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ABSTRACT.

The thesis defines and examines a position ('natural
anti-realism') which combines an enti-realist semantics with an
evolutionary epistemology. An apti—realist semantics, by requiring
that a theory of meaning be also a theory of understanding, cries
out for an explicit epistemological component. In urging an
evolutionary epistemology as such a component, I sesk to preserve
and underscore the semantic insights of the anti-realist whilst
deflecting the common criticism that the anti-realist must perforce
embrace some form of noxious idsalism.

An evolutionary epistemology, I argue, can provide a distinctive
content for the belief that reality is independent of human thought
without needing to claim that anything we can say or think about
the world can be conceived as being true or false in full independence
of our capacity to know it es such. This content is to be secured
in two ways, The first is to obssrve that language is best understood
as a tool of minds which are themselves best understood as the
products of a natural process operating in an independently real

world. The second is to form a non-transcendent conception of

transcendent facts. The accessible evidence concerning the form

of the selsctive process, it is argued, warrants the claim that
reality may exceed its humanly accessible contours. For it warrants
the claim that man is probably cognitively limited end biased in
ways rooted in our psculiar, and somswhat contingent, evolutionary
past. The natural anti-realist thus conceives of reality as both
independent of, and potentially transcending the limits of, man's
particuler mental orientation. A largely realistic metaphysics may
thus accompany an anti-realist semantics without the lepse iﬁto

vacuity or incoherence which some commentators seem to fear.
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Introduction.

The relation of truth to A consistent naturalism seses

the recognition of truth us and our representations

is the fundamsﬁtal problem as both parts of and causal

of the theory of meaning, and svolutionary products

or, what is the same thing, of (the) world ... For our

of metaphysics: for the world is not an aspect of us,

question as to the nature of but rather we of it.Ultimately,

reality is also the question ;then, knowledge is self-knouledga:

what is the appropriate not for the idealist's reason thﬂ{

notion of truth for the there is nothing else to know but

sentences of our language, for the deeper reason that to

or, again, houv we represent understand what else’ there is to

reality by means of sentencss. knﬁu ... We must come to under-
Dummett, M. JD 314, stand our understanding of it.

Rosenberg, J. 147.

Once upon a time it was not uncommon for philosophers to evince
a fearsome antipathy towards all things evolutionary. Russell, in
belligerent mood, once wrote "Anything evolutionary always
Touses me to f‘ury".1 This, perhaﬁs, wes the understandable backlash
against the excesses of the evolutionary moralists and meteaphysicians
of the late 19th and early 20th centuries.2 Times, fortunately, have
changed.3 But the full impact of the evolutionary perspective has
yet, I believe, to be assimilated by the philosophical community.
What follows is an attempt to transmit some of that impact to the

Realism/Anti-realism dispute within contemporary theory of meaning.
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The discussion that ensues straddles semantics, metaphysics and
evolutionary biology. This strange and heterogensous mixturs
results in a surprisingly homogeneous perspective on mind and
languags and one which may be of interest to any philosopher
impressed by Dummett!s criticisms of classical truth-condition
semantics but repelled by the idealistic metaphysical overtones
of the anti~realist alternative.

Discussions within contemporary theory of meaning tend to
revolve around the following challenge; show us what there can be
in the meaning of a sentence of a language beyond whatever is
publicly manifestable in association with recognisable circumstances;
persuade us, if you can, that it is not a spurious conceit to picture
the meanings of our sentences as extending beyond that grasp of
content which is manifestable in relation to accessible circumstances.
Belief in the latter picture is characteristic of a realist approach
to semantics. For grasp of meaning, to the so-called semantic realist,
congsists in grasp of classical truth-conditions; conditions which,
disreputably, are capable of obtaining or failing to obtain in
immodest independence of any ability we may possess, esven in
principle, to come to recognise them as obtaining or failing to
obtain. The semantic anti-realist belisves that the sementic realist
cannot mest his challenge and that he has exposed the theorstical
slack in the realist's conception of meaning.

There is a primitive realistic response to the anti-realist's
challenge, which has, I think, mors to recommend it then any
sophisticated versions yet constructed. It is that we most certainly
do have a notion of truth, at least, as potentially transcending
human capacities to recognise truth, whether thare(is a problem

about how we come by it or not. Thet notion of truth, indeed, is
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essentially implicated in any conception of an independent and
externai reality as the object of our speech. Does the anti—realist
seriously propose that, in the light of.his challenge, we should
surrender this notion? If not, how is it to be reconciled with
his idea that all grasp of meaning is tied to specifically human
abilities to recognise circumstances as obtaining or failing to
obtain? If, however, the proposal is indeed that we givs up the
idea of an investigation-independent reality why should we not
instead regard this consequence as a reductio of either the
legit.imacy of the challenge or the supposition that the challenge
cannot be met?

Naturalised (specifically evolutionary) epistemology, I shall
sugyest, can help these semantic flies out of the fly-bottle. One
way it does so is by enriching our conception of the role and .
status of shared recognitional abilities by placing them inside
a naturalised, ontolugically realistic framework of explanation.
Shared rscognitional capacities lie at thes heart of the anti-realist
analysis; they allow us to attribute grasp of meaning in the absence
of any explicit, non-trivial verbal account which the language-user
might give. The notion of a recognitional capacity (the ability
simply to recognise that a given circumstance obtains or fails to
obtain) is a completely epistemoclogical one as Dummett himeelf
recognises ( R (1982) 106). This fact, combined with the importence
of the role played by such capacities in the semantics, makes it
ell the more surprising that the anti-realist lacks an explicit
epistemology. It is the purpose of this thesis to supply what
seems to me (for reasons to be advanced shortly) the most appropriate
epistemology for the task. That epistemology is thoroughly

naturalised in the tradition of e.g. Lorenz, Campbsll and Quine (1).
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To see our sharsd recognifional capacities through the lens of
that aécount of knowledge, I shall argue, is to take the vital
step towards a rapprochement of realist intuitions and
anti-realist semantics. Such a rapprochement proceeds, as

we said, by a careful nesting of the anti-realist's insights
within the larger framework of an ontologically realistic
naturalism. The final result is a position from which we can
intelligibly declare that our semantic limitations, correctly
diagnosed by the anti-realist, are a special case of the general
cognitive limitations and bias which characterises all evolved
knowledge-acquiring mechanisms. We need not thersfore suppose,
as the idealist does, that our conceptions inform the nature and
sxtent of the physical universe itself; but neither may we
suppose our knowledge, even in the ideal, to constitute an .
objective isomorphic representation of t.e world we inhabit, nor

our words to describe reality in a way entirely independent of

the investigations by which we could decide upon the appropriatensss
or otherwise of the assertions we chooss to regard them as

expressing.
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1. Minimal anti-realism.

1.1 The concern of the present thesis lies with a specific version
of semantic anti-rsalism which it is the business of this chapter

to construct. In its original form,Dummett insists (RVA), semantic
anti-realism was a colourless and negative doctrine. To be a semantic
anti-realist in this sense it was necessary only that one should -
for whatever reason - fail to be a resalist concerning the meaning

of a given class of statements where to be a realist meant to conceive
that statements of that class possessed ‘'an objective truth value,
independently of our means of knowing it! (R (1963) 147). It is
clear, however, both from the context of the preceding quote and
others (e.g. P XXX, RP 359) that even at the most gensral level,
Dummett has a particular form of alternative account in mind as

*

characteristic of the anti-realist stance. He has it in mind that

instead of conceiving the meaning of a statement of some disputed

class as a function of its_classical Si.e. potentially unrecognisabla)

truth-conditions, its meaning should be conceived as determined by

the conditions_by whose means we might come_to regard its assertion

as warranted or unwarranted. This conception brings us closer to the

kind of anti-realism with which we are to be concerned. That is to
say it brings us closer to what Dummett now regards (RVA) as &
specialised form of anti-realism with a distinctive doctrine.

I propose that we take as the mark of this specialised anti-realism
an admission of the force of a particular set of criticisms of
realist semantics, namely those which flow from a recognition of

the necessary publicity of meaning. It is this kind of anti-realism,

with its distinctively Wittgensteinian roots, which is Dummett's



A.J.Clerk 7

concern in PB. And it is this kind of anti-realism (actually,
one particular version of it) which is the focus of our present

enquiry.

1.2 An adhersnt of realist semantics holds the thesis that to
know the meaning of a sentence is to know the conditions under
which that sentence would be true. And he holds truth to be a
property possessed by sentences in virtus of their describing the
nature of an objective and determinate reality - a reality wholly
independent of our capacities to probe it. The anti-rsalist holds
the conjunction of these two views to be implausible. This
implausibility is most clearly manifest if we examine the case

of undecidable sentences. (By undecidable sentences is intended,
for example, sentences concerning the remote past, subjunctive
conditionels, descriptions of the mental life of animals, claips
about the nature of the universe beyond a black hole, mathematical
assertions concerning the outcome of infinitary operations (e.g.
Goldbach's conjecture, that every even number greater than 2 is
the sum of two distinct primes, or Fermat's 'last theorem' that
X"+ Y'= 2" has no solution among the positive integers for

n 2 3, and so forth.) For in the case of such sentences, since
their truth might transcend human recognition, so would grasp of
their truth-conditions. That is, our alleged grasp of the
truth-conditions of such sentences, in which tﬁe semantic realist
seeks to locate their meaning, would be a grasp we could not
demonstrate in relation to accessible circumstances. By what
right, then, do we attribute to ourselves such 8 gresp?

The anti-realist says !By no right at all! and suggests
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instead that we characterise meaning as correlative with whatever
we would count as evidence for a statement of soms problematic
kind ( R(1963) 146).

This argument, it will be apparent, is a version of the
so-called Manifestation argument which insists there can be no
logitimate reason why we éhould credit ourselves with any grasp of
meaning beyond that which relates to the circumstances in relation
to which we could show that grasp of meaning. The argument has a
second incarnation in the form of the demand of intelligible
Acquisition, which insists that all we can learn is hou a sentsnce
is used, for what slse could possibly be taught us? From this.
angle to suppose there could be anything more to meaning than can
be manifest in use is to suppose that somsone could learn all we
can teach him about a sentence (i.s. its use), bshave just like
someons who undsrstands the meaning of the sentence in guestion
yet still fail to grasp its 'trus! meaning. This, surely, is
absurd. Meaning, on such an account, becomes 'ineffable, that is,
in principle incommunicable' ( PB 218 ). But any suggestion that
the meaning of an undecidable sentsnce is incommuniceble is patently
untrue. The point is just that what we are taught when we lsarn the
meaning of such sentences is not what the classical analysis suggests,
namely the classical truth—cﬁnditiane of the sentence, but rather
whatever is taken as gstablishing their truth.

