Mark Okrent

THE METAPHILOSOPHICAL
CONSEQUENCES OF PRAGMATISM

I. A RECENT ACCOUNT OF THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY

Let us consider a certain story about the history of philosophy and the
evolution and nature of contemporary philosophy. The story begins
with Sellars’s ‘bland’ definition of philosophy: “seeing how things, in the
largest sense of the term, hang together, in the largest sense of the term”.!
Well, what is it to see how ‘things hang together’? According to our story,
since Plato this question has tended to be answered with what Rorty calls
“the archetypical philosophical fantasy . . . of cutting through all descrip-
tion, all representation, to a state of consciousness which, per impossibile,
combines the best features of inarticulate confrontation with the best fea-
tures of linguistic formulation.”? To ‘cut through all representation’, ac-
cording to this story, has been traditionally thought to involve the ability
to describe things in terms which are ideally suited to describe things as
they ‘really are’. This ‘fantasy’ thus involves two sides, a certain picture of
what is to be seen and a certain picture of what it is to correctly see. First,
what is to be described, things as they really are, has been taken to be
things ‘in themselves’, that is, things as they are apart from their being
affected or referred to by any human agency or cognition. Second, for
terms to be ideally suited to describing things as they really are means that
those terms are capable of giving us a description of things which mirrors,
without distortion, those things in themselves. Such terms are nature’s
own terms because they refer to those types of entities which ‘really do’
exist and ascribe the kinds of properties to those entities which they ‘re-
ally do’ possess.

So far, the philosophical fantasy gives us a general picture of knowl-
edge and being, but it doesn’t provide a determinate conception of a spe-
cial discipline, which is both distinct from other types of knowledge and
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is philosophical. According to Sellars’s definition interpreted in terms of
Plato’s fantasy, all descriptions which show us how things really hang to-
ge'gher are philosophical. At best, philosophy per se might be distin-
guished from, for example, biology, by its greater scope. Given that ideally
any type of_' thing can become the object of a special science, philosophy
wquld be either the union of all such special sciences or, perhaps, a super
science which treats the relations among all of the special scienc’es.

But, according to the tale we have been telling, something extraordi-
nary began to happen in the seventeenth century which determined a
dominant modern conception of philosophy which is different from ei-
the'r qf tl}ese alternatives. The birth of modern physics marked the rise of
a d}SClpllne which was so successful at knowing its class of things, things
v»ihlch are capable of motion and rest, that, given Plato’s fantasy, it l,)ecame
difficult to doubt that the language and method of physics wa;s the long
hoped for ‘Nat}lre’s Own Vocabulary’. At this point a new question arose
Arqong the things which are are human beings, and among the things.
Wl:llCh hurpan beings do is ‘understand’ things. If physical science sup-
pl!es us with the language of nature, then it should be possible to give a
smephﬁc account of how it is that science itself occurs. What is required is
a science of science, or of knowledge: a new role became open to philoso-
phy; the role of providing a scientific account of knowledge itself. Philoso-
phy became epistemology. '

According to our story, philosophers so conceived quickly broke into
seyeral groups. One group began to ask what it was about the successful
sciences, anFl in particular physics, which made them successful. This led
toa forrpal inquiry into the nature of representation in general, of what it
is for mind or language to mirror the world at all. From this éroup ulti-
m.ately emgrged those, like Dummett, who see philosophy as concerned
thh meaning, or with the relation between words and the world, and hope
to give a general formal account of the nature of all word-world, semantic
connections. A s_econd group kept in the forefront of their work the notion
that physu;al science is the language of nature and thus emphasized the
hope that it would become possible to give a physicalistic account of sci-
ence, knowledge, and representation. From this group there ultimately
emerged those, such as Quine, who want to ‘naturalize’ epistemology.

. Our story of how contemporary philosophy evolved is not quite fin-
1shed, however. In the nineteenth century a new element was added. After
a long gap, the special sciences which treat human beings and wha;t they
do bega_n to _develqp and change. It began to appear as if the various vo-
cabularies with which human beings speak about the world, and in partic-
ula_r the languagg of physics, were radically contingent and admitted his-
torical and sociological explanations. In addition to epistemological
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questions concerning the justification of talk about the world there were a
whole range of genealogical questions concerning the origin and adoption
of such talk. The first fruit of this development were the great nineteenth-
century systematizers, Marx and Hegel. But an even more important con-
sequence arose when this.emphasis on the historicity of knowledge was
combined with a development in the specifically philosophical study of
language and representation. This is the move which Rorty labels ‘prag-
matism’.

According to our story, pragmatism, as it first developed at the end of
the nineteenth century, undercuts the foundations of Plato’s fantasy by
denying that understanding or knowing something consists in picturing
how things are in themselves. As such, it is a position which is similar to
Kant’s, and which depends upon Kant’s Copernican Revolution. Pragma-
tism differs from Kant, however, in at least three important respects; it
does not make Kant’s sharp distinction between the matter and form of
cognition, it dispenses with the notion of the thing in itself entirely, and it
replaces Kant’s emphasis on the activity of transcendental synthesis with
an emphasis on real, overt, activity.

For pragmatism, the philosophical task of understanding how things
hang together can no longer be thought to consist in correctly modeling or
picturing how things are in themselves, or in the epistemological variant
of discovering the form of representation itself by examining the structure
of the uniquely adequate example of accurate representation, physical sci-
ence. That this philosophical self-understanding is in error follows from
the pragmatic view of language. The essentials of the pragmatic view of
language can be expressed in five propositions. The first three are taken
directly from Rorty, the last two are implicit in much of his work.

“If there is one thing we have learned about concepts in recent decades it is
that (1) to have a concept is to be able to use a word, (2) that to have a mastery
of concepts is to be able to use a language, and (3) that languages are created
rather than discovered™,’ (4) that languages are created in order to help us
reach various goals and to realize various purposes, and (5) that languages are

intersubjective tools whose use is regulated by social procedures which deter-
mine the conditions when it is appropriate to use particular terms or to assent

to particular assertions.

