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RESUMEN

En laprimeraparte de este articulo se dis
cute el punto de vistadel filésofo de las ciencias
Arthur Fine, sobre el realismo y €l antirealismo.
Se establecen algunas relaciones semanticas y
pragméticas con D. Davidson y R. Brandon, sin
dejar deinsistir enquee lenguajeyano puedese
guir siendo considerado como un contenido de
representacion de larealidad. En la segunda par-
te, se exponen las dieciséi s tesis metafil osoficas,
de por qué se deben abandonar las nociones de
“método filosofico” y “problemas filosdficos’
propagadas por €l racionalismo moderno.
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ABSTRACT

Inthefirst part of thisarticle Arthur Fine's
point of view asto the philosophy of science, and
specifically realism and anti-realism, isdiscussed.
Certain semantic and pragmatic relations are es
tablished with D. Davidson and R. Brandon, but
not without insisting that language can not go on
being considered acollection of representations of
redlity. In the second part of the article the sixteen
metaphysical theseswhich explain why thenotion
of “philosophica methods’” and “philosophical
problems’, proposed by modern rationalism,
should be abandoned, are presented.
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Thispaper hastwo parts. Inthefirst | discussthe viewsof my favorite philosopher of
science, Arthur Fine. Fine has become famousfor hisdefense of athesiswhose discussion
seemsto me central to contemporary philosophy—namely, that we should be neither real-
ists nor anti-realists, that the entire realism-antirealism issue should be set aside. On this
point he agrees with my favorite philosophers of language, Donald Davidson and Robert
Brandom. | see the increasing consensus on this thesis as marking a breakthrough into a
new philosophical world. In this new world, we shall no longer think of either thought or
language as containing representations of reality. We shall befreed both from the subject-
object problematic that has dominated philosophy since Descartes, and from the
appearance-reality problematic that has been with us since the Greeks. We shall no longer
be tempted to practice either epistemology or ontology.

The second, shorter, portion of the paper consists of some curt, staccato, dogmatic
theses about the need to abandon theintertwined notions of “philosophical method” and of
“philosophical problems’. | view the popularity of these notions as an unfortunate conse-
guence of the over-professionalizaton of philosophy which has disfigured thisareaof cul-
turesincethetime of Kant. If one adopts anon-represenationalist view of thought and lan-
guage, one will move away from Kant in the direction of Hegel’ s historicism.

Historicism has no use for the idea that there are recurrent philosophical problems
which philosophers have employed various methods to solve. This description of the his
tory of philosophy should, | think, be replaced by an account on which philosophers, like
other intellectuals, makeimaginative suggestionsfor redescription of the human situation;
they offer new ways of talking about our hopes and fears, our ambitionsand our prospects.
Philosophical progressis thus not a matter of problems being solved, but of descriptions
being improved.

Arthur Fine' sfamousarticle” TheNatural Ontological Attitude” beginswiththesen-
tence “Realism is dead”. In afootnote to that article, Fine offers a pregnant analogy be-
tween realism and theism.

In support of realism there seem to be only those ‘ reasons of the heart’ which, as
Pascal says, reason does not know. Indeed, | have long felt that belief in realism
involvesaprofound leap of faith, not at al dissimilar from the faith that animates
deepreligious convictions..... The dialogue will proceed morefruitfully, | think,
whentherealistsfinally stop pretending to arational support for their faith, which
they do not have. Then we can al enjoy their intricate and sometimes beautiful
philosophical constructions (of, e.g., knowledge, or reference, etc.) even though
to us, the nonbelievers, they may seem only wonder-full castlesin the air.

In an article called “ Pragmatism as anti-authoritarianism” 2 | triedto expand on Fi-
ne' sanalogy. | suggested that we see heartfelt devotion to realism as the Enlightenment’s

1 Fine, Arthur: “ The Natural Ontological Attitude’ in hisThe shaky game: Eintein, realismand the quantium
theory. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986, p. 116n.

2 Rewue Internationale de Philosophie, vol. 53, n°® 207 (1999), pp. 7-20.
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version of thereligiousurgeto bow down before anon-human power. Theterm“ Reality as
itisinitself, apart from human needsandinterests” is, in my view, just another of the obse
quiousNamesof God. Inthat article, | suggested that wetreat theideathat physicsgetsyou
closer toreality than moralsasan updated version of thepriests’ claimto bein closer touch
with God than the laity.