Yet another route to this anti-realistic terminus may be
constructed around the idea that knowledge of meaning, in the most
fundamental case, must be implicit knowledge. For suppose that we

assume that it must aluays be possible to give an informestive
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verbal account of wur grasp of the meaning of a sentence. In
that case no-one who :ould not reformulate it informatively
in language could be :aid to know the meaning of a sentence.
Two objections are pe:tinent. First, where our grasp is of
a very basic concept ‘say one of touch, taste, colour or smell)
.it seems unreasonable to demand anything over and above the
ability to respond ap:ropriately in the face of stimuli which
are communally agrescd to be of the relevant kind (e.g. of a bluse
object, a sour tasts ind so on). Second, to assume that no-one
can grasp & meaning wip is unable to state it otherwise, is to
start a regress which makes the learning of a first language a
somewhat mysterious f:at (PB 217). But to admit that knowledage
of meaning, in the moit basic case, must be implicit knowledge is
to invite the demand :f manifestetion. For _
implicit knowlsdje cannot ... meaningfully be ascribed
to someons unlegs: it is possible to say in what the
manifestation of that knowledge consists: there must be
an observable di‘’ference between the bshaviour or capecities
of somsone who i3 said to have that knowledge and someone
who is said to lick it.
PB 217
Underlying thase demends of manifestability, howsver expressed,
lie two supporting thuses, one entirsly gensral and one specifically
semantic. The genura. thesis, which is operative in the preceding
quote is happily dascribed by Dag Prawitz (1 p.11,12) as the
insistence upon empir.cal import for theoretical terms. Thus the term
'knowledge' as it Tigires in the phrase 'knowledge of the meaning
of F' is a theoretice term whose function in a theory of meaning

is spurious except imgofar as it is connected with observable facts
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concerning the speakers whose understanding it is the job of the
theory of meaning to model. In the light of this principle the
anti-realist's point may be put like this; that the supposition

that someone's grasp of the meaning of a sentence F consists in

his knowledge of the truth-conditions of F (classically conceived)
has no distinctive empirical import lacked by the alternative
supposition that the speaker'!s grasp of meaning is best located

in his ability to use the sentence appropriately in relation to
accessible stimuli, This latter supposition is both mors parsimonious
and better able to account for our grasp ofbthe sense of undecidable
sentences.

Motivating this entire corpus of conjecture, however, is a
specifically semantic thesis which has its roots in the work of the
later Wittgenstein. For the whole approach dspends upon our ?aking
a theory of meaning to be at the same time a theory of understanding.
It dapands, that is, upon our identifying what a sentence means with
whatever it is that a compstent speaker of the language understands
when he grasps the sentence. Everything thus revolves around the
notion of communicability. As Dummett himeelf says, his position

rests upon taking with full seriocusness the view of

language as an instrument of social communication.

PB 226
For it is only from this perspective that we can insist that a theory
of meaning is essentielly a theoretical representation of a speaker's
communicable understanding of the language and hence insist also that
nothing can legitimately (i.e. non-spuriously) be claimed to enter

into that understanding which could not be manifest in relation to
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publicly accessible circumstances, This is to say that it is only
from this perspective that we can insist

that the meaning of a statement consists sclely in its role

as an instrument of communication between individuals ...

(and) ... an individual cannot communicate what he cannot be

observed to communicata.

PB 216

With this formulation we reach the spiritual core of the anti-realist
stance. Jens Ravnkilde has labelled this cors the principle of the
necessary publicity of meaning, henceforth the publicity principle
for short. The precise definition of the principle which he suggests,
and which I endorse, expresses it as the claim that:

(Publicity principle)

No distinction can be sustained between interpretability or

communicability (whet a speaksr can be known to mean by his

utterances) and meaning (what the spesker means by his

utterances).

Ravnkilde 11

Let us pause to review the situation as it now stands. The
anti-realist, in the somewhat specialised sense I intend the term,
endorses a.cértain flow of criticisms of & classical realist semantics.
The chain. of reasoning te which he is committed goes as follows:

(Argument of semantic anti-realism)

(1) he accepts a picture of language as essentially an instrument

of communication bstween individuals
(2) This leads him to endorse the so-called publicity principle

which identifies meaning with communicable understanding.
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(3)

(4)

(s)

(6)

(7)

(8)

The

Thus it is knowledge of meaning, in the sense of communicable
understanding of meaning, which is to be the kind of fact to
be given theoretical rspresentation in a theory of meaning.
The demand of empirical import for theoretical terms

therefore arises with regard to the claim that any speaker

has knowladge of meaning suitable for theorstical
representation in such a theory.

It is thersfore to be demanded that a spsaker, in order legiti-
mately to be supposed to possess a communicable understanding
of a sentence, be at least able to menifest that understanding
in some distinctive way.

Given (2) that manifestation can only be performed in relation
to accessible (i.s. at least potentially public) circumstances.
But distinctive public manifsstation of grasp of maéping,
given that meaning is corrslative with communicable
undsrstanding, cannot always be provided where grasp

of meaning is identified with grasp of realistic (i.s.
potentially unrecognisabls) truth-conditions.

So such an account of meaning‘musﬁ be rejected and supplanted
by one in which grasp of meaning can always be successfully
manifest - as, for example, would be the case in a theory of ‘
meaning having as its centrel notion the idea not of classical
truth—-conditions but of some kind of condition twhich we must,
by the nature of the case, be capable of affectively
recognieing wherever it obtains'. (PB in IO 227).

argument thus tells in favour of a kind of verificationism.

Truth, it seems, (or better, truth classically conceived) is unsuited
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to play a central role in the theory of meaning. A more suitable
candidate is the notion of verification. In which case it will
follow that:

to know the meaning of a statement is ... to be cspable of

recognising whatever counts as verifying the statement i.e.

as conclusively sstablishing it as trus.

PB 227

In fact, Dummett here concedes too much to the traditional
realist line. For the notion of conclusive verification proves
too strong to account for our grasp of e.g. other-ascriptions of
pain made on the basis of observed behaviour. Instead of relying
on conclusive verification the anti-realist need dsmand only that
there bs communally agreed assertion-warranting criteria which
focus on publicly accessible circumstances. Just such a weakening
of the original strongly verificationist anti-realist doctrine is
proposed by Dummett in the preface to IO (p. XXXVIII). The
lnti-rualiét thus recapitulates, in part, the historical development
of the positivist moving from strong to esver weaker conceptions of
the kind of verifiability suitable for his thsoretical account of
meaning. But anti-realism differs radically from old-fashioned
positivism in its attitude towarde the class of undecidable
statements (such as Goldbach!s conjecture). For it is no part of
the present project to suggest that such conjectures are meaningless
(which is what the sarly positivists would have had to say). Rather,
their meaning is to be located first and forsmost in our grasp of
how the sense of the statement is built up out of its parts (that
is the systematic aspsct of an anti-realist theory of meaning).

Only then does the test of recognisability come into play.
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For to locate the potential empirical import of the knowledge

we have now, in theory, attributed to the spsaker who is said to
grasp that systematic construction, we insist further that the
legitimacy of his claim to grasp the statement depends upon the
following linguistic ability; that he should be able to decids

of some purported proof of the statement whether or not the
statement is indesd proven by thes consideration then advanced. (For
a non-methematical statement, replace 'proven' by 'warrantsd?.) It
is in this sense (which Neil Tennent (1) and (4) has named the weak
recognitional sense - as opposed to the strong recognitional senss
which demands that we actually be able to produce a proof, or
warrant) that knowledge of meaning is to depend on our capacity

to recognise a situation as providing an effective warrant for

the statement in question. It is in this sense that our grasp

of meaning can never extend (if the anti-realist!s arguments a;e
correct) beyond the accessible circumstances in relation to which
that grasp could be publicly manifest.

This analysis of meaning has implications for our notions of
implication., That is to say, we may find that certain classically
accepted implications of a sentence will fail the anti-realist's
meaning-tests. In which cass, given that the sentence itsslf is
seen to be legitimate, we are led to criticise the particular form
of inference which allows us to derive the unacceptable from the
acceptabls. It might be thought, however, that the only case in
which we may properly assert sentences which would fail to meet
the demgnde outlined above is precisely the case whers we allou
that these sentences are a direct consequence of others which do

pass the meaning-tests given in terms of weak recognition above.
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To adopt this course is to make logical relations among sentences
a primitive featurs of the language, a feature which is itself a
determinant of meaning. Dummett (RVA) believes that such a stance,
though not excluded by any argument so far adduced, is simply
irrational. He holds the demand of harmony (see below) to be
rationally self-evident and employs it to construct the following
argument which permits criticism of the actual use of sentences in
our language.

The use of a sentence, so the argument goes (PB 221), is not a
single feature but a type of featurs. The fact is that there are
different aspects to the use of a sentence and it is due to this
that criticism of the actual use is possible sven in an account
which accepts the intimacy of meaning and use. For it is rational
to require the systematisation of the various aspects of sentanceA
use. Rational, that is, to impose a requirement of Harmony on the
different facets of use. Now there are (at least) twoc relevant
aspects of sentence use. First, there are the conditions under which
the ssntence is properly asserted. And second, there is what the
assertion of the sentence commits us to by way of its infersntial
links with other sentences. The requirement of Harmony is simply the
requirement that what the sentence commits us to (i.e. what can
be asserted indirectly simply by uttering the sentence) must bs
nothing which couldn®t be asserted directly if wse so wished. Any
consequences of a correctly asserted sentence F must be such that
they themselves could be properly asserted by us in some situation
in which we could place ourselves i.e. for a consequence sentence c
it must be the case that in some possible situation stimuli could

occur requiring our assent to C. This is simply the demand of weak
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recognition applied to the consequences of our assertions. It

is thus that, as Dummett puts it, the language as a whole must be:
a conservative extension of that fragment of the
language containing only observation statements.

