explicated 

first by turning to a perhaps more familiar analogue in the quantity of judgments, 

in which qlantifiers 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 preposition "All ideas are veridical" and negate it (i.e. de dicta 

negation, which can be tasen as appended to the quantifier of tne subject or to 

the copula, but not to the predicate): "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 41a 

equivocal answer is elicited indicates that the question itself is not well-formed, 

for the answer violates the presupposition of asking a question of that type, namely, 

that a determinate, bivalent answer can be given: yes or no. It would then seem 

that a reformulation of the question is in order. To guarantee an unequivocal answer 

the questioner would need to append a clause describing the set of circumstances (or 

"criteria") under which ideas could be determined veridical or not' "Are ideas veri- 

dical when they occur in a dream?" If no, this would be a consequence of the truth 

of "All ideas occurring in a dream are not veridical." The transcendental logician 

would, however, note the adhocness of this move since the reformuiated question 

depends on already knowing the answer so that the question aan be posed properly. 

As it were, the question is no longer a "real" question in that its presupposed 

possible answers--yes or no--are not equally posLiole. If it were counterposed that 

ideas occurring in a dream are at least sometimes veridical, then the meaning of 

"veridical" would be thrown into doubt as the import of introducing dreams in order 

to fix tne reference of "veridical ideas" would be challenged. Prom a transcendental 

standpoint, the ideal of formulating a question so that one of a predetermined set of 

a possible answers can be elicited reduces, on the one hand, to equivocation and, on. 

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 veridicality of ideas but that the"well-formed" 

question is itself inappropriate. Why? Because the equivocation is removed only by 

predetermining the actual answer of the question, which implies that the meanings of 

the crucial terms have already been fixed. But of course, the original intent of 

inquiring into the veridicality of ideas ie that the answer is not already given in 

the presuppositions of the question--and if it is, then we had better move to an 
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inquiry of those presuppositions instead. Indeed, those presuppositions are revealed 

in the ad hoc move, as it were, from equivocation to analyticity, when the questioner 

must consider "under what circumstances" are ideas veridical. Thus, the problem of 

reformulating the question in terms of universal quantifiers ("all" or "none") in 

order to maintain a determinate bivalence of possible answers ("yes"or "no") is de-

ceptive logical scaffolding for the real question that makes such a reformulation 

possible, namely, under what circumstances—or in what sense, to ask the general 

transcendental question--are ideas veridical. For Kant then, the language of 

quantity shifts from an explication of quantification per se (i.e. how much of the 

subject is contained within the predicate) to an explication of demarcation criteria 

(i.e. how does a given subject count as being contained within a predicate), which 

he calls the "singular" judgment. 

Now let us turn to quality. Again take the proposition "All ideas are veridi-

cal." Previously, our quantitative negation was made possible by a singular judgment-

"This idea is not veridical"--which transformed the originally universally quanti-

fied judgment into what Kant calls a "partioular"'one: "Not-all ideas are veridical." 

But what makes qualitative negation possible is the infinite judgment, which is 

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

"All ideas are not-veridical." The difference between a quantitative and a qualita-

tive reading of the proposition might therefore be seen as one of emphasis: tiAll 

ideas are veridical" vs. "All ideas are veridical."  But after having performed the 

qualitative 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 soeethirg (awkward) about ideas, but the negation suggests that 

"being veridical" is a predicate inappropriate to talk about ideas. Given this 

equivocation, a reformulation of the question again seems to be in order, which in 

this case means translating veridicality into terms more relevant to talk about ideas: 

"Are ideas 'veridical,' which is to say, coherent with our beliefs about how the world 

is likely to appear to us?" Here veridicality--a concept largely associated with 

the correspondence theory of truth—has been recast on the model of a Quinean network 

of ooherence. 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 possibility of 

asking a well-formed question about the quality of a judgment is dependent on this 

apparently ad hoc move of translation: In what terms—or in what sensd—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- 
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cribed 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 Is virtually sus generis rather than as 

the impressions determinably effected by the "externals" world. Thus, any possible 

quality attributable to ideae would arise from their oembinatorial properties rather 

than form their being representations. In that case, veridicality may be trandated 

as a combination of ideas believed with a high degree of probablity, or "credibility." 

Now in what sense can "veridicality" mean "credibility", given the radical differences 

between a correspondence and a coherence theory of truth? As earlier, the transcen- 

dental muet appeito pragmatic criteria: For all their theoretical differen-

ces, the veridicalists and oredibilists presuppose tne acme logical practice—so that 

even if both were shown to be inadequate attribution languages, thee would be inade-

quate to tne same reference, which could then be characterized as "acting as if ideas 

were veridioal,or credible, being in mind that neither 'veridical' nor 'credible' is 

the relevant predicate for characterizing this activity." 

Whereas the predicate articulation of the infinite quality allows the transcen-

dental logician to identify a well-farmed question, its propositional articulation 

provides him with a 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 quality, then under a bivalent interpretation of the propo- 

sitional calculus it is impossible to speak of "neither P nor for if "P" is 

false then "-P" must be true. Indeed, Kant himself recognizes in the Legio  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 WA joint denial to function transcendentally, as it were, 

"-P" must be interpreted as a proposition whose truth-value is independent of that of 

"P"--say, as "(a" would normally be interpreted in a bivalent 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 professed 

Kantian interpretation of mathematical reasoning, which has since been advanced by 

kichael Dummett as "intuitionist semantics." However, it is not merely the affinity 

between Brouwer and Kant that grounds this refomulation of "-P." Remember, the 

transcendental logician is trying to ground the existent logical theory, originating 

with Aristotle, that defines "affirmation" and "negation" as two eaunl logical genera, 

which means that the demonstrability of both must be equal. If that is the case, 

then each genus should require its own demonstrationond so the proof of one cannot 

entail the disproof of the other. Of course, as we have seen in Aristotle nimself, 

logical practice denies this theory, and the infinite judgment is meant to capture 
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this fact as what grounds the possibility of the theory. Logical practice, which 

resists the intuitionis/s strict adherence to two genera of quality and thereby 

reduces negation to a derivative of affirmation, may be positively characterized in 

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

either true or else false. Logical theory, on the other hand, whereby the intuitionis 

formalizes Aristotle's words rather than his deeds, may be positively characterized 

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

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

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

excluded 'addle, but not vice versa; hence, Dummett argues, the latter can be accepted 

without being committed to the former); Aristotla says that every proposition is 

either determinately true or determinately false. 

Now this propopitional articulation of the infinite quality appears to have 

stood Dummett on his head, for he maintains that bivalence isicontrivanoe of logical 

theory rather than an attribute of (ordinary) logical practice. Dummett argues in 

the introduction to Truth-and Other Enigmas that we act as if all propositions were 

determinately true or determinately fals accepting the practical basis of 

the law ef the excluded middle. Howeve t propositions only when there is 

sufficient warrant, and this practical notion of assertibility does not entail an 

unwarranted proposition is automatically false--indeed the growth of knowledge 

depends on thirtoing the case; hence, nis rejection of the practical basis of 

biwalenoe. (ftwammimummimmtioa 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—neutral 

syntax that is the "thing" competing semantics are trying to interpret, or talk about. 

In contrast, as we have seen, the transcendentalist can talk main terms of the 

inadequate semantics since there is no may of designating an uninterpreted system 

of signs.) Like John Dewey before him and Richard Rorty since, Dummett is inclined 

to view "truth" as an honorific title bestowed on assertible propositions, with 

"false" being quite distinct from "unassertible"--the latter, as it were, yet to be 

attributed a truth—value due to a lack of adequate evidence. Conseauently, the value 

"undecidaole" (Reyting) or "possible" (Lukasiewicz) is assigned to enassertible 

propositions in order to indicate their ambiguous position that neverthelesa is 

between true and false (note the metaphorical power of the third truth—value as 



76 
tae "included middle"; we know of no many-valyed logics that breaks away from the 

notion that truth and falsehood 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 potertial truth or falsehood in the 
language in which it is unassertible (this potentiality is manifested as the taloa 

of the language's sciences make the proposition assertible so that it can be shown 

tobikee  ither true or false) rather than as an actual truth or falsehood in some other 

language. Mn other words, if a proposition is unassertible, then it must be in the 

wrong language: Is "God exists" assertible? If not, then the transcendentalist 

would argue that the semantics and pragmatics (i.e. how meaningfulneos is to be sae e& 

out as evidence) of that language are inadequate to interpret the syntactic string in 

question. Under cur 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 asse=tible in a language in which 

existence is subject to demonstration and with criteria for what would count as a 

theological proof. If all such possible proofs were exhausted without conclusively 

demonstrating God's existence, then, even though no refutation had been produced, 

speakers would bivalently, act as if God did not exist because there is no remaining 

sense in which he could be shown to exist. But those who still believed in God's 

existence by virtue of there being no refutation would have to appeal to a nondemon-

strable sense of existence which would then make "God exists" unasseAlble in that 

language--given its definition of "existence" and "demonstration"--but perhaps asserti-

ble in some other language. These moves can be seen as the propositional version of 

the Euler diagrams --wherealhiffirnamoVritin(ttlue in the language (I) and the nega-

tive one false, the infinite one is true in some other language (12) and unassertible 

(i.e. neither true nor f4lse) in the original one: 

Fotice from the example that the negative" infinite judgment yields to the  rl4711-4 udgment 
A-Mr-0.61k  v e qa-ki e- 

because  of the tension between logical theory (excluded middles the believers) and 

practice (bivalence: the nonbelievers) --the subject of the Hegelian contribution to 

the logic of the infinite judgment. 

4. Beyond Kant to Hegel  

The Hegelian contribution to the logic of the infinite judgment takes off from 

the observation (implicit in 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 to add that this underdetermination is an unstable 
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state such that every de dicta negation ("not to be x") is an incomplete version of 

some de re negation ("to be not X," i.e. "to be Y"), and so the negative judgment 

naturally yields to the infinite one as the subject or proposition in question is 

determined by a more appropriate predicate or language. In short, falsehood is a 

sign of irrelevance, unassertibility—or at least inadequate assertibility; for any 
coot her 

proposition false in one language, there is 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 propoeition being determinately true or 

determinately false, is that a proposition determined false does not refer, i.e. does 

not say anything true about tlie world. In contrast, the Hegelian would say that all 

false propositions 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 discourse in which "God exists" fails to be demon-

strated by all possible theological proofs yet no refutation exists, we can sort out 

the differences between the believing Hegelians and the nonbelieving pragmatists as 

follows. First, rempber that existent logical theory is incapable of judging between 

the two positions, since excluded middle says that any proposition is either determi-

nately true or deterpinately 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 course of action even if logical theory 

presents an undecidable case, or a trutn-value "gap." The pragmatist infers quite 

legitimately from the lack of proof that "God exists" is assertibly false; tne 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 exists" 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 a practical 
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inference once bivalence is added: "necessarily p." In contrast, the pragmatist 

would reason, also on the warrant of excluded middle, "possibly ..p," and practically 

infer once bivalence is added: "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 question especially concerns the pramatist, 

who must resituate "God exists" within the one true discourse that aims to describe 

the world as it is but nevertheless can generate such false propositions. The 

answer, generally speaking, is to stratify the discourse so that falsehoods are 

read as signs of some state-of-affairs that can be expressed as a truth; For example, 

"God exists" becomes an understandable utterance from someone with a form ni 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 propositions as potential truths or falsehoods: Although proposit3ons 

may pass from unassertible to assertible, and even from truth to falsehood, these 

moves merely amount to re-sortingthe propositions within the one true language whose 

core truths (however fluid their identity) are justified by the falsehoods they are 

defined against, and which together define the limits (and hence the potential) 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 falsehoods 

fall, and we can see the Aristotelian theory of motion, as it were, passing rrom a 

set of propositions solely in physics to a set solely in psychology. Notice that we 

presuppose for the pragmatist that the truth exhibits a kind of mental economy so 

that there need be no additional psychological reason why the physical truth should 

be as it is. Such a‘presupposition is certainly appropriate to Charles Sanders 

Peirce's belief that the possibility of scientific progress 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 action, whether this be defined in terms of freedom from 

the anxiety aroused from acting against whit one Bitliewsete be true (William James) 

or in terms of the relative ease with which a consistent research program can be 
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On the other hand, the Hegelian aaaresses the first horn of our dilemma, for 

"God exists" cannot be demonstrated as true yet he maintains that the proposition 
is demonstrdiy (i.e. determinately) true. Noti3e this situation 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 not be contra— 

dictory under a non—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 demonstrably true in order for a contradiction 

to arise. Also notice how the Hegelian moves away from the Kantian attitude toward 

the infinite judgment. Hegel attempts to resolve his contradiction by passing on to 

a new language, and toward that end he distinguishes in paragraph 173 of Logio the 

"positive" from the "negative" infinite judgment. The former is, as it were, the 

definition of a term in the new language that had been inadequately expressed in the 

old language by the latter. In other words—and this is especially apt for Hegel's 

own examples of "death" And  "crime," what was considered a residue or by—product 

(earlier, in discussing Kant, we spoke of "ad hoc moves") in the old language becomes 

a leading principle in the new language.( A modern example of this may be the theore—

tical residue of Newtonian mechanics, the Lorentz contraction, becoming a leading 

principle in the mechanics of special relativity.) 

In the case of "crime," it normally arises only in legal discourse and then only 

insofar as it appears as a cause for litigation. The status of crime outside the 

courtroom is left undiscussed; hence, for Hegel, assertions about crime are infinite 

judgments (the same applies for the status of "death" within biological discourse). 1e 

can distinglish 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 a 

sociolpsycholopathilogical account that succeeds insofar as it shows crime to be 

defined not merely as a (statistical) deviation from "normal" behavior but as a real 

deviation that can be gradually eliminated, much like error for Peirce or Popper. 

A Kantian would take the Durkheimian attitude that crime is the exceptional 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 tne necessary condition of the 

law being regarded as such. If law mirrored actual social practice (i.e. nc crime), 

then the state (as legal administrator) would be a superflueus addition to civil 

society. However, social relation, are not naturally legal. We can see here the 

analogy to the Kantiar 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 a special  (unlike the Kantian) discourse on crime that describes 

in great detail criminal acts is to make them readily identifiable so that they can 

be eliminated more easily (e.g., "pathology" reqUkes "cure"). Once again, notice the 

linguisTio stratification that subordinates the potential development of criminal 

discourse to the justification of legal discourse. In contrast, the Hegelian discourse 

on crime has no a priori antipathy to its object of reference, for while it may have 

developed out of the descriptive inadequacy of legal discourse r  criminal discourse 

need not have any a priori fixed relation to that discourse (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, Kant's adherence to the 

finality of the legal/criminal opposition is perhaps most vividly illustrated in 

the science of Right's argument for punishing criminals by death as the only way in 

which the autonomy of crime can be respected; HE gel's own„ recommendation in 1lLe. 

Philosopny of Right—reincorporating the criminal into society—illustrates, by 

contrast, his willingness to treat the legal/criminal opposition as fluid insofar as 

a pirwatr.: can pass between the two. 

5. The Distinctive Hegelian Move  

Having drawn the above distinctions 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 tna confines of the "one true" 

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 notion it is best to 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 nevertheless at odds in their consequences. On the one hand, two viable arguments 

must be coherent, or true in their own terms, and this feature of coherence provides 

initial grounds for their assertibility (i.e. for setting up a research program in 

order to test the argument's truth). On the other, the deciding factor is which 

of the two arguments corresponds to how the world actually works. As a fallibilist 

philosophy that upholds the fluidity of truth—values, pragmatism may be said to pose 

the problem of verisimilitude to both parties, where "verisimilitude" is the relative 

closeness of representation (with no suggestion that the "closer" of the two is the 

the closest we oan get). The intertranslatability of terms of the two arguments has 

been presupposed by to e very fact of the controversy, and so we can imagine these 

arguments oast as coherent deductive structures, each generating a testable state—

ment that coLtradicts 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 would not be content with holding that the translatability of 

terms between two coherent theories is ultimately what makes a controversy possible, 

for unless meanings (both intensionally and extensionally) are fixed within each 

theoretical language, we cannot be certain what constitutes a "correct" translation. 

Furthermore, even if such meanings were fixed, then either theory, as it were, would 

potentially have equal descriptive adequacy--and then it becomes a matter of conven—

tion wnich theory is deemed "true," which removes the problem of conferring truth 

from the realms of proofs and experiments as such. In forming his own response to 



5Y   
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 intertranaiitim. The reason is that proofs 

and experiments do not decide the issue of oorrespondenoe (i.e. the something over 

which the controversy takes place), for that is the very feature presupposed  by the 

two arguments. While the pragmatist woad say that both arguers speak only the truth 

within their own languages but one must be speaking falsehoods (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 possible 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 common reference. Proofs and experiments 

ascertain verisimilitude here on the basis of how each argument makes a postulated 

"independent event" (i.e. the outcome of the proof or experiment) relevant to its 

case. 

Notice that since it has already been presupposed that the two arguments axe 

talking about the same world, there is no longer a difference between the needs of 

a correspondence and a coherence theory of truth. 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.) Its second question requires that the 

arguers negotiate their conceptual 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 identified 

within a universe of discourse). But This raises the laestion of what significance the 

more verisimilar descriptipn of.-the independent event has vis—a—vis the theory on 
which it Je grounded: Does the verisimilitude transfer to the entire theory so that 



it becomes a more verisimilar representation of the world as such (the Hegelian view, 

especially championed by Bradley),or does thib success merely entitle the theory to 

project to another independent event for which there is no a priori reason 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 se of ntrtivo ll 

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 

language 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 terms 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 

c.e4  me. 

6. Case Study: Hegel on Alienation  
Regel'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 natural—scientific laws, neither 

dose he do so for juridical and ontological conceptions of "property." In the 

Science of Logic, Hegel categorizes affirmation, negation, and the infinite as 

judgments of inherence. And as a universal analogy, inherence should be instantiated 

equally in both discourse on Right and disco =se on Being.( me 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 term, such as a mathematical 

proportion. Hegel can he seen to reduce the former to the latter in a special sense, 
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soon to be discussed.) Of course, the question in the discourse of Being has been: 

How does property 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 

owns---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 reisinding the questioner that just because, 

especially in a transcendental-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 just because the history of talk about 

"P inhering to 3" has been conducted so far mainly in ontology, this does not mean 

that such talk is essentially ontological. (Yet the reader should not be misled into 

thinking that we deny the mediating function of history between the possible and the 

actual; in other words, ail that is possible must be actualizable, or have the ability 

to become historical. Indeed, this may be the formal definition of the possible--

merely formal, 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 possibilities must somehow mirror previously actualized possibilities. In 

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 nave much more evidence 

about the latter than the former.) And by the same masoning, it should not therefore 

be surprising that extending the analogy to j'iridioa] discourse appears awkward. How 

exactly the limits of the possible are to be extracted from the actual concPrns 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 defined 

by the ease of articulation, or naturalness, which sometimes falls under the =brio 

of "conceivability" and is often invoked by language therapists against Hegel's 

analogical extrapolations. 

But is the objector correct even in saying that Hegel "merely postulates" 

analogies? Admittedly, Hegel himself seems to lend credence to tnis claim in that 

even though his categories arise dialectically according to the "needs of Reason" 

(e.g., a simple universal judgment "All grass is green"--used by Bradley--is not 



sufficiently qualified to be true; consequently, another category must be introduced 

to make up for this deficiency), they nevertheless--simply by virtue of 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 not, because he has already done 

so. Instead, we should asks Given that he has universalized analogies, how did he 

manage to do it? Thus, the attitude of the reader should be that of demystifier 

(or detective) rather than of tabuist. We belabor the point to distance, once again, 

the transcendental—dialectical approach from an aspect of pragmatism--verificationism--

that purports to derive its strength from the principle that whatever can be done 

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 point; or if a proposition is ever 

assertible, it must be assertible at some point). But not merely is this principle 

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 inquiry, which underlies most forms of experimentalism and Popper's pseudo—

dialectic of "conjectures and refutations." 

Ls the metaphor's name suggests, the ability to "test for," say, whether an 

analogy can be extended intosfereign realms lies in the inquirer 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 bats of which the inquirer makes 

his next move, etc. Notice that these metaphorical "moves" can be read either 

empirically or analytically: Waiting for Nature's next move is obviously like 

awaiting an experimental outcome; but similarly, the inquirer may be waiting for some 

n 
semantic confirmation in the conventions 

ofscie  usa  tific ge. Also notice that the ohessmove 

metaphor is especially appropriate to Quine—like holist theories, if we imagine that 

either player (the scientist or Nature) is attempting to carry out a global strategy, 

yet each move forces the other player to alter some part of his own strategy in order 

to master the strategy of the first player (this first player, Nature, may be imagined 



as a computer with a determinate number of sophisticated strategies at its disposal 

so as to match out intuitions about the constancy of "Laws of Nature," as well as 

some of Peirce's remarks about the ends of scientific inquiry being the ultimate 

theory)--however, what that next move will be is underdetermined by the previous 

move. End since each player is trying to master the other, we retain the intent 

to falsify that is central to Popperian methodology. Indeed, Imre LakaZ;os, the 

radical Popperian, offers a more vivid formulation of the chessmave metaphor, 

if we read "move" for "theory and "strategy" for "maze of theories": 

It is not that we propose a theory and Nature may shout NO; 
rather we propose a maze of theories and Nature may snout 
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. As 

with the notorious case of the morning star and the evening star designating the 

same planet Venus, we enould not conclude that two different descriptions necessarily 

describe two discrete' entities any more than that two identical descriptions neces-

sarily describe one unique entity. Here Hegel departs from &wiling, who accepted 

the first stricture but not the second. And at this point it maybe worthwhile to 

consider Schelling more closely. &belling's philosophy of science, "Nature-philoso-

phy," is grounded in "Identity-philosophy," which stipulates (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 implidtly 

different propositional attitudes. For example, descriptions of rocks and descrip-

tions of human beings are only different in the perspective adopted, or the "vo4ce" 

used, to talk about the one real world. According to the teleological outlook of 

Nature-philosophy, the voice of man is the most relevant one to Nature insofar as 
411~4- 
branthropomorphism the world becomes the most comprehensible. Intimations of this 

view can already be found in Aristotle and Leibnitz. However, it is not strictly 

entailed by Identity-philosophy, which is primarily a logical the.)ry, traces of 

which can be found in Bradley's thesis tbat all true propositions are predicated of 

reality as their implicit subject and eve4Frege's view that all true propositions 
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refer to Truth. Altncugh Hegel was initially attracted to Schelling, he was soon 

disturbed by the massive self-deception and seemingly unncessary controversy that 

philosophy and the sciences would have undergone in history, were Schelling correct. 

Of course, Hegel proceeded to show the necessity of dialectic arising from a phenomeno-

12u, rather than a metaphysics, of history--a difference that may bo characterized 

as one between a "bottom-up" and a "top-down" approach toward what actually happened. 

Readers may attribute Sohelling's position tnat two identical descriptions necessarily 

pick out the same unique entity to a failure to contextualize 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 conventional relation between signs and 

referents. However, However, whenoctually do use such signs--rather than just talking about 

them--wo do presuppose Schelling's view: Say you are talking to me about Tom. 

Unless specified otherwise, I will assume that this is the same person throughout, 

as if the name carried uis essence. kore pointedly, say you and someone else are 

discussing "Tom," and I cnly know one: It may well be some other Tom, but I will 

assume that you are talking about the Tem I know. Nctice that when my "misunderstand-

ing" is revealed, you will correct it by using a more appropriate name--e.g. "Tom 

Jones"--as if you had not conveyed the essence properly the first time. Such 

incidents may be said to form the "microcosm" of transcendental reasoning in general. 

However, the idea of the name (or description--we use the two interchangeably) 

bearing the essence of a thing goes back to Plato'b Cratylus, especially its 

discussion of naisee being appropriate to a thing by virtue of conveying its feel, 

sound, etc. 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 famous example i3 "difference-as-

deferment" ("difference" in French) to convey the sense in which, since Parmenides, 

change has been associated with what needs to be explained away; hence "deferred." 

So we Ian see the post-structuralists as providing a rejoinder to Hegel's claim that 



Schelling's Identity—philosophy neglects the actuality of history. 

But we must now return to the Hegelian critique of the chessmove metaphor of 

scientific inquiry: The presuppositional structure of the scientist—Nature dialectic 

reveals that each pole has been defined merely as not being the other; hence, a 

negative infinite judgment and, hence, a sign that scientific inquiry is being 

conducted in the "wrong" language. But then what is the "correct" language? In 

approaching this question, consider first our reason for wanting to capture Quinean 

holism in the chessmove metaphor: Following Pierre Muhem's The Aim and Structure of  

Physical Theory,  Quine construes the anderdetermination 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 violation 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, as an "anomaly" (but also including the phenomenological 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 designated the outcome in order 

to see what he must say next (where *must* is interpreted in a quasi— de4uetillense). 

cuine'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. Tet Quine sees this just in terms of a 

judicious assessment of the evidence so as to enable the scientist to make his next 

move. But the upshot of this piece of "commonsense" is to maintain a disoontieeaty 

between the "logics" of discovery and justification, since an experimental discovery 



can be theoretically justified in any number of ways. In contrast, Our Hegelian 

selves would say that the sense in which a discovery has been made predetermines 

tae 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 theory. (We would attribute Quine's 

position to a belief that because the scientist draws up, or "invents," his theory, 

he therefore knews the ontological commitments he has made, such that whatever is 

not anticipated--i.e. a supposedly independent event--must be handled ad hoc 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 although 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 inference: 

Given the event in question, without which of the available candidate—hypotheses 

would that event have been least likely to occur? (Notice the correspondences: 

the possibility of the event = the event's greater probability; the dialectical 

definition of necessary conditions = the elimination of candidate—hypotheses with an 

eye toward which one moot contributes to the event'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 whicn alienation forms the third part? Consider 

the following scheme of property—relations: 

A. taking possession of the thing (affirmative judgment) 
1) grasping it physically 
2 forming it 
5) 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 problem: We are faced with a 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 



intuitive awkwardness of the scheme, as ifiliad appropriated some other discourse to 

say what there is yet no available discourse 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 tne Kantian-transcendental ones How does the analogy 

across the two languages work or in what sense can such an analogy be drawn? 

The transcendental argument would thus be framed as principles of translation and 

demarcation (as outlined in the above discussion of Kant) presupposed in order for 

two seemingly unrelated discourses to be analogizable, whereby the "approprlate" one 

confers meaning on the "appropriated" ctner, 

Hegel speaks of the will being "embodied" in ;a thing by taking possession of 

it; the totality of things one possesses fully embodies his will. The presupposed 

langaage, as we have suggested, is ontology, with the following analogy obtaining: 

will s thing ss substance : property. 

"Embodiment" oan therefore be "pretranslated" as "determination," in the sense of the 

totality of essential properties determining a substance as substance. Hegel then 

classifies modes of embodiment in terms of how the owner (not just his will) relates 

to the thing tnat becomes his property. The classification is a pretranalation of 

the alternative solutions to the "problem of universals," or how suostance is eompre-

hended by man ao as to become *a piece of his intellectual property," as it were. 

Notice that epistemology re-enacts the ontological analogy above with a new twist: 

owner : property :2 man s substance as (man's) property. 

The subsumed three participles are metaphors often used to describe realism, concep- 

tualism, and nominalism, respectively: The realist /grasps substance directly, 

the conceptualist forms it psychologically as an idea, and the nominalist marks it 

conventionally 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 nos ended. On the basis of previene pretranslations, "use" can be 

read as "accidental property" in ontology. But also there is a clue here as to how 

cluster, or disjunctive, theories of meaning (e.g. Wittgenstein's "family resemblance" 

become associated 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): Defining 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. its 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 ten of Truth and Other Enigmas--

concedes the fixed reality of substance as suoh;the argument is merely over whether 

our knowledge of substance (or,how we identify particular substances) has any neces-

sary relation to substance as such (e.g., by virtue of being a copy of it). On 

the other hand, if the ontological question is subordinated to the epistemological one, 

as in B, then the emphasis shifts to rules of use as constant among knowers through 

which enter and exit substances that are more loosely formed from a set of disjoined 

properties, no one of which is essential, but any of which can identify the substance 

by falling under the appropriate use. 

At this point, let us return to the juridical analogy: When property Is 

possessed, the will is defined by virtue of its possessionapand so we can imagine 

a polio in which properties are fixed and owner! fluid relative to them, such that 

they attain tne status of role-occupants. The problem of universals then becomes 

"post-translated" as the sense an which the occupant is entitled to his roles 

divine right, competition (i.e. the prospective occupant actually contributes to his 

entitlement), and lottery may be seen as the analogues to realism, conceptualism, 

and nominalism. On the otner hand, when property is merely used, we imagine a polis 

in wnich owners are fixed (in the way they can relate to each other) and properties 

are fluid relative to them. This polio would probably be governed by Adam Smith's 

"invisible hand." Now the infinite judgment arises as the presupposition of the 

affirmative and negative judgments, and indeed we see that what presupposes 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-relations 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 previous discoursele 

statics, as it were. 

And what would the ontological analogue be for contract? We would submit an 

historical-causal theory of identity. Consider Saul Kripke's description of the 

theory in "Naming and Necessity": 

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 

discourse on property have a common reference, namely, the possession of certain 

properties or the use in nItaits--either of which at a suecified point in the 

history of the propertied thing, the discourse on contract is a more appropriate way 

of referring insofar as for lu (i.e. nonspecified) point in the history of that thing 

reference to it can be made only by virtue of the terms of the agreement that allowed 

the thing to pasi oetwoen hands. And just as talk of definite descriptions 

and contextual 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 "essence," 

so too talk of possession and use are reduced to symptoms of what liege] calls "Right*" 

or rational social relations. Indeed, this captures the concept of sublation, of 

which alienation is the negative expression (i.e. as the synthesis of the antitheti-

oal possession and use) and contract 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 canls settled by tracing the history of naming, or designating, back to 

the thing itself. A contemporary theory of social order that rests entirely on the 

alienation of property as the medium of rational social relations, RobertNoziok's 

(in Anarchy, State, and Utopia), appeals to the same principle in arbitrating between 

two parties who claim ownership over tne same "holding," as he cilia it: 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. Liberals have criticized Nozick on the grounds of there being major 



disruptions in the contractual record—both intended (fraud) and unintended (war)--

which render his genealogical approach simplistic. Furthermore, Nozick is accused of 

concentrating too &nob on the legitimacy of obtaining property at the expense of 

whether it was legitimately transacted: Just because the contract laws are obeyed 

in a given transaction, is that safficient to justify a particular buyer dealing as 

he nos with a particular seller? If the buyer ie defined as an entrepreneurial 

capitalist and the seller as a wage—laborer, then it might be thought (as Marx did) 

that there are additional, albeit implicit, necessary conditions for the contract 

occurring 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 Kripre in the possibilities of slipped designation and inadeqnate criteria for 

referring, respectively: Row is the "authenticity" of the historical record to be 

guaranteed if history is to decide reference? And, do a series of designations 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 Begelts discourse 

on contract in the Philosopny of Right subsequently yields to a discourse on wrong. 

7. 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 en whioh analogy has been deemed an 

illegitimate form of inference. Perhaps the classic "refutation" of analogy is 

David Humets argument against regarding the world as a machine with God as its maker 

in Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion. Bat upon turning to Humels actual argument, 

we find tnat his spokesman Philo relies on the implausibility of the mechanistic 

analogy beyond the superficial similarities drawn by the believer in its behalf and 

on the claim that even if the mechanistic analogy were plausible then other analogies 

would still be equally plausible to capture God's relation to the world. The reader 

may notice that Hume is casting aspersions on the value of analogical reasoning 

rather than givingaproper refutation. In defense of Hume, it might be said that he 

is merely trying to show that analogy is not a valid form of deductive inference, 

which is true enough--but the force of hiS "arguments" seems to 4n more: It appears 
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tc be a defect of analogical reasoning that it is unable to elude other possible 

analogies from contention. Aside from analogy hardly being unique in this respect 

(especially vis—a—vis what is entailed by the premises ii a deductive argument), 

it is doubtful whether this is even a defect from tne point of view of exploring 

conceptual possibilities. And, 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 fait accompli whose modus 

operandi has yet to be discovered, rather than as an experiment in wnicn "implausible" 

translations between particular terms in the analogues constitute a falsification. 