As| see contemporary philosophy, the great divide is between representationalists,
the peoplewho believethat thereisanintrinsic nature of non-human reality which humans
have a duty to grasp, and antirepresentationalists. | think F. C. S. Schiller was on theright
track when he said that “Pragmatism....isin reality only the application of Humanism to
the theory of knowledge’3. | take Schiller’s point to be that the humanists' claim that hu-
man beings have responsibilities only to one another entails giving up both represenation-
alism and realism.

Representationalists are necessarily realists, and conversely. For realists believe
both that thereisone, and only one, Way the World IsInItself, and that thereare“ hard” ar-
easof culturein whichthisWay isrevealed. Inthese areas, they say, thereare“facts of the
matter” to be discovered, though in softer areas there are not. By contrast, antirepresenta:
tionalistsbelievethat scientific, likemoral, progressisamatter of finding ever more effec-
tive ways to enrich human life. They make no distinction between hard and soft areas of
culture, other than the sociological distinction between lessand more controversial topics.
Realists think of antirepresentationalists as antirealists, but in doing so they confuse dis
carding the hard-soft distinction with preaching universal softness.

Intellectual s cannot live without pathos. Theists find pathosin the distance between
the human and the divine. Redlists find it in the abyss separating human thought and lan
guagefromreality asitisinitself. Pragmatistsfind it in the gap between contemporary hu-
manity and autopian human future. In which thevery ideaof responsibility to anything ex-
cept our fellow-humans has become unintelligible, resulting in the first truly humanistic
culture.

If you do not like the term “pathos’, the word “romance” would do as well. Or one
might use Thomas Nagel’ s term: “the ambition of transcendence”. Theimportant point is
simply that both sidesin contemporary philosophy aretrying to gratify oneof theurgespre
vioudly satisfied by religion. History suggeststhat we cannot decide which form of pathos
toispreferable by deploying arguments. Neither the realist nor her antirepresentationalist
opponent will ever have anything remotedly like a knock-down argument, any more than
Enlightenment secularism had such an argument against theists. One's choice of pathos
will be settled, as Fine rightly suggests, by the reasons of one's heart.

Therealist conviction that there just must be a non-human authority to which hu-
mans can turn hasbeen, for avery long time, woven into the common sense of theWest. It
isaconviction common to Socrates and to L uther, to atheistic natural scientistswho say
they love truth and fundamentalists who say they love Christ. | think it would be a good
idea to reweave the network of shared beliefs and desires which makes up Western cul-
ture so asto get rid of this conviction. But doing so will take centuries, or perhaps mil-
lenia. Thisreweaving, if it ever occurs, will result in everybody becoming commonsensi-

3 Schiller, F.C.S: Humanism: Philosophical Essays, second edition. London: Macmillan, 1912, p. xxv.
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cally verificationist—in being unable to pump up the intuitions to which present-day real-
ists and theists appeal.

Tograsptheneedtofall back onreasons of the heart, consider thetheist whoistold
that theterm “God”, as used in the conclusion of the cosmological argument ismerely a
name for our ignorance. Then consider therealist whoistold that his explanation for the
success of science is no better than Moliere's doctor’s explanation of why opium puts
peopleto sleep. Then consider the pragmatist whoistold, perhapsby John Searle, that his
verificationism confuses epistemol ogy and ontology. All three will probably be unfazed
by thesewoul d-be knock-down arguments. Evenif they admit that their opponents’ point
admitsof norefutation, they will remark, complacently and correctly, that it producesno
conviction.

Itisoften said that religion wasrefuted by showing theincoherence of the concept of
God. Itissaid, amost as often, that realism has been refuted by showing theincoherence of
thenotionsof “intrinsic nature of reality” and“ correspondence”, and that pragmatismisre
futed by pointing out its habit of confusing knowing with being. But no one accustomed to
employ aterm like “the will of God” or “mind-independent World” in expressing views
central to her sense of how things hang together islikely to be persuaded that the relevant
concepts are incoherent. Nor is any pragmatist likely to be convinced that the notion of
something real but indescribable in human language or unknowable by human minds can
bemade coherent. A concept, after all, isjust the use of aword. Much-used and well-loved
wordsand phrasesare not abandoned merely becausetheir usershavebeenforcedintotight
dialectical corners.