P8 221

1.3 From the foregoing considerations we may derive, as a special
case, the rejection of bivalence which characterises much of Dummett's
anti-realist corpus. This is important because this rejection

helps track the ontological and meteaphysical consequences of the
anti-realist stance which form the ultimate quarry of the present
thesis. An account of meaning which takes assertability and not
truth (classically conceived) as its central notion issues, when
conjoined with the demand of conservative sxtension, iq a rejection
of certain classical principles of inference and logical law;. Chief
among these is the rejection of the law of excluded middle and its
semantic correlate, the principle of bivalence. The law of excluded
middle states 'A or not A*', while the principle of bivalence reads
‘Every statement is either true or false'. Since my concern is with
the semantic principle, I shall state thebargument in that form.
Given the principls of bivalence we can always infer from a
statement P to the truth of the disjunction !'P is true or P is
false' (in the logical case A'v - A). But suppose that the statement
in question belongs to the realm of the undecidables. In that case
we might have no grounds for supposing that we could ever be in a
position to recognise that P is true or that it is falss. That is,
we would have no warrant for the claim that there exists a situation
in which we would recognise P as correctly assertible, nor any

warrant for the claim that there exists a situation in which we
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would recognise that P will nevarvbe correctly assertible. The
disjunction 'P is true or P is false! therefore fails the weak
recognitional requirement upon graspable meaning. So we cannot
simply be allowed, by virtus of a gensral rule, to pass from a
statement P to the assertion of bivalence with respect to P.
Endorsement of the principle of bivalence for statemants not

known to be effectively decidable severs the connection between
the truth of a statement (noﬁ anti-realistically conceived) and
the kind of fact we could have been taught as justifying the use
of the statement. Otherwise put, if an understanding of P consists
in our implicit gfasp of the recognisable circumstances in which P
could be known to be true or false, then we must be agnostic with
respect to the assertion of bivalence in cases where ws have
neither a demonstration that P is true, nor a demonstration that P
is false. Unless we know a statement to be effectively decid;ble,
this arqument suggests, we must be agnostic concerning the
applicability of bivalsnce to that statement. This does not amount
to a denial of bivalence, but only to a rejection of bivalence as
a universal principle i.e. a refusal tq endorse its instances
without the required proofs sither way.

The realist, as Dummett characterises him, bslieves by contrast in
the universal applicability of bivalence even in regard to statements
not knouwn to be effectively decidabls. He thus belisves that it is a
determinate matter, in no way related to the possible scope of human
investigations, whether or not the conditions for the (clessical)
truth of a sentence is or is not fulfilled. UWe may take this
affirmation in either of two ways - two ways which Dummett, I think,
regards as identical but which I shall later insist are crucially

distinct. UWe may, he says:

regard this as a metaphysical assumption - an assumption
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of the existence of an objective reality independsnt of our

knowledge. UWe can, sgqually, regard it as an assumption

in the theory of meaning, namely that we succeed in

conferring on our sentences a sense which renders them

determinately true or false.

FD 121

(Call the former the Metaphysical Interpretation and the latter
the Semantic Interpretation.)
Dummett, I said, probably regards these as eguivalent theses. For
the metaphysical view, he elsewhere tells us, is

a picture which has in itself no substance otherwise than

as a representation of the given conception of meening.

tI 383

It is for this reason that he sess his semantic ochservatione
as bearing on the traditional dispute betwsen Realism and Idealism,
end indsed, as coming out against the realist's notion of the
physical universe as an 'objective reality independent of our
knowledge'. (EI 382). Dummett thus holds that metaphysics is
essentially a picture which reduces to semantics., I shall later
insist that it does so only if semantics is taken in conjunction
with epistemology and that a fundamental &ivergance in outlook may
thereby be produced between Dummett and the 'natural anti-realist?®
who conjoins his assertability-condition semantics with a naturalised
epistemology. (For future reference let us call Dummett's clsim

concerning the identity of metaphysical and semantic questions the

thesis of metaphysical reductionism.)

1.4 Our characterisation of semantic anti-realism has so far come
to this; that all grasp of meaning must ultimately connect with the

observable circumstances in relation to which that grasp of meaning
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may be publicly manifest. The realm of the observable then, is the
primary locus of semantic facts; it is the semantic bedrock at which
our demands for the justification of attributions of grasp of meaning
must stop. The domain coversd by the term ‘'observable' is to be
correlative with whatever area is marked out by the equally pivotal
notion of ‘'shared recognitional capacities!. For 'the observable'

as it functions in the anti-realist argument can be nothing other than
that which is capable of being brought to public attention by the
exercise of baseic recognitional capacities. But these notions of
'what we can recognise to be the case! and 'what is observable! are
crucially ambiguous. It is the final task of this introductory
section to begin the job of pinning them doun.

The notion of 'what we can observe to be the case' is ambiguous
in precisely the same way as the notion of 'vhat we can verify to be
the case'!., Indeed, the anti-resalist's point about obssrvability
(however it is to be analysed) is at the same time a point about
vaerifiability. For the ultimate case of verification, to which all
other cases (e.q. those concerning deeply embedded theorstical
sentences) must eventually answer, is .the case in which the form
of verification is immediate observation. In seeking an appropriate
sense of observability, therefore, I shall take a hint from an
analysis of possible senses of 'whet we are capable of verifying'
developed by Crispin Wright (Wright (1 chapt.X pp. 182 - 186) ).
Wright notes that this notion could be taken as 'involving & double
idealisation' so as to mean;

What we are capable, in principle of verifying - that is to say,

what some being with limitations differing from our own only in

finite degree is capable in practice of verifying - at soms time.

wright (1) 182.
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Similarly we might take as our senss of 'observable' a notion of
what some (finitely limited) being could at some time observe to

be the case. This rules out appeal to God, whoss abilities are
presumably of infinite degree, and thus saves us from the total
trivialisation of the ideas of the rascognisabls and the observable.
It saves us from the situation in which the observable is isomorphic
with the (classically) true. But that is about all it does. For
such a sense is probably too weak to sustain any distinctive
rejection of bivalence and is at any rate quits unwelcome given the
deep motivation of the anti-realist's position sketched earlier.

To adopt an In principle/at some time sense of ‘observable! is to
make a nonsense of the thought that we can only learn to read into
a sentence the kind of meaning which relates to the sorts of
circumstences which confronted us, human beings with our present
capacities, when we were taught the use of sentences of that kind.
It makes nonsense too of the correlative thought that communiceable
understanding must be such as could be fully menifest in relation.to
publicly accessible circumstances with the community of speakers.
For the community of speakers, we may be sure, finds accessible

only that which is detectable by means of fhe actual sensory and
cognitive apparatus with which it is provided and not that which

may be accessibls to some alternatively (though finitqu) endouwed
being as yet unknown to them. Publicity of meaning, if it is to be
(as I think it should be) a common~sanse requirement relating to our

natural notions of how we could come to know the meaning of a sentence,

cannot be publicity in some ideal or non-human community but must be

publicity within the community in which the concept expressed by the

sentence was formed, lsarnt and (therefore) successfully communicated.
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In principle/sometime anti-realism, then, will not do. It will

not do because to move outwith the actual capacities to recognise a

situation as obtaining, if it does obtain, with which human beings
are endowed is to ignore the correlation of meaning with communicable
understanding on which much of the intuitive force of the analysis
depends. But the extreme alternative (in which what is observable
is to be read as what we can actually now observe) looks equally
unsatisfactory. For we surely have an effective grasp of truth for
sentences whose truth is not actually observable/ggz whose truth
could be observed by us, endowed sxactly as we ars, if only we were
in the right place to obssrve it. The extreme alternative, that is
to say, rules out the weak recognitional account of grasp of meaning
which we opted for earlier, and which seems necessary if we are to
presarve enough of our ordinary usage to justify us in ragar?ing our
task as the theoretical description of the actual understanding
exercised by a compstent speaker of the languags.

An intermediate position between these two unacceptable extremes
may be constructed. And it is this intermediate position which I
shall label Minimal anti-realism (minimal, because it is the weakest
position compatible with there being any &istinctive doctrine to call
anti-reelism at all). Minimal anti-realism equates the realm of the
observable with that which we could in principle recognise to be the
case. The ‘we' is stressed soc as to indicate that it is our present,
humanly standard capacities of recognition which are at issue. By
'in principle' we therefore mean that which we could, by the exercise
of our present capacitiss, recognise to be the case were we placed in
the correct situation and given the appropriate stimuli. This

interpretation does justice to the publicity principle without
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impoverishing the class of meaningful sentences beyond all
recognition i.8. without implying that we are unable to grasp
the meaning of a sentence which, for some contingent reason, we
are unable to verify in our present circumstances. UWhat, then,
of the sometime/now dispute? Minimal anti-realism, for all
present purposes, is, I think, compatible with either temporal
specification. But for the sakes of definiteness, we may opt for
the 'now! interpretation. What is observable, on that account,
becomes just whatever is observable nouw, by a member of the
present epistamic community. Any philosopher who finds this
choice unacceptable may, howsver, simply reverse it without
affecting any of our subssquent arguments. The temporal restriction
seems, however, to be in line with the anti-realist’s account

of learning meaning, since we learn only by exposure to present
events, albeit over a period of time. It is, at any rate, worth
noticing that the temporal restrictiﬁn need not be pernicious

in its implications for statemsnts concerning the remote past
and distant future. It will, of course, mean that thess rsalms
are somewhat underpopulated with regard to true facts (i.e. facts
which we can assert to be true of such times including, for
example, claims that either A is true or A is false where A

is some undecidable ;saertion concerning the state of the world
at some time in the remots past). But all this means is that

we cannot rely on a God's-eye view of the space~time worm to
donate semantic content, analysible in terms of clessical truth-

conditions, to undecidable past-tense statements. The question
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of the reality of the past is, at any rate, one with which the
present thesis has no immediate concern since it seems to be a
question unaffected by the conjunction of semantic anti-realism
and naturalised epistemology. Our concern is rather with
present-tensed ontological and metaphysicel assertions and with
whatever sense of an external and independsnt rsality the anti-
realist can plausibly sustain. For this rsason I shall not dwell
on the temporal issue, but merely repeat that the minimal anti-
realist may be assumed to endorse the equation of the obsefvable
with that which is humanly, in principle, observable now.