It is in this latter 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 things since its guiding principle 

is to explain the unknown in terms of the known, such as light in terms of corpuscular 

movement. (Notice that whereas entrenchment—in the form of plausibility—expelled 

analogy from deduction, the very same notion of entrenchment--this time within the 

analogy itself—threatens its status in induction.) This criticism relies on the 

"known" analogue being unaffected by whatever may be learned in developing the 

"unknown" analogue. However, were the analogy treated hermeneutically, sueh that 

both analogues would be illuminated through mutual explication and so as to allow 

the possibility of learning something "new" 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 analogues themselves are transcended. 

We have tried to exemplify the above approach in working through Hegel's 

dialectical method in the Philosophy of Right on two analogical isms: ontological 

vs. juridical interpretations of "property," which grounds Hegel's general scheme, 

and possession vs. use interpretations in the judridical interpretation of "property," 

which grounds how he moves within that scheme. And as for the latter axis, the two 

dialectical poles, or hermeneutical analogues, were shown to be articulating a common 
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reference, designated negatively as "alienation" and positively as "contract." 

The negative designation arose when after so much reciprocal expliclAtiaa 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 heemeneutical, maneuvers axe not simply 

a philosopher's contrivance 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 

back and forth between cashing cut "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 so great. 

In conclusion, we should like tc illustrate as provocatively as possible the 

fusion between analogical poles, such that it is no longer clear which pole erplioates 

(what is understood "literally") and which one is explicated (what is understood 

'metaphorically"). Consider our discursive talk about deductive reasoning. We would 

maintain that at least until the development of a propositional calculus on which 

logical forms could be computed, the propriety of an argument had to be judged 

exclusively on whether it could be analogically mapped onto certain leading physical 

notions, like "containment" for implication and "inherence" for predication. Indeed, 

we would go as far as saying that George Boole's 1841 The Laws of Thought marks a 

transition in the history of logic from a "realist" view of reasoning in which 

arguments are measured against such physicalistic intuitions to an "instrumentalist" 

view in which their degree of truth is calculated—a transition parallel to the one 

Gaston Bachelard identifies in the history of science that occurred when the theory 

of substances was replaced by the theory of atomic weights. And from our thesis it 

is not difficult to understand why Aristotle's defense of the world having a logical 

structure is more compelling than, say, Carnapess Logic in the latter's sense had 

become an autonomous erstem whose link with the world was no longer presupposed but 

refidi
eeparaie argument. Notice that for all the radicalness involved 

in tying 
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the validation of arguments to analogical reasoning, we still presuppose that it 

is OM 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 

calculus. But is this divisibility any more than an ability to parse names? Is there 

a real ontological difference between implication and containment? Perhaps the 

question amounts to asking whether logical relations can be discussed intelligibly 

in non—spatial terms. 

Because nowadays we most naturally construe deductive reasoning as a calculation, 

we easily admit the relation between the notation of logical syntax and the proposi—

tion expressed by that notation as a purely conventional one--a "symbol" in Peirce's 

sense. Curiously, Peirce himself did not admit this, maintaining instead that syntac—

tic structure bears an "iconic," or mirroring, relation to the world. Unlike othex 

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—

ments--not to aid the computation of truths but to demonstrate the kinds of primitive 

physical and psychological relations we must be committed to in order to speak of, say;  

"A implying B." Peirce took the structural isomorphism of logic, the mind, and the 

world as unproblematic, on the grounds of this being the most parsimoaous explanation 

for why it is virtually impossible to survive and not to regard the the world as 

rational or to think in accordance with the rules of deductive inference. Peirce's 

latter—day Aristotelianism has been subject to much criticism, among the moot recent 

being that of the Italian semiotician Umberto Eco, who remarks in A Theory of Semio—

tice: 

Anyway, to make up part of a class is not a spatial 
property; it is an abstract relation. 

We have underscored the part of the sentence that casts aspersions on its propositions.] 

content, Boo seems to be arguing that there is a real difference between the ontology 

of spatial entities and that of abstract ones, but he just does not seem to be able TO 

express this difference without implicitly speaking of an abstraction, class, as if it 

were subject to spatial predicates. Brice again we see the kind of analogical fusion 

that has been highlighted in this paper. And as we have diagnosed this condition, 



when analogues become indistinguisnable, the remedy is not to return them to their 

"rightful" semantic places in a move of "clarification," for even since the calculus 

has become the paradigm of deductive reasoning the physicalistic idioms have crept 

back in whenever logic is raised as a topic in discourse. The only difference now 

is that we are less likely to realize these physicalistic intrusions and certainly 

less likely to exploit the conceptual possibilities they offer for a unified meta — 

physics in the manner Peirce did, It may be objected that Boo 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 proof, 

however, is on the objector to
actualizethis  possibility. But we are skeptical about 

his chances of success insofar as the concept of "structure" that is the defining 
MVXMIN 

feature of logic is primarily a relational term presupposing something that  -7 

or could be a structure of (e.g. the world), and it is here that analogical reasoning 

is sure to occur, 



V. THE ROLE OF TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENTS TN FHILOSOPHYi SCDINCE, AND HISTORY 
(chapter three) 



1. Transcendental Arguments as Failed Deductions and Inductions  
A peculiar feature of discussions about the "validity" of transcendental 

arguments---that is, arguments attempting to provide the necessary conditions for 

something being possible--is that criticisms generally center on such arguments being 

bad cases of either deductive or inductive reasoning. 

When transcendental arguments are regarded as a form of deduction, the model is 

a logical grammar of axioms and rules of inference tnat supposedly correspond to the 

regulative and constitutive principles of cognition in rant. This grammar is then 

said to be the suppressed premises that must underlie the deduction of any the rem, 

which is taken to represent a state-nf-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 yielded to the 

early Wittgenstein's formalized language whose propositions limit the possibilities 

of picturing the world. This approximates what Richard Forty (in "Transcendental 

arguments, Self-Reference, and Pragmatism"), for one, thinks the ideal transcendental 

argument woulPiake, 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, none of 

the axioms orxnles have been infallible across history, and consequently none can 

qualify as a necessary condition for cognition, an essential feature of the transcen-

dental argument. Furthermore, in order not to allow himself the neo-Hegelian access 

of saying that by revealing the limitations in previous grammars we get a "clearer" 

picture of whatilules and axioms must be, Rorty couples his pragmatism with an histo-

ricism which stipulates that even "possible experience" in the Kantian sense varies 

across paradigms, and so even though one may historically compare the grammars of 

two paradigms there would still be no grounds for measuring differences of refinement 

in their rules and axioms (which could then be taken as a measure of verisimilitude 

in general)--if only because part of what presupposes there being two paradigms is 

that what was possible to experience in one impossible (in the sense of "ineonceivabld! 

"meaningless," "unassertible," rather than "false") in the ether. To proponents of 

universal rationality wno argue that only "material conditions" prevented Newton from 

seeing the limitations of his mechanics such that if given a chance Einstein could 



persuade him of of special and general relativity, Rorty would probably say that such 

a counterfactual demands hypothesizing that Newton no longer adneres to the nresup-

positions of his own paradigm, which amounts to saying that Einstein could persuade 

Newton only if Newton were not essentially Newton. Thus, on the one hand, Rorty 

shows the deductive failure of transcendental arguments in their fajaibility, i.e. 

they do not preserve truth across the aistory of inferring. But then, on the other 

hand, rather than showing this failure to be due simply to the falsity of ouch 

inferences (which would allow for a self-correcting inductivist or neo-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 status to the ideological 

structure of the arguer, and hence 1/arty's claim that transcendental arguments are 

necessarily "self-referring." Therefore, the transcendentalist is set up as a 

would-be deductivist in a world in which deduction not merely fails but is not even 

relevant. 

When tranecendentalaremments are regarded as a form of induction, the ideal 

is usually Peiroesn abduction, with the "deduction" often ascribed to such arguments 

being understood as the "deduction from phenomena" Newton claimed the experimental 

scientist made when finding invariant relations among phenomena. A transcendental 

areument then, if successfull, is a "metapnysical prediction," circumscribing what 

can napper 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 presuppose that the 

world could have been other than it is, but given that it is as it is, certain 

fixed relations must hold between phenomenae A transcendental argument should, in 

the statement of these necessary relations, explicate the anise in which this world 

is unique among all possible worlds and thereby provide some jeztificaeien for why 

this world and not sone other has been actualized--by God, for Leibnitz. L111:0 other 

pieces of inductive reasoning 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. In addition, 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 possible world), the modality of 

inductive reasoning 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 Hume.= problem of induc-

tion oy arguing that the way we do in fact understand the world, wnice includes being 

skeptical about what the future will bring, presupposes that the skeptical possibility 

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 trikth 

(i.e. the world "mikes sense" only if this fact is presupposed) but also with a 

correspondence theory (i.e. there a some well-grounded phenomena of which"inductive 

regularity"could be an appropriate description) and a pragmatic theory (i.e. regard-

less what we may say, we act as if indacti7a regularity obtained in the world; 

Hans Reichenbach's justification-through-vindication). Notice the sense in which this 

transcendental argument itself seems to be inductive: The act of doubting the valid-

ity of induction is statistically aberrant from how we "normally" Act in the world. 

And since the argument reveals the presuppositions of possible experience taken as 

a unity, they are most cogently attached to our most probable, or normal, experience. 

Hers we have a lois 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 excertion often arise unexpectedly? In fact, could they 

not arise at au time? And likewise, don't ear actions presuppose a "minimax" 

strategy of making the most of the worst possible situation? In that case, the prob-

lem of induction would then presuppose 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 analyticity:  It is a 

piece of deductive, not 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. 
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So in the end,Ntramnscendentalism appeal to our semantic intuitions , it cannot 

significantly add to our knowledge and as such is demoted to a form of linguistic 

analysis. 

2. Problems with the Above Treatments of Transcendental Arguments  

Taken together, the deductivist and inductivist critiques of transcendentalism 

have the arguer say either too much (and thereby implicate his own special interests) 

or too little (and thereby offer nothing of interest to his audience). But we now 

must point out several problems that arise in trying to construe transcendental 

arguments in terms of dedactive and inductive criteria. 

Let us start with what precisely such arguments claim to provide the necessary 

conditions of--"possible experience," as it nes often been called after Kant. The 

expression consists 3f an uneasy marriage of modal and epistemic terms. "Experience" 

is specifically epistemic because its meaning takes into account the receiver or 

possessor of the datum; it is a subject—oriented term, whose object—orientedcorrelate 

is "appearance," which usually arises in ontological lexicons as an instance of some 

"underlying reality" revealing itself. Notice, nowever, that "experience"and"appear—

mace" are merely subjective and objective in their orientations, since they presuppose 

the interaction of subject and object but imply no commitments to the character of 

that interaction taken in its totality (i.e. from no particular perspective). It 

should also be noted that from the claim that experience/appearance represents a 

perspectival difference it does not follow that these perepecti,Yes have any determi—

nately different empirical locations, just as it does not follow from exclusively 

alternate definite descriptions (again consider "morning star" versus "evening star") 

that they are necessarily descriptions of discrete objects. The force of this point 

is to resist imagining experience being "located" in the head and appearance being 

"located" in the object of experience. Schelling's animistic, or "anthropomorphic," 

Nature—philosophy, for example, is made possible bj giving what empiricists would 

normally call "objects" (non—human beings) subject status, which is akin to haying 

a character in a novel assume the voice of the author. For the transcendentalist, 

the gravest error lies in presuming that these differences of orientation are only 
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poseible in virtue of their being "conventionally" (in the sense that Schening is 

not) tied to certair empirical locations, for teat would be to hypostatize the 

subjective orientation. How? The experience/appearance distinction is (indeed, 

according to Kant, must be) applicable to any possible world, but in each world 

subject—and—object—orientations will be apportioned differently. In the world of 

Schelling's science, every being is accorded a subjective perspective and so 

technical domination is metaphysically ruled out of court, since rocks exercise 

constraints over men just as much as men exercise constraints over them (notice that 

in order for every being to have subject status it must also have object status; 

hence Schelling's "identification" of subject and object). However, in secularized 

post—Cartesian science, only man is accorded the status of subject (we say "secular—

ized" so as to rule oat the neoplatonic extension of subjectnood to angels),and 

the lest of the world reveals itself as objects for man's disposal. This, the world 

in which we uniquely experience ourselves as subjects, is tne only world that a 

pragmatist like forty recognizes, and so a question about the necessary conditions 

of possible experience is taken to be a queetion about man's cognitive framework. 

Now matters are admittedly somewhat complicated by tne phenomenological method 

governing the transcendental argument, which requires the arguer to show that 

experience/appearance is not necessarily tied to Mind/Nature yet at the same time 

must be derivable from it, since it is through the latter binary that the former 

binary is manifested in the world—and the transcendentalist does 4.4manmeNeeloyer* inhabit. 

the same world as the pragmatist. Thus, the Kantian question may be reformulated: 

What must any possible subject have, irrespective of its empirical identity (which 

may be God, man, or rock), in order to be oriented as a subject? In snort, the 

"logic of orientations," as it might be called, is independent from but instantiated 

in the "logic of empirical relations." There is no analytic correlation between 

the two logics (e.g., it is not a contradiction to talk about "the experiences of 

rocks"), but only a synthetic one that is discovered in phenoeaftelogioal inquiry.  

If we were to regard metaphorically the metaphysics of the transcendentalist 

and the pragmatist as types of physics, then both--albeit in different senses--would 

be entitled to the name "relativist." The transcendentalist recognizes that a world 
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must be constituted from a frame of reference, and it 16 his task to "deduce" *hat 

that frame of reference must be for the world to appear as it does to us who occupy 

it. Tne 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 this form of "negative anthropology" (cf. negative 

theology) receives its dialectical exeresaion as "knowing oneself through what one 

is not," a theme repeated in Heidegger, Laurice Merleau—Ponty (especially "What is 

Phenomenology?"), and (as Jacques Derrida has shown in Of elrammatolegy)  even Claude 

Levi—Strauss. But in presenting the transcendental deduction as a distinct form of 

inference, Kant is suggesting not merely that this procedure is necessary for 

defining our frame of reference, hut that it would have to be undergone in order to 

define ai_az possible frame of reference, by virtue of the "fact" that the world can be 

constituted one from one such frame. 

The pragmatist's relativism goes no 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 seatiotempoeal solipsist 

William James associates with our subjective awareness of the world --the "specious 

present" that can never be transcended. Evidence for this picture of the pragmatist 

can be found in Rorty's impulse to diagnose transcendentalism as a "passing phase" 

in the history of !iumanity, suggesting that Kant and his confused predecessors were 

nightmares in the stream of Western man's intellectual unconscious, The reader will 

notice that "Mankind" is Rorty's constant perspective,whioh becomes the focal point 

at the end of Philosophy and the Mirror of :Nature for transforming the philosopher 

from legitimator to interlocutor among disciplines. This stands in sharp contrast 

to latter—day transcendentalists, like Mieuel Feucault, who in The Crder of Things  

who freely admits the contingent nature of "Man" as a Nil:dew-I* thuAtiatory of 
ceppeeerceelec. 

Western discourse. (We suspect that the static 2r  -,‘' .1: of Foucault'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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ordinary nistoriograpny that is exploited by the pragmatist.) Hegel is Foucault's 

progenitor here in naming history "The History of Reason," where "Reason" is under—

stood as the rational discourse of the Greek "logos." Indeed, "the cunning of Reason" 

illustrates how the deeds of men—like celestial bodies--are continually resituated 

as frames—of--reference, in the form of the world—historic people, charge. In fact, 

for Hegel tne best kind of history causes such a shift in perspective. Likewise, 

Heidegger's use of "Dasein," being—there, reveals his interest in man only insofar 

as man occupies the frame—of—reference from which the world is constituted. That 

Rorty thinks he.finds an ally in Heidegger demonstrates, once again, the pragmatist 

conflation of the logic of orientations, 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 conflation is itself a produt of 

not according transcendental arguments unique status as a form of inference. 

A fundamental feature of transcendental arguments that remains particularly 

clouded by attempts to subsume them under ordinary deduction is the logical form of 

and the "presuppositions" which compose such argumentsAwhich often have been reduced to 

"suppressed premises." Even our account of the inductive approach to transcendenta—

lism revealed that its arguments were cogent inspite of the indecisiveness of 

inductive reasoning only because of suppressed analytic premises. Initially, the 

logical distinction is relatively simple to draw: The premises of an argument entail, 

or are sufficient ground for, a conclusion being true; the presuppositions of an 

argument are the necessary ground for a conclusion being either true or false (i.e. 

the conclusion's possibility). Since presuppositions ground possibilities (which is 

to say, dialectically related actualities), it may be suggested that this modal 

difference signifies a difference in the liscursive region each severs: A controversy  

is grounded by presuppositions, while a thesis is grounded by premises. However, 

if presuppositions were taken to be premises, then the historical shifts in the 

composition of the logical grammar invoked by the pragmatist against the transcenden—

talist would easily follow: Sinca,the totality of axioms and rules of inferences are 

merely sufficiently, some of them might not be necessary and therefore eliminated 

over time--hence the critique provided by inauctivist historiography. Moreover, 



og- 
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 to determine, but which only arise upon 

articulating the grammar—this formally captures tne dynamics of incommensurability. 

We wall call this last point the "overdetermination of deductive systems," which 

is the "dark side" If 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. Holever, an examination of Kant's sole use of the 

principle in the Critique of Pure Reason (to derive tne transcendental conditions of 

causal succession) shows that sufficient reason is really a metaprinciplej  specific—

ally, the criterion according to which A possible transcendental condition, or 

presupposition, is sufficient to count as part of the necessary, conditions for a 

given possible experience, like causal succession. Thus, while ordinary deduction 
• 

may be the "metalanguage" of transcendental arguments, it is not the "object language" 

in which tne arguments (i.e. the controversies) are conducted. 

Related to the pragmatist objection to sufficient reason is Rorty's use of 

Wilfred Sellars' critique of the concept of "givanness" against the transcendentalist. 

In essence, "the myth of the given," as Sellars puts it, is the alleged coriplation 

between principles of logical and causal priority, such that what "validates"-  an 

experience is ultimately to be found in the origin of the experience rather than 

solely in the coherence of its relations with other experiences. Consequently, 

coherence 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 distinguish the seamless illusion of the evil demon from the real world 

created and maintained by God—and, more importantly, to think it matters to know 

which of these two worlds we inhabit. Both Rorty and Ian Hacking (in Why Does  

Language Matter to Philosophy?) argue that in the eighteenth century controversies 

between rationalists and empiricists such a myth fused problems of logical and 

causal justification in the concept of hides" as mental representation. In asserting 

the status of innate ideas, rationalists were in effect psychologizing the logical 
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thesis that there is an inviolate set of axioms (e.g. those of Euclidean geometry) 

from which the structure of the world can be deduced. In this context, certainty or 

self—evidence was taken to be a feature of necessary truths. Whereas rationalists 

claimed that the inviolability of innate ideas derived from their axiomatic status, 

empiricists--appealing to the incorrigibility yet ungroundedness of sense—data--

simply reversed the relation. As Hacking points out, the "heyday of ideas" continued 

into Bertrand Russell's  ontology. In particular, note the sophisticated mirroring 

of his sense—data metaphysics in Analysis of Mind and the combinatorial logic of 

Prinoipia Mathematical Just as there are no longer qualitative differences among 

sense—data (Russell calls his position "neutral monism," with subjective and objective 

perspectives being the products of sense—data combinations), neither are their 

categorical differences among logical terms (Russell renounces the Aristotelian 

subject—predicate logic for one in which truth—values are determined purely by the 

relations established by the connectives). According to Sellars and the pragmatiets, 

the fallacy behind the myth of the given is the supposition that correspondence needs 

to be shown in addition to (which presupposes that its criteria are different from) 

coherence. As Rorty puts it, this search for correspondence begets redundant 

"foundationalist" philosophies, 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) to 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 not hide but the quasi—logical structure of 

metaphysics does. 

3. Transcendental Arguments versus Science?  
Once again, the apparently powerful criticism articulated above rests on conflating 

the logio of orientations with the logic of empirical relations. And in this case 

failure to separate the two leads the pragmatist to accept the 4  givenness" of 

scientific inquiry, which would not 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 of this paper: 

The legitimation is thnaght to be something which can 
be achieved in an armchair, and without special consi—
deration of tne details of the knowledge—claims being 
legitimated. 

What is the force of ascribing to the metaphysician the ability to argue "in an 

armchair"? And what are these "details of the knowledge—claims" that he►  is neglecting 

to give "special consideration"? Presumably, these remarks are addressed to the 

self—professed claim of metaphysicians of the past (Hegel being perhaps the most 

notorious example) to be able to reconetruct rationally the ontology of the world 

without recourse 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 metaphyddians. 

However, keeping in mind our distinction of the two logics, we can paraphrase the 

claim as follows: Whatever nano be gained from engaging in the specialscienceo may 

also 1)e 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 nharac—

terizatien, but it is not a priori determinate", relevant; hence the openneseof 

"whatever." In other words, until negotiated in discourse, it is not clear what 

apsectAf scientific practice bear on what aspects of ontology. Is the experimental 

method itself a necessary condition for attaining tne necessary conditions of "possi—

ble experience" (however broadly or narrowly this expression is construed, so as to 

cover both Rant and korty)? TO answer yes gives empirical science the privilege of 

putting forth transcendental arguments. A more appropriate question for philosophers 

who think tneir arguments are buttressed by experimental corroberation or even 

historical evidence is the following: Does empirical specificity as such contribute 

to validaing the argument in question or explicating its possibility in the manner 

of a paradigm—case? The alternatives may be seen as playing on the equivocal meaning 

of "demonstration": proof and exemplification. The pragmatist would probably 

answer that an empirical instance explicates the argument by virtue of validating it, 

while the phenomenological—method of the transcendentalist 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 possibility"). 

Having drawn, the battle lines, the pragmatist can then raise several conten—

tious points against the trenchant metaphysician: What is the "ontological" status 

of subatomic particles, if their existence is inconceivable without experiments in 

cloud chambers? What would be the point of doing empirical science if iteid not 

have any determinate ontological bearing? Weald not the exclusive reliance on 

"the dialectic,  of rational discourse" turn ontology into sterile wordmongaring, as 

indeed it did when such an attitude was prevalent in the Middle Ages? In addressing 

these questions Ahtehalf of metaphysicians in general, the transcendentalist would 

emphasize how is not proposing an alternative way of doing science, but an alternative 

way of regardinricience already dope that will alter now science is talked about and, 

more indirectly, how it is done. 

In response to the first question, 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 not be 

actually identified without the technology, but their possibility is also contained 

in the scientific discourse that goes looking fnr them and "knows" when they have 

or have not been found. (Of course, the procese is dialectical insofar as the sense 

in which subatomic particles are "actual" will redefine their "possibility," whether 

this be taken as a range of possible numerical values or a conditional probability 

of their occurrence in a certain spatiotemporal region.) Rather than as "confirmation' 

or "corroboration," the transcendentalist would cnaracterize experimental outcomes, 

whether positive or negative, as mnemonic "topoi": places that are marked off in order 

to keep track of what is beeing talked about in the scientific discourse. Greek 

rhetoricians employed this "method of places" in order to remember the orderin& of 

their speeches. The method itself consists of reciting the speech in a familiar but 

controlled setting in whicn the number of surrounding items corresponds to the number 

of parts in the speech, so that a one—tonne association can be made. (Once again, 

the nature of the places to which the parts of the speech are assigned affects the 

way the speecn 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 variability of memory, 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 hypothesis in the late nineteenth 

century) of the same outcomes that could be taken either 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 some years, which arrange 

the same series of experiments to chronicle the confirmation of two radically differen.  

theories (e.g. take a typical history of physics in our "Einsteinian" age and E.T. 

Whittaker's 1926 A History of Theories  efAether and Electricitz, which culminates 

with a discussion of "The Age of Lorents"). From the perspective of the topoi, we 

account for this variability in terms of the association between the parts of the 

speech and the assigned place shifting in memory, as well as in terms of several 

different speeches employing the same topoi. We would add that to ask which theory 

is best exemplified in a given series of experiments is to ask which speech is most 

appropriate to a given set of topoi. The answers to both questions would invoke 

what, after Kant, has been called "architectonic principles," such as simplicity 

(which, in the cas 811"lir recall). The should con. e e o reader note 

that by placing the relation between theory and experiment within this rhetorical 

context, what may be reasonably construed as "aesthetic canons" (i.e. the architec—

tonic principles) are given a primary role in theory appraisal rather than merely 

resorted to as "conventions" because attempts at showing "correspondence" nrove 

unworkable. 

The pragmatist's second question again seems to assume that everything falling 

under the rubric of "science" is determinately relevant to ontological inquiry. 

To explicate the transcendentalist's objection to sucn an assumption, consider the 

mnemonic topoi we have just been discussing: The pragmatist would claim that to 

import findings from the study of memory (however ancient) amounts to a psychologiza—

tion of metaphysics, which is symptomatic of 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 cf cognitive dissonance 

theory.) Se would go on to argue that the metaphysician is just haphazardly repro—

ducing these findings to suit his evergeneralizations, if he is not willing to probe 



more thoroughly (via the scientific method) into, say, the neurophysiology "necessary" 

for sucn mnemonic devices to work. In that case, he would be a psychologist and thus 

able to shed the superfluous 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 do and where to look in order to find 

"memory." Of course, the procedure one adopts will mold the sense in wnicn memory 

has been or can be found,and this is of particular interest to the transcendentalist. 

The phenomenology of scientific practice is a "necessary" starting point only because 

it provides the most "natural" access to a topic. To ease the audience into a 

transcendental argument about memory, the arguer could begin like this 

There is a sense in which we already know what "memory" 
is: namely, we know the scientifio and ordinary contexts 
where it is detected and used. But what makes it possible 
for such detection and use to occur? Again, there seems 
to be a ready 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 into 
effect. In Aristotelian jargon, we might say that memory 
resides potentially in the brain when psychologists are 
not administering recall tests. And so the transcendental 
question seems amenable to a neurophysiological "reduction," 
as it were. Notice that seen in this light, tne special 
sciences share with pre—transcendentalist metaphysics what 
Heidegger has called the "onto—theological" turn of thought, 
whose paradigm is Leibnitz's possible worlds residing in 
the mind of God. Indeed, it is only an a fortiori argument 
from Humean efficient causality, in which the neurophysio—
logist is interested, to a Thomistic cosmological proof 
for the existence of 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 onto—theological 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 presuppose as the picture 
of how the world works. But implicating the scientist with 
archaic metaphysicians and theologians is hardly a refuta—
tion in itself. We must ask whether the picture of memory 
the psychologist presents--to return to our case--is appro—
priate  to what the psychologist is actually doing in 
"looking for memory." This question is approached by a 
phenomenology of scientific practice. Our first clue that 
the psychologist's picture may not be adequate is tnat 
"memory" is supposedly an "entity" (construed 3cesely, say 
as the quantity of nonsense syllables recalled) but dis— 



cavering"it" is a matter of construction, which falls 
under the rubric of "experimental controls." But des—
cribing this construction as a matter of "controls" is 
itself misleading, for it suggests that the scientist, 
who is in full "control" of the situation, cooks up the 
recipe for memory--a veritale miorocosm of the onto—
theology governing what he studies. Yet we also want 
to say that the techniques and technology he "uses" 
(including the experimental subject) participate as 
actively in the construction of memory as the scientist 
does. Why? Because we want to capture the idea that 
there are limits placed on what the scientist can do 
by virtue of these pieces of technologyland not some 
other, being there, Obviously, such material constraints 
are presupposed in scientific practice, and one might 
wonder why transcendentalists 'belabor this point: 
Because the discourse of science, once again, distracts  
us from this presupposition by talking about "control—
led experiments," etc., so as to give scientists (and 
philosophers) who take this language literally the 
impression that they have technical domination over 
Nature, which encourages them to try to act as if they 
did, as well as to "persuade" others that they too 
should act as if the scientists wielded such power,„ 

From these opening 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 some more appropriate way of speaking--and 

indeed tne problem is one of choosing the right words, as the lexicons o± Kant, 

Segel, and Esidegger amply demonstrate. The possibility that such a task may become 

usystemationin the same sense science is should be regarded only as remote as the 

possibility of developing an algorithm for writing the "better" novel, play, or 

poem. We say this with structuralist literary critics and semioticiane in mind. 

But given the inherently aesthetic nature of the transcendental task, its units of 

discourse are probably better described as "judgments" rather than " propositions." 

Yet in characterizing the Use-  as "aesthetic," we should not be taken as endorsing 

a subjectivization of scientific activity. The reference to structuralists and 

semictilians is made, in fact, to highlight their objective method for discovering 

what constitutes the "better" piece of art: Of interestame  not the attitudes 

conjured up in the reader of the text, for that would merely paraphrase the fact that 

the test was of high quality. Instead, these cAtios seek the techniques deployed in 

the text (perhaps unbeknownst to the author) that ground whatever response the 

goal of critical inquiry is 
reader may have to it. This "logic of the text," as the 



often called,is actually a rhetoric insofar as it accounts for how the reader is made 

to perform a certain act or feel a certain way by a means other than telling him 

literally to do so. The method is "objective" in that while the reader responses 

to a text may vary with shifting tastes, the text itself remains the same, and so, 

ae it were, it should be possible to map each of the readings onto the same textual 

structure (i.e. the so—called "logic of the text") as a logician might map a semantic 

interpretation onto a matnematized syntax. Thus, this objective aesthetic would 

ground all possible subjective aesthetics. In the case of science, the "text" would 

be scientific activity itself.nr,morlirecisely, the most appropriate transcendental 

phenomenology of that activity. Once again, this is an "aesthetic" insofar as the 

phenomenology is composed of judgments ("the right words") rather than propositions, 

And for this reason also, the logic of the text will not be as clearly distinguishable 

from its subjective readings as a mathematized syntax is from its several possible 

semantic (propositional) interpretations. As we have just shown, the right words for 

expressing scientific activity can only be determined negatively, in terms of the 

critical distance the transcendentalist establishes from the conventional (lee. 

subjective) characterizations of acience by literalizing them to absurdity. This 

task is analogous to theme the logician would have to perform if he were given a 

set of semantic interpretations and told that they were alternative readings of one 

syntactic 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 metaphysician from the pragmatist 

critique that all he does is to mirror the activity of scientists9  for while the 

transcendentalist certainly begins with a conventional understanding of science 

his method 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 modernist 

history of science that portrays the Renaissance as reopening theitBook of Nature"that 

had been tabued shut by scholastics who thought it blasphemous to tamper with sod's 

handiwork through experimentation. However, this has been far from a unanimous view: 

Descartes, for one, found the Renaissance a philosophical step backward from the High 



Middle Ages insofar as a "natural history" approach was cultivated that was unable 

tc discriminate essential from aecidentil features of empirical observation. Never-

thelese (and inspite of the work of Pierre Duhem and French Colliglaillete history of 

science), the view persists that medieval science was sterile, such that even in 

eases 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" conception of acceleration and 

inertia had to "wait" until the Renaissance. The unreflective teleology of such a 

claim aside, what exactly constitutes the "non-empirical bent" medieval science? 