To be sure, words, and uses of words, do get discarded. But that is because more at-
tractive words, or uses, have become available. Insofar as religion has been dying out
among theintellectual sinrecent centuries, it isbecause of theattractions of ahumanist cul-
ture, not because of flawsinternal to thediscourse of theists. Insofar asFineisright that re-
alism is dying out among the philosophers, this is because of the attractions of a culture
which is more deeply and unreservedly humanist than that offered by the arrogant scien
tism that was the least fortunate legacy of the Enlightenment.

For all thesereasons, | should not want to echo Fine' schargethat therealist, likethe
theist, lacks*“rational support” for hisbeliefs. The notion of “rational support” isnot apro-
proswhen it comesto proposalsto retain, or to abandon, intuitions or hopes as deep-lying
as those to which theists, realists, and anti-representationalists appeal. Where argument
seemsalwaystofail, as Jamesrightly saysin“Thewill to believe’, the reasons of the heart
will and should havetheir way. But this does not mean that the human heart always hasthe
same reasons, asks the same questions, and hopes for the same answers. The gradual
growth of secularism—thegradual increasein the number of peoplewho do not find theism
what Jamescalled “ alive, momentousandforced option”, istestimony tothe heart’ smalle-
ability.

Only when the sort of cultural change | optimistically envisage is complete will we
be able to start doing what Fine suggests—enjoying such intricate intellectual displaysas
the Summa Contra Gentiles or Naming and Necessity as aestheti ¢ spectacles. Someday re-
alismmay nolonger be*“alive, momentousand forced option” for us. If that day comes, we
shall think of questionsabout the mind-independence of thereal ashaving thequaint charm
of questions about the consubstantiality of the Persons of the Trinity. In the sort of culture
which | hope our remote descendants may inhabit, the philosophical literature about real-
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ism and anti-realismwill have been aestheticized intheway that we modernshave aestheti-
cized the medieval disputations about the ontological status of universals.

Michael Dummett has suggested that many traditional philosophical problems boil
down to questions about which true sentences are made true by “facts’ and which are not.
Thissuggestion capitalizes on one of Plato’ sworst ideas. theideathat we can divide up the
cultureinto the hard areas where the non-human isencountered and acknowledged and the
softer areasinwhichweare on our own. Theattempt to divide cultureinto harder and softer
areasisthemost familiar contemporary expression of the hopethat there may be something
to which human beings are responsible other than their fellow humans. The idea of ahard
areaof cultureistheideaof an areain which thisresponsibility is salient. Dummett’ s sug-
gestionthat alot of philosophical debateshasbeen, and should continueto be, about which
sentences are bivalent amountsto the claim that philosophers have aspecial responsibility
to figure out where the hard stops and the soft begins.

A great deal of Fine' swork isdevoted to casting doubt on the need to draw any such
line. Among philosophers of science, he has donethe most to deflate Quine’ sarrogant quip
that philosophy of scienceis philosophy enough. His view that science is not special, not
different from the rest of culture in any philosophically interesting way, chimes with
Davidson's and Brandom's attempt to put all true sentences on a referential par, and
thereby further to erasetheline between the hard and the soft. Fine, Davidson and Brandom
have helped us understand how to stop thinking of intellectual progress as a matter of in-
creasing tightness of fit with the non-human world. They help us picture it instead as our
being forced by that world to reweave our networks of belief and desirein waysthat make
us better able to get what we want. A fully humanist culture, of the sort | envisage, will
emerge only when wediscard the question “ Do | know thereal object, or only oneof itsap-
pearances?’ and replace it with the question “Am | using the best possible description of
the situation in which | find myself, or can | cobble together a better one?’