If this view is correct, then to think or to talk about the world should
be understood as more like a practical activity than like mirroring an in--
dependent object. For a claim to be true is more like an activity being
successfully performed than like a picture picturing what it pictures.* If
this is the case, then it is also wrong to think that (1) there is anything
distinctive about physical science which makes it better at describing how
things ‘really are’ (it isn’t better at doing this, it is merely highly successful
at achieving the ends for which it is designed) and (2) that there is a special
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structure of representation, or method, which physical science embodies
and which captures the nature of knowledge itself. ’
The tale we have been telling says that seen from this perspective phi-
losophy as epistemology loses its possibility and its point. Philosophy be-
comes just one more way in which human beings cope with the world, and
the language of philosophy just one more tool which is more or less’ suc-
cgssfu! in helping us reach the ends for which it is designed. Given the
diversity of vocabularies and self-ascribed tasks of those who have called
thqmselves, 'and been called, philosophers, it would be better to say that
philosophy is just the variety of things which people who are called phi-
losophex:s do and the modes of discourse which they engage in in doing
these thlpgs. If there is any unity to philosophy it is merely the institu-
tlopal unity provided by the fact that there are intersubjective procedures
which serve to determine who is to count as a philosopher and what is to
count as philosophy. This final point is supposed to follow from the gen-
eral pragmatic understanding of concepts applied to the concept of ‘phi-
losophy’.
‘ This story of the nature and history of philosophy should be familiar.
It is roughly the story which Rorty has been telling for approximately thé
last decade. I find much of this story quite persuasive. In this paper I want
to focqs on one aspect of this story, the conception of language and repre-
sentation which is expressed in the five propositions which I isolated
above. I don’t mean to ask the question here of whether this account is
true. Rather, I merely intend to ask concerning the status of this view of
language:. what sort of view is it, how would we know if it were true, what
sort of ev.ldencc is relevant to deciding if it is true? It is my contenti(;n that
if we se'rlously raise these issues we will see that the metaphilosophical
conclpswns which Rorty draws from pragmatism are not quite correct
even if we grant the truth of pragmatism. We will see that philosophy has’
not gnly an institutional unity, but also a unity which is provided by a
spe.c1ﬁc problem, the problem of how to give a formal account of represen-
tatlor{ as such, the problem of what I will call ‘transcendental semantics’
We W}ll also see, however, that Rorty’s answer to this problem makes thai
question far le.ss important for other disciplines, or even for the question
of hqu things in the largest sense hang together in the largest sense, than it
traditionally has been thought to be. ’

II. PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE AND METAPHILOSOPHY

Bc}fore we can do any of this, however, we must examine more carefully the
inference which was drawn above from the pragmatic conception of lan-
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guage to the metaphilosophical conclusion that contemporary philosophy
has merely an institutional unity. As stated above, this inference is plainly
invalid. To see that it is invalid consider the example of the concept of
addition.’ Let us assume for the sake of the example that there is some-
thing right about the pragmatic conception of language which Rorty pro-
poses. In that case, that some particular operation counts as an act of
addition ‘depends’, in some ultimate sense, upon the fact that a group of
human beings are disposed to assent to the assertion “That’s addition’ or
‘She’s adding’, or something like that, about that operation. Similarly, that
a particular addition is correctly performed, ‘depends upon’ the accep-
tance of that answer by some human group.® The force of the word “de-
pend’ here is that the only ultimate criterion for determining that some
act properly counts as (correct) addition is the linguistic practice of some
community; there is nothing about acts themselves which some acts pos-
sess and others don’t which naturally divides acts of addition from the
others, and which can be used to justify treating some acts as additions.
The reason for this is that, as Kripke points out, every novel addition
problem admits of a wide variety of responses which are perfectly consis-
tent with all former practices of addition. And, because of this, the ‘rule’
for addition, ‘proceed in the same way that you have proceeded in the past
while adding’, which presumably gives us the meaning of ‘to add’, is inde-
terminate among a wide range of potential responses.’ It’s just that some
assertions that an act is an addition are acceptable to our sisters and
brothers and others aren’t and that some answers to addition problems
are acceptable and others aren’t. That a certain addition is correctly per-
formed, then, rests upon the criterial and justificatory ‘foundation’ of the
social acceptability of the response to the problem which has been set.
That there is a uniquely correct answer to the problem depends upon the
fact that only that answer is socially acceptable.

This doesn’t imply, however, that the practices which determine
whether or not an act is a correctly performed addition are totally arbi-
trary or entirely unconstrained. In fact, there are two sorts of constraints
on such practices. First, some social practices, if followed, lead, as a mat-
ter of contingent fact, to the success and survival of those who engage in
them. On Darwinian grounds such practices tend to survive, others don’t,
so the usefulness of a style of asserting provides a constraint on that style.
Second, it is also the case that some linguistic practices are so ordered
that, contingently, it is socially proper to assent to a particular assertion or
to perform an operation in a certain way if and only if some initial condi-
tion, a condition which can be described in some way semantically unre-
lated to ‘the conditions under which it is socially appropriate to do or say
X, is present. There are such regularities governing the practice of addi-
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tion and discourse using the word ‘addition’, for example. We can provide
rather good algorithms for what does and what does not count as correct
answers to addition problems. These algorithms are so good, in fact, that
we can use them to program computers in such a way that we are tempted
to treat the computer’s responses as definitive standards of correctness.
And this is the case regardless of the supposed fact that the ultimate crite-
rion for correctness remains our acceptance. In cases like this it seems
uncontroversial to say that there is a certain ‘unity’ to the activity of addi-
tion, or that all acts of addition share something in common, the unity or
condition expressed in the rule given by the algorithm. The fact that the
criterion for whether that rule or algorithm has been fulfilled in any given
case is once again social practice is beside the point if we can cash in our
assent to its fulfillment in purely mechanical terms.

There is thus no direct way to go from the pragmatic conception of
language to the metaphilosophical claim that philosophy “has only a sty-
listic and sociological unity”.® As Wittgenstein pointed out, there are cer-
tainly some words, such as ‘game’, for which it is impossible to state neces-
sary and sufficient conditions for appropriate use. At most, various games
display a ‘family resemblance’. The pragmatic conception of language al-
lows for such cases by specifying that it is social practice which ultimately
determines correct usage, rather than any immanent feature of the situa-
tion in which it is correct to use a word. As we have just seen, however, it
doesn’t follow from this conception that every word is like ‘game’ in lack-
ing independently statable conditions of correct use. The word “philoso-
phy’, may be more like ‘addition’ than it is like ‘game’, in which case there
is a perfectly straightforward sense in which there is more than ‘stylistic
and sociological unity’ to philosophy.

It is nevertheless clear that those who wish to argue in favor of a
merely institutional identity of philosophy do use the pragmatic view of
language as a premise in their arguments. We soon see what role this view
plays in Rorty’s metaphilosophy if we recall the notion of philosophy
wh.lch he is arguing against, namely philosophy as epistemology. It is this
epistemological concept of philosophy which the recent pragmatic devel-
opments in philosophy of language have supposedly rendered at least im-
plausible, and perhaps incoherent.