We almost expect the pragmatist to say that the medievals "ignored" or "disregarded" 

the empirical world, as if they conducted their dialectics in the literally vacuous 

world of monasteries and universities. However, it is probably more appropriate to 

say that the medievals did not accord the empirical world any privileged  dtatus, which 

is to say, they did not fetishize it. Their examples, models, and warrants quite 

obviously 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 theorizing, which is not so far removed from the transcenden-

tal perspective: The empirical world is a presupposition ef the dialectic in that 

it makes possible the content that is accepted or rejected in the course of a contro-

versy. And as a presupposition, it takes care of itself: The arguer need not "go 

out into" the world because he has no choice but to be already there. This is what 

it means for man to be a sentient being, i.e. a being with senses. Experimentation 

(of which alchemy was the most prevalent example) was considered an inessential 

reffreeekCaatw 
a and idealization of this given empirical world that threatened to falsify 

it by placing too many constraints on the "natural order." In snort, empirical 

experiments were seen as too unrealistic. Here "God" serves virtually as a 1antian 

regulative principle to confer a podtive value on trying to understand the natural 

order"as it is"--which God created (notice the onto-theology)--rather than trying to 

alter it substantially: a stance not unusual for a scientist of laz  period to hold. 

As an empirical instance arose in the medieval dialectic, its relevance to the 

argument was negotiated, and usually this took the form of considering what type of 
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sign the "fact" was a token of, with "conventional" signs being more negotiable 

(i.e. ontologically suspect) than "natural" ones. As Hading notes i T Liner 

of Probability, the treatment of evidence in probability theory awes much to this 

late medieval approach, which asks what we would call (pace Karl-Otto apel) the 

"transcendental semiotic" questioa: In what cense does this sign (fact) signify 

(substantiate, support) this argument? In tandem with a question that might be asked 

ef an hypothesis 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 discussion of what made an argument accepta-

ble to the medieval dialectician) in lignt of this sign vis-a-vis some other signs 

that might have already been proposed or could conceivably be proposed. In the 

medieval cosmological picture, such were the really  significant questions an that 

they eubmitted man's sentient being to the regulation of his rational being (of. 

Kant on the relation between Understanding and Reason). Why "regulation"? Again 

eeferring to the cosmological picture, sentience is a property of man's animal nature 

which as such is indiscriminately captivated by what the senses take in (notice the 

imrlicit link between empiricism and hedonism). Reason checks this surfeit of 

experience by measuring the sigdficance of other possible experiences against it--and 

it is in the context of generating these possibilities that experimentation--in tne 

form of thought-experiments--becomes instrumental. Could the sign be varied in such 

a way as to increase the bersuasiveness of the argument? And how persuasive would 

auch a variation itself be? The latter question touches on the equivalent of 

"crucial experiments": When is the sign no longer essentially that sign (because too 

many variations have been performed)? In judiciously approaching the problem of 

variation, the medievals gave positive expression to their doubts about empirical 

experiments, which for them required too many variations. The medium for varying 

signs, of course, was rhetoric--especially tropes, whicr/the GreI root suggests 

"twist" the sign: understate it, overstate it, ironize it, metaphorize it, etc. If, 

as a natural signfk the sign could not be persuasively varied without radically alterinf 

its "signifieance" (beeth in terms of meaningfulness and reference), then the argument 



itself would be reassessed for its relevance to the sign. And to this end the 

scholastics (especially Peter of Spain end ffilliam of Ockham) developed a "logic of 

supposition" that treated arguments as hypotheses whose validity was subject to the 

introduction of contingent propositions. 

To drive home our point, oonsider an example that Hacking cites, namely, the 

"deduction" of the fraudulence of the Donation of Constantine by the fifteenth 

century rhetorician Lorenzo Vella. The document in question allegedly showed that 

Constantine donated tie Roman Empire to the Church after toeing miraculously cured If 

leprosy. Vella reasoned the fraudulence of the document without using any"evidence" 

in the modern eense of corroborative data. Instead, he pofidered 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 Pope Sylvesters The cure 

was not sufficient either for the emperor to give up his dominion or for the Pope to 

accept it. In addition, 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 ArRuments as Science  

What moral would the transcendentalist wish to draw from this admittedly potted 

history cf medieval dialectics? First, we must readjust our historical perspective. 

Rather than sterile wordmongering, the medieval penchant for casting soecalled 

"empirical" questions in terms of modal ones set a precedent for the substantive 

employment of logical principles that was tabued by the strong scheme—content 

distinction of syllogistic reasoning 

.amed-719hOmeremedr:Daeltd,beria. 

The program of this "substantization" has been to make logic relevant to how the world 

works--b0, as our earlier papers on Kant and Hegel testify, not necessarily as a 

means of mirroring  its ontological structure. For example, the transcendental employ—

ment of logic can reveal the differences between professed logical theory and logical 

practice, and thereby suggest .a revision of principles (as ie the case of Hegel), 

which in turn would revise how the world is approached. 

A related objection to medieval wordmongering is the implausibility of comparing 
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thought-experiments to empirical experiments even in terms of methodological rigor, 

let alone informativeness. Of course, the methodology of thought-experiments has 

not been nearly as investigated as that of empirical experiments, for which several 

reasons can be offered: the historicalescendency of emniricism as the ideology of 

science; the convention of publicity surrounding empirical experiments (i.e. it is 

good form to record them) and, conversely, the convention of privacy surrounding 

thought-experiments (i.e. it is good form to work through conceptual possibilities 

before committing oneself to paper); the affiliated convention that the dialectics 

of thought-experiments are confined to one scientist's head rather than open to a 

forum of colleagues. This supordination of thought-experiments even affects how 

empirical experiments are regarded, especially in terms of the type of criticism to 

which they are subjected, as we will see shortly. But in defense of the scientific 

efficacy of thought-experiments, it might be said that they may anticipate anomalies 

that later arise in empirical experimentation by delimiting the parameters of a 

theory's applicability. Since the Renaissance, many of the rhetorical functions of 

variation mentioned earlier have been mathematicized--e.g. overstatement lasComes 

the"apper limit" on a variable in an equation. such as the epeed of light in relativ- 

istic mechanics, beyond which the mass of the moving body is indeterminate. 

A fair hypothesis would he that the majority of professional critiques of 

scientific experiments concern problems of "confirmation" (i.e., Does this experiment 

demonstrate the hypothesis?) rather than problems of "relevance" (i.e., Is this the 

best possible experiment for demonstrating the hypothesis?). Again, we see the 

tm}  preference for the empirical over the modal. However, it is clear that the lat 13g  

have been historically more significant to raise in that they are not merely parasitic 

on the experiments criticized,but they ale' propose changes in what Kuhn has called 

"disciplinary matrioes". And if the Kuhnian difference between a "normal" and 

"revelutionary" scientist can be recast as the difference between the empirical and 

modal critic, then we can ask why is not all science, as it were, normally revolution-

ary? At this point, Kuhnian talk about the institutional nature of scientific 

education begins. Bp* our interest is not in the identity of the cause but in its 

modus operandis We would suggest here a "metaphysics of the institution" which posits 



a radical difference between fact and possibility, such that a fact (as such) is 

real and possibility (as such) is not real. Of course, possibility may "become" 

real by becoming fact, and an experiment, as it were, "initiates" a possibility into 

its new ontological status. But until such initiation rites are performed, possi—

bilities retain an inchoate state, much like Aristotelian potentialities, wnich 

reside (perhaps in the form of thought—experiments) in the shadowy realm known as 

"the scientific imagination." 

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 facts (indeed, this 

would duplicate their significance in Rorty's pejorative 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 ontological statue on par with 

facts. The persuasive power of an experiment tnen lies not so much on the reliability 

of the ootcomes--i.e. whether they are the facts of the matter—but on wnether some 

other experiment could have been performed that "better" snows the relevance of the 

hypothesis to the data--the question of 4eerisimilitude here being the optimal mode of 

expressing the hypothesis in terms of the :facts. If the experiment is somehow unper—

suastive, then it is not because tne hypothesis is "false" but because it is not 

true in the sense the scientist supposed. We might say that the scientist has 

mismatched hypothesis and experiment (and therefore data) in the same way a foreigner 

mismatches an expression and its reference. The onus is then on the critic to deter—

mine an appropriate experiment for the hypothesis or an appropriate hypothesis for the 

experiment, the latter suggesting a revision in what Kuhn has called "exemplars." 

Notice that instead of being a paint cf contention, the correspondence of hypothesis 

to the world is presupposed by the transcendentalist in his capacity as critic: What 

he doubts is whether the scientist necessarily knows "-:here" the hypothesis belongs 

in the world, which may be simply a matter of readjusting boundary conditions on an 

equation or something more radical, like relocating the hypothesis in the psychology 

of the scientist himself. But the transcendentalist resists the connotations of 

the more radical move as placing the hypothesis in the realm of "thu could have been 

true but wasn't," that this realm ought to be avoided, and that inquiry into this 
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realm is of a different (usually diagnostic) character from any otner semiotic 

alignment of the world. 

On the last point, we would ask the reader to consider the removal of an hypo-

thesis from the data it purports to explain to the interests of the scientist (as, 

say, ideological critique or psychoanalysis does) as of the same kind as its removal 

to an analogous realm of date (as, say, projection of a well-confirmed theory does) 

or to some disanalogous data that normally falls ander the same discipline and may 

be more eppropriate to the hypothesis (as, say, the transcenaenealiet might do in 

looking for a new experiment to perform). Tf the reader finds these associations 

difficult, it is only because our semiotic prejudices interpret "appropriateness" 

itself as a type of mirroring or =mirroring between the nypothesis and possible 

data, or what after Peirce has been called "iconism." In other words, we normally 

think the best way of exeressine (through experimentation) what an hypothesis eigni-

fies is by reproducing what it says its truth-conditions are (i.e. the structure of 

language represents the structure of the world). Consider this in terms .1f the 

famed Tarski truth-convention: To test the hypothesis "It is raining" we perform 

the minor experiment (in the sense of the discursive context tacitly defining the 

time and space for which the hypothesis is possibly true) of looking out the window 

to "see" (both in terms of sensory vision and understanding) whether it is in fact 

raining. Yet, to follow up Peieee's categories, we may also define relevance, or 

appropriateness, as an "indexical" relation between the hypothesis and data, the 

very procedure of those Marxists who "verify"' (or more precisely, delimit verifica-

tion so as to falsify beyond those limits) scientific hypotheses by examining the 

scientist's class interests, i.e. the "causes" behind making such hypotheses. But 

notice that even a non-political"sociology of knowledge" is treated as "gossip" in 

comparison to the iconic reference of the hypotheses. (One way of demarcating this 

difference between a science and its sociology is to say that the former deals with 

the ase of an hypothesis and the latter with its mention.) An even worse fate has 

befallen "symbolic" relations between hypotheses and data, as expressed by theologians 

and poets who see the diversity of nature as grounds for a :Angle hand or principle 

at work. 



The point point here is not simply that tnere are many modes of expression, fol.,  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 icon is 

archetypal, the index is more verisimilar than the symbol, since the latter...as a 

purely conventional sign--does not mirror at all). Rather, these modes of expression 

are vying dialectically to 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 point include, first, that the genres of "imaginative literature"—

especially poetry and drama—seem the most 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 mythologised in 

the expulsion of poets from Plato's Republic), and since then they have developed an 

autonomous discourse--"fiction"-4hat is now difficult to relocate in the current 

dialectics over truth-claims, the parties to which (and their relaf/40048fi are 

captured in the hierarchy of the sciences that has remained constant throughout the 

history of positivism (from Comte to Carnap and Nagel). But placing drama and poetry 

back into the dialectics of truth-claims is "difficult" only in the sense that it is 

"difficult" to translate between two dialects, the speakers of which have inhabited 

different regions for several centuries (e.g., American and British English). Histo-

rically speaking, this thesis is not so far-fetched upon considering the poetic nature 

of pre-socratic philosophy, especially Parmenides. And in determining how poetry 

lost Its voice in the dialectic of truth-claims, we need not only consider why the 

poetic medium 'pecans a less persuasive form of exwession, but we may also turn to how 

the relocation cf poetry as "imaginative literature" has haunted the truth-claiming 

disciplines that remain, as in the radical discontinuity between the logics of discov-
ery and justification in the sciences, in which "logic" is taken as a pale metaphor 

for the fundamentally "imaginative" Ails  "irrational" (or "unscientific")--yet crucial--

process of diecovery. Perhaps an adequate logic of discovery rests on readmitting 

poetry as a truth-claiming discipline that advances its claims on the basis of insight, 

metaphor, etc. Another early radical relocation of a discipline is suggerted ty 
Heidegger in What is a Thing, namely, the break between rhetoric and the science of 
number in demonstrating the eta mathemata," or "things as they are already known." 



Contrary to our historical intuitions, it seems that "mathematical" was originally 

a predioate of positive valuation—much like what the pragmatists believe "true" to be. 

And originally both the rhetorical derivation of suppressed premises and the presup-

position of practical reasoning and the geometric derivation of theorems from 

self-evident axioms were viable means to"things as they are already known." Howevert, 

with the discrediting of the sophists by Plate's Socrates, rhetoric was relegated to 

the "low road" of mere persuasion ofAopinion, while the science of number (and its 

geometric method) was granted exclusive access to the "nigh road" of demonstration  
oartai,m 

of _1..ok_ knowledge--and exclusive rights to the title "mathematical." 

A second thesis to issue froilioint about the dialectic of truth-claims is that 

there is no a priori reason for not regarding the hypothesis of a sociology of know-

ledge in competition with one of a "normal" scientist for explaining a piecrdata, 

given that we have redefined "reference" so that it is no longer analytically iconic. 

That the science and its sociology are seen as having two discrete realms of inquiry 

is again not "essential," sick that clear sense cart/ made of the proposition that 

the best way to study the stare is by studying the sociology of the astronomers. 

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 out the hypothesis that more objectively ofitted"the data. Thus, on some 

Marxist accounts, Copernicus is held to be more "objective" than Ptolemy by virtue 

of having fewer ideological commitments to "distort" his perception. However, 

"distortion" (i.e. indexical or symbolic signification of hypothesis to data) here 

implies an "undistorted" (i.e. iconic) state-of-affairs, when it need only suggest a 

turn from a previous state-of-affairs, which itself was a turn, etc. Me want to avoid 

the conclusion that because a science and its sociology study the same phenomena from 

"different angles," as it were, they are therefore incommensurable, for this would 

make any dialectic between them impossible--including the very dialectic that pre-

scribed in the first place that the sociology of a science shall aocount for just 

those phenomena that the science itself cannot account for (i.e. the removal of the 

sociology from making any truth-claims about the hypotheses uttered in the science). 

As noted before, however inadequate the resolution of this dialectic may be from 



the point of view of recognising  that a science and its sociology study the same 

phenomena, it nevertheless presupposes that the sociology has been at some point 

defined in terms of the science, if only residually--and so the two must have been 

commensurable tnen. To locate this discursive juncture at which the sociology 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 advocated 

by Heidegger and Derrida. 

Notice that in earlier talking transcendentally about memory, we were looking for 

a language to express scientific practice--an hypothesis for the data. Just now we 

have examined the reverse problem of discovering the data for the hypothesis, In 

both casee, trial formulations--"experiments"--mark off the stages of this inquiry; 

but here also the transcendentalist is himself in the thick of scientific activity 

by virtge of trying to talk about it. But this is by no means to suggest, as the 

pragmatist would, that the transcendentalist could be talking about "nothing" in 

performing** thought-experiments of his "armchair" science. Indeed, only the 

pragmatist and the hypothetico-deductivist scientist are able to talk about "notningV 

insofar as both believe that the mind is discrete from nature, such that empbrical 

experiments must be conducted to see whether an hypothesis "fits" or *matches* the 

data. Unlike the transcendentalist, the pragmatist seems to think it mums objection-

able for philosophical activity to mirror scientific practice than for a scientific 

hypothesis tojEz to mirror the structure of nature. 

Before leaving this topic, let us sketch the structure of a transcendental 

methodology of science that takes off from Gerd Buchdahlts exegesis of Kant's 12 ea 

in 911.o-transcendental Approaches to Scientific Theory Appraisal." We have argued 

that the logical structure of transcendental reasoning can be interpreted as either 

"A or -A entails B," where v3" is the presupposition grounding the possibility of A, 

or, contrapositively, as "B is necessary for A or -A." The latter reading suggests 

that B establishes the relevance of A to the dialectic, such that by presupposing B 

we are able to assert the &terminate presence or absence of what A expresses. Roe 

Kant (as refashioned by Buchdahl) divides his methodology of science into "inductively 

"semantic," and "architectonic" components. The three components roughly correspond 



evaluated. We can construe these 
7571 

components as displaying a presup4 

positional hierarchy that may be +T v̀ 500,4 tic? 
diagrammed as on the right. "+11" 

and "-U" are the possible outcomes 
in  4-0 l'INDUCTNEw  

of an experiment (or the possible 

hypotheses tested by that experiment). Judging that either +U or -U determinately 

occurs requires that background theoretical conditions remain constant--toe so-called 

"ceteris paribus" clauses The experimenter presupposes untested factors that may be 

relevant to his experiment to behave as is normally expected of them. However, when 

a scientist argues from the Duhem..Quine Thesis that in light of an experimental 

outcome either hypothesis may be supported simply by showing that one of these back-

ground conditions was violated, he has shifted ground to the level of the semantic 

component. At the level of the inductive component, a constant T was necessary for 

deciding between +U and -U, but nom the possibility of +T and -T has been raised--

two different theoretical pictures against which the scientists can oonduot his 

experiments. Deciding between these two pictures is made possible by an architectonic 

principle 8, such as simplicity, and this level corresponds to Kuhn's change in 

paradigms. Thus, we see that the inductive component presupposes the semantical 

component, which in turn presupposes the architectonic component. The transcendental-

ist decides between two theories on the basis of which one better explioatts the 

presupposition that makes it possible for the two theories to vie over the same 

dialectical space. In Other methodologies, this "dialectical space" may be described 

as "the fact of the matter," "the solution to the problem," or any of a host of other 

largely honorific terms. 

In earlier discussing how the transcendentalist does science, we raised the 

additional methodological possibility of architectonic principles themselves being 

disputed. Specifically, we challenged the notion of the hypothesis having to signify 

the data iconically. Two points need to be made here: First, in raising this 

to, first, the level of particular hypotheses and experiments, second, the level of 

general theories and background information that make sense of particular hypotheses, 

and, third, the level of normative principles against which competing theories are 

5 *ARN cmcn, tc- 



methodological possibility we seem to lend credence to the pragmatist's complaint 

that a transcendental or metaphysical science can only function at a level too removed 

from empirical observation 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 most a tangential relation to actual data. And indeed, the astute 

reader will have noticed that we have just defined theory evaluation 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 about the world and not about our minds or words. This apparently potent 

objection rides on the conceptual mileage gained by imagining an infinite regress to 

be sometilhg like a set of infinitely reflecting mirrors, and hence the spatlal meta-

phors of "remote" and "tangential." Picturing the presuppositional "hierarchy" of 

transcendental reasoning 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 presuppositions 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 proposition, perhaps as an unconscious 

undercurrent or "deep structure." In this respect, a metaphor like "framework," in 

which the frame and the framed coexist, or "ground,' as in the figure-ground relation, 

better capture the logical structure of presuppositions --and the latter metaphor, at 

least, 830118 to be the preferred interpretation within the phenomenological tradition. 

Positivists like 416egoombelirsfrbtermirbmesuel Karl Popper who espouse an hypothetioo-deduc - 

tivist approach to scierice quite rightly find it unproblematic to talk of the conjunc-

tion of an hypothesis and background laws as entailing a theorem that expresses a 

predicted observation. Russell Defined "presupposition" precisely as what is entailed 

by an argument, such that the truth of the predicted observation would be "presupposed 

by the truth of the hypothesis and laws. Strawson's refinment of the Russellian 

definition, which we find truer to the Kantian spirit, can be regarded as a variation 

on this entailment theme. Logically speaking then, there is no obviim difference 

between a presupposition and empirical observation--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 aspersions on the transcendentalist approach. 

But a second point must still be made. Even before the scientific usefulness of 

getting at the6presuppositions of presuppoeitioneu becomes a problem, we must presume 

that such a task is intelligible. But can we make historical sense of challenging 

architectonic principles? Has there ever been a point at which complexity, say, was 

considered an inherently greater theoretical value than simplicity? Notice teat we 

art not including those cases, such as Lorentz's reformulation of Newtonian mechanics 

in light of the Fitzgerald contraction, in which the alternatives seemed to be a 

complex theory or no theory 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 Aristotelian mechanics, for the 

two share no oommon quantitative idiom according to which one can be measured as 

"simpler" than the other. What are we to make of this? If the architectonic 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. And 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 various oases in the history of science, have 

taken the extensionA 
 "simplicity" to be the fittest curve, the elimination of entities, 

and ease of comprehension Ed calculation. And as Mary Hesse has shown in her mythical 

dialogue between Norman Campbell and Pierre Dubin' in Analogies and Models in Science, 

at least the last two extensions of "simplicity" can be interpreted at odds with 

one another, insofar as it may be in the best interest of comprehensibility that 

analogies remain in a scientific theory (Campbell) even though they technically add 

to the number of entities needed to explain a given phenomenon (a position re pagnant 

to Duhem), W€ suggested in the previous chapter the reason for this discrepancy, 

namely, irrespective of what is thought to compose the essence of 'fig it is a matter 

of practice that the essence is presumed to be carried on the thing's name. Consequenlo 



ly, as long as the nano "simplicity" receives constant mention by scientists (of. 

paying lip service), a change in its use will not be noticed. It would make sense 

then to characterize the nominal essencdoA  of architectonic principles as "floating 

signifiers." But more significantly, the nominal essences of such principles suggests 

that historically it has been more important for the scientist to call his theory 

"simple" for whatever reasons than it has been for him to satisfy some defitite descril 

tion of a simple theory that all successful theories have had to satisfy. 

As a parting comment on the possibility of taking transcendental arguments as a 

form of scientific inference, consider what might be the determinate difference between 

science and metaphysics. Our guess would be that it amounts to a difference in the 

concept of infinity each presupposes. Both metaphysicians and scientists strive to 

explain all possible phenomena. The former presume an actual infinity of oases, such 

that metaphysical explanations are for all possible phenomena taken as a tdtali*Ft 

or a completed set. The untestability of such explanations lies not in an inherent 

lack of specifiottre-for the/ purport to cover exactly the same phenomena as scien-

tific explanations dotm-but in the phenomena 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 Dotential 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 wnen all oases have been counted (i.e. when they are taken 

as a completed set) a certain percentage will conform to the hypothesis. Notice that 

this has exactly the same problem of testability as the metaphysical hypothesis does, 

for suppose the scientist hypothesizes that 99% of all possible cases of terrestrial 

motion violate Newton!s Laws significantly. Howe can this be disproved? Once again, 

thigt-is mot a" sight 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 Newton's Laws were violated. However, ther,is vagueness insofar as the 

scientist has put no parameters on how many cases need to be counted in order to 

conclude that it looks as though his hypothesis will be confirmed or not. Thus, 
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testability is intelligible only within a finitude of cases. But insofar as science 

is trying to explain all possible phenomena, testability can never serve more than 

an heuristic role in sorting out plausible from implausible hypotheses. Once this 

is realized, the difference between the metaphysician and the scientist is greatly 

miuimised. 

5. Problems in Launching a Transcendental Argument  

Rorty (again in the essay cited above) has a specific objection to transcenden-

talism, asides from the ones we have seen him make against metaphysics in general: 

The scheme-content distinction is construed as a 
distinction between that which is better known to 
us (our subjectivity, roughly) and that which is 
3ess well-known to us. 

Without reconsidering the inappropriateness of attributing to transcendental arguments 

a "scheme-content distinction," we would first note that Rorty 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, since its popular usage eumests that the accessibility of what appears to 

ui, phenomena, is dme to its being more "immediate" in the sense 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 therefore 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 phenomena: Phenomena are regarded as familiar, or "commonsensical," and 

therefore unreflectively (and it may be added that part of what constitutes this 

unreflective attitude is the belief that the subject is the source of familiarity); 

transcendental arguments reflect on the presuppositins of such phenomena being 

accorded such an attitude. The result is that the phenomena are no longer regarded 

as familiar but as grounded; 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, unquestioned 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 its dialectical nature, which leads 
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him to make the following moves: Since the transcendentalist is seeking necessary 

rather than sufficient conditions, they must comprise a unique set withoutshich 

phenomena are not possible. This unique set of conditions will supposedly ground 

a species of realism, but the startiRaiR1 the argument is patently idealist in its 

appeal to the incorrigibility of the subject's experience, which restricts the possi— 

bilities of how the world can be represented, as suggested by the picture of working 

through an analogy. It is no wonder then that transcendental reasoning produces 

thedistor,tions" attributed to ideologies! 

There are many difficulties with the above account, not the least of which is 

the nature of this "uniqueness" requirement for transcendental arguments that has 

led Stephan Koerner (especially in "The Impossibility of Transcenaental Deductions") 

and others to reject the very "possibility" of such arguments. The transcendentalist 

is portrayed ae a latter—day Platonist seeking universal forms, while his opponents 

cast themselves au historical relativists. However, what is not clearly distinguished 

is the difference between the sufficient conditions for a set of conditions possibly 

being the necessary ones and the set of necessary conditions themselves. In other 

words, the uniqueness of the actual transcendental argument relative to a phenomeno—

logical account does not entail the Uniqueness of its possibility. In short, there 

can be controversy over what is the appropriate transcendental argument. Indeed, 

controversy is itself a necessary condition of transcendental arguments. How? As 

suggested earlier, since the Principle of Sufficient Reason governs the permissibility 

of candidate arguments for necessary conditions, not all of them can succeed. This 

dialectical relation between what makes a transcendental argument possible and 

actual (the difference between satisfying sufficient and necessary conditions) makes 

controversy inevitable—and indeed in controversy the possibilities are themselves 

negotiated (by virtue of having to define themselves in terms of each other rather 

than in terms of the phenomenological account they aim testier") so that the 

successful "one" is not so much the sole survivor as a suolated "mutant" which itself 

would not have been possible if the negotiations did not happen as they did. Our 

diagnosis of Koerner'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 of controversy being merely an unnecersarily arduous way of arriving at the 

necessary conditions, which would ideally be "deduced" analytically from the phenomena 

logical descriptions themselves. Indeed, this is what Koerner suggests transcenden-

talists ought to be doing--the "second-order" language-minding oftWience.s. 

Logically speaking, Koerner's criticisms cf transcendental reasoning stem from 

a failure to see the contrapositive relation between the Principle of Sufficient 

Reason and the transcendental conditions themselves. This relation is revealed once 

we consider how are we to look for the necessary conditions of possible experience, 

if necessary conditions are defined in terms of their absence, namely, if they did 

not obtain, neither would the censequent. Presumably, we would have to contraposit 

and start by asking what presuppositions are the bounds of 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 background, presupposed true and against which 

it makes sense for particular events to happen or not to happen. From explicating 

these limits of possibility then, several competing hots of presuppositions will arise, 

and the transcendental argueentl—the actual necessary conditionsT-will be negotiated 

among the sets. 

Readers may wonder at this point whether there is such a vast difference between, 

on the one hand, Sufficient Reason and transcendental arguments and, on the other, 

the coherence and correspondence theories of truth. The astutne reader may suspect 

that the actual transcendental argument is nothing but the one that best corresponds 

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 Leibnitz's 

most effective invocations 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 amounts to saying that the concept of empty space is 



incoherent given the physical and metaphysical principles governing well-grounded 

phenomena. However, in order to resist such an analogy, let us sketch a transcend-

entalist critique of both theories of truth. The coherence theory may be faulted 

for portraying a theory in general as an enclosed quasi-deductive system which, if 

not allowing for strict entailment between propositions, 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 associations 

with "holisms" of a linguistic or epistemological variety). The difficulirhexp lies, 

given the self-consistency►  of deductive systems, in there being no grounds within the 

theory for conceptual change. The most the theoretician can do, as a Kuhniai normal 

scientist would do, is to 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, theories are negotiated dialectically, 

primarily through the type of a fortiori reasoning examined particularly in the first 

chapter. Thus, a proposition uttered by an arguer must only be compatible with one 

uttered previously, which makes conceptual change possible through a global contradic-

tion in the arguer's overall set of propositions, i.e. nis theory. Seen this way, 

the usual Hegelian task of cross-referring expressions in two theories to show 

commensurability becomes not a matter of drawing equivalences but one of demonstra-

ting the soritical moves that can be made a fortiori to argue from one to the other 

and back again. 

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 only understand the world through 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 

relevance: If there were 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 post-Kantian zoncession are seen 

in the degree to which relativism and even the arguments on behalf of a coherence 

theory are expressed as what must be retorted to under the limiting cognitive ciroum- 
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stances. For example, we have previously challenged iconism's monopoly on the 

concepts of reference and verisimilitude. The forcefulness of the sociology of 

knowledge has been especially impeded by the need to find a source of the image 

that is "mirrcred" in ideology, since the discipline deals primarily in an indexical 

mode of signification. In other words, "where" precisely is the ideology in a 

scientific hypothesis or experiment? Scientists themselves employ iconic tan f; Bair)  

that their hypotheses mean simply what they say, that the structure of their language 

reflects (or does not reflect,in a determinate sense) the structure of the world--

where "the world" is taken to be some experimental outcome that (die) confirms the 

hypothesis in question. They would go on to say that ideology may be read into the 

hypothesis, suggesting that tne meaning of the hypothesis is not primarily ideologi—

cal (or even"literalleideological). Taking a hermeneutical tack, the sociologist 

may then attempt to divine a "deep structure" of ideological content, concomitant 

with the hypothesis, that is his object of inquiry. But rather than being taken as 

having any determinate location, this deep structure is generally understood as a 

"mere" metaphor, a sigr that sociology is not much of a science. Sometilaes the 

iddology is located in the thoughts of the scientist, and the deep structure is 

taken to be some cognitive or emotive "unconscious" of whion the hypothesis is a 

distorted mirror—image. The sociologist must make such moves only because he concedes 

that the measure of truth mast be correspondence to something, and so ideology must 

have its correspondent—in the mind, if not 9n nature itself. In contrast, the 

transcendentalist argues that verisimilitude is fundamentally a matter of relevance, 

to be negotiated in practice, and consequently, it is a priori possible to use the 

sociologist's explanation indexically to say that ideology resides in the experiments.] 

outcome exactly in the same way as the scientist would normally ties. iconically) say 

that the reference of the hypothesis resides in the 4miteose%. 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 (and domination of)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 shal] have more to say on this 

later. 

To return to the mainline of our argument, the diagnosis presented of Koerner's 

misunderstanding of now transcendental reasoning works does point to a serious problem 

in coming to grips with transcendentalism in generals Unless a sufficient phenomeno-

logy of the world is spelled out, it becomes difficult to see the sense in which the 

necessary conditions have been provided for it. This is especially true if one applies 

the principle of charity to the transcendentalist and assumes that his phenomenology 

of a state-of-affairs is what the reader's phenomenology of the state-of-affairs would 

be. For example, to arrive at the impossibility of unique transcendental arguments, 

Koerner may have tried to take Kant at "his word" to have providedothe necessary 

conditions of possible experience." Now since Koerner's "possible experience" is 

informed byt'anang other things, relativistic quantum mechanics, Kant's Newtonian 

presuppositions seem ungrounded. The same can be said to characterize the many 

criticisms made of Juergen Nsbermes' account of the presuppositions of "late capital-

ism" in Theory and Practice, in which the conditions are virtually all that axe 

spelled eut--as if we were already familiar with what constitutes the phenomena of 

"late capitalism." Such criticisms revolve around a failure of the transcendentalist 

"to get his facts straight." Notice that although the criticisms are couched in 

*such empirical terms, the question is not really aver what is "the fact of the matter" 

but what is the most relevant way of talking about the fact of the matter. If there 

were a real question 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 second 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 phenomenology of the relevant facts 

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 



enterprise. 