Fine' s“NOA papers’ 4fit together nicely with Davidson’ sclaim that we can makeno
good use of the notion of “mind-independent reality” and with Brandom’s Sellarsian at-
tempt tointerpret both meaning and reference asfunctionsof therightsand responsibilities
of participantsinasocial practice. Thewritings of these three philosophers blend together,
inmy imagination, toform asort of manifestofor thekind of anti-representationalist move
ment in philosophy whose humanistic aspirations | have outlined.

Occasionaly, however, | come across passages, or lines of thought, in Fine’ swork,
which are obstaclesto my syncretic efforts. Thefollowing passagein Fine' s“ The Natural
Ontological Attitude” gives me pause:

When NOA counselsusto accept theresultsof scienceastrue, | takeit that weare
to treat truth in the usual referential way, so that a sentence (or statement) istrue
just in case the entities referred to stand in the referred-to relations. Thus NOA
sanctions ordinary referential semantics and commits us, via truth, to the exis-

4 These papers include, in addition to “The natural ontological attitude” and “ And not anti-realism either”
(both in Fine’ sThe shaky game), the “Afterword’ to The shakey gameand “Unnatural attitudes: realist and
instrumentalist attachments to science’, Mind, Vol. 95 (April, 1986), pp. 149-179.
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tence of theindividuals, properties, relations, processes, and so forth referred to
by the scientific statements that we accept as true. (p. 130)

Reading this passage | eaves me uncertain of whether Fine wantsto read all the sen-
tences we accept astrue -the ones accepted after reading worksof literary criticism aswell
as after reading scientific textbooks- astrue*just in casethe entitiesreferred to stand in the
referred-to relations” Davidson isclearer on this point. He thinksthat the sentence” Perse
verance keeps honor bright” istruein thisway, the sasme way that “ The cat ison the mat”,
“F=MA”, and every other true sentenceistrue. But Davidson thinksthisin part because he
doesnot think that reference has anything to do with ontological commitment. Thelatteris
anotion for which he hasno use, just ashe has no usefor the distinction between sentences
made true by the world and those made true by us.

Fine, aas, does seem to have ause for ontological commitment. Indeed, | suspect he
dragsin “ordinary referential semantics’ because he thinks that the deployment of such a
semantics might help one decide what ontological commitmentsto have. But it would ac
cord better with the overall drift of Fine' sthinking if he were to discard that unfortunate
Quinean idearather than attempting to rehabilitateit. NOA, Fine says, “triesto let science
speak foitself, and it trustsin our native ability to get the message without havingtorely on
metaphysical or epistemological hearing aids’. (And not, p. 63) So why, | am tempted to
ask Fine, would you want to drag in asemiotic hearing aid such as*“ ordinary referential se-
mantics’ ? Finerecommendsthat we stop trying to * conceive of truth asasubstantial some-
thing”, something that can“act aslimit for legitimate human aspirations’®. But if we accept
this recommendation, will we still want to say, as Fine does, that we are “ committed, via
truth, to the existence” of this or that?

Assupport for my suggestion that the notion of ontological commitment isone Fine
could get along nicely without, let me citeanother of hisinstructiveremarksabout the anal-
ogy between religion and realism. Fine's answer to the question “Do you believe in X7,
for such X's as electrons and dinosaurs and DNA, is “| take the question of belief to be
whether to accept the entitiesor instead to question the science that backsthem up. “ (After-
word, p. 184) Then, in response to the objection “But does not ‘believein’ mean that they
really and truly exist out thereintheworld?’ Fine saysthat heisnot sureit does. He points
out that “thosewho believein the existence of God do not think that isthe meaning [they at-
tach to their claim] at least not in any ordinary sense of ‘really and truly out there in the
world'.”

| takethe point of theanal ogy to bethat unquestioningly and unphilosophically relig-
ious people need not distinguish between talking about God as they do and believing in
God. To say that they believein God and that they habitually and seriously talk thetalk are
two ways of saying the samething. Similarly, for aphysicist to say that to say that she be-
lievesin electronsand to say that she does not question the science behind electron-talk are
two ways of saying the samething. The belief cannot count as areason for the unquestion-
ing attitude, nor conversely.