According to the Rortyan story, that there can be a science of science
presupposes that there is some real difference between science, or real
knowledge, paradigmatically conceived as natural science, and other
pseudo-disciplines. Given Plato’s fantasy, this difference is supposed to be
that physical science correctly mirrors the world, while pseudo-science
fails to do so. So philosophy as epistemology is that field which inquires
into the nature and possibility of correct representation of the world, that
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is, into what it is about science which allows it to be true representation
and into how, in general, such representation is possible. The results of
these inquiries conducted by philosophy are that science provides a ‘neu-
tral matrix’ of representational language and that such a use of a neutral
scheme is able to correctly mirror the world insofar as such use adequately
expresses the nature of reason, mind, or language themselves, and thus
adequately embodies the form of representation itself. That is, philosophy
as epistemology discovers that “. . . the ‘mind’ or ‘reason’ has a nature of
its own, that discovery of this nature will give us a ‘method’, and that
following that method will enable us to penetrate beneath appearances
and see nature ‘in its own terms’.””® The supposed structure of natural sci-
entific discourse and method, is supposed to supply us with a standard for
judging what is rational and a consistent application of rationality will
result in real knowledge, a true representation of the world.

But if the pragmatic conception of language is correct, then there is no
secret to the success of natural science to be discovered. There are two
reasons for this. First, science is not true in virtue of correctly mirroring
the world, so there is no secret to its ability to do so. It is merely a highly
successful technology which has proved to be greatly helpful in achieving
a certain rather restricted class of ends having to do with prediction and
control. Second, the mind or representation or language have no nature in
themselves; the ‘right’ way to discuss these intentional phenomena is just
the way which proves to be useful for dealing with whatever problems we
happen to have. So, if philosophy is the field whose unity is supposed to
be provided by the attempt to give an account of how science can correctly
mirror the world and in the process of doing so attempts to uncover the
real form or essence of mind and representation, then philosophy ceases
to have a unified subject matter. At most it might have a peculiar style of
dealing with whatever questions happen to arise and an institutional ma-
trix which certifies who is to count as a philosopher and what is to count
as an act of philosophizing. The modern notion of philosophy as episte-
mology would have supplied a unified rule or decision procedure for de-
termining and justifying what is philosophy , but it turned out not to be
viable. So, the pragmatic argument concludes, ‘philosophy’ is more like
‘game’ than ‘addition’ after all.

There are two serious problems with this reconstruction of a Rortyan
argument for connecting pragmatism with metaphilosophy. First, it com-
pletely accepts the epistemologist’s own self-conception of what it is that
they are up to. This argument thus presupposes that because on this ac-
count there is nothing in common between analytic philosophy and say
Hegel or Heidegger there is in fact nothing in common between them. But
just because the epistemological account of the unity of philosophy turns
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out to be erroneous it does not follow that there is no unity to philosophy:;
presumably the collapse of the epistemological definition of ‘philosophy’
leaves open the question of whether philosophy has some other unity,

Second, there is an odd sort of self-contradiction in the structure of the
argument linking pragmatism with Rorty’s metaphilosophy. The reason
that there can be no science of science is that the pragmatic analysis of
language shows us that there is no ‘secret’ to correct representation and
tl}at there is no form or nature to intentionality itself which can be used to
d1scov§=:r the necessary structure of scientific knowledge of the world.
There is no secret because on the pragmatic account language doesn’t mir-
ror, truth isn’t correct mirroring, and there is no essence or form of mind
!)ecause which things are, and what they are, depends upon how the world
is dpalt with in language. As Rorty puts it, “. . . pragmatism. . . is simply
ant1-es§entialism applied to notions like ‘truth’, ‘knowledge’, ‘language’,
‘mqrahty’, and similar objects of philosophical theorizing.””'® But this
anti-essentialism leads directly to a second objection to Rorty’s discussion
of philosophy. What is the pragmatist account of language if not an ac-
count of what it is to be a language? It is only because all language is
sgpposed to have the pragmatic character detailed in the five propositions
discussed above that we have grounds for throwing out the Platonic fan-
tasy. But isn’t this pragmatic conception itself supposed to show us what it
is .to .represent, even if it doesn’t provide us with a neutral linguistic matrix
\Ylthm all meaningful language or provide a foundation for the preten-
sions _of natural science? And doesn’t this amount to an attempt to detail a
view 1n regard to the essence of language, an essence which on Rorty’s
grounds language is not supposed to possess?

.We will deal with the first issue, the possibility of alternative unities for
ph110§ophy, through dealing with the second set of questions. What kind
of claims are the pragmatic assertions in regard to language, and how do
thpy help to justify the rejection of the constellation of notions connected
with Plgto’s fantasy? And how can they do so without in that very act
reconstituting that fantasy?

III. RELATIVISM AND THE PROBLEM OF
PHILOSOPHICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS

It ig clg:ar that the second problem which I pointed to above arises out of a
variation in a common philosophical move. Rorty’s metaphilosophy
seems to be based upon a kind of relativism, and, as is well known, relativ-
1sm is a self-defeating doctrine. What is not immediately apparent is the
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type of relativism Rorty is being accused of, or at exactly which point
relativism is supposed to enter into Rorty’s account.

In general, relativism is the doctrine that the truth of a proposition is a
relational predicate with one more place than it is usually thought to have.
On the standard correspondence view of truth, to say that an assertion is
true is to assert a relation among that statement, the language in which
that assertion appears; the context of utterance, and the way the world is.
Since the relations among the assertion, the context of its utterance, and
its language just serve to fix which proposition a given assertion signifies,
the truth of a proposition is a function solely of the way things are. A view
of truth is relativistic, on the other hand, if it claims that the truth of a
proposition involves a relation among that proposition, the way the things
specified in the proposition are, and some third factor, e.g., the set of so-
cial practices the asserter engages in or the social utility of the proposition
if taken to be true. The key element in relativism, then, and the aspect
which gets it in trouble, is the claim that one and the same proposition can
be both true and false, even if there is no change in the state of affairs
referred to in the proposition, because the truth of the proposition varies
as a function of some other, apparently extraneous, factor. Any view
which asserts that the meaning of an assertion is a function of some such
apparently extraneous factor, and for that reason holds that truth is ‘rela-
tive’ to that factor, may be relativist in regard to meaning, but is in no
crucial sense relativist in regard to truth. In this case, two apparently iden-
tical assertions can differ in truth value depending on utility, etc., but be-
cause meaning is seen as varying as a function of that factor, it is not one
and the same proposition which is true and false, but rather two different
propositions.