To sum up, the minimal semantic anti-rsalist (henceforth
‘anti-realist' for short) is one who (a) embraces the principle
of the necessary publicity of meaning by equating semantic content
with communicable understanding, (b) endorses as a result moves
1 - 8 of the argument for semantic anti-rsalism and hence recommends
the replacement, as the central element of a theory of meaning, of
classical truth—conditions with conditions which we can always
recognise as obtaining if they do obtain and (c) explicates this
notion of 'that which we can recognise' as meaning that which we
could now, in principle, observe to obtaiﬁ by the exercise (in the
most fundamental cases) of whatever capacitiss for the recognition
of circumstances are as a matter of fact standard within the present
epistemic community. Clearly, more needs to be said about the naturs,
role and status of these shared recognitional capacities around which
semantic content appears to revolve. It is a pre-condition of this
further account and of the modifications to the ontological and
metaphysical stance of the snti-rsalist it involves, that we should

f;rst acquaint ourselves with the form of a naturalised epistemology.
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In the next section therefore, I outline the relsvant parts of
one such espistemology and indicate why it seems particularly
appropriate to the spirit of the anti-realist analysis presented

above.
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2. The Epistemological Component.

2.1 It is a feature of an anti-realist analysis that the study of
semantics is not to be dislocated from queétions of epistemology.
This featurs is most obviously expressed in Dummett's claim that a
theory of meaning, to be acceptable, must at the same time be a
theory of understanding; the theory of meaning is thus a theoretical
representation of the (practical) knowledge we have when we are said
to know the meaning of a sentence. The spistemologicel component
therefore carries over into any discussion of the important notion
of a recognitionel capacity; for it is in shared recognitional
capacities that we locate thé warrant for attributions of practical
knowledge. Given thes consequent intimacy of semantics and epistemology
for the anti-realist it is surprising that so little attention has
been paid to the epistemological component itself. In particular we
might ask what kind of epistemology would be appropriate and whather
its presence would affect the implications of the anti-realist
analysis in any interesting way? The present chapter is an attempt

to tackle the first of these two questions.

2.2 One reason for the lack of attention givén to the matter of
epistemology may be Dummstt's own insistence that although epistemology
has a roie to play, it is very much a secondary one. A In adopting this
attitude Dummett is following Frege, one of whose principal achievements,
it seems, was ‘a shift of perspective which displaced epistemology from
its position as the starting-point of all philesophy!. IF 61.

The upshot of this shift in perspective .is the - primecy,instead,

of theory of meaning or sementics. It seems to me that Dummett takes

too strong a line on this matter (see e.g. P XL) and that it is
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rather the case that relations of priority bstween the two arsas
depend, even within academic philosophy, upon the particular
explanatory or argumentative purposes we have in mind.

Nonetheless one of thes possible motivations bshind Frege's
'shift in perspective! is importantly correct and will constitute
a constraint upon our subsequent choice of epistemology. That
motivation is the rejection of psychologism or mentalism in the
theory of meaning; the rejection, that is, of the identification
of meaning (in any allegedly sxplanatory context) with private
mental contents. Frege's resistance to any such identification
springs from his observation that the  content of a thought may
sustain e degree of publicity to which no mental image can aspire.
He complains that 'people speak e.g. of such and such a mental
image as if it could be in public view, detached from the imagining
mind!. Yet, he says, we cannot sven be sure our private imag; of
red, for exampls, agrses with that of our neighbour. The !peculiar
cheracter! of our imaga of red, then, is somsthing we cannot convey.
The content of a thought, expressed in langusge, howsver, is truly
public property; ‘one and the same thought can be grasped by many
men?!. Consequently the content of the thought must be distinguished
from the images which may accompany the having of the thought.4

The potential spuriousness of notions of mental processes,
images and the like in the context of a theory of meaning thus
demands that we proceed with caution. For we ﬁust be carsful of
exactly how we conceive of an epistemology attaching itself to a
theory of meaning if we are to avoid an analogous charge of focussing
on the inessential. Recalling the acquisition argument sketched

in 1.2 (p. 8) above we may therefore distinguish two possible
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interpretations of the points thers at issue. 0On the one hand,
there is the psychologistic interpretation which sees the argument
as issuing from a consideration of how we in fact come to acquire
the concepts of our languags. On the other hand there is the
transcendental interpretation (which we shall see to be the correct
one) which sees the acquisition argument as asking what must be the
cass (logically) if we are to acquire a certain concept at all.
It is the latter interpretation which is suggested by the comment
(IF 74) that a theory of meaning is an attempt to ‘render
intelligible the phenomenon of interchange in (a) language'; and it
is the latter interpretation which sits comfortably with the
fundamental characterisation (given in 1.2 above) of the anti-realist
critique as flowing from taking seriously the notion of language as
an instrument of communication. In the light of this it becomes
clear that what is objectionable is the intrusion into theory of
meaning of any mentalist epistemology. Such epistemology is intrusive
because it simply ignores the transcendental force of the anti-realist's
insistence on communicability as requiring publicity and offers instead
a psychologistic account of our (alleged) actual grasp of meaning
which is totally non-explenatofy. what is to be resisted then isa
the kind of bogus, mentalistic epistemology which allows that
(thesis of mentaliem)
What gives meaning to the sounds that a speeker utters no
longer lies open to view: the meesning he ettaches to them
depends upon something interior to him, his understanding

of the language, perhaps conceived as his implicitly knowing

e theory of meaning governing it, and his communication of

that meaning to his hearer depends upon the hearer's being

. te. '
in the same interior state IF 75
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It will therefore be a constraint upon an acceptable use of
epistemological notions in our account of meaning that such notions
should involve nothing like the thesis of mentalism. The semantic
points, such as thoss concerning communicability and publicity, are
thus prior to any epistemological ones insofar as they function as
constraints upon the acceptable role of spistemology in & theory
of meaning. This, as Dummett well realises, is by no means to
diminish the importance of the role of some kind of epistemological
component in the anti-realist account. Epistemological concerns
entsr into that account by a fairly straightforward route stemming
from the squation of a theory of meaning with a theory of understanding.
Backing this equation, we saw, is the simple thought that s theory of
meaning is nothing but a theoretical representation of the knowledge
involved in a competent speaker's mestery of his language. Once
this is taken on board, howsver, it becomes, in Dummett's own words,
timpossible to ... keep the theory of meaning sterilised from all
epistemological considerations!. (R (1982) p.106.) For our purposes,
the most important site of epistemological infection lies in the
appeal to shared dirsct recognitional abilities. The anti-realist
appeals to the exsrcise of such abilities as providing the necessary
warrant for attributions of implicit knouledge. (Ses 1.2). He does so
because he endorses both the demand for empirical import of thsoretical
terms (i.o.fknouledga') aend the thought that it is too much to require
of a competent speaker that he be always in a position to give an
informative verbal account of in what his knowledge of meaning consists,
That is to say, the anti-realist allows that we may know the mesning of
various basic terms (e.g. the application of colour, shape, taste

predicates etc.) without being in a position to say any more about
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the conditions which warrant our use of such terms than is contained
in thé'bara assertion that 'this is red! 'this is round® 'this is sour!
and so forth. In such cases our knowledge of the meaning of the terms
involved is implicit knowledge which is manifest in use. Manifest, that i
in our capacity in the right circumstances to recognise that an
assertion involving such terms is appropriately made. Our grasp
of some of the most basic concepts of our language (roughly, the
concepts appropriate to the fragment of our language containing only
observation statements) is thus manifest in the direct recognitional
capacities we exhibit.

The direct justification of our claims to implicit knowledge
of meaning, and in some sense the ultimate justification of our
claime to all knowledge of meaning, thus lies in our faculties of
unmediated recognition. It is at this point that the giving‘of
grounds, expressed in languags, comes to an snd. It is at this
point that the threat of circularity, or infinite regress, in an
account of knowledge of meaning finally dissolves. For we may now
Just point to the faculty of recognition, whose application in
specific cases is agreed by some substantial proportion of the
community. In its operation our grasp of ﬁeaning is manifest and
our claims to knowledge of meaning legitimised. At this important
Juncture, we have entered the space of epistemology. For, as:
Dummett readily admits;

the claim thet we possess ... a faculty for direct

recognition of a condition of a certain kind is an

epistemological one.

R (1982) p.106
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2.3 Epistemology, then, has a real role to play in a developed
systam'of anti-realist semantics, UWhat remains undstermined is
precisely what form this epistemology should take. The answer to
this gquestion, indeed, is not just undetermined but in principle
underdetermined; consistency with an anti-realist approach to
language does not force any particular choice of epistemology.
There are two prima facie reasons, however, why an evolutionary
epistemology would sesm to be a happy choice. They are

(1) The active support of evolutionary espistemology for

the anti-realist!s fundamental intuition that language
is essentially an instrument of communication, and

(2) The ability of evolutionary epistemology to comment

on the naturs and status of the shared recognitional
capacities taken as basic in the semantic analysis
itself.

Since the second of these points will be dealt with in some
detail in the chapter on recognitional capacities, I shall confine
myself at present to commenting on the first. An evolutionary
epistemology, I want to say, is not merely compatible with the
position of anti-realism, but actually offers it active support.
More precisely, it offers active support to a fundamental component
of the anti-realist analysis, namely the publicity principle (see 1.2).
The publicity principle stated, we recall, that a spesker cannot be
held to mean by his utterances anything more than he can be known
to mean by them. Meaning is necessarily communicable. Belisf in
this principle is a pre-condition of anyone's accepting the force
of the anti-realist's criticisms of clessical semantics. For those

eriticisms were seen to be sssentially of the nature of a challenge;
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show me, communicate to me, what more there could be to meaning than
is capﬁurad by an assertability-condition semantics!v The challenge
has force only if we accept that any ingredient in meaning must bs
communicable.

Acceptance of the publicity principle amounts to a rejection
of what (in 2.2) we termed the thesis of mentalism; the idea that
meaning could depend on something essentially interior, not open to
public viewing. Rejection of such a thesis, and the stress, by
contrast, on the communicable nature of meaning, is associated with
the work of the later Wittgenstein. In particular, it is associated

with the observations made in the PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS

concerning private language and following a rule. Thus, for example,
at 59c ' "Understanding a word": a state. But a mental state? °'.
Or againg

Try not to think of understanding as a 'mental process’

at ell - for that is the axpreséion which confuses you.

But ask yourself: in what sort of case, in what kind of

circumstances, do we say 'Now I know how to go on'.

Wittgenstein (1) 6tc.