Instead, a developed phenomenology would focus the controversy by drawing 

differences where silence previously presupposed consensus. The phenomenology 

itself would become the currency in which the dialectio is transacted. So let us 

say that Rabermas wishes to argue that the entrenchment of late capitalism in the 

West presupposes the prognostic failure of Marxist political economy. He may posit 

as given that all European revolutions have either been bourgeois or, in the ease of 

Russia, non—bourgeois only by virtue of the society being pre—capitalist--and hence 

not a true proletarian revolt. Now the opponent would not want to question whether 

Habermas was true to the hist*rical record, whatever that may mean, but whether the 

pivotal concept of "revolution" is the most relevant to use in this context. In what 

sense then does the Marxist theory of proletarian revolution bear on the phenomena 

under consideration? Notice that this question 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 reasoning, deferring the relevance 

of Marxism from dialectical encounters like Rabermas' by no means enhances Marxism's 

ontological status, for unlike the deductivist tendencies of metaphysical reasoning--

and here we have in mind Frege's formulation of the sense—reference, or concept—object 

distinction--the significance of a concept is not conveyed by the states—of—affairs 

that must "follow" its acceptance, but whether, given a state—of—affairs, that concept 

can be derived as a description more significant than those provided by competitive 

concepts. Thus, since the idea of sense being the "route" to reference has been stood 

on its head, we no longer have Meinong's (or rather, Russell's) problem of talking 

about (having no concepts for) nonexistent objects: If the Marxist account of history 

is entirely vacuous, then it will be deferred from every dialectical encounter, which 

is to say, the nonexistence if Marxism's object will be marked by the absence of its 

concept. In other words, silence. 

But to return to Rorty's maia objection to the transcendentalist, can the 

allegedly idealist sta►wting point of transcendental argumentenerate realist conclu— 

sions? First consider the following metaphysical stance: 

The world would not be what it is if we were not 
what we are. 
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A transcendentalist would embrace this thesis, but has he thereby committed himself to 
idealism? 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 us take this supposition to mean that there is neither rigid designation 

nor even counterpart designation of "man"--or more germanely, "man's mind"--from the 

actual world to the possible 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 

borrow Kripke's derogation of Lewisian possible worlds as being "at the end of a 

telescope"--we would say that all the idealist "sees through his telescope" in this 

possible world is the fame 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 alternative reading that does 

not negate the world as suoh (i.e. de re) but merely negates the truth of the propos—

ition that the would would be what it is (i.e. de dioto). This view--associated with 

Leibnitz, Hegel, Peirce, and Heidegger--is a realism based on the doctrine of internal 

relations, whereby man is only as real as any of the other beings that enter into the 

relations that constitute a given world--i.e. all beings are equi—essential, or (as 

Leibnitz would say) "compossible." And not surprisingly, each of the metaphysicians 

mentioned defines 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. So, if man were eliminated, it may still be possible to designate a counter 

part substantive world in the formal possible world, but this would mal:te a counter—

part (i.e. not essentially the same world) since all the relations 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 closing" 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 dicto, and this would account for the dialectical use Kant 

makes of "things—in—themselves* against the empirical realists, like David Hume, who 

championed the doctrine of external relations, namely, the world would be what it is 



(the very things in themselves) irrespective of man's ontological status. Such a 

position is presupposed whenever something can be imagined to remain the same even 

if no one were there to perceive it. Several philosophers 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 

historically empirical realism has been most potently used against the need for a 

universal creator, since this position maWks.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 presupposes a second—order perceiver, namely, the one who tells the empirical 

realist tale by virtue of apei. that no one else perceives the object in question 

and yet it remains constant. Thus:vlipirioal realism implicates the compossibility 

of the narrator and the world he talks about. And Bishop Berkeley then would interw. 

ject that God's perspective is defined as second—order perceiverhood. 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 onto—

theological questions concerning the source ofwpossible experience" (i.e. man's 

"creative" powers or the world's "self—sustaining" powers, depending on whether 

idealist or realist). To recall the frame of refe=enoe analogy, the transcendentalist 

can determine his starting point'—his frame'  only after he has provided a phenomeno—

logical account7—the celestial pattern he sees from that frame. We would interpret 

lorty's insistence on the transcendentalist's idealism as symptomatic of the 

pragmatist's conflation of "subject" aihimpirical being uttering arguments, i.e. 

mane  and "subject" as one perspective man ban be regarded from as he utters those 

arguments. 

The Popper of Objective Knowledge, for one, launches his attack on the plausi— 

bility of "idealism," which includes forms of Kantianism, by conflating the two 

interpretations of the metaphysical stance cited above. As a result, he misses 

the trappings of "idealism" that seem to form the starting point of commonsense  

ways of thinking about the world, especially as defined by ordinary language. 

Consider G.N. linore's hand waving in the air as a "refutation" of idealism. The 



trauscendentalt would see an implicit argument in tnat gesture and thus ask Moore 

to give an account of what he has just done. No doubt Moore would say, "I waved my 

hand in the air." The transcendentalist would then consider the ontological commit-

ments made in this statement—the subject determinately (i.e. out of his free will) 

affecting part of nis body, which in turn is able move in a spatial container that 

is either empty or at least inert (such that there is no suggestion that the air 

"acts" 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 toll* a species of 

idealism! Strawsor accepted as much in his exercise in descriptive metaphysics, 

Individuals, in which, for example, persons are qualitatively distinct from things. 

Moore, however, would respond that the transcendentalist has taken his inila state-

ment too literally, in which case a more relevant discourse must be found to convey 

this seemingly "transparent" gestures hence the dialectics of transcendentalism. 

We can also see how Rorty's presumption of an idealist starting point for the 

transcendentalist affects his assessment of analogical reasonings--proceeding from the 

known to the unknown--insofar as Rorty thinks analogies restrict thought too much. 

Of course, if we regardea 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_est the unknown can be im_prepoftion to the known), thenRorty's conclu-

sion follows. However, in the previous chapter's discussion of Hoge], we considered 

a more hermeneutioal and realist appropach to analogical reasoning that portrayed 

the analogues as two arguments in dialectical negotiations How would one get juris-

prudence to talk to, or be relevant 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 possibility. But we have also said that the pre-

supposition lies in the theses of both parties corresponding to the world. Is theme 

a discrepancy here? No, for"analogy" and "correspondence" are themselves alternative 

ways of describing the "picturing the world" that since the seventeenth century has 

been unhappily assighed to epistemology. The "picturing" lies not in some relation 

ofesimilarity" that primitively exists between the analogues, as is usually thcught, 
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but in the ratio or "mode of signification" (as we earlier called it) that mediates 

them--the "genotypical picture," as it were, of which the two analogues are "pheno—

types." Alternatively, and here the link with correspondence becomes more evident, 

we may say that the analogues are two 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 Just as it is correct to say that both "duck" 

and "rabbit" correspond to the figure, it is equally correct to say that the figure 

constitutes the analogic ratio of which "duck" and "rabbit" are the analogues, such 

that in the expression "duck:rabbit" ":" signifies both the Gestalt figure and the 

analogic ratio. Notice that unlike Russell Hanson's use of the duckrabbit in 

Patterns of Discovery to refute the theory/observation distinction, the Gestalt figure 

itself is not taken hare to be a set of lines that is perhaps expressible in a 

language neutral to "duck" and "rabbit," but as the principles of translation (again 

not to be understood in terms of establishing strict equivalences) between the "duck—

language" and the "rabbit—language" that are presupposed by the possibility of "duck" 

and "rabbis" being analogical readings of that Gestalt figure. As it were, it should 

be possible to "draw" the Gestalt figure that is presupposed by any controversy, and 

it would represent the "thing" that the parties implicitly "agree to disagree over," 

which is to say, what they take to be real.. 

Excursus: Taking Kant Seriously  

Even if the reader is convinced that Koerner does not show the impossibility of 

transcendental arguments, he is still likely to agree with Koerner that Kant's own 

attempt at providing the necessary conditions for possible experience was falsified 

with the advent of Einstein and Heisenberg. The reader perhaps reasons that Kant's 

failure was due to his synthetic a priori method, which alleges that necessary truths 

may be divined simply by reflecting on the given phenomena. Such a method neglects 

the theory—laden nature of empirical observation so that in abstracting the necessary 

conditions of the phenomena Kant has unwittingly left the telltale signs of Newtonian 

science behind. The transcendentalist would find the reader's argument interesting 

insofar as it presumes that it is possible to tell when presuppositions have been 

as if 
transcended, for tne 5adfi Miame A 'we have gone beyond Newtonianism. In contrasl 



we shall argue that it is indeed possible to tell when presuppositions have been 

transcended, but by our criteria Kant is still historically correct in stipulating 

that our presuppositions are Newtonian. 

Reoall first that the transcendental conditions propose 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": 

tristotelian and Newtonian. In characterizing whether A and B have a "causal" relatior 

we may consider how the two events would be fitted either within an Aristotelian scheme 

in which a physical notion of causation is intertwined with explanation by sufficient 

reason or within the Newtonian scheme in which the causal relation is purely physical 

and efficient. One way of showing that the Aristotelian and Newtonian languages of 

causality are not dependent on one another is to look at physics textbooks after the 

general acceptance of Newtonianisms It is possible to discuss causal relations among 

phenomena without ever mentioning such Aristotelian principles as teleology and suffi-

cient reason. Indeed, most contemporary physics texts begin their potted histories 

either with Newton or with some other scientist, like Kepler or Galileo, whose findings 

were directly relevant to the construction of the Newtonian world-system. Now given 

the purported transcendence of Newtonianism by relativity theory and quantum mechanics, 

this last observation seems somewhat curious. Why do we still need to talk about 

Newton today--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 physics textbook that, 

say, took seriously the contemporary thesis that Newtonian mechanics is a special case 

of relativistic quantum mechanics and thereby started off by introducing relativistic 

and quantum notions--and then much later deriving Newtonian ones once boundary condi- 

tions were placed for bodies moving at velocities considerably less than the speed of 

light, etc.? There would no doubt be a pedagogical problem, since, unless the relati-

vistic and quantum notions are spelled out solely in mathematical language, the text-

book would have to employ concepts, like mass, velocity, force, and especially cause, 

that are at best mete.phorically relevant to relativistic and quantum effects but that 

are more intelligibi* applied in the context of Newtonian mechanics. However, even 

nI4  
when this pedagogical correcras been made and the explication of Newtonianism is 



placed before that of relativity and quantum physics, those aforementioned concepts 

will still have only metaphorical relevance tc the discussion of modern physical 

notions (only now their selection as the appropriate metaphors has been justified). 

Yet these metaphors comprise the only discourse (at the moment) in which modern 

physics can be articulated as a physics (as opposed to as a system of mathematical 

equations). Perhaps quantum physics is most notorious for developing a "negative 

ontology" from this metaphbrical discourse in which the defining characteristic of a. 

quantum effect is its lack of causal efficiency. 

Pierre Duhem, in arguing against the need for mecharipal models in science, would 

say that the inability to map the mathematical equations 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 analogous to that of the macrophysical world--as in the collision of billiard 

balls. Duhem, in effect, has given a modern justification for there being a radical 

difference between the nature of (macrikshysical) appearance and (microphysioal) 

reality. However, as Kant has demonstrated, whatever access we have to reality it 

is only through the world of appearance in which we normally dwell, and so 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 "spin" 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 physics to the sophistication of the 

science itself. However, taking a transcendentalist tack, we would argue that it is 

more likely that quantum physics simply suffers from being discussed in an impoverishes 

physicalistic language and, as a result, discussion of quantum phenomena must be 

conducted in mired metaphors--e.g., the wave-particle duality of light. This is not 

to say with Duhem that the remedy is to give up physicalistic language altogether, but 

only to give up the physicalistic language of Newtorianism that defines, say, 'wave" 

and "particle" as the two available models for construing light, such that whatever 

theory of light is proposed must be explicable as some combination of features from 
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these tw3 models. Thus, the transcendental conditions of contemporary physics are 

indeed Newtonian insofar as the scientific findings and theories can only be discussed 

in terms of the nonoccurrence of some Newtonian entity or relation. Recalling the 

transcendental formula of "B is necessary for either A or —A," relativistic quantum 

mechanics comprises the "—A" to the "A" of Newtonian mechanics, both of which are 

grounded in the same *Newtonian" relevance—language "B", which in turn is radically 

different from the "Aristotelian" relevance—language. In other words, we are able 

to say that the conceptual shift from Newton to Einstein and Heisenberg is not nearly 

as great as the shift from Aristotle to Newton. However, a shift equal to the 

latter will occur when it is possible to write an intelligible physics textbook that 

need not refer to Newton, just as it is possible now to write such a textbook that 

need not refer to Aristotle. 

6. Problems in Relating Transcendental Arguments to Phenomena 

To resume the mainline of our argument, to say that presuppositions are what two 

poles in a dialectic "agree to disagree over" is not to suggest that these presupposi—

tions are consciously agreed upon. In order for transcendentalism to be distinguished 

from any other metaphysics, it is essential that
thpresuppositions are taken to"reside," 

as it were, in the "dialectical unconscious," with the dialectic itself the subject 

of phenomenological inquiry. Presuppositions cannot be legislated as a set of rules 

governing discourse, for then they are indiscernible from the premises of a deductive 

argument on which prioristic metaphysic', are based. In this respect, Habermas 

practices only a pseudo—transcendentalism in constructing an "ideal speech situation," 

en,..
that his been contaminated by Wittgensteinian and Austinian talk about "setting up 

the game," as well as by the usual-Frankfurt School commitments to the Enlightenment 

concept of "Reason" as the dispeller of illusion. As a result, his account of the 

ideal speech situation, whose rules are "rationally" (i.e. consciously) agreed upon 

rather than strictly presupposed (i.e. unconsciously), is open to the usual objection! 

of arbitrariness surrounding axiomatic approaches: Why these rules rather than some 

other set? (In the case of Habermas, these objections may even suggest a charge of 

Western ethnocentrism over what is "ideal.") From a dialectical perspective, however 

the need for such an initial conisanaue - over terms is as ungrounded as the need for 
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the two parties to have some of their theses cross—refer (indeed, the former would be 

brought about by the latter): Whatever consensus is necessary for the dialectic to 

occur will be evidenced by the dialectic actually occurring, and it is there tnat the 

presuppositions will be discovered. 

Now Habermas is quite correct in identifying equal access to the means of communt 

cation as necessary condition of the ideal speech situation, but it is important to 

realize that the "ideality" of the speech situation does not lie in its granding some 

utopia, the phenomenological (i.e. historical) conditions for which have yet to be 

provided (or, for that matter, generated)--for then we would wonder how Habermas 

managed to "dream up" these presuppositions. Instead, the speech situation must be 

"ideal" in the Kantian sense of "regulative ideas" tnat ground the possibility of 

already existent states—cf—affairs. The word "possibility° is key here, since the 

reader undoubtedly observes ideological coerced discourse around him and wonder how 

Habermas' egalitarian set—up can be "transcendentally deduced" from it. Consider 

Hegel's exemplary dialectic between master and slave in Phenomenology of Mind. The 

dialectic, of course, is that of social relations, and the point is that a master 

would not be a "master" if the slave were not a "slave," and vice versa. The 

legitimacy of the master's authority rests on some other role responding to, or 

recognizing, that authority. This is the Hegelian thesis of knowing oneself only 

in terms of what is not oneself. In less paradoxical terme r  we may recall our 

distinction between the logic of orientations and the logic-of empirical relations: 

The logic of orientations is established solely through defining differences in 

perspective; the logic of empirical relations assigns these perspectives, or roles, 

to empirically discrete entities, like people. Readers of Marx who have tried to 

link hie historical determinism with a cyclical view of the dynamics of change 

generally suppose that master/slave, lord/serf, and capitalist/laborer merely repre-

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/content obe. The more dialectical interpretation is that the way in which 

the master—slave relationship resolves itself historically "determines"--in the 

sense of "delimits possible effects" rather than "is duplicated by"--the sense in 



which the next dialectic can present itself. Thus, the two logics are dialectically 

related to each other. For Marx, the historical (or at least historiographical) 

ground of this dialectic would probably be technology—especially in its contribution 

to the means of production—mhioh, unlike "knowledge," can more plausibly account for 

the sense in which the legacy of a previous dialectic determines its successor, 

namely, in terms of available techniques and artifacto that limit the practical 

possibilities of the successor. This "plausibility" may amount to the relative 

ease with which we can understand how recombining old techniques may lead to new 

inventions vis—a—vis how recombining old ideas may lead to intellectual breakthroughs. 

Indeed, since the latter seems to be as prevalent as the former—atleast metaphori—

cally, it may merely be an historiographical convention that the expression "recombi—

ning ideas" cannot be explicated adequately. 

In any case, not all the practical possibilities are historically realized, due 

to the organization of labor around a specific mode of production. For example, 

Marx repeatedly points oat that a presupposition of the capitalist mode of production 

is the socialist organization of labor. This is one of the "internal contradictions" 

of capitalism that rill eventually lead to its downfall. Nevertheless, this Marxist 

presupposition plays precisely the same role as Habermasi ididealtuation, when 

understood transcendentally. A feature of the capitalist mode of production is the 

increased divioion of labor, which makes the task of ooh laborer more limited and 

thereby more dependent on the work of the other laborers. This historical "given" is 

sufficient for a more egalitarian distribution of power, as socialism promisee (notice 

the pluralism of Sufficient Reason at work: naturally, capitalish, has also been 

%educed" from the historical given), and an Marx is insistent on preserving the 

capitalist technology that made)the historical given a practical possibility. The 

plight of "false consciousness" is that the laborers do not see the full extent of 

their possibilities, which lie in the necessary conditions of their engaging in capi—

talist social relations. The situation resembles one of a man wnn is physically able 

to open the door to his cell, but does not attempt to do so because he has been 

persuaded that the door is locked. We can see the function of ideology here as 

stabilizing the existent mode of production by having the laborers (and all dee con— 



cerned), as it were, speak a language that is inappropriate to the world they are 

talking about insofar as it persuades them that they cannot do what they in fact van. 

An example of "language persuading" the laborer is the very definition of "laborer" 

asAa  subordinate. The task for the Marxist counter—ideologue then is to persuade the 

speakers out of their language by using it against itself. We shall eventually 

return to the prospects of drawing the distinction between transcendental and ideolo—

gical limits in terms of the practically possible and the conceptually possible, but 

letsas first return to Iabermas. 

Although "utopia" "ideal" may be more comprehensibly defined as "the most 

appropriate characterization of what presupposes a given historical situation" 

(we are reminded here of Gecrg Lukaos' definition of the class perspective of the 
it 

proletariat), such a definition by no means makes Um 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 logic of orientations and the 

logic of empirical relations. Habermas' utopianism stipulates that the two logics 

can be made structurally isomorphic. What would such a condition amount to? Taking 

"equal access to the means of communication" as the leading ideal condition, is it 

fulfilled in actual discourse? Empirically speaking, no, and this can be readily 

shown upon reviewing the transcript of a dialogues One person will have domilkdated 

the discussion, got his way, and generally coerce the other; perhaps it works both 

ways in somewhat different senses so that neither person is ever actually "permitted" 

to say what he intended before initiating the dialogue. But perspectivally speaking, 

the ideal condition is being fulfilled by virtue of being presupposed. The defense 

for this position merely reinterprets the previous datums The two parties (we refrain 

from empiricizing the perspectives adopted by the two persons; earlier we made a 

similar move by speaking of the conditions for a master being a "master," ioe. 

assuming the role) are, as Leibnitz would say, "compossible" 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 orientations there is a sense in which both parties are equally 

Bigt 
responsible for what either party ends up saying. Adonsidering the coercive nature 

of actual empirical discourse, in which a dominant party is easily identifialle, this 
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claim seems highly counter—intuitive. Before justifying it, however, let as now 

reconstruct Habermas' proposal that actual empirical persons have equal access to the, 

means of communication. 

Here is an ideal speech situation: A group of ideological =coerced people  

agree upon the rules by which discourse will be conducted, including how truth—claims 

will be assessed. What do they have to say to each other tnen? Suppose one of them 

wants to convince the rest of the validity of an experimental finding he has made. 

If all the rules and criteria have been fixed a priori, 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 claim. He can then privately construct 

the appropriate arguments and demonstrate--not discuss--his claim. In other words, 

if the scientist abides by the rules, then his colleagues have no chcice but to admit 

his claim. Indeed, given the deduotivist set—up of the ideal speech situation, the 

discussants will never be able to utter anything other than theorems or contradictions, 

This could be seen not only as impracticable but also undesirable, and thereby not 

worthy of the effort it would take to instantiate the utopia. But notice that 

Habermas can get his way only if it is possible for each person to "know just as well 

as the rest" the rules governing the ideal speech situation. Thieknowledge"amounts 

to not merely knowing the rules but, in addition, knowing what is TO count as a 

rule—abiding behavior for every possible circumstance. Presumably, this knowledge will 

be evidenced by the proper use of the agreed apon speech—act protocols, which means 

that agreement over the rules is inferred from no disagreement. But earlier, in 

examini as own account of capitalism in Theory and Practice, we noticed that 

their source lay in both Habermas and his critics using The principle of charity in 

thinking that the other meant what he would mean if he were referring t4he history 

of capitalism. Charity can thus beseen as a sign of the consensus and correspondence 

presupposed by dialectics. But charity is also a necessary condition for "misunder—

standing" because it is only in accordance with the principle that a discrepancy 

between two parties can go undetected—until their two perspectives develop into 

full—blown opposing theses. 

T. Tie Strategy of Transcendental Arguments 



In order to reflect the aforementioned feature of charity, the transcendental 

arguer must not merely demonstrate (or refute) the validity of his own (or another's) 

thesis in the straightforward deductive sense, but in his demonstration he must also 

account for the possibility of his opponents arguments, which must share the same 

presuppositions as his in order to be a relevant antithesis. "Accounting for the 

possibility of the opponent" cannot mean defining his arguments residually (e.g. 

as error or pathology) within the initial arguer's position, for that would not be 

treating the opposition as a genuine possibility. It 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 

"resituation" would offer a Hegelian reading of "not disagreeing" in terms of "the 

negation of the negation" not returning to the initially argued position (as woull& 

arguments that invoke the Error of the opposition in order to lead it back to the 

truth--the initia] arguer's position) but advancing the opponent to a different 

position. It will be understood more clearly now why we have preferred to talk about 

the dialectic in terms of one position arguing"more relevantly" or "more appropriately' 

than the other. As it were, the opponent is shown to be not quite relevant to the 

dialectic in which he has been placed. 

Now this last sentence expresses the tension inherent in regarding the "party—

hood" and the "person—hood" of an arguer as coextensive throughout the dialectic: 

Although the start of the dialectic presupposes such coextension, either party can 

te 
succeed only by separating

h  partyhood from the personhood of his opponent. Thus, 

while the empirical person naturally remains intact at the mild of nib dialectic, his 

significance, his partyhood, 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 voice by rendering the latter's empirical 

phonemee meaningless, or only meaningful if they refer to something else. This is 

the fate to befall "Unreason" in Michel Foucault's badness and Civilization  and 

subsequent works. They differ from other accounts of the origins of psychiatry in 



that Reason and Unreason are treated as two equal parties of a dialectic rather than 

as two unequal sets of empirical people. Foucault begins his transcendental history 

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 could easily pass from a sane to en insane voice without social disruption 

which was transcendentally undesirable insofar as this easy passage challenged the 

sense in which rationality was a necessary condition for civil society--a classic 

Enlightenment doctrine. The problem was solved quite simply, from an empirical point 

of view, namely, by incarcelating insane people.  However, every new candidate for the 

asylum had to be negotiated from being handled in the usual legal-rational manner: 

If sane people were judged to have committed crimes or indecent acts, then the 

presuppositions of civil society would again be threatened since one could 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 cf the insane voice merely by 

displacing insane -people. The reason for this eighteenth century problem nc longer 

being so acute lies in rationality no longs eRfarded as a necessary condition for 

civil society. And as far ae the development of psychiatry as a profession is 

concerned, Freud can be seen as shifting the "empirical coordinates" of Reason/Unreasor, 

from people in general to the individual person—hence ego/id. 

But on a more mundane level, the model of Foucault's project and other truly 

transcendental speech situations is perhaps the most common form of actual discourse: 

talking alk one another mick still getting "somewhere" at the end of the discussion, 

the natural outcome of the principle of charity. Usually put, charity appeals to 

what one party would mean if he said what the other party was saying. Earlier we 

spoke of transcendental ism in terms of the "frame of reference" metaphor. Suppose sect 

arguer occupies a distinct celestial body. Now oho arguer describes to the other the 

pattern of stars he sees (and let us suppose that the celestial bodies are not assignee 

names but only can be referred to as a pattern, which is analogous to the way--we also 



assume—discourse is understood, namely, as manifest behavior without any special 

access to what it "really" means). It is not unreasonable to conclude that for the 

same second argaer to see theANAItuu 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,firsi sees would appear as a different pattern (if at all). let this 

is charity at work. On the basis of this metaphor, we can Low recast the dialectic 

of Transcendental reasoning as follows: Begin with two different maps taken from 

two different stars purporting to locate the same celestial body. Keeping in mind 

the frame of reference from which the maps are drawn, each ma/ be correct in its nwr 

right. However, the dialectical nature of transcendental reasoning presupposes that 

one map somehow "more relevantly" depicts the celestial body than the other. But 

to make such a claim stick, each stargazer must also say what the other map locates. 

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 celestia] body. 

It may be objected that portraying the resituation of the other argument in this 

manner constitutes misunderstanding it and presuppose: that the resituating—stargazer 

is nct operating from a frame of reference at all, but instead has absolute vision. 

But what else could he have done, given that he is operating 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 Unreason? Admittedly, the model as it 

stands is too artificial in That the frames of reference themselves hould shift as 

the dialectic takes place, but it still provides a tentative picture of how new 

discourses are generated through displacement, which Habermas' axiomatic "one map/one 

star" utopia cannot offer. 

There are finally good methodological reasons for keeping the logic of oreinta— 

tions separate from the logical of empirical realtions and preferring the former 

to the latter. Once again, consider a dialogue. What does each empirical person 

contribute to it? The commonsensical reply is "what hactually says," which presumes 

that parties and persons are coextensive. But is that an appropriate account of 

what is going on? How do we account for the fact that people rarely say what they 
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intended to samare quite often surprised by what they end up saying? Habermas' 

answer would probably be that this reveals the coercive nature of an unchecked 

dialectic, which would be remedied by the ideal speech situation whereby the persons 

are allowed to speak their minds freely. Presumably, this means that each person has 

a unique set of intentions (to matcn his individuality) he wishes to communicate but 

is prevented from doing so by the distortive conditions of the dialectic. In their 

ideal form, these intentions may legitimately express desires--say, to become a lawyer-

which are socially inculcated. However,distortion arises if the person has "nochoicen 

bat to become a lawyer if he also wishes to survive, which elidnates what may be 

called the "aesthetic considerations" of being a lawyer--all things being equal, would 

that person find being a lawyer best suited to him. (Notice the mixture--so typical 

of Frankfurt School thinking--of classical economics and Kantian ethics: The person 

can be a moral agent only if his wants are not needs.) But how would we go about 

finding whatrthe person's "aesthetized" intentions, which is to say, his"real voice"? 

Addressing ourselves to a specific dialogue, we could search for what that person 

would intend outside its dialectical constraints. However, such an inquiry would be 

reminiscent of the search for the thing—in—itself. Looking for a common denominator 

in several dialogues in which the person has participated will not do either, because 

in each case perhaps the dialectical situation constrains in the same way--systematic 

distortion--so as to be the real source of whatever unity of intentions seems to be 

present in the person. 

These impasses suggest that perhaps the person is not the unit of dialectical 

inquiry. Instead, we would follow Foucault in saying that empirical persons are merely 

conventional markers for keeping track of the dialectical movements which are spelled 

out (literally) in the discourse. The different; voices, or parties, can be disentangle 

("deconstructed" is often used here) from texts, with each voice passing through 

several persons and orienting them in a determinate way. In Habermas' person—centered 

analysis, we might speak of someone "contradicting" what he said earlier. For Fou—

cault this would mean that the person had adopted another voice (i.e. the equivocal 

person would be analyzed into univocal parties). Thus, ae we said earlier, the same 

empirical person may find himself in a different discursive region after a transcen— 



dental argument, and this is precisely the position speakers normally find themselves 

in after having said something other tnan they intended. Methodologically speaking, 

for a philosopher to adopt, say, "Kant's voice" means that the philosopher's text 

exhibits a ocnfluence of voices similar to that exhibited by, say, the Critique of  

Pure Reason,  which in turn can be disentangled, etc.; hence, the Foucauldian task 

of "archaeology," as outlined in The Archaeology of Knowledge. The reader may now 

appreciate that vulgarizations of Hegel's "Absolute Spirit'• descending on world-histo-

ric individuals" are not entirely without foundation; neither is Foucault's notorious 

claim in The Order of Things that "man" (read: person) as an object of inquiry has 

come to an end; and neither is our own claim that just because empirical persons utter 

discourse, it does not follow that they are the moat appropriate units for studying 

discourse. 

6. The Metalogical Status of Transcendental Arguments  

In nniticizing Habermas' ideal speech situation, we have suggested that at leas; 
4ilut4t 

part of its inaccessiblity lies in treating discourse as aAdeductive system. Now the 

usual source of an objection like ours is the inapplicability (usually due to artifi-

ciality) of a formal mode of inference like deduction to the substantive matters of 

informal reasoning that comprise actual dialogues. Indeed, lack of ontological 

commitment has been taken as a virtue of deductive reasoning that allows it tc b4 the 

language in which any possible metaphysics or science must ultimately be cashed out. 

Often such a metaphysical or scientific theory is persuasive only insofar as deduction 

can elucidate its "underlying structure," which means in practice a reduction of the 

theory's propositions to variables and constants that can be interpreted by a self-

consistent semantics. However, this principle of the "substance-neutrality" of 

logic, despite its entrenchment in the Aristotelian Organon and re-entrenchment in 

Hume's hatters-of-fact/relations-of-ideas distinction, does not account for the 

peculiar intuitions most logicians have had in considering "truth." For example, 

substance contaminates logical form when epistemic considerations enter, as in the 

possibility of propositions changing truth-valaee with the growth of knowledge, while 

form is kopt pure when considering the truth-value of the proposition as such, regard- 

less of one's epistemic relation to it. Put this way, we see that the call for 



substance-neutrality is riot the strict purging of "content" from "scheme" but the 

purging of a particular kind of convent, which is perhaps most tellingly revealed 

in the ease with which Bernard Bolzano, Gottlob Frog., and Karl Popper (in his dis-

cussion of "World Three" in Objective Knowledap)  can derive a Platonist metaphysics 

from the "merely" logical principle of "recognition transcendent truth." When this 

metaphysics is embodied historically, as in Peirce's system of propositions that 

would be recognized as true by the ultimate inquirers, we see that the temporal 

perspective from which this truth would be observed is the infinitely displaced 

future. (If the reader does not see now Peirce "historicizes" the natural Platonism 

of logicians, he should refer to our earlier discussion of ultimate difference between 

scientific and metaphysical activity. In that context, Peirce would be construed 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 to explain 

why (given the supposed indifference, or irrelevance, of logic to time), ever since 

Aristotle raised the problem (in On Interpretation) of the truth-conditions of a 

proposition about tomorrow's sea battle, the following counterfactual has beer taken 

as more plausible than its rivals: 

If a true proposition within a deductive system were tensed, 
it would be- in the future perfect. 