Now, as Rorty quite correctly points out, there is nothing in the prag-
matic view of language which implies relativism in any vicious sense in
regard to what might be called ‘first order’ propositions. For pragmatism,
the language which is being spoken determines the domain of objects
which is being referred to and constitutes the members of that domain as
objects. Because of this, two assertions which appear to be similar, but
which function within different realms of discourse or ‘vocabularies’, can
differ in truth value, but they can do so only insofar as they in fact refer to

different objects and have different meanings. Within a given vocabulary
whether or not an assertion is true is wholly objective; it is determined
solely by the way the world is, that is, by the specific facts concerning the
objects of the discourse in which the assertion has a meaning. This is for
Rorty the proper way to interpret what is correct about the correspon-
dence view of truth. The world doesn’t come prearranged into objects
with natures which it is our business as truth seekers to picture accurately,
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but given a language 'and a view of the world, objects do have determinate
characters about which we can be objectively right or wrong;

reports like ‘This is water’, “That's red’, ‘That’s ugly’, * 5 ’

; s S ) y’, ‘That’s immoral’, our
shqrt categorical sentences can easily be thought of as pictures, or as symbols
which fit tqgetl’ger to make a map. Such reports do indeed pair little bits of
language with little bits of the world.'!

For bragmatism, given a language or vocabulary, it is just false to say that
any belief or assertion is as good as any other.
th, pragmatism is relativistic at a ‘higher’ level. For, it seems possible
to raise the question concerning which vocabulary is the correct one. This
is prec.:lsel.y the question which epistemology has traditionally asked. This
question 1s composed of three related but distinct questions. First, is lan-
guage such that there is some one vocabulary which is ‘true’, i.e, u;liquely
capable qf giving us the world as it really is, and if so, which lang,uage is it?
Segond, 1s there some way the world is in itself which grounds the
uniquely proper way in which beings should be interpreted and which
demands a certatn privileged vocabulary for its depiction? Third how can
we know which vocabulary we should adopt? The major metapl’lilosoph-
§cal consequences of the pragmatic view of language are that no language
1S true non-relativistically, that this is correlated with a negative answer to
th; second _question, and that there is no non-circular way to answer the
th}rd question which does not presuppose some concrete end to be ob-
ta}ned through the use of language. Pragmatism in regard to language im-
pllgs a negative answer to the question of whether the world in itself
umquely c!etermines our ultimate choice of vocabulary because for prag-
matism it 1s not the role of language to correctly picture the world, but to
help us actively deal with it. And to deal with the world is to intera’ct with
it for some determinate end or purpose. So the ‘correct’ vocabulary varies
as a function of the end to be attained and the ability of a linguistic prac-
tice to help us attain that end. The philosophical attempt to ground some
theory or vocabulary non-pragmatically as the uniquely required lan-
guage of nature is just so much wasted effort.

James and Dewey are, to be sure, metaphi i ivists, i i

am X Ire, philosophical relativists, in a certain
ll}inltegl sense. Namgly: they think there is no way to choose, and no point in
Choosing, between incompatible ‘phllosophical theories of the typical Pla-

our practices on something external to those practices. Pra i i
S : . atists think that
any such philosophical grounding is retty much od s
uch o as go
practice it purports to ground. 12 prety 8ood oras badas the
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There is nothing which ‘supports’ our practices, linguistic or other-
wise, for philosophy to discover. The question of which language is true,
in the sense of corresponding to the world, is irrelevant to the choice of a
vocabulary, and the language of action is more appropriate to the discus-
sion of language choice than the language of knowledge or theory.

What, then, is the status of the claims which comprise linguistic prag-
matism? It is precisely at this point that the basic problem emerges for
pragmatism and Rorty’s metaphilosophy. There appear to be two alterna-
tives. Maybe the pragmatic view of language stands as a first order theory
about its domain of objects, language and linguistic acts, within a well
defined set of linguistic practices in which the theory can be judged to be
true or false. The only possible such vocabulary would be the metaphysi-
cal philosophical language out of which pragmatism arises and which it
confronts. Pragmatism seems to be a view in regard to what it is for a
proposition to be true, and thus a view in regard to the ‘nature’ of lan-
guage and knowledge. But if Rorty’s view of pragmatism is right, there is
no unity of philosophical discourse and the vocabulary in which prag-
matic claims are stated is not well defined; the ‘objects’ which that lan-
guage sets up, ‘truth’, ‘’knowledge’, ‘mind’, ‘language’, etc., which are sup-
posed within philosophy to regulate the truth of philosophical discourse,
have no natures which by themselves are capable of determining the truth
values of philosophical assertions.

This leaves us with the second alternative. Considered on its own
grounds, pragmatism is a recommendation in regard to a way of speaking,
It suggests that there is no point in searching for the essence of truth,
mind, language, etc., and thus no point to the traditional philosophical
game. Pragmatism is the application of the philosophical position of anti-
essentialism to the objects of philosophical discourse themselves. But,
then, given Rorty’s rejection of the first alternative pragmatism itself must
be seen as a recommendation in regard to a practice of speaking concern-
ing language, knowledge, and being themselves. If that linguistic practice
which constitutes pragmatism is itself to be justified it must be justified
pragmatically, i.e., in relation to some end which it helps to realize, and
for it to be ‘true’ can only mean that to speak in a pragmatic way serves
some such worthwhile end.

The conflict between traditional philosophy and Rorty’s pragmatism,
then, is as much over what it would be for one of these views to be true or
commendable as it is an argument concerning which view is true or com-
mendable. For the consistent Rortyan pragmatist, the metaphilosophical
attempt to ground a kind of philosophical discourse must be seen as as
much a question of whether a certain practice of doing philosophy is
‘good’ or ‘bad’ as is the analogous attempt to ground other theoretical
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vocabularies. For the traditional philosopher it is the nature of being,
knowledge, and especially language which determines whether it is correct
to look for ‘nature’s own vocabulary’. But insofar as a pragmatist tries to
base his metaphilosophy upon an analysis of ‘what language is’, it seems
that he is implicitly contradicting his own pragmatism.

Rorty himself frequently says that he knows of no argument which ne-
cessitates the adoption of the pragmatic view. As we have just seen, how-
ever, for there to be no conclusive theoretical consideration in favor of
pragmatism does not imply that there are no considerations which could
weigh in its favor. There are reasons which are relevant, the same sort of
considerations which are relevant for deciding other practical issues. Such
reasons can be of two sorts. If opponents agree as to the end to be ob-
tained, then the question of which tool or method is to be preferred is the
instrumental question of which is most likely to bring about that end. Any
consideration relevant to deciding that issue is also a reason for adopting
some tool or method of action. If there is disagreement concerning ends,
then the practical relations among those ends, and others which the oppo-
nents may have, become relevant, as does what Dewey calls the empirical
question of whether an end, if obtained, would prove satisfactory, as well
as satisfying, desirable as well as desired."