This approach tc meaning, and to what i£ is to grasp meaning,
was inherited wholesals by the anti-realist (see e.g.Dummett P8
226, T 19). And it is an approach dictated by a thoroughly
naturalised attitude to language. For once we see language as a
phanomenon in the natural order we cannot credit it with the ability
to do more than it can be observed to do. Anti-realism, to this
degree, is a logical outcome of a naturalistic view of mind.5
Otherwise put, to locate grasp of meaning as an item within the

natural causal order is to insist that meaning be exhaustively
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determined in terms of conditions which are capable of impinging
on us,.. Unless this is so, the communicability (and hence the
learnability) of meaning becomes a mysterious feat, insusceptible
of natural explanation. That is one dimension in which a
naturalised approach to epistemology (specifically to knowledge
of meaning) is appropriate; it supports the anti-realist's
premises concerning necessary publicity.

The special appropriateness of an gvolutionary epistemology
shows itself in a related area (es well as in the account of
recognitional cepacities - see chapter 3). It shows itself in
relation to the picture of language as an instrument whose purpose
is to affect action. This picture of language as an instrument
having a purpose or goal is implicit in the anti-realist's
criticisms of classical semantics. Such a semantics, the anti-
realist believes, divorces the goal of language from the anafysia
it offers of the meanings of our words. For nothing in the use of
the instrument (languagse) sugaests, so the anti-realist argues,that
an analysis of our understanding of language requires or suggests a
classical notion of truth. The goal of language, for the anti-realist
as well as the classicist, is ths meking of true statements. But
the actual use of language as an instrument affecting and modifying
human actions speaks only for the conception of truth favoured by
the anti-realist i.e. a conception of truth as warranted assertability.
Worse still, language (conceived as an instrument eiming at warranted
assertability) may malfunction so long as rules of inference based
on the claésical conception prevail. Thus we may be led, by an
application of bivalence, to assert & conclusion for which no

effective warrant can be found. Unconservative extension (see 1.2)
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is an evil because it may allow language to miss its goal; to fail
as an instrument aimed at the making of warranted assertions.

The anfi—realist, then, believes that the nature of language
is precisely the nature of an instrument aimed at affecting human
action by the making of trus statements. And the notion of truth
is modified by the goal of affecting human action into a notion of
something which is necessarily non-transcendent. This picture of
language, I want now to suggest, is perfectly (though contingently)
supported by an evolutionary account of the role of language. Thus the
most plausible function of language, from an svolutionary perspective,
is surely the dissemination of survival-relevant information. The
initial function of language, we may say, was probably the sharing
of knowledge concerning the snvironment. An example, given in
McDowell (1) p.129, would be whers the species makes the move from
individual sensitivity to the snvironment to quasi—linguistié
communication in which the benefits of an individual's perceptions
may be shared by.dthers. Thus an. individual, seeing a predator, may
emit e'squawk' causing the other individuals to run. The !'squawk! then
constitutes another mode of awareness qf predators apart from the
ordinery perceptual sensitivity to predator-shape or whatever.

Our own language, with all its sophistication, is surely an
extension or development of some such capacity. The difference of
course is that we are aware of the intentions of ourselves and of
others as speakers. Such a development (which generates the
possibility of deception and of non-assertoric speech acts - sse
McDowell (1) ) may perheps be explained, in part, by the observation
that as social animals the states and attitudes of our fellow

individuals are a vital factor in our selective environment.
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Sensitivity to a speaker's intentions is thus as important to us as
knowledge of the location of food or of the presence of predators.

What is important, at any rate, is that language regarded as a
characteristic with an evolutionary function, must confer some
benefits on its possessors. And that such benesfits look likely to
concern principally the recsption of true information about the
selective environment, where the reception of that information
affects the subsequent actions of the recipient in a survival-enhancing
way. So-if languags hes a function or purpose, in an evolutionary
sense (to be made precise in 2.4 following), then that function looks
to be Just as the anti-realist insists it must be i.s. as an instrument
affecting and modifying human actions in a beneficial way. The point
to stress is the necessary tie between truth, as it occurs in the
evolutionary account, and action. For insofar as we may say, as
evolutionary spistemologists, that language aims at making gggg
statements or disseminsting true information, we can mean by true
only *true and capable of affecting human action!. The idea that
a classical and potentially transcendent notion of truth is appropriate
as a pivotal concept in an analysis of the meaning of sentences in
human language is thus as inoppertune from fhe'vantaga point of an
evolutionary account of the function of language as it is given the
anti-realist!s parsimonious attitude towards the application of

theoretical terms such as knowledge of meaning.

2.4 Ue hasve some cause, then, to regard evolutionary epistemology
as a suitable candidate for combination with an anti-realist
semantics. Both parties, it appears, respect Wittgenstein's
observation that 'it is our scting which lies at the bottom of

the language game!, (Wittgenstein (2) 204). It remeins, therefors,
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to charactérise further the notion of an evolutionary epistemology
itself and to draw attention to those aspects of such an spistemology
which will be especially relevant in the chapters to coms.

Evolutionary epistemology falls into place as part of a
philosophical tradition whose locus classicus is Quine's
'Epistemology naturalised!. (Quine (1) pp.69 -~ 91). Quine, seeing in
the Cartesian quest for certainty only a 'lost cause! (ibid 74),
suggests instead that we focus on the empirical facts rslevant to
the determiﬁation of our picture of reality. He sees no future in
the project of rational reconstruction, no way to validate the
grounds of empirical science by a strict derivation from logic and
sense expsrisnce (or sven from logic, sense experience and set theory).
That being the case we may abandon the quest for the 'sure and securs
foundations of knnulédge'. And in so doing we abandon also all reason
to rule out the use of empirical science itself in our efforts to
discern the relation between thsory and data, ﬁr meaning and the
sensory evidence on which it depends (viz. shared stimulations -
ibid 75, 81). UWhere the goal of epistemology was the logical
validation of scisnce, such an appeal to the data provided by
empirical science itself was rightly denounced as circular reasoning.
But that goal was seen to be unattainable. The nsw goal, which
hopefully is attainable, is to study, in a non-foundationalist manner,

how the human subject of our study posits bodies

and projects his physics from his date (ibid 83)
and in so doing

We are well advised to use any available information,

including that provided by the very science whose links

with observation we are trying to undsrstand. (ibid 76).
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Quine's principal interest is thersfore the relation between human
input, given in terms of ‘sensory irradiations! and human output,
conceived as ‘a description of the three-dimensional external
world and its history' (ibid 83).

What distinguishes an evolutionary epistemology from this
more general naturalised approach is the thought that the nature
of the cognitive processes and sensory capacities which mediate
and make possible this relation is determined by the process of
natural selection. Cognition, so this central thought goes, is
adaptive. Evolutionary epistemology, in this sense, has little
to do with the Popperian project of providing a 'survival of the
fittest' account of scientific theories. It is rather a matter
of drawing out the philosophical consequences of the idea that
mind is dependent on an adapted organ, brain. This latter idsa
can be found (albeit in a somewhat distorted form) in work by
Herbert Spencer6 as early as 1855, More acceptable versions of
the thesis begin to appear with Lorenz (see Bibliography) who
describes innate categories of thought as being arrived at ’

a posteriori by the species (though a priori for the individual)
in a form determined by natural selection. Others who adept the
perspective I associate with svolutionary spistemeclogy include
Waddington, who writes;

The faculties by which we arrive at a world-view have besn

selected so as to be, at least, efficient in dealing with

other existents ... they have besn moulded by things-—in-
themsselves so as to be competent in coping with them.
Waddington (1) quoted in Campbell p.445,
and more recently Neil Tennant (2) (3) and Elliot Sober. But why

should we adopt such a perspective?
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The principal reason why we should adopt such a perspeckive
(viz. that 'cognitive structures are avolu@ionary products'! -
Tennant (3) p.3) is a negative one. There is no reason why we
should exempt our cognitive structures from the account we give
of our gross physical organs. UWhy should it not be that, as
Lorenz says,

Just as the hoof of the horse is adapted to the ground of

the steppe which it copes with, so our central nervous

apparatus for organising the image of the world is adapted

to the real world with which man has to cope.

Lorenz (1) 25.

In order to subscribe to cognitive adaptionism, we need only
to agrees that creatures whoss cognitive orientation (a broad term
designed to compaas sensory modalitiees and basic information
processing characteristics) fails to determine appropriats (i.s.
survival-promoting) responses to life situations would stand at
an svolutionary disadvantage with respect to other creatures,
competing for the same resources, whose cognitive étratagiea tended
to work. This seems impossible to deny. Acceptance of this nsar—
tautological proposition, however, is aufficient (given the proviso
of heritability or transmissibility - see below) to confer, on
whatever physical structurss underlie our éansitivity to stimuli
and our dispositions to respond, an svolutionary function. To agree
that cognitive orisntation is functional in an evolutionary sense
is to concede at once the relevance of an adeptive story to the
nature of man's image of the world. (Whether or not this relevance
extende even to the nature of the scientific imege of the world is

s further question and one we shall face in chapter 7 following.)
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But do cognitive structurss have such functions? In order to
decide-we must clarify what is meant by a cognitive structure and
a function. Take cognitive structure first. By such a term we
may mean, at most, some gsneral strategy of ordering and
conceptualising input. It is certainly implausible to suppose
'that specific items of information are innate and geneticelly
transmissible. (Indeed, the demand of cost-efficiency (ses 2.5
following) suggests that gensral strategies will be preferrsed to
multiple individual units of information.) Candidates for such
innete general modes of orientation might be various basic,
important and pervasive features of man's natural image of reality.
For example, to borrow a list of Neil Tennant's, 'the concept of
substance, the notion of a continuant, concepts of identity by
various sortal criteria, the notion of event and of cause!

(Tennant (2) p.17). More minimally, but sufficient for our ;nds
we may settle for the innate senss of similarity (Tennent's 'sortal
criteria') which allows us to learn language and then to share
direct recognitional responses to new causes (for example, to °
agree of a new object that it is red, sour, heavy or whatever).
This minimal inherited cognitive orientation lies between the strong
notion of inherited concepts and the weak idea that all that is
evolutionarily determined is sensory modalities. Nor is this
minimal innate orientation seriously to be doubted (as Qe shall

see in our discuseion of Quine!s Quality Spaces in chapter 3);

for a sensory modality without a disposition bo sort senscry input
into useful arrangements of information would clearly afford no
advantage at all. To deny the minimal cognitive adaptionism I am

advancing would, in effect, be to commit oneself to the psychologically
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and biologically disreputable notion of completely uninterpreted

sense data. Indeed, it seems likely that the stronger version
detailed above is true. For inbuilt cognitive strategies enabling

us to take over euccassful‘uays of conceptualising experiencse

evinced in earlisr generations would surely afford beings so

equipped a considerable advantege. Popper arguss for such a case
suggesting we intsrpret some of the Kantian categories as 'genetically
a priori! and 'prior to observation' but not 'valid a priori' since
they would be the fallibls products of selection during the species!
contingsnt evolutionary past (see Popper p.a7).