This counterfactual is so persuasive in fact that it affects how we treat a deductive 

system normally. For example, deduction is associated with &priories, which implies 

that the truth-values of propositions are already fixed and just need to be reached 

by using the correct order of inference rules (i.e. demonstration). Peirce himself 

has reproduced this move metalinguistically by contending that there is one inter-

preted deductive system capturing the structure of tne world, such that if the 

unformalized propositions we believe true cannot easily be translated into a logical 

syntax--say, because their logical form generates paradoxes or makes what follow 

from them indeterminate--thent"eiwy-pafi they are not the correct propositions, 

and so inquiry must continue. All these treatments of deduction involve covert 

appeals to the future perfect insofar as by the time the logician or scientist 

discovers the truth of a proposition or a deductive system that truth will be there, 

"waiting to be discovered," as it were. 



Our point is that even though the future perfect interpretation of logical 

truth is nor correct in the eyes of logicians, it is less incorrect  intuitively 

than, say, the strong pragmatist interpretation in which propositions change truth- 

values as knowledge increases. We would hypothesize that the plausibility of the 

future perfect interpretation can ultimately be traced to the Aristotelian ontology 

of actuality and potentiality, whereby our knowledge is seen as an incomplete actuali-

zation of the truth, which may be embodied in the fully articulated deductive system; 

hence the characterization of deduction as preserving truth but adding no new knowledge 

But in any case, a nypothesis of this nature points to the conclusion that "form" is 

just another kind of substance, and so in displacing deduction's ontological commit-

ments we should be able to displace deduction as ortinarily understood. In uprooting 

these presuppositions, we would then make the "logical space" necessary for a 

coherent account of transcendental reasoning that is not parasitic on deductivist 

modes of expression. Indeed, this can be seen as Hegel's task. 

It would appear, however, that teanscendental logicians were not the first to be 

dissatisfied with the presuppositions of deductive reasoning, and toward this end 

inductive reasoning was formalized. Yet "induction" is more a family resemblance 

term (containing, e.g., analogy) than a specific mode of inference insofar as its 

forms share only the feature of being "nondemonstrative," or not necessarily preser-

virg truth across inferences. In other words, induction is defined in terms of its 

not being deduction. And transcendentally speaking, we would add that induction is 

therefore only as real a possible mode of inference as deduction is; so rather than 

addressing deduction's presuppositions, induction assumes them. We can shoe this as 

follows: First, note that unless we understand the connection between the demonstra-

tiveness Lnd uninformativeness of deduction, it is difficult to see the rationale for 

pursuing a professedly undemonstrative form of inference like induction. However, the 

residual nature of "undemonstrative" was initially used by Aristotle to denote at 

least two distinct non-deductive practices. On the one hand, our intuitions provide 

content for syllogistic premises, which themselves remain undemonstrated but from 

which conclusions are demonstrated. These intuitions may be seen as having a more 

(in the case of physical principleu) or less (in the case of logical principles) 



hypothetical status, so that depending- on the explanatory power *f the conclusions 

drawn, they will gain or lose plausibility. Readers will recognize a nascent form 

of Peirce's abductive inference here, and this procedure ie not even much different 

from how Catnap initially set up the hypotheico-deductive method. On the other 

nand, Aristotle also discusses undemonstrativeness in terms of propositions (describ- 

ing states-of-affairs) that are not always true, or even if they are always true it 

is only by virtue of considering case after case. There may even be a priori reasons 

why any stronger assertion of the proposition is impossible. This approximates the 

usual enumerative paradigm of induction and as such it underlies "objectivist" 

approaches to probability based on frequency, whereas abduction underlies "subjectiv-

iet" approaches based on credibility. 

However, with Francis Bacon these two types are fused in the assumption that 

the credibility of an intuition grows in proportion to the number of experiences of 

its kind, which leads Bacon to advocete experimentalism as a 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 "speak for themselves," or are sufficient testimony of 

their own evidentiary worth, such that transcendental objections that the credibility 

of these facts is separate from their sheer quantity (and ratner, are dependent on 

what else could have been the case) are dismissedaut notice that in dismissing the 

transcendentalist, the pragmatist doubles the value of facts by hang credibility 

mirror frequency. The fusion of the types of "andemonstrativeness" is completed with 

Hume, who resituatee the "intuitive" aspect of abduction in the indeterminate realm 

of "habit" and reabsorbs theirest of that inference into the modern univocal concept 

of induction from which the classic problem of justification derives, whereby the 

identity of a future event cannot be "derived" (on an analogue with "deduced") trom 

an enumeration of past events, which serves to render induction an impotent form of 

inference.  However, this problem did not cast any aspersions on the value of 

induction as a means of arranging the hiktorical record as such, and so frequentists 

like Peirce and Reichenbach spoke of a probabilified induction offering a veridical 

account of the ultimate distribution of types of events—once the historical record 

has already been written. But notice tne metaphors most often used in this context, 
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including "in the long run" and "asymptotic convergence,4  which with only a little 

effort can be translated into the deductivist principles of "recognition transcendent 

truth" and "verisimilitude," as Popper's vacillation between inductivist and deducti—

vist idioms demonstrates. 

Yet it would not be quite precise to say that,in being drawn to the same future 

perfect "picture" as deduction, induction perfectly  mirrors deduction, for this would 

not square with Hume's absolute distinction between matters—of—fact and relations—of— 

ideas, which are arranged inductively and deductively, reepectively. Instead, we 

have here a "cracked mirror," which is to say, a bud analogy between induction and 

deduction, whereby the terms of deduction are initially posited and induction must 

then fit the ratios. And rather than working through the analogy hermeneutically, 

the terms of deduction are kept fixed so that induction can at best approximate them. 

But since induction cannot fit many of the ratios (e.g. demonstrativeness), its side 

of the analogy remains incomplete. And rather than drawing a oetter analogy (which 

wollld, say, transform deduction in light of how induction fails by deductive criteria), 

Hump simply leaves it at that, and so the fact that induction intends to drrer deduc—

tion is obscured by the fact that it does not. And as successive attempts at 

"solving" the problem of justification has shown, induction, though described as an 

autonomous form of inference, is in fast treated as a bad form of deduction. 

What can be called the "deductivist telos" 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 

question) is fundamentally "irrational"--the thrust of this term being to resituate 

abduction in the psychology of the individual, which is to say, the source of this 

"aberrant" thinking (of. psychopathology). Even in his interesting attempt to 

accomodate the Peirce—Hanson view of abduction within Bayesian inference, Wesley 

Salmon (in 2he Foundations of Scientific Inference) admits to an unorthodox reading 

'sf the probability calculus. In addition, the most plausible terms in which to 

express the "first principle" of virtually any history of scientific change seems to 

presuppose the deductivist telost 

Only if truth is preserved, does knowledge grow* 
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This principle can be rephrased as follows: 

Meeting the aims of deductive inference is necessary for 
meeting the aims of inductive inference. 

And as we have seen with Hume, this principle does not entail that deductive success 

is sufficient for inductive success. Historicists like Rorty accept the principle 

just as much aa the positivists do, 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 cannot easily raise 

transcendental or abductive questions about what makes such a principle so plausible. 

This point is illustrated as follows: When posed with questions like inn ones we 

have been raising, "naturalists" like Quine become philosophically speechless and 

ask us to "look at" the history of science for ourselves, a move reminiscent of 

Meore's gesticulatory refutation of idealism---and equally dubious. The transcenden—

talist wants to ask, "And in what sense does this picture represent your principle?" 

Failing an answer, the transcendentalist tries to piece together the naturalist's 

silent semiotics phenomenologically: 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 do that in 

any number of rays). No doubt the naturalist will suspect the transcendentalist of 

excessive literal—mindedness, as if the former's picture had been described solely 

in terms of its composition 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 into account the independent existence of the 

natural world that orients scientific inquiry and falsifies some oft4hings said in 

the name of 'science.' Rather, knowledge grows exactly by preserving truth, wnich 

makes sense if we imagine an evolving organism that develop, or sheds extensions in 

order to adapt more perfectly to its enviroment." Since the naturalist has now 

appealed to an evolutionary picture, the transcendentalist will note that from among 

the possibilities for such a picture (e.g., Lamarckian, Darwinian, Haeckelian), a 

highly teleological one is selected, suggesting that the scientist—as—organism can 

determinatelk increase his chances for survival by mastering the rules of Nature. 
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But the transcendentalist doubts that this is the most appropriate way of characteri—

zing the history of science, for it assumes that if one intends to preserve truth, 

nr "survive," then truth can be preserved in the sane 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 whese sense does not so heavily rely on the 

misleading deductivist notion of "preserving truth." 

9. Towards a Transcendental Historiography 

The time has finally come to address the problem of ideology and transcendental 

arguments. It will be recalled that Rorty was at tae start of this paper attributed 

an ironic interpretation of transcendental arguments as ideology: The limits discov— 

ered are only of the arguer's own possible experience. However, as we then saw, 

Marx allows us to draw a distinction between practical and conceptual possibilities, 

the former being transcendental and the latter ideological. (By "conceptual possibili—

ty" we shall mean "plausibility," since there is an obvious sense in which every  

possibility must be conceivable, if not conceived.) The interest in drawing the 

distinction is not simply in vindicating transcendental arguments, but also in 

capturing the sense in which historians  would like to say that even if, for a given 

period, we had a complete record of everyone's beliefs and activities, we still would 

not have accounted for everything they could have plausibly believed or put into 

practice. Indeed, the practice of historians presupposes that such distinctions are 

intelligible: If the record is lacking, reconstruction is based on interpolating a 

practical 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 

authentic from a bogus text); there is more or less defined talk about someone not 

being able be see what was within his reach (i.e. a practical possibility that was 

not plausible); and, perhaps most notoriously, there is rather loose talk about what 

would have happened if two spatiotemporally disparate persons met up with one another. 

Yet however poorly defined these speculations may be, an historian at least intuitivel 

knows when his colleague ham overstepped the bounds of plausibility and practicability, 

the latter being somewhat more obvious than the former, if only because the historian 

simply needs to look at the science andlechnelogy (or "material conditions") available 

in a certain period to determine whether there would be sufficient counterparts to 
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what the historian judges as necessary for producing, say, an automobile; however, 

there may be some additional reasons preventing some of the practical possibilities 

from being realized and hence the conceptual possibility of the automobile would be 

diminished. In such deliberations, the historian parts company from the mere 

chronicler and aligns himself with the philosopher and novelist. Furthermore, we 

would follow Max weber in claiming that "history" becomes discernible as a discipline 

(and thereby can possible derive "laws," which is to say, sort out the relative 

significance of events) only insofar as it can address rigorously questions of the 

factual vis-a-vis the counterfactual. 

The difference between transcendental and ideological conditions for a given 

poried implies that history has an ontological structure, which we shall represent 

as four tiers divided by three boundaries: The lowest boundary--tne chronicle--

demarcates the practicable and plausible from the practiced and believed; the middle 

boundary---the ideologies.] constraint--demarcates tne practicable but implausible 

from the practicable and plausible; and the hightest boundary--the transcendental 

argument--demarcates the impracticable and implausible from the practicable but 

implausible. The highest tier may be called "sheer fantasy' and the lowest "brute 

fact," but what about the intermediate two biers? 

impracticable-implausible "Sheer Fantasy" 

TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENT 

practicable-implausible 

IDEOLOGICAL CONSTRAINT 

practicable-plausible 

CHRONICLE 

practiced-believed "Brute Fact" 

Much depends here on what we mean by "ideology." First, we must be careful to 

distinguish a belief not meld in fast from one that could not have been held, and 

teward that end we suggest that a belief is implausible only if it is one of a set 
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of possible beliefs in the same historical period that are made impossible for the 

same reason, which is to say, they are systematically eliminated from serious 

consideration. (Conversely, to entertain these poseibilities would be to challenge 

systematically entrenched beliefs, much like the"core" of Quine's "web of belief.") 

In this sense, ideological constraints are "negative transcendental arguments," 

conditions for making something impossible. The archetype of ideology then is the 

law of the state, But perhaps more interesting are the"gaping silenceenin the 

historical record where beliefs the historian normally takes for granted would be 

supplied, but if supplied wo'tld make what is actually said impossible. For example, 

in the context of Ptolemaic internecine disputes over the number of epicycles, the 

historian is permitted to ask "Why epicycles at all?" only if he intends to set the 

conceptual limits on Ptolemaism, rhich demands that he step out of their dispute. 

We shall return to this point later. 

With the notable exception of Lukacs in History and Class Consciousness,'Marxist 

accounts of ideology have been unable to approach the problem of plausibility because 

such terms as "distortion" and "false consciousness" are still very much understood 

as what allows the historical actor to think that he can do more than he "really" 

can (as opposed to en= awn emphasis on the actor thinking he can do less than he 

"really" can, or plausibility falling snort of practical possibility), especially in 

terms of the amount of freedom he exercises over his own life. In that case, the 

Marxist wants tne actor to realize "positive freedom," which Hegel oharatterized as 

"the recognition of necessity," or the extent to which the actor's life is determined 

beyond his control. One of two attitudes follows: Either the actor makes the most 

of his determined state and thereby rids himself of illuKpry and ultimately destruc—

tive desires (the path of the Stoics, Spinoza, and Freud, but net that far removed 

from Karl—Otto Apel's view that hermeneutic interests enter after the scientistic 

ones have defined the laws of human behavior--a strategy modeled on social policy 

research) or, having identified the source of control, the actor orients himself 

and otners toward overthrowing it (the path of revolutionary Marxisi4. Given the 

initial set—up of the problem of ideology, the second alternative seems highly 

implausible, since the revolutionary impulse itself may be attributed to hubris. 



Also notice that tne set—up presupposes that the same piece of knowledge--say, the 

laws of human behavior--can be appreciated by different ideologies, whicn suggests 

at least the detachability of knowledge from ideology. And this, in turn, is made 

possible by individuals, having recognized necessity, assuming self—control.  In other 

words, they can adjust determinately so as to minimize pain, etc. The reader will 

recall our vre'ious discussion of naturalism and its difficulties. These difficulties 

arise, in this case, from conceiving as absolute (at least for a historical period) 

the transcendental argument which expresses the recognizable necessity, such that 

any historian can arrive at them (ex post facto) as he would "the fact of the matter." 

In contract, we view ideology as knowledge (of material conaitions, i.e. all 

that can be known about the world in a given period) regarded from the perspective 

of its self—delimitation. Theristian of "self—delimitation" can be best conveyed by 

imagining a witness who systematically omits certain pieces of information (but does 

net necessarily utter a falsehood) so as to lead the jurors to interpret hie testimony 

in a manner considerably different from how they would interpret it, given all the 

information. The transcendental argument resides in the knowledge of the witness, 

with the ideology being in the way he restrains his use of that knowledge in order to 

exercise more control over the jurors, who represent the actual historical actors. 

The zialogy suggests two questions about ideology. First, presumably, the witness 

had reasons (or "motives") for systematically misleading the jurors. Likewise, we 

can consider the interest of knowledge in restraining itself: vVhy would certain 

practical possibilities by systematically prohibited? Second, in picturing the 

analogy we as spectators to the proeeedings must wander how do we know that the 

witness is rot only not telling all that he knows but that he is also systematically  

concealing information. And so as historians we need a strategy for quite literally 

"reading between the lines." 

On the first point, let us analyze the analogical psyche. In the mind of.the 

witness thexe are several competing voices that can be distinguished only insofar as 

they constrain the expression of knowledge differently; similarly, talk about 

"the interest of knowledge" can only make sense in light of other possible interests. 

For example, capitalism is an ideological restriction only by virtue of there being 
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anothers the means of production oftn-4woommoireilaped, namely, socialism; 

otherwise, capitalism is indeed the science (the one systematic form of knowledge) of 

political economy, a point repeatedly made by Louis Althusser. Thus, we want to 

avoid construing interests as something in addition to (and therefore detachable 

from) knowledge, which even Habermas' use of want's "regulative ideas" connotes, if 

not understood as a modern analogue of tne scholastic use of "intention,"' 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 of knowledge, each with its 

own guiding intention, for this would amount to literally alternative worlds. Instead 

we conclude that, as with the mind of the witness, knowledge as such  is driven by 

competing intentions, which are reeolved as one form of ideology or another. To 

take a less overtly political example of ideology, consider ernat it means to offer 

a persuasive argument for a given thesis. The reflective arguer realizes that there 

are several lines of development his argument may take, each of which would capture 

some aspect of his thesis, but all of which would render his thesis inceterent when 

taken together. Since he is paramountly interested in being persuasive, the arguer 

sestematically eliminates lines of developmeative been previously shown "false" 

or "unproductive (insofar as being false or unproductive is anpersuasive). The 

resulting argument manages to direct the audience's attention to the strong points of 

his thesis without revealing any of its shortcomings. This argument would be an 

"ideological resolution" of the interests of knowledge. Notice that our reinterpre—

tation of "interest" accounts for how the historian find plausible certain beliefs 

that were not impraoticable for a given period, yet the historical actors themselves 

would find them implausible, for they would have to alter too many beliefs already 

held plausible--an ideological shift--in order to accept the historian's. But as we 

stall see shortly, this does not mean that the historical actors are necessarily 

"locked into" tneir ideology. 
The second point of the witness—analogy is somewhat trickier, since the systema— 

tic nature of ideology militates against easy detection. However, one of the themes 

of transcendental reasoning is that in an argument that purports to 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 have seen this means resituating the opponent in some other region of discourse 



that keeps him away from what he originally contended yet keeps nim consistent with 

the "victor." In psychoanalysis, Freud's study of "slips—of—the—tongue" and Wilhelm 

Reichls study of "character armor" (the forerunner of body language) make this same 

point for a semiotic sphere more comprehenSive than language: Like defeated arguments 

unfulfilled desires get deferred to where they can be vented to the advantage of the 

dominant "reality principle," and these displacements may vary in significance from 

nervous ticke to artistic creativity. (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 from 

the jury when answering a question. But how does tnis translate historiographically, 

when the objects are not behaving witnesses but printed pages--and the problem of 

knowledge resolving its interests ideologically.  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 of laws that prevent things from being said—many of these are to be found 

in the religious sphere as sanctions against uttering profanity, such as God's name. 

Of course, such laws would not be necessary unless the objects denoted by the profani— 

ty were frequently conjured up in at least "significant" discursive contexts. Thus, 

euphemisms are fashioned to substitute for the profanities. Now euphemisms are not 

merely another name for the object. Admittedly, they are cast so as to remind the 

listenerqhat is "really" being talked about, which usually implies mentioning some 

qualities associated with the "ineffable." However, euphemisms also remind the 

listener that what is said should be taken counterfactually—the thing being referred 

to ia something other than simply a being with the mentioned qualities. Euphemism 

is thus rot only the closest that rhetoric has come to formalizing evasiveness but 

is also a species of metaphor that bears an Intcresting resemblance to analogy. We 

would argue tnat the realm of the practicable but implausible—i.e. possibilities 

grounded by the transcendental argument but made impossible by ideological constraints. 

is the motanhoric and can only be expressed by the historical actor euphemistically; 

while the realm of possibilities under the ideological constraints—i.e. the plausible. 

is the Literal. 

The attractiveness of adopting the metaphoric/literal distinction lies primarily 
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in the "floating" yet complementary application of the binary. The binary "floats" 

insofar as through the course of history expressions tend to shift from one pole to 

the other, yet for any given period the historian is usually able to determine to 

which pole shc,uld an expression be assigned. However, there are some difficult cases, 

and then the historian must engage in dialectics with the histprical actor that far 
t 

surpass what the "nermeneutical understanding" oft Wilhelm Dilthey, aerbir.—ellii4moweed, 

as, 
and their followers  L

hA  densidered methodologically viable. Take the case of a 

recent interview with Foucault, in which the interviewer supposed that he made a 

thosough study of geography (as had Fernand Braudel and other historians of the 

Annales school) because so many Foucauldian concepts—e.g. "discursive regions"— 

seem to appropriate terms from that discipline, Foucault denied ei-en having geogra—

phy in mind, but the interviewer was not convinced and proceeded to produce examples 

of Foucault's rather precise and systematic use of geographical terms. In the end, 

Foucualt was forced to show how in fact several key facets of his work were inappropri. 

ate to geographic conceptions ouch that ether metaphors had to be employed. The 

interviewer then criticized Foucault for misleading his readership who supposed that 

he was engaging i intellectual geography" of sorts. To this Foucault admitted 

that there was no available language to describe what he was doing,and so he had to 

contrive some means of expression. We have here an episode from the "twilight zone" 

of ideology, where in discussing Foucault's (nen)use of geography the virtual and 

the veridical meet. Notice that the interviewer does not presume that Foucault 

necessarily knows what he is trying to do. Instead, Foucault must explicate the 

sense in which geogrpahy being a more or less effective source of metaphors is 

crucially different from its being a proper methodological tool. Although Foucualt 

merely showed counterexamples from his own texts rather than actually explicating 

how his examples differ from the interviewer's, nevertheless by defining his own 

position dialectically to his antagonist's we are able to ascertain what constitutes 

a plausible use of geography in historical analysis--for inedeceivingrithe interviewer 

Foucault reveals just how close to plausibility his professedly metaphoric use of 

geography is. But of course, Foucault's use is only virtually plausible because it 

can be shown as part of an adhoc patchwork of disparate discourses, The transcenden— 
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talist would suggest that if Foucault were painstakingly interrogated oda all his 

metaphors and forced to show in what sense they are net to be taken literally, tnsn 

we would go a long way toward defining the presuppositions of Foucauldian discourse-- 
why this patchwork and some other--which would provide the necessary conditions for 

a more appropriate formulation of what ne is "really" talking about. 
There are lessons here for the historian and the philosopher trying to overcome 

certain presuppositions that have become historically entrenched. Because presupposi—
tions can be discovered for any piece of discourse, it is too quickly concluded that 

an Archimedean point is impossible. Although presuppositions are indeed universal, 

no particular one need be absolute. However, for the most entrencned (and therefore 

the meet interesting to cnallenge) notions, there appear intuitively to be so many 

necessary conditions which are themselves tied to the necessary conditions of other 

notions that even establishing coordinates, let along locating an Archimedean point, 

seems to be a hopeless task. Consider trying to find the transcendental argument for 

deductive inference in order to overcome it. The reader will wonder 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 these necessary conditions that 

are themselves necessary for distinguishing, say, a virtually plausible from a really 

plausible account of deductive truth. Thus, rather than trying to ground every 

possible deductive inference, the transcendentalist would be looking for, as it were, 

the most plausible type of error one can make in characterizing deduction, i.e. one 

from which virtually every important feature df deduction can be understoede  yet stil] 

Meet 
the deductivist would say that at least intuitively such a characterization Ark 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 

opposed to the time—irrelevant manner in which it is usually cast? The answer to 

this question would help draw up the limits of deduction's plausibility as a form of 

inference (i.e. how must deduction be construed tote plausible), to which another 

set of limits can be opposed. 

The historian would engage in the above enterprise in trying to discerri the 

necessary difference separating, say, a "normal" and a "revolutionary',  piece ee 



scientific research from the same period that were nevertheless of roughly equal 

EM,;AT9tilepelwasy. Kenneth Schaffner, for one, has compared the architectonic 

differences between two such theories.—namely, Lorentzian and Einsteinian electro—

dynamics before 1920T—and concluded, in effect, that a simpler presentation of the 

same material (Einstein) was mere persuasive than one that could be  more easily linked 

with other accepted theories (Lorentz). But of mourse, the differences between 

Lorentz and Einstein has since 1920 turned out to be not merely a matter of presen—

tation, for the Einsteinian "presentation" has been taken as the material of which 

subsequent physical research has been built. We reuld say that architectonics apply 

to scientific theories as classical rhetoric applied to political speeches. But 

furthereore, since the historian is able to distinguish between transcendental and 

ideological conditions for a particular period intuitively, he can now use an 

approa814Wihe one we have been advancing to determine the limits of the "histori—

cally plausible." Indeed, the historian can take advantage of his ability to see 

practical possibilities where the actors could merely utter metaphors, in order to 

set up possible arguments where he tries to persuade a given historical actor to 

act ac if these metaphors represented the world as it actually is (fcr that period), 

which is toipay, to take the metaphors literally. This attempt to actualize the 

full conceptual horizon of a figure from the past goes beyond the ordinary techniques 

of hermeneutical understanding and, at the same time, captures the full depth of 

the historian's task. Like the Marxist counter—ideologue trying to persuade the 

workers of the "reality" of socialism, the historian would to start with beliefs 

held by an Historical 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 presents as a "natural extension" of the former's position is in 

fact an implausible belief? That would be where the ideological constraints lie. 



VI. THINKING OUR WAY OUT OF THE REPRESENTATIONALISM OP LANGUAGE (AND THE LANGUAGE 
OF REPRESENTATIONALISM) 

(chapter four) 
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1. Realist and Nominalist Perspectives on the 'elation between Langnape and Mind.  

Oilthoegh we ultimately intond to design a blueprint for a eeneral theory of 

signification, let 110 focus nere on the most widely considered semiotic system, 

language. An appropriate question to ask is what actieities has the study of 

language been historically associated with. Answers would center or tee task of 

"representation," which can be analyzed in terms of the reformulation and preeervation 

of thought, with"cemmunication" defined as the linguistic reformulation of thought 

for the rurpose of preserving whatever truth may be conveyed, that is to say, its 

propositional content. The genealogy of this tasK car. be  traced from the opening 

paragraphs of t'aeristotle's On Interpretation to Gottlob Frege's"On ':ease and Reference' 

aithin the history of reeresentation, two periods can be roughly distinguished 

according to the proximity of language to thought. 

The first, "realistl period prevailed until the advent of the aritish empiridete 

Francis Bacon, Thomas Hobbes, and John Locke, and the second, "noglinalst," petiod 

follows from them. During the realist period, philosophers instructed -the epeal:er to 

order his mental images—the steff of thought—before puttine seem into words oo that 

the audience is presented with as faithful a reproduatile of his thought as eoetible. 

During the nominalist period, philosophers, arguing that mental images were either 

wholly mythical or reducible to the very system of signs comprising language, coun- 

seled the speaker not to be bewitched by his own instruments of thouht, a captive 

of which he must to some degree always remain. Of course, the realists had not 

denied the bewitching nature of language, but wren turning to the relevant works, 

such as eristotiele On Sophistical Refutations, we find that there is a clear distinc-

tion between the bcwitcher and the bewitcred: The sophist knows his own mind and 

so quite self-consciously aims at bewitching the audience, who assume that the words 

of his speech faithful:iy reproduce tee train of his thought. It is because the line 

between language and thought can be clearly drawn that Plato had. been able to dis-

tinguish the philosopher from the sophist on the basis of purpose rather than of 

The nominalist, on the other hand, is unable to make such a dIstinetien 

because thought and language are inextricably bound, if not identical. might say 

that in principle it is impossible for the nominalist tc be a sophist (or a liar) 

and hence the problem of skepticism is a real hut insoluble one: It is real insofar 

as the nominalist, like the realist, presupposes the primary activity of language 

to be representation; but it is insoluble because there are no criteria of validity 

nutside the manifested words, which the ontological distancing of thought could 

provide for the realist (and thereby allow someone like flescartee to entertain 

beings--God and angels—who can represent the world to themselves in pure thought 
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without resorting to the imperfections of language, a etandard art whicn can 

then be used to measure man's discursive understanding of the world). 

Notice that depending on whether thought is enteleeically "distant from" or 

"c/ese to" words, language adopts the qualities of mind or vice versa. in the case 

of the realist position, Language acquires the clarity and veridicelity of thought 

in representing the structure of the world and•  not surprisineay, speed!: been ,eo 

the Daradigm cf the mind's mastery over its own expression. As for the nemtnalist 

position, nowever, thought takes on the rigidity and equivocality of the lineaeitic 

sign in the face of meanings shifting over time and, also not surprisingly, writina 

becomes the paradigm of the mind's confinement to the ciphers impressed upon it. 

Some philosoehers, like Leibnitz, have tried to develoo the best of both worlds in 

tee form of a " universal characteristic" er "combinatorial science" wherel.y in 

knowing the limits of the mind's linguistic confinement one may also 1-low all there is 

to Knew about the world by articulating all the logice—grameatically 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 a strictly nominalist psychnloo:r may he 

fnend in the Freudian theory of the unconsclous in wnich the relation between the 

signtfieance of the memory trace of an experience situated in eonsciooenees and its 

sienificance when resituated in the dream—world of the uncenecieue is sie4lae to the 

relation between the meaning of an etywologue and that of its mociern cognate: The 

trace (or ward) itself nas remained virtually unchanged (henee we can seeale of "re— 

trieving a memory" or "tracing the history of a word"), yet its significenee may have 

been altered drastically. And just as Hobbes reconstituted mind in 1-.e! 

language, and Freud turned that reconstituted mind into tree subject—matter of an 

autenomous science, so now Jacques Dereida nas imported Freud's neminelist esycholre7 

back into the study of language so as to discredit once and for all the reel et 

notien that semiotics beLis were psychology leaves off, both being en'teueeil um,e 

the discipline of "erammatelogy"--the science of writing. 

2. Derrida's Attempt at Transcending Reeresentationaliem.  

We reise this point in order to situate 1)errida's eerported anti—reeeesertetieo—

alisel as the leolic moment in the history of representation. To explicate tll:: 

point, consider the closing pages of Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, in which 

Richard. Horty propounds a division of philosophical attitudes that arises free 

contrasting the style of Wittgenstein and Heidegger t  on the one hand, and that of 

the "mainetream" acadeeic tradition--a division that J:errida inetitutionalizes in 
r s t 

hiT own writing.  Onsiblimmummumni,  there are t'ee acedeeics tey tn epee eruth— 

fully e-reut he weeele (and, so :eve Deeety, meeele euliceee eeieet 4 fle aeti- ity oe 
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a more abstract level). Then, there tiose who claim to !:)e merely "saying thins" 

that may be more OT less illuminrtting, but not by virtue of referring to a narticolao 

stJ.,te—of—affaors. O the latter group we ca o:71;$  ask whether their words evol:e a 

jreater ur3erstonfar1 : of tne world in 3ensral-- a "philosophical :nond" 

as the Nords of a 7ocit Derrida would fall into this group 1:ecaose E v on ,— 

ficially academic prose—woich in Of Grammatolozy  ranges acrosu the histooy 

attempts at nnoviding a unified science oi signs--oasloo a rondamentl inhi7ity to 

master the sublect—matter and subdequently, by example, shows the sinoiaoance of such 

anflinoom)etenoa"Cor doing philosoph in ,oneral. By "mastery," of 000rse$  wP maan the 

realist sense of representation whereby L11,1 mind,b;), virtue of its diotanoe$  .D in full 

control of the aL,ons it uses to put forth its thoughts. This 1,araitigr. of rlastery is 

presupposed in the ability of the philosopher to sort ootpositioos on an i:ooae and 

oecarate the true from trle faleu within each;so even tf a giveo rnilonopheo ohown 

to have jueo:;ed incorreotly the relative merits of the positions, lotaooviot is at 

least able to show where tho philosopher erred and by how muelo. This :'= 71, _. to 

treat every nhilosopher as a contemporary is cafe warded by tne -prpervation of truth 

across infe.J:enoes and the poo7,..dbility of logically subctituting synonyms (e.o.,"'it 

Plato called. 'x' we now call 'y'."), and, in addition, is presuppooed in. taloi.nor the 

"form of argument" as the unit of philosotNhical discourse. 110"!8W, Derriiia's al)orted 

exposition of the history of semiotics reveals the illegitimacy of  all these 1-.077f-13: 

lor'ven though perreniallL' therL- has been philoso,thic,L1 discussion over uature of 

signification, with partincpants defining theoselves for or against thrir nredeseoors, 

the course of thie Oiscussion oanoot be described in terms of the vicissitudes under— 

ono by a well—defined set of positions concerning a well—defined set of 1,robles. 