If it is assumed that linguistic pragmatism is correct, then given
Rorty’s metaphilosophy we have reason to think it correct only if there are
some value considerations which speak in its favor. Now, if Rorty were
willing to break with the whole constellation of purposes, practices, val-
ues, and forms of life which constitute what we call Western Civilization,
and in particular with its discursive core in those practices and modes of
thought which are typical of inquiry and science, then the second sort of
value consideration which we mentioned above would become relevant.
But Rorty is not willing to do so. In fact, he expresses anxiety that “the

practical question of whether the notion of ‘conversation’ can substitute
for that of ‘reason’”!* may be answerable only negatively. And this in turn
leads to the anxiety that the pragmatic vocabulary will turn out to be in-
sufficient to motivate the attempt to preserve the cardinal virtues of West-
ern Civilization, virtues the preservation of which he clearly takes to be a
principal end. So Rorty agrees with his metaphilosophical opponents in
regard to the ends of philosophical discourse: motivating a certain style of
inquiry and preserving certain civic and intellectual virtues which are re-
lated to that form of inquiry. He also recognizes, however, that by and
large the traditional philosophical vocabulary has done an excellent job of
meeting these objectives and that pragmatism might be incapable of do-
ing so.
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i i laries are the ones in
For better or worse, the Platonic anq Kantian voca_bu : t
which Europe has d’escribed and praised the Socratic virtues. It is not (lzgear
that we know how to describe these virtues without those vocabularies.

He does not seem to realize, however, that on his own grounds, in ad-
mitting this much he is also admitting thgt there is no reasor,l to prefer t.he
pragmatic view of language to the traditional one. If Rorty’s forr_n of lin-
guistic pragmatism is true, it is false. If the questions of metaphllosophy
and of which vocabulary to adopt in discussing language, truth, and qug
are practical questions, then if one accepts our own culturq the practical
considerations weigh against pragmatism. Ngr should we thu}k thaF Rorty
could appeal to the inductive evidence supplied by the historical fgllum of
philosophy to discover the essence of truth, etc:, as he sorpetlmes a!t-
tempts to do. By our own lights it is better to believe that phl.losophy in
the old sense is possible, that is, continue to attempt to do philosophy in
the traditional manner, regardless of whether it 1s.poss1ble to come to phil-
osophical knowledge, than it is to speak pragmatically at the cost of flban-
doning the Socratic virtues. As Plato has Socrates say in the Meno:

i i d and act—that is,
.. .one thing I am ready to fight for as long as I can, in word and act—t
that we shallg be better, braver, and more active men 1f we believe it right to
look for what we don’t know than if we believe there is no point in looking
because what we don’t know we can never discover.

his own grounds, should only agree. o
RO?Z’Iggrty’s form,gpragmatism is thus a self-defeating doqtr}r}c 11}sofar as
it continues to uphold the traditional values of Western C1v1!1zat10n. The
only possible grounds, under these circumstances,. for adopting the prag-
matic view of language is for it to be true non-relatively to value consider-
ations, for it to tell us something about wl}at lapguage, .kx.mwledge, apd
being are. But how can pragmatism claim this while remaining pragmatic,
in regard to language? In the next section we turn to this issue.

IV. PRAGMATISM AND TRANSCENDENTAL SEMANTICS

The problem with the status of pragmatism qrise§ out 9f a dllemma: 1(1)n
pragmatism’s own grounds that a given assertion is justified means either
that there is a well-established practice of .lmgulstlc usage whlgh hcenses;
the assertion, or, when it comes to assertions of the appropnatengss 0

entire sets of such practices, justification deper}ds upon the conslyclfierz}-
tions which give us reason to believe that a particular way pf fspeé\ 1fnsga 15‘:
better (for the ends of human life) tl}an others. Now, Rorty is lon:heone y-
ing that pragmatism itself does not mvolve. a theory but mert.;l y t 'lligr?

tive claim that there can not be such theories. Nevertheless, he is willing
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to assert, and must be willing to assert if pragmatism is to have any con-
tent, propositions such as “to have a concept is to be able to use a word”
and “languages are created rather than discovered”. The dilemma
emerges for pragmatism when it is asked, ‘What is the status of the asser-
tions which compose pragmatism itself?’. Either pragmatism is a claim
within an already defined language game about well constituted objects or
itis a suggestion concerning how to speak, about which practices to adopt.
But it is part of the point of pragmatism as Rorty understands it that it
does not want to be a new contribution to traditional metaphysical-episte-
mological philosophy, but rather its end. So the assertion of pragmatic
principles isn’t merely a move within philosophy, justified by the canons
of ordinary philosophical argument. On the other hand, there is a notable
lack of pragmatic, value based arguments favoring pragmatism, Aside
from the rather inflated early twentieth-century rhetoric of Dewey and
James lauding the virtues of America and technology, and Rorty’s own
more tentative efforts, there is little which could count as attempts at a
value based justification of philosophical pragmatism. It seems more
plausible to read the history of Western Civilization as many realists do,
as the long struggle, and tenuous victory, of rationality against the irra-
tional forces ranged against it, forces which now are given inadvertent
support by pragmatism itself, which takes value considerations to be rele-
vant to theory choice rather than thinking that that choice is constrained
by the world itself,

Is this dilemma a fair one and are the alternatives offered exhaustive?
It is the contention of this section that pragmatism is in fact a move within
the traditional philosophical game, but that this game is misdescribed
when it is taken as the epistemological attempt to ground science or any
particular way of speaking. Rather, philosophy is better seen as the at-
tempt to discover formal necessary conditions on the use of our words
flanguage’, ‘mind’, ‘truth’, etc. So understood, pragmatism is a philosoph-
ical position which happens to imply that philosophy has few if any epis-
tgmological or ontological consequences. And, as a philosophical posi-
tion, pragmatism must be justified, if it is to be justified, according to the
usual canons of philosophical debate, according to which value considera-
tions are of very secondary importance.