By cognitive structures, then, is meant the physical conditions
underlying at lsast our besic sortal responses and at most certain
basic cognitive strategies such as those named in Tennantt!s list.

I am inclined to believe in the slightly richer innete repertoire
orchestrated by e.g9. Tennant, Popper and Lorenz. But most of our
arguments will depend only on the more minimal claim associated
with Quinets quality spaces and detailed further in chepter 3
following., Do such cognitive structures have functions in the
requisite biologica; sanse? ‘

Normal talk of functions occurs in the context of the explanation

of the parts of human artifacts. It is, we say, the function of the

plunger relief valve in the oil pump of a Ford Escort to control the
oil pressure by occasionally bleeding oil back to the sump. And it
is, likewise, the function of the oil pump itself to force feed
lubricant to the eppropriaste parts of the engine (e.g. the small

end bush, the gudgeon pin and the cylinder bores). Function, in

its normal ues, is thus very much context-relative. Ue talk of |

the function of X in Y. Talk of the function of X simpliciter makes
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sense only insofar as a context is presumed or because we have

it in mind that the object was designed with a purpose (whether
or.not we know it and whether or not it actually fulfils it).

Faced with an exotic mass of alien technology the B-movie scientist
announces that 'the function of the mysterious machine which
recently materialised in front of the Pentagon remains a mystery'.
Is it a death ray perceptively trained on Ronald Reagan; or is it

a coffee-maker sadly misdirected by the Matter Transmission service?
By function, then, we mean either the role of a part relative to a
whole, or the end for which a whole object was designed.

Moving now to the application of the concept of function to
.natural objects (eous, human brains, héarts, mice, moles etc.) we
find that one of our disjuncts is missing. The heart we can
accommodate; its avolved function is to pump blood. If this was
not done, beings like us would die. So selection operates in
favour of efficient hearts. But the Sow is a problem. It cannot
qualify for function by design because nobody designed it. Unlike
a part (s.g. a heart) a natural whole has no designed use. It seems
odd then to look for its function, for, ss a recent commentator
suggests;

the notion of function gets its primary application in the

case of parts of machines and other things with use-purposes.

Purton p.18
In Purton's terminology, the reason why it is nonetheless acceptable
to talk of the function of a part of a netural object is that the
object has a 'maintained state! regulated by processss of negative
fesdback. Thus the heart pumps faster in_order to meintain levels

of vital gases in the blood. It regulates the system in a
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goal-directed way, the underlying explanation of which is to be
found in the selective account just sketched. Without such
regulation we would dis before reproducing.

Our ordinary notion of function thus extends to cover the
life-maintaining function of parts of natural objects = for
example, the physical structures to be found within the human
brain. But natural functions too are context-relative. Thus
although it is only the parts of natural objects which have functions,
what we choose to count as part and whole may vary according to our
explanatory interests.7 Thus a co-adapted bacterium may count es
part of a cow's stomach which in turn has a function in maintaining
the couw's life. Or a valley may count as a whole eco-system in a
state of evolved stability to which some ﬁnimals contribute by
eating certain plants which would otheruise swamp the valley
destroying the habitats of its native animal population. wigh
that proviso, however, we may conclude that parts of natural
objects can indeed have svolutionary functions, and that to have
an evolutionary function it is sufficient that a part contribute
to the maintained state of a whole natural cbject. UWhere that
natural object is an animal, the evolution.ofhtha part in question
is explained by the fact that a maintained state of fit and healthy
life promotes reproduction and soc selection occurs in favour of
beinges with well adapted minds, strong hsarts etc.. For mental
characteristics, we may be sure, are as essential to the maintaining
of life as physical ones. 'Selection will favour beings whose
internal representations enable them to cope with a world they
never made. The svolution of appropriate cognitive strategies .

is thus explained by the contribution of such strategies encoded
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in some physical structure within an animal tothat animal's
survival. Healthy bodies and healthy minds are the legacy of
a demanding mother naturs.

Basic cognitive characteristics may thus have functions in
the requisite evolutionary sense insofar as the presence in an
animal of the physicél structure which encodes any such characteristics
tends to promote thes survival and reproductive success of that animal.
Cognition and circulation are thus squally respectable as items with
evolved functions. Both fit the basic definition,8 implicit in our
overall account of function, that;

A function of I (in S) is to do C means I does C and

if, ceteris paribus, C were not done in an $ then the

probability of that S surviving or having descendants

would be smaller than the probability of an S in which

C is done surviving or having descendants.

. Canfield (1) p.2e7.
(Note: Communication, conceived as the dissemination of beneficial,
bahaViour-effecting information clearly has a function in this
technical eense alsc - recall 2.3 above.)

Not svery characteristic of an evolved being has such a
function. Some characteristics may be selscted because they
accompany, in the gsnetic coding, & characteristic which does
perform some useful task. Basic sensory modss and minimal cognitive
orientation are too obviously vital to human survival to be plausibly
assimilated to such spin-off characteristics however. They are by
no means accidental within the svolutionary context (though they
are the result of accidental factors and chance). For their prssence

in us can bes explained by the functions they fulfil. Sensory
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modalities enable us to find food and avoid being eaten. In
fulfilling this task they co-operate with basic cognitive strategies
which sort and identify input. Together, our sensory and cognitive
natures bestow upon us the capacity to respond to our environment
in a survival-enhancing way. Some minimal cognitive oriantation, at
least, is thus surely amenable to the kind of explanation in terms
of evolved function favoured by the evolutionary epistemologist.
There is, however, one further requiremsnt upon evolutionary
explanation which deserves mention. This is the requirement of
transmissibilityg. A characteristic, however adventageous, cannot
be given an svolutionary explanation unless we have some idea of
the mechanism of heritability involved in its transmission. A
materialist theory of mind (in a broad sense; we may espouse
supervenience without reduction regarding mental states and still
be sufficiently materialist) is thus a pre-supposition of the |
evolutionary epistemologist. The capacity of DNA to transmit
information concerning physical structure (more precissly, it
transm;ts coding for proteins which in turn form tertiary structures
in accordance with higher level laws of form) from generation to
generation is, on that pre-supposition, enough to ensure the
heritability of basic cognitive structures sncoded in the
organisation of the human brain. And there is, of course, no gquestion
but that our sensory modalities are heritable in the same manner.
The combinstion of a basic materialism with the notion of
function outlined above justifies us in adopting an evolutionary
perspective with regard to cognitive structures and sensory
modalities. It does so by meeting the three requirements of
evolutionary explanation (sse Bechtel and Richardson's article

referred to in note 9) i.e. (1) variation (by mutation and
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recombination of DNA and RNA complexes), (2) transmissibility by
some intelligible mechanism of variations produced, (3) selsction
between variations by differential survival and reproduction of
phenotypes.

The adoption of the broad perspective of an evolutionary
epistemology therefore looks, on even the briefest of reflection,
to be compulsory. As philosophers, then, the important question
is 'So what?! What are the conssquences, for our picturs of
knowledge and of our knowledge-ecquiring capacities, of recognising

the adaptive background of cognition?

2.5 The consequences of the adoption of the evolutionary perspsctive
are not simply that cognitive structure and capacities for sensory
discrimination are fitted to the environment. If this were so then
the evolutiocnary epistemologist would be guilty of committing whet

I shall label the Turk;éh Driver fallgcz. The perspiring tourist,

critical of the quality of driving in Istanbul, masy be told an old
and interesting proverb. 1In Turkey, so it is said, they have only
good dfivers because all the bad ones are dead. Evolutionary
epistemology, it must be stressed, is not just a minor variation
on this old and fallecious provesrb (as anyone who's been to Istanbul
knows). Certainly, such an epistemology does involve claims which
have the logicel form of the proverb. The form, that is, of an
inference to a kind of correctness of knowledge acquired and
processed by evolved means conducted by an svolutionary reductio
performed on the assumption of invalidity (cf 'creatures
inveterately wrong in their inductions have a pathetic but
praise-worthy tendency to die before reproducing their kind!.

Quine (2) 125). Claims of this nature meke up what I shall term

the appropriateness arqument. When philosophers refuse to take
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evolutionary epistemology seriously. they tend to san in it only
this one argument. But there is another, to my mind more important,
consequence of the adoption of the evolutionary perspective. This
I term the fallibility/scope asrgqument. It is this latter argument
which adds much-needed provisos to the appropriateness argument
itself, thus rescuing it from the Turkish Driver fallacy.

Let us therefore focus on the two kinds of considerations
themselves (viz.the appropriateness and the fallibility/ecope
arguments). The general nature of the appropriateness argument should

by now be clear, and I shall not labour it. It may be put like this:

(aggrogriatenass argument)

For a typical individual X, of a species XX in
an environment Y.
If (assumptions)
(1) XX evolved, by a process of natural selection in Y and
(2) X has some apparent knowledge of Y gained through
ayolvad means of sense and modes of processing
" Then suppose (Reductioc .clause) that X's apparent
knouwledge (kx) bore no relation to Y ( — (kxRY) )
In that case X's knowlsdge would fail to aid X in the
pursuit of natural goals (survival and reproduction) in Y.
So X would fail to rsproduce.
So X-type organisms would generally fail to reproduce.
So XX would become extinct.
(End of Reductio clause.)
XX is not extinct.
So X's knowledge bears some useful relation to Y (kxRY).
This somewhat realistic-sounding conclusion, however, nseds

amending in several ways to take account of various evolutionary
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constraints on the type of relation we may plausibly expect our
knowledge to bear to the world. Such constraints form a complex

of arguments which, in virtue of their common fallibilistic
conclusions, I have gathered together under the banner of the
fallibility/scope argument. Before examining these constraints,
however, let me say a fsw words in response to a potential line

of objection to the Appropriateness argumsnt as it is presented
above. To say (as we did in the reductio claus2) that a being's
apparent knowledge 'bears no useful relation to the environment!

is to say, in deliberately vague terms, that the being in qusstion
held mostly false belisfs. If soms philosophers would baulk at the
use of belisf in this context, they may instead think of the animal
as holding mostly false belief-analoguss. This term is borrowed

from Dennett (p.10) and used to stand for gur rational reconstruction
of the animall's natural programming, given for convenience in
intentional terms and based on its obssrvable behaviour. Supposa
then that we allow ourselves to speak of the evolutiocnary failure
(the unsuccessful being in the reductio) as holding mostly false
beliefs or belief-analogues. We do not suppose that this is the
only or even the most usual cause of evolutionary failure; environ-
mental change is a more common killer. But it is a potential causs
of maladaption, and one which bsars directly on the central thesis

of evolutionary epistemology viz. that our cognitive capacities have
been partially moulded by the forces of selsctive success and failure
so as to be competent aids to survival and reproduction. The objection
I want now to address is that we cannot make sense of the evolutionary
reductio as it is meant to be appliad to a creature's beliefs (or
belief-analoguss) since we could never, on methodological grounds,

be justifisd in ettributing mostly felse beliefs ( or belief-analogues)
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to the creature in question. Such an objection, if it were upheld,
would undercut our right to uss the appropriateness reductio in an
epistemological context.