IF.orLcida shows that philosophers have presupposed that the relatively invariant 

empirical presence of wordo like "sign" over the centuries mirrors ar invariance of 

the meanings of such wo,?is. This presupposition has necomrendad that philosophers 

employ the principle of charity and presume that unless the context is obvio]sly 

aberrant, the use of, say, "sionum" by the scholastics is taken to mean what a modern 

could mean in using "sign" in a similar context. But in assimilat 7 ng "sinon" to 

"sign," the philosopher' would almost by necessity 'se reducing the plausibility of the 

scholastic position since it aould iv longer be situated in a 'relevant cootoxt. 

The upshot, of course, is to give  the philosopher the illusion of.  making ratiooal 

progreso from absurd origins--an illusion dispelled in Derrida's inability to tell a 

coin vent story about what is at stake in solving the problem of signification. (Indeed, 

the indeterin.aai o.? the problem's reference is tantamount to asking "What in a11 the 
fuss about?") 
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Nevertheless, for all its anti-historicist spirit, this method of anachronizing 

the past is not obviously an impediment to solving philosophical problems (a position 

which has been most notoriously advertised in the history of positivism). But here 

Derrida's nominalism enters, for if it were possible to decide freely how to interpret 

"signum," we would then return to the realist paradigm of thought sorting itself 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 

previous contexts. Most exemplary are the metapLorical associations words like 

"correspondence," "similarity," and "reference" have had with "speaking" (especially 

the dialectic of question and answer) and "reflecting", which determine how the words 

may be currently contextualized- -even though the metaphorical roots themselves are 

officially disparaged. These metaphors can be seen to function in theyfianner of 

Freud'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 -representatirmaist" view of language, 

we now ask whether it deserves that title. Representationalism has gone undor 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 representationalist? Whereas philosophers in the 

realist vein follow the forms of argument "behind" the texts of their predecessors, 
Derrida shows that whatever forms may be inferred from philosophical discourse lie 

solely on the textual 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 not so much as one between the referen-

tial discurse 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 signs 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 sticks to the world. On this view, 

the question whether language is fundamentally literal (i.e. univocal) or metaphorical 
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(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 descriptions, 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 presuppositien of desoriptivism is that it 

creates an artificially radical language-world dichotomy, which would be necessary 

for any "copying" of one by the other to occur. This artifi8ial4y is manifested in 

the hest 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 quantum leap from "is" to "ought," which under the 

influence of Neo-kantianism (and especially Max Weber) became the leap from "fact" to 

"value," and in our own time has subtly resurfaced within the philosophy of science 

as the leap from "theory" to "observation." This last dichotomy—advanced by Willard 

Quine, Russell Hanson, and Thomas Kuhn—deserves closer attention because it would 

not have been possible if observation, the classic archetype of contemplative passivi- 

ty, were not regarded as a genuine activity. Historically, the shift in observation's 

ontological status car, 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 contemporary philosophers of science 

from their positivist forebears who remained wedded to observation as the impression 

of sense-data on the brain. However, the positivist concept of theory has not under-

gone a similar 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 becauselno 

theories are presumed still to be two sets of sentences (inscribed on pieces of 

paper) that may or may not be semantically convertible. In other words, theory, 

which classical positivism portrayed as relatively more "active" and "value-laden" 

(theories/ere supposedly constructed from the sense-data as instruments of inquiry) 
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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 '.fir 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 linguistic problems of radical translation, 

meaning-variance, and cultural relativism have been imported into the philosophy of 

science: 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 rather than German? Also taking a cue 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 adhoc adjustment of the dominant theory--a least 

effort (or "most entrenched,"after Nelson Goodman) approach. Genuine activity, revo-

lution, is cast 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 Scientific Discovery, who 

describes significant scientific change in terms of the availability of a better 

theory whose structure allows for befter explanatory oontrol over what is already 

known as well as for a Treater predictive horizon for ailecting additional data. 

ATrodee4"---in=disams 441e-ipe iti-fter--t4rme-te--4ke--th 

of__Otizinieowlepe*esalee&-the-e.laee‘eal 

Notice that 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 disagree. 

Also notice that from our critical perspective, both philosophers suffer from the 

deficiencies of the underdetermination thesis. Popper's underdetermination of 

theories by observations is revealed in the possibility of a crucial experiment, 

which requires a set of theories that are of equal observational 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 observations 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 rationality or ideological affiliations--find a situation in 

which a choice can be made, namely, where the ooservations and theories no 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 revolutionary scientists who 

think they voluntarily import meta- (popper) or extra- (Kuhn) scientific concerns in 

making an unprecedented move. By "voluntarily," we do not 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 desbrection. 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 a 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 attempted. 

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 

As 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 scientist 

sees fit. This reasoning is fallacious for the following reasons: (1) It assumes that 
only the scientist is active and that 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 oan largely do what he wants. (2) Although the 

scientist might feel such freedom, this is not to say that such freedom actually 

exists; 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 "revolution" 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 
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point of view of a systematic h*storiography) contingency, namely, that the scientist 

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 intrinsically passive reflectbn of the world. 

4. 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—

alism—which is to say, make representationalism a relevant polemical concern--

presuppose a radical division between an autonomous practical world and its contempla—

tive linguistic reflection. And while this "reflection" has been traditionally 

portrayed as clear and univocal, equivocal 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) also 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 Heidegger's 

"philosophy as the re—discovery of Being." The post—Wittgensteinian task of language 

therapy and the post—Heideggerian task of philological deconstruction seem to suggest 

that there is a correct way of "seeing things" that arises once error is systematicall 

uprooted. 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 wants to preserve the good. Superficially this intent approximates our own 

rather teleological conception of language because, it may be argued, we reduce error 

to an inchoate expression of what the correct thinkers eventually arrive at. Unlike 

the normal descriptivist strategy of regarding the correspondence between a piece of 

language and a piece of the world as either true or flase without oonsiderinlVe 

inquirer was trying to do in putting forth such a correspondence, our own apparently 

pragmatist strategy would focus more on the community of inquirers aiming at the same 

truth, which is in fact what would allow the historian in retrospect to separate those 

who succfed 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 



historicist--say, Kuhn--assimilates the historian...ks narrative 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 often occur as recommen—

dations to the philosopher to "catch up" with certain facts about contemporary 

society and the winds of methods that have led to greater social welfare. These facts 

are the products of the collective endeavor of all inquirers (regardless of the succesg 

achieved by any given individual) that must be accounted for by any worthwtile 

philosophy. Notice that the faces—which may justly be regarded in terms of the 

truth taken as a fait accompli--are relatively inert vis—a—vis the possible philosophic 

that may legitimately "fellow fro$," or "catch up with," it. The situation is not 

much different from the relation between observation and theory we earlier attributed 

to classical positivism (and not surprisingly, someone like Quine, who straddle: both 

pragmatism and positivism, converts "necessary truths" to something like "relatively 

inert facts"--facts least likely to change in the face of new facts). 

In short, 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 descriptionsrenetheless. The 

essential passivity of pragmatism—contrary to its name--is conclusively shown in its 
refusal to 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 anc*ven Popperian activism (1.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 aneutral  observation language, 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 aociety 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, rests on the latter being relatively more fired 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 ethical hedonism enters. We are tempted to observe that pragmatist 
ethics moves from one state of satisfaction (under dogma that is not in harmony with 

.leeeteleelse of the origins of the needs in queetion) to another (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 



176 
opposition is often bound up with ignorance, his observations, say, in Reconstruction 

in Philosophy, are made in a purely historical spirit--he offers ne reasons for why 

social oppression should be  bound up witn widespread ignorance. Yet, if Physiological 

experiments find that the majority of people get the most pleasure (ox 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 cr the relevance of the finding is 

to question pragmatism itself (e.g. the possibility of perpetuallydeferred gratifica—
tion). This neatly encapsulates the sense in which the call for philosophy to adapt 

to the world is just another version of the call for philosephy to reflect the world. 
Thus, the subtlety of Dewey's pragmatist strategy 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 "tneory" 

and " practice" is nonetheless a passive reflective one, whereby the latter is 

elicited from the former. Such a strategy is unlike our own—in terms 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 

"active forces": The supposed activity of ethical practice amounts to a mere response, 

as if its possibilities were not merely 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 a priori sense, 

practiced. This false sense of activity in the pragmatist notion of practice is per— 

haps most acutely realized At the very point when the pragmatist proclaims his 

independence from representationalism, namely, in the ability of man to alter the 

world as he satisfies the ethical prescriptions the world 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 asymptetically approachee perfection (such as 
the one suggested by Mary Hesse in "In Defense of Objectivity" to describe scientific 

activity under guinea hybrid pragmatism) also conveys the same point* But in order 

to capture beater the equal passivity of language and the world, the best image is 
perhaps that of the pendulum whose arc diminishes as it oscillates in a nonideal 

medium. As the amplitude is dampened, the length of the arc 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 
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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" sucn ac .promicing--and +hereby 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 wcrld, then it does so in a dynamic,-  pendular fashion—is its downfall, for tr 

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 Jai 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 la a projection of what historians have taken to be the legacy of the past to 

the present, But the details of these projections are subject to revisions that 

cannot be accounted foVSVeaccurate self-reflection. Hence, perhaps ironically, 

species of pragmatism, like works of science fiction, begin ahead of their time and 

end behind it. More ironically, pragmatism may be distinguished from all other 

philosophies b,y its defiance of any laws of evolutionary selection: Despite its 

inherently poor survival potential (due to an inability to adapt to radically new 

intellectual climates), it is a perrenial bloomer. 

t. The Metaphorical Roots of Representationalism in Aristotle  

Although it may be argued, contra Rorty, that pragmatism is the most representa-

tionalist in itp6pproach to'the relation between language and the world (because of 
the dual senoe of "reflection" noted above), the paradigm of the active element as 

something elicited from, and thereby dependant an, the passive element is the classi-

cal relation between form and matter, as instituted by Aristotle. The legitimacy of 

the active-form/passive-matter distinction has been presupposed in a host of philoso-

phical enterprises: God imposes form-ao-law upon inert matter in order to create 

the natural order (Aquinas); scientific reasoners can master the workings of matter 

by discovering the forma] 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 abatracte its course from the matter of historical activity 

through a principle of selection (Hegel); the undifferentiated matter of experience is 

meaningless without impcsing the formal structure of a scientific theory (Carhap). 

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 



animate (biology) from the science of the inanimate (physics). 

In order to challenge the legitimacy of this binary, it is first advisable that 

we rationally reconstruct a unified Aristotelian account cf how thOinary comes to be. 

MiYof how the pre-Socratic interpretation of fundamental cosmological questions has 

directed subsequent thought, Aristotle aims in criticizing the first philosophers to 

sn.ow 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 impression 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 of? Notice that in analyzing the question as an 

hypothesis, we find that efficient causality, the world-maker or matter-former, is 

presupposed in making sense of material causality. Indeed, an autonomous principle of 

formlebs matter demands a means by which the form gets either attached to or elicited 

from the matter. Also notice that this is a problem specific to Aristotle and not, 

say, to his atomist aniegonists, 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. As we 

we will sec shortly, the inability to discern a form in matter as such can be under—
stood equivocally: 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 form 

is self-imposed by the matter, as in the case of the "unmoved 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 inquirer has toward matter. And in both cases, randomness is attributed to materi-

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 inquirer's method 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 physics) matter takes. But more on this 

later . 

Following the terminology of Otto Jespersen, we would characterize the temporal 

direction in which Aristotle's concept cf inert matter orients metaphysical inquiry as 

"ante-preterit," which is to say, to 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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inert potential of matter is actualized, or "made complete," or "satisfied." The 

problem here becomes what qualities the world must have in order to be complete. As 

with the pragmatist version of ethical hedonism, we see here an implicit distinctior 

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 actualized. Again following Jespersen's terminology, we would charac-

terize the temporal orientation of Axistotenan form as "post-preterit" insofar as it 
refers to a state (telos or actuality) posterior to that which has already been 

given (matter). Now in reconstructing 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 "noun" and "verb" on the basis of the tenselesenees of 

subsistence (substance) and the tensedness of process (accidence), presumes that 

matter and form are ontolegica*iscrete, What we have interpreted as the tensedness 

of the two nouns signifies fer him a natural cosmological order with respect to times 

Matter must precede form, justification 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 actualization--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 buildable"--it is the pure potentiality, or matter, of actual buildings. How is 

the buildable actualized? In the "kinetic" sense, as soor 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 good on the promise implicit in calling the matter 

"buildable." We might also say the person is proving that tne matter is buildable, 

and this is perhaps reminiscent of certain versions of the "meaning is use" thesis. 

However, the crucial feature for Aristotle is that the potentiality remains intact as 

the actualization occurs: The buildable must be eenstantly available, or subsistent, is 

order for the process of building toecontirue. In contrast, the "entelechic" sense of 

actualization entails the negation of the potentiality: In the case of a completed 
building, to say what the bendable subsists is to contradict the sense in which the 

building is complete, or the form has been elicited from the natter--if.amore 

can be built, then the building has not yet been built. There are parallels here to the 

rationale behind arguing that a statement is meaningful only insofar as its truth- 



conditions 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 set be buildable. 

To our mind, the most misleading aspect of this account is the assumption that the 

buildable is separate from, yet manifested in, the act of 1.;ailding. It is this kind 

of separation that is responsible for talk about truths existing a priori in a purely 
potential state before someone discovers them and that permits a cosmology of passive 

determinism--"things happen as they are supposed to happen." Epistemologically, pure 
potentiality--in the form of "the given"--forces the inquirer to concede a point 

beyitnd which it makes no sense to inquire since "that is just the way things (ultimate-

ly) are." Now as we have seen in the ease of pragmatism, this "concession to inertia" 

("entropy" may be a more appropriate metaphor insofar as inquiry loses its direction) 

occurs just at the point when the inquiry's raison d'etre is approached (insofar as the 

given is the fundamental ontological principle). The concession is made even when the 

given is construed as self-giving, an unmoved mover that is the source of all activity. 

The picture 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 consequently 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 do 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 givenness is solved. In other words, although a 

self-giving given provide! the form of the answer to what gave the given, namely, 

itself, it goes 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 substantive answer has been 

ruled out as transcending the phenomenal world and therefore inaccessible to normal 

modes of inquiry. A routin9 response in this vein has been to say that we construe 

the given as self-giving simply because it coheres with our intuitions that anything 
that is able to act must nave sabjecthood, which is to say, act toward some end or 

determinately effect something. However, these "regulative principles of reason" are 
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sharply distinguished from the "constitutive principles of understanding" that 

actually come to terms with the phenomenal world. After the work of Hans Vaihinger, 

the regulative principles have been taken as recommendations for the inquirer to act 

as 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. It would appear that assuming the given to be self-giving easily falls under 

this heading: Scientists do not worry about how the fundamental physical principles 

were generated, but only how they interact so as to constitute poesible physics]. 

relation.? (energy, matter, motion, etc.). And such ontogenetic worries are forestallei 

by saying that the physical principles are self-given. Supposedly the benefit of this 

strategy lies in providing a psychologically satisfying aocouiit of what otherwise 

seem to be totally arbitrary assertions that nevertheless ground everything that 

matters in the universe. Moreover, such an account, however unwarranted from a 

strictly phenomenal perspective, has no real impact on the conduct of scientific 

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 principles 

constitutive status. Perhaps the most famous example of what Kant would see as a 

conflation of principles occurs throughout the Leibnitz-Clarke correspondence, 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 physics have been made--so the Kantian would observe—under circumstances 

in which the phenomenal nature of God (i.e. nis attributes and powers) has not been 

a concern (yet his general status as the first cause has gone largely unquestioned). 

But to return to the original context in which the self-activating quality of the 

given was raised, we now see that the Kantian "solution" merely reinforces the real 

passivity of the given and explains away why we might want to consider it active. 

The solution, furthermore, is not salutary on other grounds, which cast asper-

sions on the reasonableness of a fictionalist, "as-if" philosophy. Presumably, to 

treat x as if it were y is to make x functionally indiscernible from y; indeed, if we 

did not know otherwise (via the counterfactual "were", which may be easily substituted 

for a more neutral "is"), we would be unable to distinguish 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 to our ordinary adducements 

of what is true but "merely" to how we act toward the truth—rests on knowledge being 

incredibly inert. The fictionalist envisages states of knowledge that may pertanent-

ly remain as pure potentiality--knowledge never treated as if it were knowledge, hut 

could be. In short, knowledge does not entail any particular form of action, and, 



not surprisingly, the ficitionalist position advances toward the conventionalist 

conclusion that the inquirer is free to import non-epistemic criteria in order to 

continue his inquiry. Fictionalists rarely entertain the possibility that a piece of 

knowledge delimits not simply the types of actions that are in accordance with it but, 
more subtly, the types of actions that would demonstrate an intentioftal disregard for 

that knowledge. The reason perhaps lies in the havoc that the idea of knowledge 

systematically distorting its own presence would wreak on any neat regulative-constitu-

tive distinction. Furthermore, the much-admired (by Kantians) constitutive inertness 

of the regulative principles makes as won. der what it can mean to treat the given as if 

it we.i'e self-positing, if it does not mean to treat the given as if it were truly 

self-positing. In other words, it is difficult to see how sue* regulative principle 

could not have a determinate effect on the way phenomena are actually constituted, 

unless truth is itself excluded from the constitutive realm. In that case, what role 

does knowledge or the truth play in ficitionalism 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 compared; If 

tne 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), then--unless we are notified in advance by some criteria (and not merely 

defined in termn cf 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 constitutive realms is itself symptomatic of the contagion of passivity mentioned 

above--only here transferred from the disaurse of physical relations (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 iiscussing the nature of substance. 

7. Moving Away From the Metaphors of Representationalism.  
Before retrieving the thread of our reconstruction of Aristotle's dual conception 

of actualization, let us explicitly account for how some ultimately active principle, 

like the unmoved mover, may he identified with something that is passively given. 

Superficially, it seems as though the active-form/passive-matter binary is highly 

unotable, with terms like "God" floating between the two poles as they are first 

attributed an apparently arbitrary will over what the?can move and yet cannot them-

selves be anything but unmoved. Upon considering Dewey's instrumentalism, we saw that 
the facts 'greatly uncleidetegAiAe modes of action--and hence the possibility for real 
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democratic negotiation in. a scientific society--yet the facts themselves are relative- 

ly "hard" (being the basis on which subsequent candidate-facts are either "warrantedly 

assertible" or not) and must be 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, hls theory of scientific rationality is founded on euci* proviso. 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 conces-

sionp-much as the regulative principles are for VaihingerT-to the essentially a priori 

restricting function the facts play. The form of this concession is "Even granting 

that is the case, nevertheless y obtains," where "x" is the looseness of fit between 

the facts and possible modes of action and "y" is the delimitation of possible modes 

of action by the facts. 

Again, it might not be obvious what we find objectionable in such a concession--

surely, not everything is negotiable! But notice the dynamics of this account. 

Imagine the totality of facts to bound the possible modes of action as a circle does 
to the space inside it. The concession defines this space from the autside in--we 
start with the circumference of facts and negotiate ot'r way into the interior. Now 

consider an alternative picture: The limits of negotiation are defined from the 
inside out--we start from an indeterminate point and negotiate a radius from which can 

be inferred the limit that we have circumscribed on our own, activity. In that ease, 

the values for "x" and "y" in the concession would be exchanged, and the emphasis 

would be placed on the artificiality (by virtue of being the hypothetical part of 

the concession) of stopping the negotiation rather than on the artificiality of 
starting it. (We are reminded here of Newton's transformation of the Aristotelian 

understanding of inertia, 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 "Reasonable action can only occur within limits" more cogent than 
"Reasonable limits can only occur within action." In fact, we would maintain that the 

latter is more cogent, if only because it avoids queetions concerning the ontological 
status of limits when they are not recognized. 

As noted earlier in tne discussion of scientific revolutions, when someone like 

Kuhn says that a paradigmatic theory constrains what is to count as scientifically 

plausible, it is generally assumed that these "roles" obtain irrespective of what any 

normal scientist says or does. (Notice that we are not lodging the more ordinary 
complaint that a transcendent paradigm fails to taco into account what the scientist 

thinks he is saying or doing: We are making the logical.-and not psychological--point 

that Kuhn's position offers no good reasons for concluding that scientific activity 



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 paradigms, Kuhn necessitates that this dialec-

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? Kuhn suggests that the rules 

are located in the pedagogy of science, bat even there they must be rather inscrutable 

--otherwise, 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, 

since it is the institution that explicitly treats science as a grammar. Furthermore, 

pedagogy's formative role in the life of a scientist makes it a convenient source 

for presuppositions if it is held that they must somehow temporally precede what will 

be taken as plausible. But as we argued then, presuppositions need not have apriori 

status, and,we would now argue, they should not have such status. It is only by 

assuming that presuppositions predetermine plausibility under normal circumstances 

that revolutions can only occur, as it were, "by accident" through the importation of 

a scientifically irrelevant element. 

The most misleading feature of Wittgensteinian talk of "language-games" that 
(+10445 Kuitet'5) 

predominates contemporary discussion of presupposed rules of conduct and expression 

is that "breaking the rules" is easy to diagnose and cure. Admittedly, the 7ittgen-

steinians claim that "players" of a language-game need not be able to 2z. 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 linguis-

tic but ostensive and practical, even though language is the "tiling" primarily used in 

the game. The point then is that the Wittgensteinians do not diminish the a priori 

element of presuppositions by arguing that they are exemplified rather than actually 

stated. The glaring deficiency here is that "game" makes sense as a category of 

activity only if it is defined in opposition 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, etc° 

8. Towards a New Metaphor for Presuppositions.  

Our 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 episode) for a patient's 

account of his own neurosis in psycnoanalysis, and is thereby negotiated in discourse. 

As opposed to being a predetermining structure, a "grammar cf presuppositions"--if we 

stil] wish to talk of such things--would address the question: Scientific 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 

question would take the form of the plot structure abstracted from an improvised 

exchange that then gets used as the script for tae 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 junc—

ture, since we have stipulated that just becauee the ploVinstructs the actors to act in 

a certain way, it does not follow 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 

presupposes a new plot structure. We halkilied to capture some intuitions about how 

language works "in reality" that traditional grammatical approaches neglect. 

First, the partiee to an exchange do not aim at maximal coherence in their 

responses (e.a."the most probable response" on the model of a Markov finite—state 

grammar that underlies behaviorist approaches to communication, or "the most appropri—

ate response" sin the model of a post—Austinian speech—act 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 his point-- 

noweirer radically different it may be from that of the other party--by relying ac 

heavily as possible on what the other party has previously said. Thus, we require a 

paradigm of exchange whose "logic" is very much dependent on the actual sequence of 

utterances; hencr, improvisation. ftaigitches based on the self—conscious admission 

of consensus by all parties at the end of an exchange, which, for example, means 

agreeing that nom of the rules of the languages—game have been violated in reaching 

the conclusion, 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 

"blind trust" .so as never to be confirmed by discursive practice. Ix 6ther words, the 

identity of plot structure before and after an exchange is taken as aromatic, and so 

the plot extracted after the exchange is defined as identical tc the plot in which 

the exchange is supposedly grounded. It is this very practice that allows us to 

intuit that language is "natural" and not a game, and it also allows for the gradual 

shifting in plot structure with each performance. Indeed, we might say that the only 
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abeolute grammatical rule is that whatever the grammar is, it grounds the activity of 

all parties to the exchange, which amounts to saying that whatever is the nature of 

the world the parties inhabit it is nevertheless the same world. IL is 2111z, as it 

were, the "false security" of presuming a self-identical plot across exchanges that 
does not motivate the parties to keep track of the identity of the plot's structure. 

Finally, we also intuit that knowledge of presuppositions somehow altere their 

status as presuppositions. This is sometimes expressed as becoming more self-conscious 

so that the presuppositions surface in a more extreme form, an image that the literatan 

of existentialism is largely responsible for. For example, upon admitting that his 

relation t. - hie father has been Oedipal, a psychiatric patient may recast the relaien 

in more explicitly Oedipal terms--adding heretofore unnoticed details, projecting 

possible future relations with his father, etc. Should the patient totally Oedipalize 

his relation, the discerning analyst might suspect that the real presuppositions are 

more than meet the eye (perhaps some extra event that can be conveniently omitted and 

still retain a coherent Oedipal story) and conclude that the patient's professed 

self-consciousness signifies a considerable amount of repression. In contrast, gram- 

matical approaches te presuppositions, which have tended to be either logical (ao 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 ie doing the grounding (i.e. 

the presupposition) symmetrical: Deriving the grounded from the greanding is no 

different than the reverse. To take the first grammatical approach, a statement's 

entailments cbtain irrespective of the circumstances--if any--in which it is tittered. 

Now while we do want to maintain that presuppositions are not determined as the utter- 

er thinks they are determined, nevertheless we do not want to deny that he does deter-

mine them--at least in part. In shert, presuppositions are determined indeterminately, 

and hence the asymmetrical relation we advance between the extracted plot structure 

and the subsequent exchange, en actor may argue that he is acting according to the 

plot he has previously extracted, 'but given the resultant improvisation there is no 

reason to think that it had been acted in accordance with that plot. By postulating 

symmetry between performance and plot, grammatical approaches eliminate this crucial 

perspectival feature of presuppositions which account3for their shifting status upon 

"discolrery." 

9. A Revised View of PresuRsositions as Knowledge,  

Raving stated these intuitions, two observations follow. First, it appears as 

though we haie retreated to a representationalist model in trying to saint a pj6ture  
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that "captures" our intuitions about language. All we can say here is that the 

relation between the picture and our linguistic activity should be regarded ir the 

same light as the relation between a plot structure and the subsequent performance 

"based" on it, as described within the picture. In other words, in tryini to maximize 

the appropriateness of the plot we have extracted from linguistic activity, we are 

not necessarily in fact doing that. 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 more 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 epistemologists and appeal to 

Edmund Getthier's 1963 paper "Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?" Getthier argues 

that traditional criteria of a person hclding a belief, his being justified in holding 

it, and its being true are insufficient for ascribing lenowledge 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. Orthodox Marxists confer ideolo— 

gical status on "bourgeois science" for somewhat similar reasons: Although modern 

science may arrive at truths about the natural world that are believed for good 

emeirecal reasons, it nevertheless is merely an expression of bourgeois class interest 

insofar as these truths are believed to be grounded in a particular method aiming at 

prediction and control, which presupposes that nature can be understood only thragh 
(unlike Getthier's) 

domination. The Marxist strategy hereAis not to counterpose an alternative premise-- 

for the Marxist would be the first to admit the historical truth of the bourgeois 

premise--but to demonstrate that bourgeois methodology is logically unnecessary to 

the truth of its science. Thus, there is no rational compulsion to believe either 

that capitalism is the only economic order that can sustain science or that a socialist 

order--and its "proletarian snience"--would necessarily cripple the growth of knowledge. 

And if "premise" is taken to be the hypothesis of a conditional, 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 

groending the method that led to its discovery. However, if "premise" is taken to 

mean "presuppositeon" in Peter Strawson's transcendental sense as the necessary 

condition for the consequent being either true or false, then a false antecedent 

would yield an irrelevant consequent. In other words, if bourgeois methods are clenied, 

then at least the language in which scientific truths and falsehoods are expressed 

becomes meaningless. How does the Marxist, for example, propose to laanch proletarian 



science without that bourgeois cornerstone of experimental technique, operationalism 

(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 wnat 

other grounds can modern science be reconstructed? Could not proletarian science 
easily"regress"to the teleology and animism of Aristotelianism, which identified 

experimentation with the commision of violence against nature? These are serious 

questions for the Crthodox Marxist, since the presuppositional interpretation of 

"premise" 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 ideo3ogy would become indistinguishable, 
thereby revealing the spuriousness of the attempt to "end ideology." Likewise, the 

fourth Getthier condition would be undetachabla from the traditional three criteria 

of knowledge: 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 thai a true 
justified belief is grounded on true premises, for it is simply implicit in what is 

meant by a, "true justified belief." However, it does not necessarily follow that 

the presupposition itself is true; it must just be taken as if it were true—hence, the 

relation between a plot structure and the subsequent improvioatione  

Now to resituate this discussion of presupposition in our rrigina] account of 

Aristotle's dual actualization procedure: As suggested earlier, the kinesisjentelechy 
distinction rests on potentiality--whether it be taken as latent form, given matter, 

hidden truths, or implicit presuppositions—having an a priori status, which is rein—

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 bailt 

(entelechy) yet during the time it is being built (kinesis). However, upon introuding 

our improvisatory model of presuppositions, what gets called "the buildable" is in 

fact the ingredients that are identified as "flaying been necessary" after the building 

has already been built. The "having been necessary" aspect of our reinterpretation 

moves in two directions: The "necessary" part confers on these ingredients the status 

of potentiality for any subsequent act of buildin3; yet the "haying 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 (hence, the ingredients—like the 
plot structure--are extracted from the built). From this pmcspective, Aristotle's 

paradigm is misleading insofar as it portrays the relation between the buildable and 
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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 mediae res 

view of the relation between the two moments of building. In that case, a priori it 

is just as reasonable to say that the cycle consists of a sequence of builts and 

buildables as to say the contrary--in just the same way as it is equally reasonable to 

say an even number precedes every odd number as it is to say an odd member precedes 

aver:, even number. In addition, we have tried to show now there are good intuitive 

reasons for preferring what prima facie seems to be the counterintuitive position. The 

improvisatory model attempts to capture both the in mediae res and ox post facto 

character of "discover,ing" presuppositions. 

10. Implications for the Sociology of Knowledge.  

One issue that may be particularly illuminated by the improvisatory model is the 

plausibility of what David moor in Knowledge and Social Imager 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 a consensus of relevant individuals or is manifested as something 

knowable only in the context of other individuals it in fact a social product. More 

succinctly, social activity is the necessary condition for cognitive forms. Examples 

of the first coediticn for the sociogenesis of knowledge are to be found iii the 

justification of what will be accepted as a scientific discovery. Kuhnian research 

into the pedagogy of soionce makes this thesis more intuitively plausible than the 

second condition, which is addressed to Durkheim's own concerns for the enciogenesis 

of space, time, causality, and number. These concepts have traditionally been located 

in the minds of individuals. The classic Cartesian stance is to associate their 

a priori status in understanding the world with their innateness, which gradually axe 

articulated by the child having more experiences and becoming more adopt in linguistic 

expression. In contrast, the empiricists deny the innateness thesis and suggest that 

the child learns to abstract space, say, ma property common to all objects by being 

exposed to many different kinds of object. In order to strike a balance between these 

two positions, Leibnitz--and Jean Piaget after him (especially in The Origins of Intel—
ligence in the Child)--offers an epigenetic account of the fundamental concepts that 

amounts to the child's environment eliciting eenceptual Theme that, exist in his mind 
as potentialities until new cognitive challenges demand their actualization. On this 
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view, the ultimate sophistication of the child's thought will depend ou the complexity 

of the tasks he has to face; thus, a programmed course of education that deliberately 

increases the complexity of cognitive tasks should speed up the development of tnought 

Notice that in all these cases, the social context of education is little more than a 

medium for the psychogenesis of thought. ',Wen the empiricists follow Locke's load 

in conceding that the spatiality►  of objects could not be abstracted unless the child 

had at least some innate ability to do so. The break with the Cartesians arises over 

whether this ability amounts to a clear and distinct idea of space, as if the child 

already knows what property of objects will have to conform to the concept of space 

before they are even presented. For Locke and his successors, wna•t might be balled 

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 Euclid— 

ean deresetry--in their minds but do not have the language in which to express it: In 

other words, they have intuitive rather than the discursive knowledge that empiricist, 

demand as proof. The reader will undoubtedly notice that this entire psychogenic 

account of knowledge heavily depends on the Aristotelian active—form/passive—matter 

distinction. 