In order to see the sense in which pragmatism is simply a rather ordi-
nary kind of philosophical view, let us consider some of the ways in which
philosophers have attempted to argue in favor of linguistic pragmatism.
Perhaps we can discover the status of pragmatic assertions if we discover
t!le range of evidence which has been thought relevant to their justifica-
tion. The considerations and arguments which have actually been ad-
vanced in favor of pragmatic style positions, whether by Quine, the late

A gt
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Wittgenstein, Davidson, Dewey, Nietzsche, or the early Heidegger tend to
begin in the same way.'” They all start with a question of the form: ‘What
is someone doing when they say something intelligible?’ or ‘Under what
conditions would one be warranted in saying that someone was speaking a
language?’ or ‘How could we know that someone meant something by an
action or that some action had semantic content?’ In all of these cases
what is called into question is the use of our word ‘language’, or, alterna-
tively, the use of our words ‘understanding’ or ‘meaningful’ or ‘intelligi-
ble’ when applied to linguistic performances.
Consider, for example, a Quinean or Davidsonian argument in favor
of the principle of charity, a principle which Rorty considers crucial to
pragmatism insofar as it can be used to show that the Kantian split of
experience or language into formal and material parts is an error.'® The
base step of the argument involves noting that at least part of what it is to
recognize that what another group is doing in using a language is to assign
linguistic meaning and semantic content to their various performances.
But the only way this can be done is if we can discover that there are condi-
tions under which various ‘assertions’ are assented to by the members of
the group. If we couldn’t do this, we would have no reason to think that
they were speaking a language. The argument proceeds in two steps. First,
given holistic considerations concerning the way in which linguistic con-
nections among various assertions can affect assertibility, one can in gen-
eral only assign such conditions for a whole structure of assertions at once.
In general, we have reason to believe that a particular performance type
has a particular semantic content only insofar as we have reason to believe
that it is part of a system of performances which themselves have identifi-
able semantic content, that is, that there are conditions under which they
are acceptable and conditions under which they are disallowed. Second,
for us to recognize such a correlation between assent and conditions for
assent, it is necessary that we be capable of recognizing the regularity of
conditions governing the linguistic usage of the others. We are entitled to
assert that the sentence ‘Gavagai.’, has a meaning, specifically the mean-
ing expressed by our sentence ‘Lo, a rabbit.’, only if the aliens genuinely
assent to ‘Gavagai.’, in general, only when there really is a rabbit present.
That is, we are entitled to assign the semantic content of ‘Lo, a rabbit.’ to
‘Gavagai.” only if we would consider most of the aliens uses of ‘Gavagai.’
true. Combining this result with holism we reach the conclusion that in
order for us to have reason to think that what an alien group is doing is
using language most of what they utter must be interpretable as (on our
lights). And, if we assume that others are speaking a language we also
must assume that most of what they say is true. This is the principle of

charity.
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This is a rather ‘high level’ argument in that it presupposes a variety of
necessary conditions on something being recognizable as a language, con-
ditions which, for example, point towards holism and the need to see what
our interlocutor is doing as being done for the purpose of imparting the
truth. This argument merely adds another condition to a list which Quine
and Davidson already acknowledge. It shows us conditions which must be
fulfilled if we are to be warranted in saying that something is a language.
These conditions are necessary formal conditions on what it is to be a
language, or alternatively, necessary features of the use of our word ‘lan-
guage’. Much of modern philosophy is composed of similar claims con-
cerning ‘truth’, ‘knowledge’, etc., and there are reasonably well defined
practices for justifying such assertions. In general the arguments ad-
vanced in favor of these assertions are, like those given here, in form quite
similar to the kinds of arguments Kant gave for his positions concerning
the necessary conditions on the possibility of experience. In short, this
argument, and others similar to it, are transcendental arguments concern-

ing the necessary conditions for the possibility of languages.'®

As far as I can tell, all of the arguments which have been advanced in
favor of the five propositions which constitute linguistic pragmatism, in-
cluding Nietzsche’s, Heidegger’s, and Rorty’s own, have been transcen-
dental in form. It is typically argued that it is only correct to call some-
thing a language if certain conditions are met, most notably, if it is
possible to assign semantic content to utterances. But, it is argued, we can
assign semantic content to the actions of an agent only if we can assign
understanding of something as something to that agent, which in turn we
can only do if it is possible to assign purpose to that behavior. The prag-
matist then argues that this indicates that it is appropriate to see language
as a tool, from which, together with some other premises, it is supposed to
follow that to have a concept is knowing how to use a word, and so on.

Before we look at the implications of this account of the arguments in
favor of pragmatism for the dilemma we forced upon Rorty, and thus ad-
vance to a consideration of the status of pragmatism itself, it is necessary
to deal with two possible objections to this account itself. First, doesn’t
this account of pragmatism’s argument structure contradict pragmatism’s
own account of what it is to have a concept? Second, why should this en-
terprise of examining the conditions of appropriate use of our word ‘lan-
guage’ have more than parochial interest?

The answer to the first question is straightforward. The properly prag-
matic position that the ultimate criterion for the correct application of a
word is social practice does not imply that no words have necessary condi-
tions for their correct use which can be stated independently of a mere
reiteration of that practice. The pragmatic position tells us what is in-
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volved in a word or assertion being used correctly, the conditions }ell us
when the word is used correctly. Now, perhapf contrary to yvhat V\Illlttgelrlx-
stein thought, the practice of most of Rorty’s ‘heroes m,dl‘cate; ,t ‘at the
pragmatists in general have treated the wgrds: laggpag’e ) mll'tk 3 repre;-
sentation’ etc., as if they are rathef more }1ke addl.tlot.l thz}n_ ike gams:t .
That is, the pragmatists’ actual philosophical practice implicitly comf{n;1 S
them to the view that there are necessary coqdltlons on the use odtbe
philosophically crucial.words, conditions whlqh can be uncovere g ty
transcendental argument. To be sure, a pragmatist must be a non}mz;l }sl;
but this need not imply that there are no features the absqnce of whic
would as a matter of fact make it improper to call some thing an x. .
There are two sorts of answers to the second objection conceml.ng the
importance of pragmatism if true: the first response has to do w? t ?
practical consequences of pragmatism, the second with thq scope o pragd
matism as a philosophical position. First, th,e clust;r of notions ;:lompo:)real
of ‘language’, ‘understanding’, ‘knowledge’, etc. is an especially cen val
one in our language. On the one hapd, only those b;lngs wl(liqdare c?pabe-
of using language, or of understandlr}g, are appropriate ca.n1 i a;es 801; bt
ing treated as ‘one of us’, as persons in the full mora}l, social, aiq p z' >
logical sense. So, since the use of thq terms of philosophica 1tnq;_1t1}'lye s
closely tied to our primary moral notions, an adequate accl(:unh ond ese
terms should be helpful in actual moral dxspptes. On the ot Er a ;on-
semantic vocabulary is the basic conceptual 1nstrum¢nt of r(;‘ egtlot;oved
cerning what it is we are doing when we know or speak trul:y. hn “:Ii)m ed
discussion of what is involved in using a language can t usk av i an
tant immediate consequences on our self-concgptlons' as qov&:) s
persons and indirect consequences for our practices as investiga o ;vith
The second reason for the importance of pragmatism has to oThe
the way in which the words philoioph}t' detali‘ w;;h %ztgzﬂztfzgcsslfnllg. o 3':
50 to say, transcend their original context of use. e eroted a6
guage, beings must act in such a way that th(?ll' actshgalr: D e
having semantic content, as maklpg assertions w 1c_f e
false. But if pragmatism is right, this can only happen 1 tt 9;1 e o
group of beings is regulategl in such a way that some ac ltO S
d others rejected; that is, if those beings thgmselves treat ea s
:v?lat they weie doing had semantlilc conten';, 1.:.;:;::&;; :?lctlilfy?t;“;; ::ilf!x?:v;lne%
a language in our sense. So wht?t €I Or Not Wi 1 taagd (or
ment in an alien language which tr.aqslates as our wo gthe . oup
‘truth’, etc.) we know, a priori, that, if it does have a language,vailable P
will interact as if it had the concepts of truth, language, etc. a lable ko
will distinguish the true from the fa}se and the lingur c
;'lrls:r: ,tl(:.eg;otrlllg{nguistic. Sogin discovering the conditions for the appropri
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ate use of our words ‘language’ etc., we are also discovering the structure
of all possible languages.