The objection stems from the principle of charity developad
by Donald Davidson (see e.g.Davidson p.17 - 20). Davidson points
out that our interpretation of actions and/or utterances must
always proceed by our first assuming that most of what the subject
belisves is true and then correlating his actions or words with the
pursuit of obvious goals (e.g. eating, avoiding predators etc.).
But suppose we apply charity to the evolutionery failure in the
reductio clause? It then seems that, if we are to say it has any
beliefs or belief-analogues at all, we cannot regard them as in
any large part false. So the rasductin cannot bas performed in an
opistemological setting. For instead of saying that the evolutionary
failure held mostly false beliefs (or belief-analoguss) we mus%
saither say it held none at all or that it held mostly trus belisfs
but had some rather bizarre desires (e.g. to fall off a cliff-top)
which these true beliefs enabled it rapidly to fulfil!

The latter option is as useless to the would-be evolutionary
epistemologist as the former. Clearly, in weighing up beliefs and
desires in the case of the evolutionary feilure we naturally seek
more emphasis on belief (or belisf-analogues) and less on deeire
(or desira-analogues). The problem is how to make this a convincing
special case rather than an ad hoc stipulation. The way to do so, 1

suggest, is to regard the principle of charity as itsslf being

derived from the epistsmological version of the Appropriatenees
argument, in a way which makes clear exactly why it is that the
evolutionary failure is a special case. Thus we may argue that it

is precisely bacausa the holders of false belief-systems tand to
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die out or to bungla their interactions with the world that it

is legitimate to treat successful, surviving species as holding

mostly true beliefs. The appropriateness argument is thus seen
as offering naturalised support to the Davidsonian principle in
a way which simultaneously displays why charity should only be
extended (as it.generally is) to succsssful, established groups
of beings. For it is manifestly improper to deploy the demands
of charity against the very evolutionary failures whose
characteristic non-existence explains the success of the
principle as an interpretative tool.

The epistemological significance of the Appropriateness
argument thus defended, we may now examine some constraints on
its conclusion (viz. the conclusion that the knowledge of a
surviving being will tend to be‘appropriata to its environment).
These constraints together make up the fallibility/scope argument
mentioned above.

The abilities of an evolved creature to acquire knowledge of
the world must depend solely on the range of sensory access to
information processed by itself and {in the case of communicating
beings) its peers and (perhaps) on any innafe categories of thought
similarly evolved by differential survival within the species. The
nature of capacities to access and process information are thus
plausibly tied to whatever constraints are imposed by the
svolutionary process itself. The first such constraint concerns
the specificity of the selective environment itself. Recall the
conclusion (kxRY) of the appropriatenese argument (above). The
constraint of specificity implies that the environment Y to which
X1s knowledge-acquiring capacities have had to answer ought not to

be identified with any quasi-Kantien notion of the world-in-itself;
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nor indeed, with any mere spatio-temporal portion of that world.
This is because an environment, for the purposes of evolutionary
argument, is simply the set of physical parameters appropriate

for judging the fitness of an individual organism. An individualts
fitness relates, in an obvious way, to its knowledge of its gun
snvironment. Thus, for example, when the relevant»environmental
factors transcend an individuel's knowledge its fitness diminishes
since it must ignore pertinent factors in the making of survival-
relevant choices. Thus understood, the environment, to which the
knowledge-acquiring capacitiss of an organism are directed (though
they may not encompass it in its entirety) is neither the world-in-
itself, nor some spatio-temporal portion of it, nor even the world
known by the organism. Rather it is whatever enters into survival-
relevant caﬁsal relations with the organism. (Thus see, for example,
Rosenberg (1) ). This observation suggests that the nature of evolved
knowledge-acquiring faculties will be- niche-relative; aimed, that is,
at a sensitivity fo factors which are relevant to ths survival and
reproduction of the type of organism concerned. It is evident, of
course, that human beings at least, have knowledge which goes beyond
their environment (in the strict evolutionéry sense of environment).
Our point, carefully stated, is not that knowledge can relate only
to the selective environment but that all knowledge (even that which
transcesnds survival and reproductive relevance) is gained through
forms of sense and modes of proceasihg which evolved in response to
the specific nature of a selsctive environment. The course of possible
enquiry, we may say, is thus governed by the form of life; but the

possible content of knowledge may still exceed that relevant to

the reproduction of life.

The second constraint to notice is that even in this reduced
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context (of knowledge as gainéd and processed by means appropriate

to @ given form of life in e given local environment) the
appropriateness argument has only satisficing10 and not optimising
force. The word 'satisficing® was coined by H.Simon to describe
'methods that look for good or satisfactory solutions instead of
optimal ones!. (Simon,H. p.64). 1Its use in the pressnt context

is meant to signal that the forms of sense and modes of processing
selected will be geared to efficacy rather than detailed veridicality.
For efficacy and veridicality (or, if you like, truth) diverge as soon
as the paramester of cost-efficiency is introduced into the equation.
Selective pressures would bear on the svolution of cognitive
mechanisms which generate fast cheep approximations suitable for the
practical purposes of the organism. Speed and economy (cf Tennant (3))
are worth more than accurascy to the being engaged in the struggle

for survival.

A third constraint may be located in the picture of evolved
perceptual channels and cognitive structures as selected from a
random'pool of options. I refer here to what Campbell cails the
inesvitable blindness of the evolutionary process. This is just the
familiar point that evolutionary variation is in some sense random,
although subsequent selection amongst variations is not. A little
care is necessary here if we are to be biologically accurate.

Darwin's fchance variation' is now sxplained by the random mutation
of genes. But 'random! may be a misleading term (hence Campbellt!s
use of *blind'). For a gene is a string of triplets of nucleotides
of which there are only four kinds. So only certein types of variation
are posaibla11. Nonetheless mutation is random in one important sense,
namely that:

The alterations produced in a gene and the effects which this

alteration will have on the phenotype of the individual which
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develops under its influence are not causally connected with

the natural selective force ' which will determine its

sucéess or failure in producing offspring in the next

generation.

Waddington (2) 94.

In other words, there is no causal link between the nature of
mutations and the pressurss of the selective environment.
Retained variations are the most efficient of a blindly generated
pool of options. Contingency and non-optimality thus again
infect the Utopian pastures of the appropriateness argument.

A final constraint (on the abilities of an evolved being
to access and process information) deserves mention, even though
it is unconnected with the specific process of evolution and
hence not properly part of the fallibility/scope ‘argument! itself.
It is the constraint of physical structure. Uhereas before we
were concerned with the contingenciss inherent in the selection
of the apparatus of knowing, wes may n;; consider such limitations
as may proceed from the mere fact of employing any apparatus atall.
We ars therefors considsring what limitations may be implied byltha
thesis of materialism alone. This is relevant because ths force of
the evolutionary theorist's assertion that basic forms of human
thought are limited in non-necessary weys is intensified by the
resultant combined belief in the nescessary limitedness of any
apparatus at all and in the somewhat accidental, imperfect
(cost-efficient) and biased natﬁra of the particular cognitive
apparafus employed by man. The idea is simpla. Heritable
cognit;ve structure and modes of sensory discrimination must
be physically based. Being so based, they will inherit

operational limitations which are a direct result of their
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material construction. As Konrad Lorenz puts it;

Every solid structurs, although indispensable as a

support for the organic system carriss with it an

undesired side-affect: it makes for rigidness and

takes away a certain degree of f;aadom from the system,

Lorenz (1) trans. p.28.

Man's picture of reality, so this argument goes, even at its
most scientifically sophisticated, is of necessity bound by the
physical limitations of the apparatus through which it is acquired.
Intelligent thought, we may say, needs the support of & rigid,
highly differentiated structure (viz. the humen brain); but such
a structure, while increasing the possibilities of knowledge in
certain dimensions, may also impose some limits on the extent of
a being's possible knowledge, beyond which it cannot reach.

This last argument may remain tentative. If accepted, it lends
weight to the conclusions of the fallibility/scope considsrations.
But it is not essential. Whet is important is thet it is a
consequence of the adoption of the evolutionary perspective
with regard to human cognitive structurs that such structure
be ssen as optimal only subject to constr;infs. Such constraints,
explicit in the fallibility/scope argument itself, are rooted in
considerations of'(1) random generation of variations (2) cost-
efficiency as a selective parameter and (3) the gearing of selective
pressure to the particular needs of a given species in a locel
environment. The conclusion, then, is that the reassurances of
the appropriateness argument be tempered with humility. By such
reflections we grasp that our primitive view of the world is

biased imperfect and limited. This outcome is predictable from
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the svolutionary genesis of the capacities which sustain

it (viz. our basic sensory modes, similarity spacings and

perhaps, some degree of cognitive organisation). Man's

primitive or common-sense image of reality is thus revealed

as appropriate to, but not uniquely and completely isomorphic
with the world with which it copes.(Whether or not such

| conclusions extend to cast doubt on a realistic view of

science is a further question; a spectre to be faced in

chapt. 7 following).
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3. The Role of Recognition.