The principle argument for space, time, causality, and number being social 

products is their objectivity. at first glance, this might seem paradoxical since 

sociogenesis is associated, especially after Karl Aannbeim, with cultural relativism9  
cetheeeteetitheikee 

the very antithesis of bbjectivity insofar  as h  stipulates that such fundamental 

concepts are molded in accordance with the social practices of individuals. However, 

this "paradox" arises only if objectivity is not rigorously separated from such 

associated notions as universality and absoluteness; yet once stripped of these 

notions, it need not be reduced to intersubjectivity either. If the concepts are 

"absolute," then their identities never change; if they are "universal," then their 

identities are the same for a given universe. On the basis of these definitions, it il 

possible to have a nonabsolute universal concept of, sey, space, aOrell as a nonuniver• 

sal absolute concept of space. The first possibility is exemplified in world—view 

theories founded on all individuals in a given historical period partaking of a 

"collective consciousness," yet there may be a radical shift in concepts across 

world—views. A variation on this theme is suggested by Durkheim's anthropology of 

space, in which the particular social practices 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 other hand, a nonuniversal absolute concept of 

space finds its paradigm in social orders that are maintained by members having 

differential knowledge of the world, a division of cognitive labor, that may even 

involve the conceptions of some members contradicting those of others. For example, 

the false consciousness responsible for sustaining capitalism in Marxist theory lies 

in management's ability to exploit labor without labor thinking that it is bein6 

exploited: The nonuniversality is shown by the asymmetry of perspectives; the abso—

luteness by the net effect of social equilibrium this asymmetry has. In his early 
work, The Division of Labor in w,ciety, Durkheim draws roughly the same distinction 

drawn here between nonabsolute universals and nonuniversal absolutes in terms of 
"mechanical" and "organic" solidarity, respectively. But although the paradigm of 

organic solidarity is indeed social, a nonuniversal absolute conception of space is 

also implicit in general relativity theory, in which the characterizatior of space—
time as having an overall constant positive curvature involves space appearing uncurvel 

(i.e. Euclidean) to observers in the vioinity of their frame of reference much as the 

spheroid earth appears flat to an observer looking toward the horizon. 

In contrast to universality and absoluteness, objectivity addresses what can 

be seen as the "quality," 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 signs that indicate its relevance. For 

example, why is it so difficult to imagine a "private language" for time 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 "publicly" understood, 
which is to say, in accordance with their uniform metrics. Thus, in coherently 

describing the "subjective time" experienced in dreams, we are forced to account for 

it in terms of, say, how "quickly" events seem to occur vis—a—vis the "objective 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 objected, however, that this reasoning merely appeals to 

convention insofar as the logic of our objective time—sense is much more fully worked 

out than that of our subjective time—sense, and so, not surprisingly, the unknown 

must be explained in terms of the known. But there is a second reason 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" 



metaphor in Philosophical Investigations,  then it will be admiteed that what we would 

be attempting to provide is something more than the merely whimsical labeling of events 

and places as they are experienced. Originally, interest in the possibility of a 

private lameuage centered on whether all languages must be essentially similar in 

some respect in order to be languages. Wittgenstein hypothesized the case of a languaA 

whose :reamer 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 grounds: 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(ostenseon, repetition, etc.: 

are nnnecessary jeepardizes the sense in which a private language is a "language" at 

all. Me that as it may, the reader gill notice that by grounding the possibility of a 

language on how its grammar is actually learned, Wittgensteinians (often intentionally: 
fvoi 

blur objectivity with intersubjeotivity. The difference between the two as 

follows. The paradigm of intersubjectivity is the identity of an experimental outcome 

--say, a meter-reading—being agreed upon by a group of overseeing scientists, The 

snupposed "objectivity" of this finding lies in the fact that its identity was 

ascertained by a consensus of cempeeent 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 objectivity, however, does not require the actual presence 

of scientists, for it stipulates that a consensus must be presupposed in order for 

the experiment to make any sense at all. Indeed, inmost experiments hordes of 

scientists do not huddle around, say, the end of a maze (contra: 7 to what Russell 

suggests in chapter sixteen of en Outline of Philosophy)  to see whether the rat 

crosses the finish line in record time. Instead, there are one or a sew scientists 

who, in assessing the significance of their findings, presuppose that they can be 

situated among the findings of other scientists as either corroboration or falsifica-

tion. A special demonstration of the objectivity of their results is not even 

contemplated Eor that would imply the tossibility that scientific 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 oollective illusion 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 indiscernible 

from other modes of persuasion—and that would not be sufficient to justify the 



uniqueness of the scientific method vis—a—vis other rhetorical methods.( Notice that 

we nave not considered statistical tests for validity and relieability, for they too 

presuppose objectivity in that the possibility of error is confined to another 
objective outcome resulting fromasimilar experiment. Hence, failure to corroborate 

a previous finding is normally attributed to that finding not being a representative 

sample of how the world "really" is under the experimental oenditiens, which means 

that the unroplicated outoome is a highly improbable, but nevertheless objective, 

occurrence.) In short, for the scientist to try to prove the objectivity of hid 
research is to contradict the transcendental conditions that make his actiAly possible, 
where by "possible" we mean the scientist's ability  TO distinguish truth from error. 

Thus, insofar as one attempts a demonstration of objectivity, he is no longer a 
scientist. However, he may be a "meta—scientist" or "metaphysician" in the mold of 

Ldmund Husserl's phenomenologist rho undertakes to delimit the objectivity claams of 
experimental psychology by suspending the scientist's unreflective "natural attitude" 

to those claims. We see then that objectivity is an example of a concept that is able 

to regulate researca only insofar as its presuppositional status is not examined 

critic ally. This is in striking contrast with intersubjectivity, whose regulative 

power derives from showing that a majority of relevant parties self—consciously agree 
on the identity of an event. 

We can read this difference between objectivity and intersubjectivity back into 

the private language problem and then back into the social production of space, time, 

causality, and number. Keeping in mind the requirement that a language be a well—or—

dered system, it must then be presupposed that the person fluent in the private languag 
is subject to the rules governing the system wnich, admittedly, he has imposed. Such 

constraints apply even if the cardinal rule of the private language is that all acts 

of sigrificatien will have purely illocutionary force, which is to say, a sign would 

refer only by virtue of the person engaging in the act of referring. Although this 

minimal rule may amount to little more than the ehimsical legislation of meaning, its 
effectiveness nevertheless presupposes that there be a way of deciding whether the 

person :leant in the private language has made the utterance--as opnosed to either 
someone who accidentally utters a grammatical string of signs or perhaps some evil 

demon who illegitimately possesses the person's body and is thus uttering striem 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 till 
necessarily bifurcated into what formal semanticists after Alfred Tarski have termed 

"the object language" and "the metalanguage." Whereas the object language regards the 



utter from tne first person perepective (i.e. in the act of speaking), the metalanguaa, 

regards him from the third person perspective (i.e. as an act of speaking). We 

might conceive of this bifurcation in terms of the utterer acting as if another 

utterer were present with the potential to correct him--much as the Freudian charac-

terization of adult behavior in terms of the ego acting as if the parent, In the form 

of the superego, still exercised moral authority. And just as Freud located the 

foundations of the social instinct 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 possible to convert the paw-

suppositional structure into an historically predetermining one: For example, the 

psychiatrist may postulate sone primal moment in which the parental image is actually 

incorporated--"introjected"--into the psyche; or, as sociolocists of knowledge, we 

may emulate Jean-Jacques Rousseau's attempt to provide an originary myth for the rise 

of 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 accounts, since it would not make any sense to talk about the psyche or language 

withott presupposing these perhaps empirically dubious structures. 

Recalling our earlier account of Vaihinger, it would seem that we aro now in a 

position to endorse the ficitionalist claim that the search for trIth can often be 

facilitated only by employing patent falsehoods. Yet if the falsehood is taken to be 

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 cannot 

be reduced to either a set of scientifically dispensable just-so-stories about origins 

or a set of faleifiable hypotheses. Indeed, we would argue that because the strong 

program for the sociology of knowledge amounts in practice to the emplotment of the 

presuppositional structure of publicly available concepts, the implausibility of a 

proposed plot stems not so much from a lack of historical warrant as from an ipadequat; 
erw01,1044 

understanding of thOtoncepts For example, a Durkheimian accouht of the 

soda' foundations of space 'niGht be sketched as follows: Natives organize to clear 

away vegetation in order to build a circle of huts where they will be able tc live 

together. (The motivation behind this communitarian spirit—whetner it be fear, 

hunger, etc.--is irrelevant.) The organization however is not formal in thfesense of 

proceeding according to a predetermined blueprint; instead, a third party (such as 
thyrsociologist narrating this story) would say that there is an intuitive sense of 
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what is and is not a feasible move—especially the latter, and any native is eligible 

to correct another should an intuitively unfeasible move be made. Afterward, the 

natives reflect on what made thdt sootaorganization possible. The configuration of 

the nuts suggests a geometry that underlies the concept of apace 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 

"culture" from "nature"—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 

opposed to, say, another well-defined social order—or, in logical terms, that a 

contradiction (indeed, tnat the conjunction of sacred and profane spaces is contradic- 

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„js construction. 

11. Objections to These Implications.  

Here the standard objection to any strong sociogenic account of concepts arises: 

At most our Durkheimian myth 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 interaction. 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 expression by society), 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 "space" that intuitively guides such scientific research: How can apace be socially 

"invented," as it were, if space must be a medium in which all possible objects sub-

sist? Unless we follow Bishop 'Ierkeley in locating the unthought in the mind of God, 

the strong sociogenicist must determine the status of space before the natives construe. 

ted their society and, furthermore, how did they manage to recognize that there was a 

distinctly spatial erganization? 

Yet for all these problems, the sociogenicist does,not face the perrenial diffi- 

oulty of the psychogenicist, which can be summvized, after Harty, as the status of the 

mind as "the mirror of nature." Notice that we have so far not rigorously distinguiehe. 

space per se--where the objects are "really"plasoed—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 net. Now consider the issues that follow from 



such a distinction: 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? If our concept of space simply allows us to perceive apace 

as 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)? 

tions are answered, the psychogenicist must ultimately ex 

a space-concept and real-space, which returns him t 

Regardless how these clues-

la why there must he both 

g talk about the "impo- 

stion" or "elicitation" of form from matter (depending on whether the space-concept is 

constructive or receptive vis-a-vis real-space). We would argue that the dAetinction 

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 notion of conscious-

ness as something distinct from the object of which one is conscious: Just because 

we ordinarily sa7 that "we are conscious of space," it does not follow that the 

consciousness and the space are separate, with one somehow trying to "capture" the 

other. Indeed, the naturalness with which we act "in" space militates against the 

possibility of any lea' difference, and this is why so-called "illusions" are only 

discovered as such after the fact. 

On a psycnogenic account, attributing spatiality to what is not spatially present 

is a real possibility as long as the mind and the world are considered autonomous and 

yet not in some pre-established harmony (which would once 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 the difference between 

a space-concept and real-space could be demonstrated. Thus, given the psychogenic 

position, the objectivity of apace is made possible by the ability to tell 30MR real 

thing that has spatial extension from some illusion that does not. But does it make 

sense to 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 tne 

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 

illusion is simply the misnaming of some _spatially extended thing? In that case, the 
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objectivity of space is presupposed so that the identity of an object can be negotia- 

ted. For example, rather than to doubt whether I have seen the thing I have called a 

ghost, it is 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 °attesting 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 same/spatial organization of 
objects until solOone 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 nas been the script in accordance with which all parties presupposed the other' 

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 

much different from tne negotiation of the bargaining table that is perhaps exempli-

fied in social contract theory.) 

Thus, as in the earlier case of the scientist's treatment of an experimental 

outcome, the objectivity of a spatially extended thing need not be proven insofar as 

the practice of discriminating illusions (e.g., by pointing out the illusoriness of an 

illusion) already demands such objectivity. Hallucinations, which are distinguished 

from ordinary illusions by having no apparent physical correlates whatsoever, do 

however seem to resist any easy sociogenic interpretation and consequently reqftre 

the space-concept/real-space binary. ut in fact by the end of this paper we will 

have shown the contrary to be the case. 

l2, Confuting the Objections: Language as Word-Magic  

Our defense resembles the ones offered for sa7ing that a private language is 

impossible and that self-conscious intersubjeotive agreement is unnecessary for 

objectivity in scientific research. It rests on getting straight what precisely is 

the negation of bbjectivity: The accounts 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 

objectiv*ty; 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 not 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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proves to be a correct or incorrect identification). In other words--and this has 

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 expanse of 

possibly regarding linguistic expression as deceptive. For example, G.E. Moore and 

J.L. Austin have observed that the evolution of ordinary language has bequeathed to 

contemporary speakers all the distinctions that have proved fruitful to draw. As a 

result, any foundational philosophy or metaphysics should ground its insights on 

these distinctions, which are discovered through meticulous semantic analysis, Such 

advice makes sense only if we take ordinary language's self-description at face value, 

since indeed it defines itself as the reDositery of the "perrenial wisdom" of common-

sense that has allowed ae and our progenitors to function "naturally" in everyday 

life--so much so tnat 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 discerning philosopher should ale be suspicious of linguistic 

attempts to explicate the function of linguistic expressions: Sucn attempts are 

themselves symptoms rather than solutions. 

The fact that such an explicatioh is needed--because it is not self-evident 

what a given piece of language is talKing about--suggests that any proposed explica- 

tion should be questioned. To demonstrate more pointedly our opposition to the 

modern Fregean impulse in linguistic analysis: If there must be a "route" to 

reference at all (as Frage stipulates), then the sense of any definite desch*tion 

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 expression," to echo 

Russell--is inherently ambiguous in meaning when taken oy itself, what should lead 

us to think (aside from the pronouncements of a semantic grammar) that several such 

pieces strung togetner will disambiguate the term's meaning? This query is not 

designed to make philosophy's assignment impossible to fulfill but to prevent it 

from being reduced to a catalogue of necessary truths--analytic statements that 

exhaustively and uniquely define a term, such that to den;• a statement of this type 

is to commit a 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 connotations of 

current definitions seem. Either "Evening Star" or "Morning Star", for instance, 

is a misleading way of :;.dentifying 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--"systematically", because if, say, 

Venus is associated with a particular time of the day, then Venusian studies may be 

conducted exclusively during that period. Our suggestion can be understood as the 

"dark side" of the operationalist principle: Whereas the early positivists defined a 
set of concrete operations 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 denotation, 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 even 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 suhlation 

of these two alternatives: It is the medium that constrains thought by having its 
users think they are expressing thoughts other than tnose really being expressed. The 

reader may notice that this account resembles the so-called "word-magic" theory of 

language's origin associated with early anthropologists like Edward Tylor and the 

chiltosychologist Piaget. Supposedly, primitive man and children respond anlmistical- 
thes 

ly to the world, which is to saytatreat all objects as if they acted frIAWRAORRdent 

of man's. Thus, certain words would be thought to have special inherent "powers" to 

conjure 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 

A Child's Conception of the Wor d, the child relinquishes his animism when he realizes 
*hat the "power" of language-A.8 only manifested when it is used, thereby showing that 

language is an inherently inert tool that is "animated" only by the will of men in an 
appropriate social setting. However, the adamant child need not 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 world. Yet such 

an inference is 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, theact 

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 its to think that animism is a 

plausible theory of language. Why do soldiers stand erect when the sergeant says 



"Attention!"? It is not due to the charismatic authority of the particular sergeant 

over his troops =As it due to the military context in which the command is given. 

The latter is not the case if only because we would not have known that this was a 

genuine military context had not the command been uttered as part of a chair of other 

utterances that, when taken together, define a military context. 

We would go so far as to maintain that the peculiar development of linguistic 

expression—specifically drama, fiction, and even writing itself--presupposes the 

word—magic thesis. If the utterer and the discursive context Were the sole 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 to 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 somewhat unsatisfactory, for it is not clear that 

"the complexity of social relations" as such requires a written tradition. There are 

indeed very populous nonliterate societies, bulkhe 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, anthropologists 

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) 
a wu 
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memoere to recognize and execute this complexification ("bureaucratization" may also 

be appropriate in this context)? In other words, we are wondering whetner writing 

might not itself be the necessary condition for the complexification of society, 

rather than vice versa. Our speculation however cannot be resolved simply by turning 

to history—whether "in fact" writing predated or postdated complexification—for 

we are challenging the intelligibility of a written tradition possibly arising from 

the complexity of social relations: 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 Fundamental Presupposition of Oomilbr Society.  

Amoroothe differences between inscription and speech are the former's permanence 

(the letters always stay fixed on the page) and repeatability (the letters caritilir A 
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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 both higher 

economic forms lime capitalism which are largely based on recording transactions 

and legal systems grounded on case precedents. (The reader will notice that nomina-

lists like Locke nave 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 things, 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 cf a third party) irrespective of how they themselves would characterize 

their activity. Their situation would thus be similar to that of Moliere's bourgeois 

gentleman who did not realize that he had always been speaking prose. But hew would 

the third party recognize that writing was being practiced? It is not as simple as 

seeing whether functional equivalents of pen and paper are present. Reconsid)%r the 

example of the sociogenesis of spaces The natives were thought to have annOense of 

geometry 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). But of 

course (so our example goes) they possessed no such tools--only 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 to the technology with little difficulty. 

In fact, tney would probably come up with it themselves upon formulating their 

concept of space. We see then that the difference between practice and tecnnology is 

the difference between competent performance and performed competence, or unself-

conscious and self-conscious activity. But more precisely, a competent performance 

consists 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)conditiens for writing. Such a society 

would exhibit certain features in its linguistic behavior 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 



mechanical approach for generating meaning that seems to dispense with the uniqueness 

of the speaker. Now suppose also 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 fetiehizing the words themselves, 

given that oral traditions nave no way over many transmissions to check for accuracy? 

From both cass4 it would be fair to conclude that even thoagh members of the society 

in question used neither pen nor paper they nevertheless acted as if they had 

writing--or aqif their language were writing—centered. As an aside, note that in 

resisting to define the practice of writing in terms of an empirical activity (e.g. 

the application of a peneekurrogate to a paper—surrogate) that can be univocally 

labeled "writing," we embrace a more dynamic—perhaps even dialectical--position 

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—conscious activity, or a 

unique technology of its own. 

But to 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 automaton than a hand—tool: Once the 

utterer sets the lare:,,guaee 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 characters. Once the words of the scene are "set in motion" (allowing for the 

appropriate intonation, etc.), the person in the next room wil3 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 oNtherwise undifferentiated stuff 

of the world, and this includes the invention of context. Writing epitomizes this 

"word—magic" or "recipe" approach in its ability 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 mix 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 is real. 
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The reader may object at this point that while he can understand some eense 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 tee objector would say that 

the world is literally cooked up from molecules formed from the combinations permitted 

by the period*able of physical elements. And admittedly science and commonsense 

do agree that the structure of matter--and not the structre of language--"oomposes" 

the world. Yet it is indeed curious enat the periodic table--a persistent desidera— 

tum of scientific atomism (finally formalized by Mendeleyev in Inc late nineteenth 

century)--is modeled on Leibnitz's combinatorial science, the forerunner of symbclio 

logic whoae syntax would reveal the essential semantic structure of all poesible 

utterances. The insubstantiality of the elemental atoms taken in isolation of their 

molscular combination', matches the semantic indeterminacy of what Russell in The 

Princi2les of Mathematics calls "logical constants" (connecti,Tes, 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 vis—a—vis discursive contexts. And if the reader thinks 

that the algebra of atomic weights demonstrated in chemical formulae is a more precise 

science that the algebra of constants and variables, then he is instructed to examine 

tne 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 if, provided in chapter seven of Goedel's Proof by Ernest Nagel 

and James Newman.) Thus, we need to consider why should the generation of substance 

from structure be so plausible an account of ultimate physica] reality. Why not do 

instead as the presocratics did, namely, treat the elements themselves as substances 

(e.g. 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 morphology*  

To continue, the second point raised by the dramatized row, especially in 

ligtt of the third party's presumption of the row's naturalness, ooncerns the means 

by which language manages to divide fact from fiction. The key lies in the linguistic 

creation of the social context by reducing er expanding the scope of the utterances 



under consideration. On the most intuitive level, "expanding" or "reducing" 

scope amounts to adding or subtracting the sheer number of utterances. Statistically 

speaking, in the long run the propositions expressed by utterances tend to fictional—

ize (we need not decide here whether the propositions actually change truth values or 

whether only our knowledge of them changes). 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 articulation 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; out as the lie 

is integrated with additional utterances, the probability of its detection increases. 

Analogous situations occur in designating scientific truths during a particular 

historical period 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 itsEf or in some mediated form. 

Instead, we have been advancing th4 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 intuted, then questions of veridpality do 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 possible for a given =elation to 

subsist between what i8 said (or thought) and what it is 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 role played by quotation marks in demarcating the ontological levels of language-- 

what belongs naturally in the text as part of the author's own work vis—a—vis what is 

artificially approriated so as to show the author's dependency on other sources. As 

conveyed earlier in our improvisatory model of presuppositions, "the sense of reality" 

(to be understood 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 expansion 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 



reality (i.e. the reality in whim one exists), then it must be treated as the only 

possible reality--and this requirement goes against the intention of all transcenden— 

tal thinking, which is to relativize possible realities by making each dependent on 

a specific set of limiting presuppositions, much as Kant circumscribed human under— 

standing on the basis of twelve categories of judgment. 

But how does the sheer expansion of utterances suggest expansion toward a limit? 

The answer to this question rests on recalling the two 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 aat as if ws were reading the utterances eflEa transcript (even though ee may be 

actually speaking the repetition). This intuition is borne out by the way in which 

one speaker cat„,ehes another in a 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 good reason to set off a current 

utterance against a previous one, because presumably the speaker's word would to 

meaningful only insofar as the speaker speaks it. Thus, there could be no notion of 

a speaker getting tripped up by his own inconsistencies because the words themselves 

become inert outside 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 propositions at once. 

Most likely then, the first speaker will deny this. And even if it is brought to 

his attention thatke earlier held a position contradictory to his present one (keeping 

in mind that this would presuppose writing—centeredness), he need not be disturbed 

because--so goes the ethics of speech—centerednese--the truthfulness of hes discourse 

lies in whether he is speaking hie mind (irrespective of changes in opinions) rather 

9104i--ar his utterances cohere in the long run. 
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—come 

sciousnecs." In order to talk about something, the something one ietalking about 

must be fixes relative to the talk itself: How can I judge a previous 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. witn 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 ►ias 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 to explicating it, which amounts to 

setting the semantic boundaries of the utterance beyond which it cannot possibly be 

true), each successive utterance is presumed to entrench the Truth of the previous 

ones. As suggested before, this presumption of truth unless proven otherwise is the 
key presupposition of the natural attitude. To return to the dramatized row, the 

third party's apprehension of its "reality" is• reinforced with the natural flow of 

dialogue. Indeed, if one character should explicitly affirm the reality of the row, 

the third party may well begin to suspect that something is afoot. Thus, if overythinE 

said is either true or on the same ontological plane (i.e. subject to the same kind of 

verifiability conditions), then there is no good reason for language being reflexive; 

it is only the possibility of falsehood or semantic ambiguity that makes the intro— 

duction of a metalanguage worthwhile. This 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 sucn myths between the "fabular" and 

the "historical." The clash between oral and written traditions in the Rest appears 

with the expulsion of poets from Plato's Republic for concentrating more on entertain—

ment (i.e. inculcating a natural attitude in the audience toward the action onstage 

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 thqfiudience will not be swayed by similar techniques used in 

inflammatory speeches). 
Works 

14. How Language .•  A 1 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 sleignt—of—hand, which is to say, by employing 



a system of signs--mostly gestures--that have a relatively fixed conventional inter- 

pretation (i.e. their performance predictably directs the audience's attention to 

specific aspects of the perceptual field and elicits from them expec„otationo that 

certain other signs 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 

observed the additional gestures that are deliberately hidden. We can see the 

relevance of this model to the Habermasian characterization of ideological discourse 

as "systematically distorted communication": The power of ideology lies in what 
(after the Marxist Antonio Gramsci) can be called its "hegemonic" states. A proposi-

tion is most persuasive when no alternatives are conceivable, implying that it is 

impossible to set boundary conditions for its falsification; hence, one cannot think 

"outside" or "beyond" the proposition. Like the magical trick, ideological discourse 

consists generally of a series of truisms or prejudices that are mutually reinforced 

wnen systematically integrated: All the moves the magician makes are commonplace in 

their own right, but together they perpetrate a massive illusion. Such perpetration 

is possible because the meanings of these gestures or propositions are much more 

indeterminate than we ordinarily imggine, and, as a result, the magician or ideologue 

is able to slip in some unnoticed gestures or suppressed premises in order to totalize 

the illusion, so that it becomes impossible to deny its reality. This totalizatiop 

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 foliwing widely accepted propositions in order to declare 

that as a race Whites are intellectually superior to Blacks: 

(1) I.Q. Tests are reasonably good predictors of intellectual achievement 

(e.g. college success). 

(2) I.Q. Tests fulfill criteria of statistical reliability. 

(3) Whites significaitly outperform Blacks on I.Q. 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 ter the racist's argument, for no obvious falsehoods or 

fallacies are committed: His attention has therefore been moved in the direction 

the ideologue has wished, such that even though .lonventional wisdom has denied the 

relevance of race to intelligence, the argument seems to offer no alternative than 

that very conclusion. Notice the "magical" effect here; The reader expects that 

four propositions considered reasonable by a scientifically literate public would 



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 wisdom (regardless how "liberal" its sentiments may 

be), the soritical nature of ideology begs the reader to scrutinize the validity of 

each premise as it is presented. Thee, a deliberate effort is made to look as though 

nothing is being "passed off" uncritically, even though that may in fact be the best 

ploy fox 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 propositions valid in their 

own right need not old a valid conclusion, since the meaningfulness of one or more 

of the propositions may be altered if another is taken to be valid at the same time. 

In addition, we would argue--in accordance with the word-magic thesis--that it is not 

simply that the semantic 'relations among the four premises are so underdetermined that 

the ideologue 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 conclusion's validity--suppress the additional premises neces-

sary to \theimarnce conclusion seem 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 conclusion 

is already fully determined, or demonstrated, yet to prevent the reader frow believing 

other than that the conclusion has been demonstrated. This is the bind raced by the 

member of the audience who intuits that the trick must rely on more than is actually 

presented by the magician but that the magician--by having him 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 ideology gains hegemonic 

status only on the reader's terms; hence, the appeals to commonly accepted beliefs. 

Of course, intuitions of the kind manifested by the member of the audience are not 

limited to cases in which scientific propositions are used to draw socio-political 

conclusions, as suggested by the racist interpretation of I.Q. Tests, but extend to 

both the revolutionary scientist and the incorrigible relativist, who share a common 

suspicion that underlying, say, the law of gravity is some rather dubious 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 suspicion 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 



to a misleading position by systematically omitting.'  parts of his testimony. The 

racist's argument exemplifies this activity well by focusing the reader's attention 

on whether I.(4. Tests are valid scientific measures and, in so doing, presupposing 

the issue allegedly under contention--whether race is in fact a relevant factor in 

accounting for intelligence. Strictly speaking, the racist has shown--in the manner 

of all ideologues--that if we presuppose the conclusion under dispute, then. there are 

quite reasonable ways of justifying it, More specifically, the racist has inferred 

that Blackness is the source of the lower Isq. scores achieved by Blacks overall. 

This is a rather subtle fallacy that capitalizes on the Aristotelian dictum that the 

cause mast be adequate, or in proportion, to the effect. If there is a clear differ-

ence between the scoree of Whites and Blacks, then it must be due to what clearly 

differentiates Whites from Blacks, namely, race. In making this move, the ideologue 

is preventing the reader from considering other nonracial factors that may be asso-

ciateu (for nongenetic reasons) with racial difference, such as socio-economic back-
grouna. Rerever, the racist's fallacy becomes obvious once stated, for it heavily 

relies on the reader's acceptance of the relevance of the racist terms--so much so that 

the conclusion is analytically written into the argument. Of course, when following 

someone elee's argument, this is difficult ;AA to do, since if the terms are denied, 

how is 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 question lies in demonstrating the 

relevance of what the reader would like the arguer to bay to what the arguer originally 

intended to say. The racist miy well counter that to concentrate ofi socio-economic 

differences rather than on racial ones is to raise a new argument rather than to 

improve the old one. The reader must then show how, in some sense, the racial issue 

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" variable, a complex of 

several detachable factors. Thus, raae will have been reduced from the unifying cause 

to a gross symptom of intellectual differences. 
iv%  yittei 

But the procedure for arguments4is 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 effecte 

havo to be reapportioned to new or already existing categories if the revolution 



is to succeed. But he cannot do this simply by wiping the ontological slate clean 

and regenerating the world. Anti—Newtonians in the modern period--most notably 

Schelling and Whitehead--have attempted to reconstruct the cosmos on a non—mechanistic 

VWphysics that only  VW  for granted Euclidean geometry and our ordinary (largely Aris—
totelian) intuitions about nature. Although no one will deny the universal breadth 

of their efforts, the depth of their insights is often questioned. Staunch mechanists 

will maintain that whenever metaphysicians try to build the world from scratch without 

the findings of expeAmental aoience they end ap witehepelessly opaque collection of 

notions concocted into a pseudo—system. The implicatien of such criticism is that to 

start from cosmic foundations rather than from meter readings ultimately leads to 

racile generalizations without any empirical specifidity. Of course, the net result 

of being persuaded by such criticism is to drop metaphysical inquiry for the 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 motivates Schelling 

and Whitehead to forsake science for metaphysics is exactly what motivates the mecha—

nists to do the reverse: Excessive generalization end abstraction at the expense of 

explaining the particular. But for the mechanists such explanation 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 entailments 

are at odds with each other--so both metaphysician and scientist will agree. We 

would conjecture that the issue of "breadth without depth" is little Lore than a 

rhetorical ploy used by either side against the other that goes no distance toward 

explaining the scientific unintelligibility of modern metaphysics. It is not that 

the metaphysician proceeds from the "top down," as it were, when 'he should be 

going from the "bottom up," but that 4 hee never moves  laterally, to show how the 

scientifically literate may "shift across" (demologically: "translate") from their 

conceptions to his. This is how Einstein succeeded when Scnelling before him and 

Whitehead afterward failed. The strategy must be to supplant existing presuppositiona: 

ruses with new ones without the act of substitution--that strictly illicit magical 

move--being noticed. Subsequently, in the course of writing textbooks, the trickery 

of the previous presuppositions may be documented to add to the hegemonic status of 

the current ruseee—the common technique being to demonstrate, say, how the Newtonians 

could nave solved their major internal  difficulties if they had been privied to a 

certain Einsteinian discovery: Einstein is as true as Newton can be shown to be 

false. This is an important formula of scientific development insofar as it 



presupposes eliminative, and not enumerative, induction. In other words, truth is 

what remains when the demonstrably false alternatives are eliminated--or the "real" 

magician is the one who can foil the other ruse-makers without himself being detected. 

Gricean  Obilectiens to the Word-Magic Thesis and Their Refutation. 

However, since we do not ordinarily regard language as inherently magical or 

deceptive, such rases routinely slip by. Almost all philosophers of language, espe- 

cially speech-act theorists 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 most of all) antisocial. It 

is supposedly inefficient because no convers.matien would eet off the ground if the 

speakers constantly suspected each other's presuppositions. To this we question the 

degree to which convereations really do get off the ground in the sense of 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 of course we do not 

argue that position either. In stead, we advocate a view of linguistic interaction as 

unsystematic mutual misunderstanding (or deception), since the posdbility of talking 

about "misunderstandings" presupposes at least some detestability. While Griceans 

seem to measure discursive efficiency in terms of how much of what the speakers wanted 

to coney was communicated over the converotion, we would measure it in terms of 

whether wna+ was eventually said was worth the amount of time it took to communicate 

it (regardless what the intentions of the speakers were). On another point of effi-

ciency, the Griceans would argue that the best way of actually conveying a maser is 

by trying to convey it, which implies that the best theory of language would be one 

that presupposes the teseparent communication of meaning unless otherwise indicated 

(or suspected). 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. :lore certain 

on this score is that the Gricean presupposition is sufficient (and perhaps even 

necessary) for a misunderstanding to persist undetected. 