5 “And not anti-realism either”, p. 63.
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When Kant or Tillich ask the pious whether they are perhpas really talking about a
regulativeideal or asymbol of ultimate concern, rather than about the existence of abeing,
the pious are quiteright to be annoyed and unresponsive. Physicists should be equally irri-
tated when asked whether they think that statements about el ectronsaretrue or merely em-
pirically adequate. The theist sees no reason why he need resort to natural theology, or
analyses of the meaning of “is’, or distinctions between the symbolic-existential and the
factual-empirical. For he takes God-talk into hislifein exactly theway in which aphysicst
takes electron-talk into hers—the same way we all take dollars-and-cents talk into ours.

It accordswith the overall humanist position | outlined earlier to say thereare no acts
calledassent’ or ‘ commitment’ whichwecan performthat will put usinarelationto anob-
ject different than that of simply talking about that object in sentenceswhosetruth we have
takeninto our lives.

The idea of ontological commitment epitomizes a confusion between existential
commitment on the one hand and a profession of satisfaction with away of speaking or a
social practice on the other. An existential commitment, as Brandom nicely saysin MAK-
ING IT EXPLICIT, isaclaim to be able to provide an address for a certain singular term
within the “ structured space provide mapped out by certain canonical designators’ %To
deny the existence of Pegasus, for example, isto deny that “a continuous spatiotemporal
trajectory can betraced out connecting the region of space-time occupied by the speaker to
one occupied by Pegasus’. To deny that Sherlock Holmes' Aunt Fanny existsisto deny
that she can be related to the canonical designatorsin Conan Doyl€' stext in the way that
Moriarty and Mycroft can. And so on for other addresses for singular terms, such asthose
provided for the complex numbers by the structured space of the integers.

Putting the matter Brandom'’s way highlights the fact that metaphysical discourse,
the discourse of ontological commitment, does not provide us with a such a structured
space. For no relevant designators are agreed upon to be canonical. Thisdiscourseis, in
stead, oneinwhichweexpressour likeor dislike, our patience or impatience with, various
linguistic practices.

As a safeguard against linking up referential semantics with ontological commit-
ment, itisuseful to bear in mind Davidson’ sinsistencethat we should not treat reference as

aconcept to be given an independent analysis or interpretation in terms of non- Imgwsn C
concepts’ .’ Referenceisrather, he says, a“posit we need to implement atheory of truth”8
For Davidson, atheory of truthfor anatural language* doesnot explainreference, at leastin
thissense: it assignsno empirical content directly to relations between names or predi cates
and objects. These relations are given a content indirectly when the T-sentences are.”°If
one assumesthat atheory which permitsthe deduction of all the T-sentencesisall we need
in the way of what Fine calls “ordinary referential semantics’, then reference no longer
bears on ontological commitment. The later notion will seem otiose to anyone who takes

Brando, Robert: Making it explicit. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1994, p. 444.
Davidson, Donald: Inquiries into meaning and Thruth. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984, 219.
Ibid., p. 222.

Ibidem.

© o N O
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theresultsof both physicsand literary criticismin (asFine putsit) “the sameway asweac-
cept the evidence of our senses”.

Perhaps, however, Fine would agree both with Davidson about the nature of the no-
tion of reference and with me about the need to treat literary criticism and physics as pro-
ducing truth, and reference, of exactly the same sort. That hewould issuggested by hissay-
ing that thosewho accept NOA are* being asked not to disti nguish betweenkindsof truth or
modes of existence or thelike, but only among truthsthemselvesin terms of centrality, de
grees of belief, and the like 2.

Thislast quotation chimeswith Fine’ sremark that “NOA isbasically at oddswith
the temperament that looks for definite boundaries demarcating science from pseudo-
science or that is inclined to award the title “scientific” like a blue ribbon on a prize
goat” . It chimes also with the last paragraph of his recent Presidential Addressto the
APA,inwhich hesaysthat “thefirst falsestep in thlswholearealsthe notion that science
isspecial and that scientific thinking is unlike any other"2. If we carry through onthese
remarksby saying that thereisno morepointin using notionslike“ reference” and“ onto-
logical attitude” in connection with physics than in connection with literary criticism,
then we can shall think that nobody should ever worry about having more thingsin her
ontology than therearein heaven and earth. To stop dividing cultureinto the hard and the
soft areaswould beto ceaseto draw up two lists: thelonger contai ning nominalizati ons of
every term used asthe subject of asentence and the shorter containing all thethingsthere
are on heaven and earth.