What, then, is the status of pragmatism? Is it a recommendation to

adopt a new way of speaking about the objects of philosophical concern or
is it a theory about those objects which presupposes an already given way
of talking? As it turns out, all attempts to justify pragmatism have had one
of two forms. Either it is argued that there are pragmatic grounds on
which to adopt pragmatism or pragmatism is defended on transcendental
grounds as expressing certain necessary conditions on the use of the words
‘language’, ‘truth’, etc. But we have seen that the first alternative is pre-
cluded by the inherent weakness of the purely pragmatic considerations
favoring pragmatism itself. This suggests that whatever grounds there are
for accepting pragmatism must arise within the already established philo-
sophical vocabulary. And, as a matter of fact, insofar as pragmatism in
regard to language has been defended, it has been defended on philosoph-
ical, and in particular, transcendental grounds. Given the failure of prag-
matic justifications for pragmatism it seems clear that, on its own
grounds, if pragmatism is true it is true as a philosophical theory and,
given the actual way in which it has been defended, pragmatism is best
seen as comprised of transcendental claims concerning necessary condi-
tions on language, truth, and semantic content, As such, it consists in a
series of reflective comments directed towards our practices for determin-
ing if a system counts as a linguistic system, or if a being understands
what is going on, or if someone is speaking truly. It presupposes both an
already established object language, the ordinary language in which we
call and treat utterances as true and false, and call what we thereby do
‘speaking a language’, and a rather well developed set of procedures for
talking about that language: the procedures included in the historical
practice of philosophizing,

Given the way in which pragmatism is in fact justified, and the ways in
which it can not be justified, it seems clear that, on its own grounds, if it is
to stand any chance of being true, it must be treated as a philosophical
position after all, rather than a recommendation that we stop doing phi-
losophy in the traditional sense. But if this is the case, we are left with two
puzzles. First, if pragmatism is a philosophical position which presup-

philosophizing which pragmatism arises out of? What is philosophy any-
way, such that pragmatism is both a philosophical position and an altera-
tion in the way in which philosophy understands itself?
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The Rortyan story which we told at the beginning olf 'thi; :a;;l);rm hztalslaa:
number of crucial aspects. Perhaps the most .cel;tra 1s.°>wer o -t
i philosoph)i);%};l o %zﬁrilzdtltz ngircilt:llda;:&e is seen as the
i i . Philosophy, sense, : .
ng::tl;ecia\::li:iréi ;:lg;ipts to fuxI')ther determine \yhat is 1nvolv;=,d in 1:( c‘l)ilir::,
: tuition, representation, sentence, or other {ntentlonal eleme %
E'lule1 whe,n it is presupposed that such truth ultimately ;:'onlsw_trsl (112 :e;%?st
: i d what is entirely i
spondence betweezg that rep_resentatlpp anl e tioms of ol losophy
of human agency.” The various traditional p O o it i
are seen to arise out of this primary task: quausc there is only truth where
there is correspondence with th'e rqal, it is impo e e e
i real, its being, consists in: henqe metaphysics. .
;:erllltlgigfxg:lereihat which are true a;xlc_ll falseillt lsfmrrlﬁ)étiﬁtd t(;)) 11:33:2 ;v}l:;t ;}
is to be a representation: hencg philosophy othe o comray
language. With the rise of phy§1cal science én e Soriain of v
was taken as certain that physics comprised a p e ot
i hilosophy became concentrated on questi . -
:ﬁlennt:tuutﬁe a'::lc(li r1;ossibilli)ty of sc.ientiﬁc1 knowledge: hence the rise to preem
i i rn epistemology. ‘
lnerll’(i*zgrt;lglt?:tsslc:iéﬁoie RorIt)y reject the pri.mary notion cg' ttr)l;tslédu%%r:
e D ctton o ine aditional pictur of anguge
Rorty, the key move is the rejec 1 o is takon s
ictures. As the picture we havg bepn esc 4
;sead?;isrt:i:tinirgfo% ([:)hilosophy, pragmatism’s rejection of dth&;sehgle:sggil ;Zs
ions of truth and being is thus taken to represent thc end of p sopny as
2(1)1niﬁed endeavor. All that remains is the 1n§utut10nal rgatr:t); lvrvl e les of
historically established for the pr?gtlce of phllosopilyfa:d e(fl ot
dealing with arguments which initially arose as tools oit e amices
sophical issues. The issues them.selves .whlch gave un fyd‘ e Tn
. d a point to their exercise are simply in the process o lsappbecorning
alir:)ny’ls) well-worked analogy, philosophy is well on the way to
hkevt\;]:;kt)lglﬁ story and its presupposed definition of phllogoptg'afc';liltli ;2
recognize, however, is that there has alw.ays been a\{llhaltzl;nea‘:llcv:o adtot
within what has generally been called phllosqphy.S ?ics et the
figures such as the Sophists or the Pyrrhonian bcg: 1 V(’hat et
Platonic ideas concerning truth, knowledgc?, anq1 el %1 7 depa;-tments, e
to make of those embarrassments to analytic p_hl OSOI:hycentury? Ao
historicists and German Idealists of the mnetee:ll0 O o ondis
figures are to be considered philosophers, and I see
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nary usage in doing so, then ‘philosophy’ is a rather broader term than
our story would admit. It includes all those enterprises which take a stand
on what it is ‘to be true’, or what it is to know or to be a language, regard-
less of whether that stand accepts the Platonic fantasy or not. In short,
philosophy is the field of discourse in which the necessary formal charac-
ter of discourse itself, and with it semantic content, meaning, truth, and
knowledge, are called into question. It is the discipline which is concerned
to discover necessary features and concomitants of systems which have
semantic content. As such, it may be characterized as ‘transcendental se-
mantics’. So understood, pragmatism fits rather well into the traditional
discipline of philosophy. Instead of being seen as the rejection of philoso-
phy, as Rorty tends to see it, pragmatism should be seen as a philosophical
movement which uses philosophical procedures and modes of argument
to make philosophical points which attack one of the dominant traditions
within philosophy, the tradition which is characterized by acceptance of
the Platonic fantasy.