As regards regards the unrealistic nature of our position, the Griceans would argue tnat 

it is 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 



brute facts of linguistic behavior, including the fact that all speakers have equal 

access to the means of communication. Karl-Otto Apel has gone so far as to designate 

equal access as a transcendental condition of communication even being possible. 

However, the brute factuality of what must be presupposed in order for communication 

to occur does not entail that the presupposition must be fully realized, or self-

consciously put into effect, by all those who hold it. Indeed, the presupposition 

of equal,  access may itself presuppose that not every one at oboe realize its 

consequences, as in the case of the seating arrangement in a theater presupposing 

that any member of an audience may attain a 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 Critique 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 communication, but once some members 

exercise it other members may be prevented from doing so. The latter-day Frankfurt 

School critique of ideologically dominated discourse (Haberman, Apel) must thus be 

seen as aiming not at actually equalizing the discursive capacities of speakers but at 

showing that there is nn a priori reason why any particular group of speakers should 

monopolize such discursive capacities. A result of the critique then is that neither 
bureaucratization nor the cultivation of intellectual elites legitimate any permanent, 

divisions as to what speakers can or cannot say. In characterizing Einstein's 

supersession of Newton as a matter of eliminating possible scientific voices, we held 

open the possibility 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 bking his 
suspicion into fruition only insofar as other members of the intellectual community 

aleo 
are notesuspicious. 

Finally, the charge against our position as antisocial is to be contrasted with 

the communication theorist's reliance on the principle of charity, which presupposes, 

among other things, that ander normal circumstances speakers say what they mean. 

To suspect that the speaker is speaking deceptively (so the Gricean critique goes) is 

to doubt the speaker's integrity, which only serves to make it impossible 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 



merely what he can think but also how he can express it. More eccentric thoughts--

such as extraordinary reasons for perform:mg a certain act or conceptions with 

potential for revolutionizing an existing science--are more difficult to convey 22,1 

virtue of their eccentricity, and are therefore more readily targeted as lies, 
fantasies, and errors. Credibility and plausibility are more qualities of the 

discourse than of the speaker. The ready—made phrases composing idiomatic speech 

are themselves persuasive. Imagine a respected astrophysicist trying to convince the 

police that he had encountered beings from another world: Most probably his speech 

would be faltering not so much out of fear or self—consciousness (that often accompa—

nies willful deception) but out of a lack of the appropriate language to express 

what he experienced--more pointedly, a lack of language that talks about alien beings 
without connoting the fancifulness of their existence (i.e. one that does not attempt 

to minimize their referatility in the act of referring to them). 

Furthermore, we can turn the charge of antisociality against the Griceans: Since 

the principle 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 communication 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 other" 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 aimensions as ideology 

A shows that not only does A believe a certain position but that B also believes it--

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 other, B. 

16. Implications for Linguistics and the Philosophy of Language.  

As a means of recapitulating yet again, consider the argumentative strategy of 

an objector who claims that our position "reifies" language. He would probably argue 
that the relation between names and things is entirely conventional, and indeed this 

is what makes talk about "misnaming" things--or naming things "inappropriately", as 



we would put it—possible: Since the essence of the thing is not carried in the 

name assigned to it (and he2e we do not distinguish between "names" and "descriptions" 

there need not be any slippage in reference--or ambiguity as to what is beingialked 

about—when a name is changed or challenged. Thus, the objector would oonclude that 

our own position presupposes that nothing much about reality hangs on our use of 

language. And of course not only would our own pcsition presuppose 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 morning 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  111 
eoie 

 discrete celestial bodies. 

The example therefore vindicates our position over the objeetoe!s. Eowever.- given the 

paradigmatic status of Frege's Venus example in the analytic philosophy of language, 

it would seem that this point has gone unnoticed. And no doubt this is the result of 

adhering to the model of language we have been criticizing throughout this chapter: 

The two names are taken to be little more than passive labels having no impact on the 

thing itself because the thing's ultimate identity, or essence, is determined indepen— 

dently of language. On the most ordinary level, we supposedly experience this wnen we 

"know" what something is but we cannot think of its name. On the more refined level 

of considering what the morning star "really is," we appeal either to some perfect 

knower (and 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 seat of perfect knowledge) or to some 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). Both alternatives 

capture the ontological insignificance of language, in the first case, by making 

descriptions corrigible in light of thctimOure of reality and, in the second, by 

making them superfluous to whatever- happens to he the nature of reality. 

At this point, it is important to contrast our position. We do not deny the 

corrigibility of descriptions, but we do deny their superfluity to the nature of 

reality. Furthermore the objector's claim that the essence of a thing does not hang 
on assigning the "right" name does nest entail that its essence does not hang on the 
very practice of naming. The Blowing propositions, we maintain, are guile eompatible 



(1) Language is ised as if naming things correctly were of primary import— 

ance. 

(2) A thing has been named "correctly" if its essence has been determined. 

(3) There is no sense in which a thing can be said to have been assigned 

the correct name. 

(4) The essence of eithing is determined by whatever name it has been 

assigned. 

W6 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 question 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 look for the thing (and what to do with it), but this is 

not to suggest that language holds the self—conscious control over the nature of 

reality that idealists have traditionally attributed to mind. Our previous arguments 

en favor of language's inherent deceptiveness reveal how the fourth thesis may be 

tree and yet we think that the essence of a thing eubsist4throughout our discussion 

of it: Vie have here the situation of being persuaded to a radically different 

viewpoint, yet thinking that it is a natural extension 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 determina—

tion, or naming, of the thing should encapsule the essenoe, for there is no sense in 

which the thing is "really" one type of thing or another. Instead, there are simply 

linguistic prescriptions that participate in making that thing what it is. 

To say that language is inheeently deceptive is, on the most elementary level, 

to say that an utterance is not made for its own sake, or that it does net mean wnat 

it says. Underlying the descriptivist view of language, of course, is the affirmation 

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 ostensive labeling of 

things, such that whenever "table" is uttered, the audience's mind need not wander 

away from the vicinity in which such an utterance would be normally made--i,e. 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— 

q,uently reproduced in the form of "table" eliciting with the least effort a mental 

image of a 'table. In other words, the spatial contiguity of ostension is translated 

into the temporal contiguity of comprehension. 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 paid in order to say 



something else. Perhaps the most pernicious legacy of this brand of associationism is 

the analysis of discourse into a series of discrete linguistic routines: A tells B 

to do x, and B demonstrates eis understanding of A by doing x--end routine. Notice 

here tnat inaction is portrayed as a point of equilibrium in which something (done) 

in the world satisfies, or completes, something (said) in language. But is the 

identification of such routines any gore than an analytical device' Even though we 

can roughly say when a question has been answered or a request fulfilled, it eould be 

misleading to say that the question has exacted 2rja. an  answer or that a requeat has 

exacted only a particular action, since the way in which the questioe has been 

answered or a request fulfilled delimits the possible successive moves available to 

the parties. Of course, silence sometimes iollo' but usually some other question 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 modern science of linggie tics, Ferdinand de 5auesure, formalized the 

intuitions of grammarians who saw systematicity ("langue") and discursiveness ("pe- 

role") as aspects of language calling for two different types of inquiry. It is 

virtually a truism of contemporary linguistic philosophy that while systematicity 

(as represented in a grammar) is necessary 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 the meanings of terms in the middle of 

an argument, is ranked among the most grievous grammatical errors. Nct surprisingly 

then, the game is a popular metapnor 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 to Searle's seeecheact theory--have (unwittingly) captured 

much cf what we have designated the "writing-centeredness" of language: Combinations 
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of grammatical strings predictably cook up the discursive contexte in which the 

"real world" transpires. However, miseed by these approaches is that the combieations 

mask their atomic structure so that they are not treated as systematically fitted 

routines but as a naturally seamless discourse. This discursiveness is a product of 

language's systematic nature insofar as the atomic parts are suffieiently similar 

such that through either a sorites of semantic associations or strict Implications 

one part cen be made to "Ilend" into the other, as it were. This observation can 

perhaps be less eryptizally stated aAhe ability to make any utterance x re]evant 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 to make metalineuistic comments (especially 

to indicate deception) is a major consequence of the writing-centeredness of language. 

Yet, coupled with the thesis of discursiveness (that something is said in order to 

say something else), we are presented with a picture of language as systematically 

masking its identity through discourse. This is to say that language "tells" 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 is to be found in linguistics itself, which postulates speech as the funda-

mental form of linguistic practice. But what does "speech" amount to? It is the 

object of phonological inquiry, the most astematickak  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 a phonetic "alphabet," from which all possible utterances 

can be composed. However, again like letters, the speech sounds are inherently 

meaningless pieces of mechanical behavior. Consequently, syntactic and semantic 

forms must be "superimposed" on the sounds, but these forms are themselves subject to 

a combinatorial structure--whether they be grammatical categories or lexical units-- 

that is also inherently meaningless. Thus, meaningful speech only arises from the 

actual combination of phonetic, syntactic, and semantic factors. Anthropologists 

influenced by the linguist/El account of speech, as we have seen, argue that such a 

mode of linguistic practice can only fluorish in simply structured societies. Can 

this "empirical" claim be treated independently from the "analytical" techniques 

involved in defining and studying speech? 

re respond that however fundamental its status is said to be, speech can never 

be treated as anything other than an incomplete practice--and this is not because 

speech is essentially"primitive," as anthropologists suggest, but because linguistics 

presupposes that writing is the mode in which language is fully realized and so speech 



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 sneech 

in the manner linguists do, perhaps the most notable feature here being the elimina—

tioa of intentionality from the analysis of meaning. Of course, linguistics masks 

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 once 

intentionality is excluded from scientific inquiry, as well as in the difficulty 

anthropologists face in not demeaning a speech—centered culture 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 

question." Recalling an earlier remelt, a writing--centered speech community would 

say that A understands what B means if A is able to make an utterance that coheres 

sufficiently with B's previous utterance sc as to continue the dialogue. In contrast, 

a speech—centered speech community would say that A's plausible response to B primari-

ly demonstrates A's access.  to B's mind. The leagely unpsychological nature of lin—

guistics can easily satisfy the former criterion but not the latter. Indeed, 

linguistics does not have the conceptual apparatus even to begin to address the 

question of mental access. Given this impasse, we can say either that the science 

or the criterion is at fault. But then given the degree of eystery surrounding the 

criterion and the degree to which the science functions adequately without satisyfing 

it, at least it would be "easier" to 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 snould be regarded as 

writing—centered), which Wittgeetein suggests in an attempt to debunk not only the 

insolubility but especially the mysteriousness of the proposed criterion. As a 

general rule for detecting deception in language, the more mysterious a question or 

issue appears, the less adequately that analytical entity is being defined in terms of 

some paradige 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 a bad 

analpgy. 

{As an aside, we would submit that one consequence of the above rule is an 

explanation for why the diachronic 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 only be 

a more perfect or pervasive version of that telos. Thus, 
the perfect version of 



social scientific laws not surprisingly apeeare as the clockwork sterile future of 
0.  tat hr143-tleeietk4. 

science fiction, hehaVior modification, and—most appropriately foralanguage-7122i. 

The pervasive version comes in the extension of, say, Marxist dialectical laws or 

(ox tears positivist, laws to all fields of inquiry—simply put, the lesser sciences 
catch up with mathematical physics by telitating its method. Our point ie that the 

predictive failure of such laws is inherent to the form such laws take and not 
tha 

necessanily,as it is usually maintained, to eitherAinherent unpredictability of 

human activity or an inadequate command of the data needed to make successful pre— 

dictions about man.) 

One final way of regarding the inherent discursiveness of language is in terms 

of a linguistic unit (word, sentence) being underdetermined as to its precise meaning:. 

The remedy here is to say more in order to contextualize the unit. However, this 

should not be understood (contrary to what quire and contemporary philosophers of 

science mi(ht suggest) in terms of the speaker having the power to decide which ote 

of several possible ways the semantically underdetamined expression might be completed 

Framing the problem in this fashion suffers from the same diffieulties as does trying 
to conceive of discourse as a series of systematically fitted routines. An analogue 

may be found in trying to construct linear notion from a succession of static 

point—like events: Since a line is a set of points ordened with respect to "density" 

(i.e. for any two successive points there is a point between them), the number of 

points comprising a line is indenumerably infinite, which means that is impossible 

to set up a one—to—ions correspondence between the set of integers and the set of 

points. As Zeno's Paradoxes show, motion seems to depend on this impossibility 

obtaining taihe physical world (in fact, this is where Hegel initially derives his 

intuitive and philosophical cupport for the "reality of contradictions" in The 

Science of Logic) insofar as motion cannot oncur 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 lino of points is ordered with respect to density, then we 

cannot speak of a succession of intants--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)--as anything other than an abstraction from the continuous flor 
of time. We would go one step further: A point cannot simply be abstracted as the 
scalar quantity of time and space identified within a coordinate geometry (e.g., 

the arrow's flight of thirty feet in five seconds); 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 a given spatiotemporal region 241...z1 by 



virtue of its being directed toward some different spatiotemperal region—i.e. greater 

distance as time goes on. (In the teleological kinematiee of Aristotle, it could be 
said that the moving object occupies a place temporarily as a means of achieving its 
end, rest.) Likewise, a linguistic anit 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 direction the discourse takes 

once it is uttered, then a determination can be made. In somewhat less metaphorical 

language, we may describe this vectorial analysis of meaning as a search for presuppo. 

sitions: The speaker does not "decide" to say something in the sense that such a 
decision could be separated from the unavoidable presuppositions involved in saying 

something (anything) in a ?articular way--just as a given point—like event cannot be 

succeeded by any other event in tne sense that the identification of a time and place 
could be separated from the enavoidable directedness of whatever continnous motion 

made that event possible (i.e. abstractable). 

17. Reprises Towards a New Sociology of Knowledge  

Having gone this far, we now return at last to the sociogenesis of hallucina—

tion. We have argued, contra Grice and the communication theorists, that society 
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 is needed for language to work and 

for ideas of space and time to be projected on (or extracted from) the world, it does 

not follow that what individuates a particular person as such (i.e. a unique set of 

intentions that distinguishes him from ether persons) is necessary for either 

linguistic practice or spatiotemporal perception. Particular persons are largely 

interchangeable if they "reaa off the same scripts," as it were, and this is a 

testimony to language's inherent powers. Ae 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 exaet1y as it appears but with malevolent enten—

tiens that, because of the completeness of his deception, never gets revealed: 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, 14ffect, acting as if he were 

an honest deity. On a less grandiose scale, we know that lies, fantasies, errors, 

misunderstandiegs, 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.g. a lie cannot go undetected forever and still be a lie). 
Thus, L.' two people say the same things but intend two different things by their 
utterance, then such a situation presupposes that their difference is detectable, 
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which is to say, utterable. Notice that we haifIgthe sense in which a difference in 

intentions can make a real difference in terms of a shift from the individual mind 

to a socially accessible discourse. 

Hallucinations similarly offer a systematically misleading self-description that 

has widespread consequences: even though an hallucination is defined as a purely 
psychogenic state with no physical correlates, we are still entitled to ask whether 

the individual—in his capacity as the hallucinator—could identify an hallucination. 

The answer is plainly no: As we saw earlier in the case of private languages, a 

bifurcation of consciousness is presupposed--a metalanguage/object language or 
superegOego distinction. And either aistinction can be taken as inchoate expression 

of society 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 designating his hallucinatory episodes when he is no longer hallucinating. 
The "widespread consequences" we mentioned, of course, pertain to how the domsin of 

psychiatric practice should be interpreted: An hallucination is not simply the die- 

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" crn be classed 
with lies, misunderstandings, etc., and that alone is sufficient to claim that 

hallucinations are sociogenic. 

Perhaps the pest way of summarizing this rather "systematically discursive" 

paper is by contrasting our metaphysical strate wgillat of traditional metchysicianss 

At several points, se have exposed the limitations of a strategy that goes back at 

least to Plato and may be called either "±ealism" or "idealism." Its propositional 

tactics are as follows: 

(l) 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 ordinary way 

approximates the perfect way. 

(3) The primary reason why these ways are commensurable is that the perfect 
way remains scaaffected 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): 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 representation of the perfect 

way of regarding things; falsehood arises as the representation is 

obscured, say, by disproportionately representing certain aspects at 

the expense of others. 

The semiotics of this strategy becomes particularly interesting when we consider 

what causes a given representation to be true. The above tactics define' truth as 

an iconic, or mirroring, relation between the representing and the represented—but 

what brings this relation about? The problem pernape become philosophically most 

signio_ficant when Descartes realized that the ontological argument--which is grounded 

an the thesis that to have an idea is to represent an existing object--cannot by 

itself account
A foklabw. men come to know that 

God exists. Indeed, the argument (if we grant its Platonic presupposition) establi—

shes that God existe but does not 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 to the effect, which serves to extend commensurability from 

the representing/represented to the cause/effect relation. This extension is exem— 

plif ied in the sense in which a footprint--14 virtue of being the effect of a foot 

pressing against the earth--is the foot's index. Notice that we "deduce" (or "abduce, 

as Charles Sanders Peirce would say) that a foot caused the footprint by determining 

what object would be able to make the print with the least effort—because it would 

just have to map its form upon a given medium (in this case, theearth) or dimension 

(in this case, from three to Iv o dimensions). Such a deduction is made on the grounds 

that it, in turn, is the simplest way of accounting for all the features of the effect 

in question; hence, a foot is sufficient reason for a footprint. Thus, "si.oplioity" 

becomes merely an ellipsis for the simplest route by which the cause can reproduce 

itself as an effect, Given dimensional and other medial constrains, or the siaolest 

route by which the effect can be "retroproduced" as some idealized cause without 

those constraints. It is this latter interpretation that allows us to see the problem 

of causation on par with the problem of universals: Just as the foot may be seen as 

the perfect 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 also responsible for the presumption that either language reproduces 

thought or thought reproduces language, with whatever difference lying between the 

reproducing and. the reproduced attributed to such "merely" material oonetraints as 



words not being able to capture the subtlety of thought, thoaght not having a full 

enough command of language, etc. 
In contrast, we have replaoei the strategy of representing/represented with one 

of saying/dcing. 'or the most part, saying/doing can be taken as the laarxist distinc- 
tion between theory and practice as long as certain key differences from the previous 

binary are kept in mind: 

(1) Theory/practice cannot be reduced to the iconic relation between 

language and world stipulated in Nittgenetein's Tractatus whareby a 

propositional label is structurally isomorphic to a state-of-affairs 

J• ts'afiaein and thereby attaches to the state as-aiasemITmlon. 

(2) Neither can theory/practice be reduced to the indexical relation between 

footprint and foot whereby a two-dimensional static sign is projected 

from a three-dimensional constant object. 

(3) Whatever "stasis" the theory-end of the binary exhibits is due to the 

writingacenteredness of language: A static description is one of which 

it males sense to say that it is reusable, by virtue of eliciting 

oertain practices predicatbly; thus, every description is a covert 

prescription. 

(4) The practice-end of the binary is not a three-dimensional constant 

object but a fouT,-dimensional continuum of activity elinited by the 

covert prescriptions. 

(5) However, Ulu v dimensional difference between theory and practice 

(two to four 'among other things, that projection across the binary 

is not symmetrical: In simplest terms, there is no reason to think 

that even the most meticulous linguistic account elicited by an event 

(e.g. a news report), when treated as a script and re-enacted, will 
itself elicit an event which, . 0.!,p1;33)not for the mediating linguis- 

tic account, would he cnnsidred similar to the original event. 

(6) Yet the relation between theory and practice is defined in terms of a 

symmetry between the two, and so this fundamental incommensurability 

goes systematically annoticed. 

(7) Thus, in the long run the repeatability of theory and the unrepeatabilit2 

of practice (i.e. old language for new situations) guarantees the 

notorious discrepancy between the two ends of the binary that is 
manifested in our ability to speak of the "appropriateness" (or not) of 



a certain description or the"well-grouadedness" (or not) of a particular 

state-of-affairs.( Notice that these ways of characterizing the relation 

between thecry and practice would not be possible if language were speech- 

centered, since it would then not make any sense to speak of repeatable 

units that appear to function differently under changing circumstances: 

Instead, each event would be unieuely 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 societies 

lack a sense of historical change.) 

In the text, we have associated theory/practice with the sociogenesis of tradi- 

tionally mental or physical entities like space, time, cause, and number. SeciogrnesiE 

can be seen as ocoppying the position of what may be called "morphogenesis" in the 

classical problem of universals. By "morphogenesis" is meant simply the thesis that 

the entities we actually experience are representations of some (perfect) form that 

is either internal or external to the mind. As we have seen, because there is some 

sense in which the relation between a form and ite concrete instances is pre-establi-

shed (i.e. a given instance—so goes our account of traditional :metaphysics--approxi- 

mates the form to a certain degree) irrespective of how the perceiver may regard that 

relation (i.e. what he thinks the form istbased on tis knowledge of the instances: 

e.g. a scientific law), from a merphogenio perspective sociogenesis could never amount 

to any more than a theory of knowledge, not a theory of reality as such. On the other 

hand, sociogenesis, by virtue of denying the commensuraoility of theory and practice, 

precludes the possibility of social interaction approximating some predetermined 

understanding of the nature of reality. instead, this fundamental incommensurability 

implies that the ontological status of the entities must be negotiated a posteriori 

as theoretical accoanifwhat Las already been cone that can be then used to guide 

subsequent practice. And as we have seen in our improvisatory model, this means that 

rather than merely mirroring its counterpart, each and of the binary delimits the 

other's future articulk,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 

symmetrical to how reality usually is said to participate in the creation of knowledge. 
In conclusion, we snould offer a demonstration of how our sociogenic strategy 

covers the same metaphysical terrain as the morphooenic one. Such a demonstration 
would show that sociogenesis and morphogenesis are competing solutions to the same 

problem. We earlier identified the problem as one of"universals," an ontological. 



categery that may be translated semiotically into the problem of "reference," or 

what grants a given sign its significance. The Platonism/intuitionism controveeey 

in metamathematics over the nature of number captures the difference we seek. To 

echo some earlier distinctions, each side of this controversy makes absolute and 

universal claims over what itlriee to explain. This is especially evident in the 

morphogenic strategy of Platonism: Frage, for example, conceived of the sense/refer-

ence distinction in terms of the function (an algebraic expression)/argument (what 
satisfies a variable in that expression) distinction La an equation. Extracting 

the underlying reference of several sentences having different senses is like finding 

the solution set of simultaneous equations: The proper name presupposed by a set 

of definite description; (e.g., "Venus" vis-a-vis sentences about the morning and 

evenii g stars) and the number(s) satisfying the intersection of the equations (or 

making it possible for those equations to be computed simultaneously)aee both discov-

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 neceesary 

for it. In contrast, the sociogenic strategy of intuitionism regards discovery as 

anticipated but unexpected invention. In other words, the practice of, say, counting 

anticipates arithmetical Theory insofar as arithmetic is taken as a formal characteri-

zation of coutning; however, there is nc reason to think that the counters themselves 

would have exeected a particular arithmetical theory to ensue from their practice. 

And this asyenetry between retrospect (anticipation) and prospect (expectation) 

continues as arithmetical knowledge itself prescribes certain heuristics that alter 

the practice of counting, which lead to revised arithmetics, etc. Notice that the 

hybrid "Marxist intuitionism" espoused here escnews both the mutual exclusiveness of 

discovery and invention proposed by the Platonists (whereby the counter makes no 

difference to the nature of number) and the sheer reduction of discovery to invention 

proposed by the original, more vclunteristic intuitionists, like Brouwer (whereby the 
counter makes all the difference in &etermining the nature of number). 

We have chosen the Platonism/intuitionism controversy to demonstrate our point 

also in order to clear up a fundamental misconception tnat seems to make any socio-
genic strategy logically subordinate to a morphogenic strategy. This concerns the 
allegedly nonabsolute and nonuniversal nature of sociogenic explanations. The 
sortiology of knowledge is notorious for presenting the socia] determination of ideas 

in terms of the localized historical concerns of the people who develop the ideas. 

This is certainly central t o Bloor's "strong program" in Knowledge and Socia3 
Imagery. 



These concerns take the form of beliefs, which when collected form ideologies and 

which, in turn, are .paid to be "reflected" in ideas of professedlj non-local import, 

such as science and mathematics. The reader may recognize these tactics as indicative 

of the morphogenic strategy—only here the "form" is the perfect mirror of an his-

torically specific reality, with the commensurability provsaed by both ideology and 

science being fundamentally linguistic entities that can be unproblematically compared 

far compatibility, joint plausibility, etc., and so typothetical causal links can be 

set up (e.g.,"Thomas Hobbes' attitude toward the political unrest in seventeenth 

century England lea to his characterization of man and matter in terms of inert masses 

subject to violent motions.") Not surprisingly, literature in tnis vein tends to 

characterize scientists as casting their discoveries in terms of certain all-consuming 

visions of the world (which may derive from class or personal interest, etc.). 

However, when the sociolesist of knowledge presentc nis case in this manner, the 

hard-core Platonist need only contrast tne universality and absoluteness of, say, 

number with the historical specificity of the sociogenic account: Why does not 

mathematics change in -proportion to the changes in society? Since the sociologist 

has arsued on a morphogenic strategy, he must tale) this question seriensly. His 

answer has classically been to concede that the Platonist seekirg the essence ef 

number and the sociologist seeking its origins are performing complementary functions--

the former wants to understand the sense in which number is discovered land 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 :limber regains its universal 

and absolute status once we consider the transcendental question of how the world must 

be treated in order for arithmetic to "arise"? Notice, as waH 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 theory is cast--the theory's "practical entailments," as it were: What must 

I be able to do in order to Itz. that the set of integers is infinite? Intuitionists 

concluded that it must always be possible to construct ag integer whenever one is 

added to the highest integer counted. Even clritig n_sematicians who conceived of 

an infinity •)1 the integers as a completed set closed under some fundamental operations 

and laws must presuppose this practical possibility, even though the characterization 
itself (i.e. the intuitionist's "potential" infinity visa-vin the olassicistle 

"actual" infinity) may not be helpful for developing certain kinds of formalization, 



However, as mathematical intuitionism has shown in the twentieth century, this 

soaiogenic strategy haa tie potential for rethinking the foundations of even the 

most conceptually entrenched of disciplines. 



VII. BIBLIOGRAPHY (not submitted with manuscript) 



i line s 
35 
35 
36 
38 

36 
22 
20-23 

38 34 
41 8 
41 37 
46 10-11 

47 28 
48 24 
49 5-6 

52 15 
52 21 
54 30-31 

55 11 
56 chart 
58 18 
59 12 
59 13 
59 29 
59 30 
59 33 
59 34 
59 35 
60 17 
60 24-25 

60 31 
60 34 
60 37 
64 5 
64 9 
64 10 

64 11 
64 25 
65 
67 13 
68 13 
69 7 
70 22-23 
77 23 
88 28 
89 12 

105 21 
116 3 
118 23-24 
126 21 
127 22 

original /revision  
universe is continuous / universe (of discourse) is continuous 
insert "just" before "because" 
if it were not / were it not 
rewrite sentence beginning at the end of line as follows: 
"At least up to the time Leibnitz, demonstrating the theorem- 
hood of a sentence was merely an epistemic crutch and not a 
necessary condition of that sentence being a theorem." 
no / not 
they are complementary % their complementarity 
The is / This 
underscore "prescription" ; insert "should" between "naming" 
and "mirror" 
prevent / stop 
intending / attempting 
so as to result in the formulation of Apel's thesis in terms 
resembling / so that the formulation of Apel's thesis resemble: 
eliminate last sentence of the paragraph 
not / no 
(i.e. the case...finding him) / , that is, the case...fiffing 
him 
chapter / essay 
speaker-as-speech / speech-as-speaker 
neural / topological 
nonextensional /intensional 
nonextensionally / intensionally 
formalist / formal modist 
materialist / materal modist 
nonextensional / intensional 
formalist / formal modist 
iflaterailist / material modist 
formalist / formal modist ; materialist / material modist 
...associates misprediction signifying / ...associates the 
taking of misprediction to signify 
materialist's / material modist's 
formalist / formal modist ; materialist / material modist 
is / are 
ever knowing / the possibility of knowing 
those signs / those experiential signs 
a consensus entails a consensus / a superficial consensus 
entails a deep consensus 
which does not bear on / thereby not questioning 
eliminate "diagrammatically" 
eliminate the diagram 
contary / contrary 
eliminate parenthetical remark 
were obviously representative of / obviously represented 
eliminate parenthetical remark 
The reader should notice / Notice 
by / through 
when actually / when we actually 
eliminate parenthetical remark 
eliminate "internalist" 
eliminate "but was later revived... and David Lewis." 
eliminate "Richard Braithwaite and" 
extension "simplicity? extension of "simplicity" 



136 11 
140 37 
145 9 
145 12 
151 15 
163 6 

macher, Wilhelm Dil they 

CORRECTIONS FOR "BEYOND CATEGORIES" (make sure you have all the pages) 
3 21 
6 19 
9 1 
9 21 
10 6 

14 19 expression; / expression by another sign; 
14 26 place "referential opacity" in quotation marks 
14 28 place "referential transparency" in quotation marks 
15 8 (i.e. clumsily) / (i.e. indirectly, or clumsily) 

underscore "any" 
eliminate "as" 
space / place 
what / whatever 
add as last sentence to the paragraph: "For all the 
anthropologist knows, 1 Gavagai,  may refer to a rabbit 
spacetime slice." Superscript the "6" at the end of 
this sentence, instead of the one in the text. 

fame / frame 
correct / corrective 
and / or 
them / it 
deductive / quasi-deductive 
Wilhelm Dilthey, Robin-Collingwood/ Friedrich S .' - r- 

t
aie oriinal revision 

p aces  "an omination of" in parenthesis 

CORRECTIONS FOR "A PHILOSOPHICAL DEFENSE OF DECONSTRUCTION" 
Drop all footnotes 
Eliminate the first four paragraphs 
Eliminate the first sentence of the fifth paragraph, and begin the 
paragraph as follows: "Deconstruction is so difficult because it makes 
major breaks..." 
3 18 (including the lines eliminated) eliminate "instrumentalist o-" 
6 30 hermeneutical hedonism / "hermeneutical hedonism" (i.e. the 

freeplay of textual interpretation) 
9 10-11 physical detachment from the vicissitudes / lack of 

control over the outcome 
10 35 underscore "ultimately" 
11 40 start new paragraph with #The antirealist..." 

CORRECTIONS FOR 
2 18 
5 12 
6 34-37 

"ANALYTIC PHILOSOPHY VS. DECONSTRUCTION" 
place "but that they are unimportant" in parenthesis 
what / whatever 
rewrite the sentence as follows: "It is not that it is 
impossible to retrieve what the author har-in mind when 
he composed a text, but rather, that intentionality, even 
granting its accessibility, counts for nothing when deter. 
mining the truth or significance (i.e. the correct 
reading) of that text." 

NO CORRECTIONS POR THE FOLLOWING: 
"Recovering Philosophy from Rorty" 
"God's Role in the History of Philosophy" 
"A French Science (With English Subtitles)" 
"Rationality for Aesthetes" 
"The Dialectical Status of Philosophical Positions" 
"On Evaluating Eliminative Materialism" 
"Rhetoric Without Shame" 
"Kripke on the Distinction Between 'Epistemic' and 'Metaphysical' 
Modalities," 