Before leaving the topics of reference and ontological commitment, let me remark
that the passage | quoted about “ordinary referential semantics’ has been seized upon bg/
Alan Musgraveto ridicule Fine’ sclaim to have aposition distinct from that of therealist*®,
Musgrave would have had less ammunition, | think, if Fine had not only omitted this pas-
sage but had been more explicit in admitting that NOA is, as Jarett Leplin has lately said,

“not an alternativeto real ism and antirealism, but apreemption of philosophy altogether, at
least at the metalevel” . Leplin is rlght to say that Fine's “idea that ‘ scientific theories
speak for themselves', that one can ‘read off’ of them the answersto all legitimate philo-
sophical questions abouit science, cannot be squared with therich tradition of philosophi-
cal debate among scientists over the proper interpretation of theories.” So | think that the
Fine should neither take the Einstein-Bohr debate at face value, nor try to rehabilitate no-
tions like “ontological commitment”. He should grant to Leplin that “Philosophy of sci-
enceintherole of interpreter and evaluator of the sci entlfl centerprise, and realismin par-
ticular, assuch aphilosophy of science, are superfluous'®. Wefelt the need for suchanin-

10 *“The natural ontological attitude,” p. 127.
11 “And not anti-realism either”, p. 62.

12 “Theviewpoint of no-onein particular” , Proceedingsand addresses of the American Philosophical Associa-
tion, vol. 72 (November 1998), p. 19.

13 SeeMusgrave s“NOA'sark—finefor realisni’, in The philosophy of science, ed. David Papineau Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1996, pp. 45-60.

14 Leplin, Jarret: Anovel defenseof scientific realism. New Y ork and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997, p.
174.

15 Ibid., p. 139.
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terpreter, evaluator, and public-relationsman only so long aswethought of natural science
asprivileged by aspecial relationto non-humanreality, and of the natural scientistsasstep-
ping into the shoes of the priests.

So much for my broad brush-account of the wonderful new philosophical prospects
that | see Fine, Davidson and Brandom opening up. In the time that remains, | want to ex-
plain why anyone who enjoysthese prospects should be suspi cious of the notion of “ philo-
sophical method” and of the idea that philosophy has aways dealt, and will always deal,
with the same recalcitrant problems. | shall offer sixteen metaphilosophical theses which
Sum up My own suspicions.

Thesis One:

A recent “call for papers’ for abig philosophical conference, refersto“Theanalytic
methodology which has been so widely embraced in twentieth century philosophy [and
which] has sought to solve philosophical problems by drawing out the meaning of our
statements”. Such descriptions of twentieth-century philosophy are ubiquitous, but they
seem to me seriously misleading. “ Drawing out the meaning of our statements’ isapre-
Quinean way of describing philosophers’ practice of paraphrasing statementsin waysthat
furhther their very diverse purposes. It would be pointlessto think of the disagreementsbe
tween Carnap and Austin, Davidson and Lewis, Kripke and Brandom, Fineand Leplin, or
Nagel and Dennett asarising fromthe differing meaningswhich they believethemselvesto
havefoundin certain statements. These classi ¢ phil osophical stand-offsarenot susceptible
of resolution by means of more careful and exacting ways of drawing out meanings.

Thesis Two:

The philosophers | have just named belong to, or at least were raised in, acommon
disciplinary matrix—one in which most members of anglophone philosophy departments
were also raised. Philosophers so raised do not practice a common method. What binds
them together israther ashared interest in the question “What happensif wetransform old
philosophical questions about the relation of thought to reality into questions about there
lation of language to reality?’

Thesis Three:

Dummett iswrong in thinking that such transformations suggest that philosophy of
language is first philosophy. His picture of the rest of philosophy as occupied with the
analysis of “specific types of sentence or special forms of expression” 1%, analyses which
can be guided or corrected by discoveries about the nature of meaning made by philoso-
phersof language, hasno relevanceto theactual argumentswhich analytic philosophersin-
voke.