Why, then, do pragmatists such as Rorty persist in seeing pragmatism
as the end of philosophy as a coherent, unified whole? I would suggest that
in an odd way they have accepted too much from their philosophical op-
ponents. In particular, their definition of philosophy has simply accepted
the Platonic-Kantian position on the nature of philosophy. For traditional
Platonic thought, the ultimate point of philosophy has been to determine
the nature of reality itself. The modern form of this enterprise has been to
determine the character of what is by determining the essential necessary
character of what can be known. This in turn is determined through an
analysis of knowledge itself. Perhaps the clearest statement of this strat-
egy, which is common to neo-Kantians and positivists, phenomenologists
and analysts, is contained in Kant’s Highest Principle of Synthetic Judg-
ment, where he says that the necessary conditions on the possibility of
experience are also the necessary conditions on the possibility of the ob-
Jects of experience. So this sort of philosophy is structured as the attempt
to determine what kinds of things there are, and what it is for them to be,
by analyzing the nature and structure of knowledge, representation, or
language. In other words, this kind of modern philosophical argument has
contained two stages. First, one engages in a transcendental investigation
of the necessary conditions on language, etc., so as to give a formal ac-
count of what it is to be a language. Second, this account is used to set a
priori constraints on the objects of knowledge and thus, ultimately, on
what can be. Philosophical epistemology serves an ontological end.

This strategy evolved to the point, however, that finally in the late
twentieth century the distinctive ontological function of philosophy dis-
solved. If what is is what can be known, and what is knowable are the
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objects which the sciences assert to exist, then what exists is just that
which can be known to be by science. For pragmatism, if knowledge and
language have a form, it is merely the form which they acquire in virtue of
operating within the context of human practical activity, so pragmatism
asserts that the test of a science is ultimately a practical one. Science de-
termines ontology, and practice is the test, and point, of science. In other
words, the transcendental analysis of language and knowledge in its prag-
matic incarnation provides constraints on the objects known which are so
loose and general that for pragmatism the formal analysis of language
ceases to play a distinctively ontological role. Philosophy ceases to tell us
anything substantial concerning which things are or about which catego-
ries are the appropriate ones for understanding reality; it merely suggests
that practical criteria are the only ones relevant to deciding these issues. If
in order to fulfill some purpose it is necessary to talk about persons as
beings who possess intentional states, then persons have intentional
states. But this should not be taken to mean that there is something about
human beings which eludes physical description. There may be other pur-
poses for which the language of physics is just what we need for dealing
with humans.

But if philosophy is defined by its ontological function, pragmatism
ceases to be a philosophy, or if one accepts pragmatism, philosophy ceases
to have any point; its primary function is entirely usurped by the sciences.
Once again, however, the crux of the argument which leads to this conclu-
sion is the assumption that the function of philosophy is and must be the
Platonic function of providing a neutral matrix, an a priori form, which is
applicable to the knowledge of anything which is because it mirrors the
necessary formal structure of being. But if we give up the notion that tran-
scendental semantics must have this ontological point in order to be phil-
osophical, in other words if we give up the Platonic self understanding of
philosophy, we also give up the notion that transcendental semantics
without substantive ontological implications must be non-philosophical.

I think that it would be possible to show that much of contemporary
philosophy, as well as much of the history of philosophy, has the unity I
have suggested, the unity of being concerned with what I have called tran-
scendental semantics. To actually show this in detail would require at least
an additional paper; but it is at least plausible to see contemporary philos-
ophy, in all of its diversity, as unified by a common interest in what it is to
be a language, for a system to have semantic content, and for there to be
acts which are ‘true’. And this, I would argue, is just the unity philosophy
has had since Plato.
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quences of Pragmatism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1982), 194.

3. R. Rorty, ‘Philosophy in America Today’ in The Consequences of Pragma-
tism, 222.
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give an account of the general notion of the ‘success’ of an action.

5 cf. Saul Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1982).

6. In fact, the practical linguistic criteria here need to be far more complex
than these simplified examples would suggest. As the proponents of this view rec-
ognize, it is a whole inferential net of assertions, and the conditions of their accep-
tance, which is relevant to the propriety of any given use of an assertion.

7. Kripke, 8, ff.

8. Rorty, op. cit., 217.
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16. Plato, The Meno, translated by W. K. C. Guthrie in E. Hamilton and
H. Cairns, eds. The Collected Dialogues of Plato (Princeton: Princeton University
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17. Targue this claim in detail for Heidegger in my book, Heidegger’s Pragma-
tism: Understanding, Being, and the Critique of Metaphysics (Ithaca: Cornell Uni-
versity Press, 1988).

18. The version given here is a generalization of specific formulations of the
argument which appear throughout the writings of Quine and Davidson. In par-
ticular, cf., Quine, Word and Object (Cambridge: The M.L.T. Press, 1960), chapter
2 and Davidson, ‘Radical Interpretation’ in Inquiries into Truth and Interpretation
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), 125-140,

19. Notice that in general this type of argument is inadequate to discover suf-
ficient conditions for something being a language, etc. Also, it is significant to note
that there are crucial differences in regard to the status of the conclusions to this
type of argument among those who attempt to use them. Whether such claims are
analytic, or synthetic a priori, or merely ordinary scientific synthetic a posteriori
judgments is a source of important disagreement among twentieth-century phi-
losophers. 1 treat this issue at length in ‘Relativism, Context, and Truth,” Monist
67 (July 1984), 341-358 and in chapter 8 of Heidegger’ Pragmatism.

20. cf. Rorty, The Consequences of Pragmatism, xxvi.
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