Thesis Four:

The diverse answers to the question of the relation between language and reality
given by analytic philosophers do indeed divide up aong some of the same lines which

16 Dummett, Micha: “Cananalytical philosophy besystematic, and ought it tobe?” inhisThrut and other enig-
mas. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard UP, 1978, p. 442.
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oncedividedrealistsfromidealists. But Dummett iswrong to think that thisearlier division
was marked by disagreement about which sentences are made true by the world and which
by us. Rather, the division between Bain and Bradley, or between Moore and Royce, was
one between representationalist atomists and nonrepresentationalist holists. The latter are
the people whom Brandom refersto as hisfellow inferentiaists. They include all the peo-
pletraditionally identified as “idealists’, just as the representationalists include al those
traditionally identified as “empiricists’.

Thesis Five:

Anti-representationalists do not use adifferent method than representationalists, un-
less one uses the term “method” synonomously with “research program”, or “leading
ided’, or “basicinsight” or “fundamental motivation”. Such usesare misleading. Theterm
“method” should be restricted to agreed upon procedures for settling disputes between
competing claimsviews. Such aprocedure waswhat Ayer and Carnap on the one side, and
Husserl on the other, thought had recently been discovered. They were wrong. Nagel and
Dennett no more appeal to such aprocedurethan did Cassirer and Heidegger. Neither [ogi-
cal analysis nor phenomenology produced anything like the procedure for settling philo-
sophical quarrels that the founders envisaged.

Thesis Sx:

When “method” isused in thisrestricted sense, as meaning “neutral decision proce-
dure’, thereisno such thing aseither philosophical or scientific method. Thereareonly lo-
cal and specific agreements on procedure within such specific expert cultures as stellar
spectroscopy, modal logic, admiralty law, possible-world semantics, or Sanskrit philol-
ogy. Thereis no method shared by geol ogists and particle physicists but not employed by
lawyersand literary critics. Nor isthere any method shared by Kripke and Davidson, or by
Nagel and Dennett, that is more peculiarly philosophical than ordinary argumentative
give-and-take—the kind of conversational exchange which isasfrequent outside discipli-
nary matrices as within them.

Thesis Seven:

Theideathat philosophy should be put on the secure path of ascienceisasbad asthe
idea, mocked by Fine, of awarding prizes for scientificity as one awards blue ribbons to
prizegoats. It isonething to say that philosophers should form adistinct expert culture, but
quite another to suggest that they ought to be more like mathematiciansthan like lawyers,
or more like microbiologists than like historians. Y ou can have an expert culture without
having an agreed upon procedurefor resolving disputes. Expertiseisamatter of familiarity
with the course of aprevious conversation, not amatter of ability to bring that conversation
to aconclusion by attaining general agreement.

Thesis Eight:

If twentieth-century analytic philosophy getsfavorablereviewsin thewritingsof in-
tellectual historians of the twenty-second century, thiswill not be because those historians
areimpressed by itsexceptional clarity andrigor. It will be becausethey have seenthat fol-
lowing up on Frege's suggestion that we talk about the statements rather than about
thoughts made it possible to frame the old issue between representationalist atomists and
non-representationalist holistsin anew way. Representation in therelevant senseisamat-
ter of part-to-part correspondence between mental or linguistic and non-mental or non-
linguistic complexes. That iswhy it took what Bergman called the “lingusitic turn” to get
the issue into proper focus. For thoughts do not have discrete parts in the right way, but
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statements do. Frege’ s dictum that words only had meanings in the contexts of sentences
will be seen by futureintellectual historians asthe beginning of the end for representation
alist philosophy.

Thesis Nine:

The issue between the non-representationalists and the representationalistsis not a
matter of competing methods. Nor istheissue about whether aproper graduate educationin
philosophy should include reading Hegel and Heidegger, or mastering of symbolic logic.
Both are matters of what one thinks it important and interesting to talk about. Thereis not
now, and there never will be, amethod for settling disputes about what is interesting and
important. If one’ s heart leads one toward realism, then one will take representationalism
and research programsfor analyzing complexesinto simples serioudly. If it leads one el se-
where, one probably will not.

Thesis Ten:

Theideaof method is, etymology suggests, the idea of aroad which takes you from
the starting-point of inquiry to its goal. The best trandation of the Greek meth’ odois*“on
track”. Representationalists, because they believe that there are objects which are what
they areapart from theway they are described, can take serioudly this picture the picture of
atrack leading from subject to object. Anti-representationalists cannot. They see inquiry
not as crossing agap but asagradual reweaving of individual or communal beliefsand de
siresunder the pressure of causal impacts made by the behavior of people and things. Such
reweaving dissolves problems as often asit solvesthem. Theideathat the problems of phi-
losophy stay the same but the method of dealing with them change begs the metaphilo-
sophical question at issue between representationalists and non-representationalists. It is
much easier to formulate specific “philosophical problems’ if, with Kant, you think that
there a concepts which stay fixed regardless of historical change rather than, with Hegel,
that concepts changeas history movesal ong. Hegelian historicism and theideathat the phi-
losopher’ sjobisto draw out the meaningsof our statementscannot easily bereconciled.

Thesis Eleven:

Anti-representationalists are sometimes accused, as Fine has been by Leplin and |
have been by Nagel, of wanting to walk away from philosophy. But this charge confuses
walking away from a certain historically-determined disciplinary matrix with walking
away from philosophy itself. Philosophy is not something anybody can ever walk away
from; it is an amorphous blob whose pseudopods englobe anyone attempting such an ex-
cursion.. But unless people occasionally walk away from old disciplinary matrices as
briskly as Descartes and Hobbes walked away from Aristotelianism, or Carnap and Hei-
degger from neo-Kantianism, decadent scholasticism is amost inevitable.

Thesis Twelve:

Sometimes those who walk away from worn-out disciplinary matrices offer new
philosophical research programs, as Descartes and Carnap did. Sometimesthey do not, as
in the cases of Montaigne and Heidegger. But research programs are not essential to phi-
losophy. They areof courseagreat boon to the professionalization of philosophy asan aca
demic specialty. But greater professionalization should not be confused with intellectual
progress, any morethan anation’seconomic or military might should be confused withits
contribution to civilization.
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Thesis Thirteen:

Professionalization gives an edgeto atomists over holistsand thusto representation-
alistsover non-representationalists. For philosopherswho have theories about the elemen
tary components of language or of thought and about how these elements get compounded,
look more systematic, and thus more professional, than philosophers who say that every-
thing is relative to context. The latter see their opponents’ so-called elementary compo-
nents as simply nodes in webs of changing relationships.

Thesis Fourteen:

The big split between “Continental” and “analytic” philosophy islargely dueto the
fact historicism and antirepresentationalism are much more common among non-
anglophone philosophers than among their anglophone colleagues. It is easy to bring
Davidson together with Derrida and Gadamer, or Brandom together with Hegel and Hei-
degger. Butitislesseasy to find common ground between somebody distinctively “ Conti-
nental” and Searle, Kripke, Lewis, or Nagel, It isthisdifferencein substantive philosophi-
cal doctrine, rather than any difference between “methods’, which makesit unlikely that
the split will be healed.

Thesis Fifteen:

Philosophical progressisnot madeby patiently carrying out research programstothe
end. Such programsall eventually trickle out into the sands. It ismade by great imaginative
feats. These are performed by peoplelike Hegel or Wittgenstein who come out of left field
and tell usthat a picture has been holding us captive. A lot of people on both sides of the
analytic-Continental split are spending much of their time waiting for Godot. They hope
someone will do for us what Philosophical Investigations, or Beingand Time, did for our
predecessors—wake us from what we belatedly realize to have been dogmatic slumber.

Thesis Sixteen:

Waiting for aguruisaperfectly respectablething for us philosophersto do. Oneside
of humanism, in the sensein which | am using the term, isthe recognition that we have no
dutiesto anything save one another. But another sideistherecognition that, as'Y eatsput it,
“Whatever flames upon the night/Man’ sown resinous heart hasfed”. Waiting for aguruis
waiting for the human imagination to flare up once again, waiting for it to suggest away of
speaking which we had not thought of before. Just asintellectuals cannot live with pathos,
they cannot live without gurus. But they can live without priests. They do not need the sort
of guru who explainsthat his or her authority comes from a specia relation to something
non-human, a relation gained by having found the correct track across an abyss.