3.1 In ChaptemsI and 2, I presented, in outlins, the positions
of semantic anti-realism and evolutionary epistemology. I showed
thet the anti-realist account demands an epistemological componant
and offered some reasons why an evolutionary spistemology might be
thought an appropriate choics. It is time now to follow this
project through and to sse what effects the introduction of such

a component might have on the form and consaquencas of the
anti-realist position itself. We begin at that point where the
epistemological influence on anti-realism is at its greatest;

that is, in the account of a recognitional ability.

3.2 It is useful to distinguish tuo vays in which the notion of
a recognitional ability enters into the anti-realist analysis.
It enters first in the identification of our notion of e true
statement with ome which we are in ﬁrincipls at least, capable
of recognising as true. In this context (see e.g. IF 444) the
stress on recognisability flows from the conviction that it makes
no sense to suppose that we sustain a notion of truth which
somehow transcends sverything which could have gone into our
learning of that notion. Recognisability here functions as a
methodoclogical requirement on our possible grasp of the notion
of trbth. There is, however, & second (not unrelated) use for
the notion of recognition; and it is with this second use that
epistemology makes its proper entry into the anti-realist scheme
of things. 1In this other context the relevant Aotion is not one

of recognition gsimpliciter but rather one of unmediated recognition.

Unmediated recognition, I want to say, plays & very special role
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in the anti-realist's account of meaning. To understand this
role we must recall the notion of an implicit grasp of meaning
and the constraints put upon the attribution of such e grasp
to a speaker of the language.

It was noted (1.2 pg. 9 above) that it is too much to demand
of a competent speaker that he be able to give a non-trivial
verbal account of his knowledge of the circumstances under
which a sentence which he claims to understand would be properly
assertibls. Nonetheless it is to be agreed that, if we are to
make sense of what Dummett terms ‘our progressive acquisition
of our languege' (JD 318) we cannot dislocate grasp of meaning
from grasp of recognisable assertion-warranting circumstances.

It is also cleer that the attribution of such a gresp requires
some justification, and that such justification cannot, on pain
of circularity, consist merely in the utterance of the string

of sounds which comprise the sentance in question. (Recall the
‘demand of empirical import for theorstical terms'. 1.2 pg. 9 above.)
The anti-realist's proposal, in the light of all this, is to
locate the necessary justification for the attribution of
implicit grasp in the ability tin favourable circumstancss, to
racognise the condition as obtaining or not obtaining?’. (55.449).
In other words, the justification, in the usual case, is to
consist in cbsarving a speaker's ability to utter the sentence
in whatever circumstances are gsnerelly judged to be appropriate.
An example of the kind of ability in question would therefore be
our ability (FD in IO 129) to recognise an object (in favourable
conditions) as being red. It is on this ability that a typical

language-master's understanding of the meaning of 'red' depends.
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This notion of direct or unmediated recognition is involved
with some of the most fundamental intuitions underlying the
anti-realist analysis. In particular, it is involved with the
idea that an acceptable (i.e. non-mentalistic) model of our
progressive acquisition of knowledge of the meanings of the words
in our languags demands that all intelligible meaning be built on
the foundation of some basic fragment of our language viz. the
fragment containing only observation statements. For it is only
relative to this fragment that we can make empiricist senss of
our acquisition of grasp of meaning. ('All inculcation of meanings
of words must rest ultimately on sensory evidence!. One of Quine's
two cardinal tenets of empiricism. See e.g. Quine (1) 75.)

It is in this realm of basic observation statements that our
abilities of unmediated recognition are exercised. In this

realm, we may say, we find a stripped-down version of the way

in which the anti-realist conceives all meaning to attach to
aentsncesf This attachement is somewhat obscured, in higher~level
cases, by thé roles played by association and inference in our
understanding. Even in such cases, however, the explanation of
our capacity to acquire such undaratandiﬁg demands that the
constituents of the language in which such understanding is
expressed have their roots in the reelm of the directly observable.
It is there that meaning is born for it is there that thes semantic
features of a sentence ('its structure and the refersnces of its
constituents® IF 461) are identical with its use or employment.

To use a statement of unmediated recognition is to understand it
correctly; we can ask no mors, for all verbal explanation has

ceased. Since all we can gver be shown, so the anti-realist
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insists, is use, then all meaning must be constructed upon such
bases. If we are to make sense of our ability to acquire grasp
of meaning we must ground that ability in cases where no previous
understanding mediates between semantic content and use, i.e. in
cases apt for the exercise of direct recognitional abilities.

It sesms than that for the anti-realist language must
contain what Crispin Wright (Wright (6) 219) has called a
‘base~-class of statemsnts for which the notion of truth is
unproblematict!. Recognition of the truth of statements of the
base-class is unproblematic beceuse it is direct. It consists
merely in a 'practical discriminatory skill' which we are, as
e matter of brute fact, able to be taught by exposure to perceptual
stimuli. Without such a base-class of statements, Wright points
out, it becomes hard to make sense of the manifestation and
acquisition arguments themselves. For the manifestation argument
insists that all grasp of meaning be publicly manifestable in
behaviour kayad'to observable circumstances. A classical
truth-conditional account of grasp of meaning fails this test
because on such an account grasp of meaning need not imply a
recognitional skill of any kind. But wiéhout & base-class of
statements grasp of which can be displayed by the exhibition of
recognitional competencea, the same fate would befall ths
anti-realist aléarnative. Similarly with Acquisition, where
the cleim is that our linguistic training cannot inetil in us
any grasp of vaerification-transcendent truth for the simple reason
that we can only be exposed to non-transcendent circumstances.
Here too we must believe in & base-class of statements whose
truth-conditions are directly accessible to human inspection

if we arse to give any substance to the intended contrast.
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The pecessity of this base-class does not, I think, go unnoticed
by Dummett himsslf who writes:
Thers must bs some sentences for which we are able to
perceive or apprshend that which makes them true, that
is, to perceive or recognise directly that they are true,
since otherwise it is hard to sese how we could sver
establish the truth of any sentence. This does not apply
only to reports of observation, but squally (say) to
numericel equations stating the result of a computation.
Dummett IF 444
Upon what does the existence of such base-classes depend?
One plausible thought is that it depends on what Wittgenstein
termed agresment in judgments (Wittgenstein (1) prop.242).
Such judgments, as Wright points out, must be taken to be of
a very basic sort. They must be
Judgments which we meke responsively withouf reason,
under the ippact of our immediate environment.
wright (3) p.30.
Examples would be judgments cuncarning"fo:m, pattern, colour,
loudness, pitch, texture, wearmth, temporal precedsnce stc.'.
It ie because we agree in the exercise of such basic concepts
that language can sustain the necessary base-class of statements
which we can directly recognise to be trus. Our recognition of
the truth or falsity of simple sentences involving such concepts
is, as Dummett suggests, unmediated in the sense that what makes
such sentences true is 'the very thing of which we are directly

aware' when we recognise them as being trus. (IF 449).
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There is thus an important, indeed vital, role for a
base;class of statements whose truth is directly recognisable
in an anti-realist analysis. This base-class depends, in turn,
on common capacities of unmedieted recognition. Thus the public
claim 'there is a red coffee cup on the table! mey featurs in
the base-class of directly recognisable truths. But it can do
so only because we share capacities of unmediated recognition
trained on the colour,shape and location of the cup and the
table, and because we agree also (equally unreflectively) on
the conditions of application of the relational term 'ont.
In my terminology (or rather, in my use of Dummett's terminology),
then, it is statements which are sometimes directly recognised
as true, and terms (both relationel and attributive) which may
be grasped to apply by the exercise of unmediated recognitional
capacities. That I have a direct recognitional grasp of the
meaning of a statement is thus a faét to be explained by pointing
out that the exercise of unmediated recognitional cepacities is
alone sufficient to prompt its asssertion. This stipulation has
the advantage of separating out the actual capacities referred
to from the particular sentences which ths employment of such
capacities renders directly assertible. Since evolutionary
considerations may be expacted to say more about our capacities
than about our sentences, this separation promieéa to be an

ultimetely worthwhile one.

3.3 Unmediated recognitional capacities, and the direct
recognitional abilities they sustain, thus lie at the very
heart of the anti-rsalist analysis of meaning. Appeal to such

shared capacities makes intelligible our ebility to come to grasp
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the basic fragments of our language which describe the phenomenally
manifest world around us. And the public exercise of such
capacities provides the bedrock justification of our claims
to grasp the meaning of those fragments which are, in effect,
the atomic parts of our languags. These atomic parts are apt,
we said, for the description of the observable world. Sincse the
anti-realist demands (as we saw in 1.2) that language as a whole
be a conservative extension of that part of it which contains
only the observation statements, it is obuious that truth, for the
anti-realist, can never entirely outrun our unmedieted recognitional
capacities. Inferentially reached cogclusiona must preserve the
possibility of direct assertion if the inference itself is to be
acceptable (cf. £ha demand of harmony in 1.2). And any compositional
analysis of grasp of meaning (such as that given for undecidable
statements whose meaning is located in our grasp of the meaning
of their parts and how they are Joined together) is meant precisely
to Justify the thought that were the described circumetances to
obtain we would be able to recognise them as doing so.

There is some reason therefore to agspect that whatever turns
out to be true of the basic judgments, agreement in which is both
a terminus of justifications of grasp and a pre-~condition of
getting language going, will turn out to be true of all judgments
whatsosver. It will suffice, however, merely to observe
that several important anti-realist claims pivot crucially on the
idea of our being able to facogniee directly when certain claims
are properly made. This claim, made for any particulqr sentence,
is, as Dummett says, a thoroughly epistemological one (IF 449).

We might therefore expect the contribution of an evolutionary
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epistemology to an anti-realist semantics to lie precisely
in ite ability to comment on the particular capacitiss of
unmediated recognition which form the epistemological care
of any such theory of meaning.

Before proceeding with such a line of thought,however,
it is worth injecting a cautionary note. It would be only
too easy, at this point, for the naturalised espistemologist
simply to identify the anti-realist's ideas of direct and unmediated
recognitional abilities with some physical snabling counterpart
among the organs of sense and the physical constituents of the
brain. To do so would be to miss the purely functional force
of the anti-realist's notion. For we share & direct recognitional
grasp of some sentence P just in case we are equally disposed,
without reliance on any conscious chain of thought, to assert
the truth of P in the prssence of some non=linguistic stimulus S,
(see PB in TO p.227). Likewise th; claim that we share various
capacities of unmediated rscognition enabling us to detect the
truth of P by expusure to S is meant only as a partial ’
explanation of how agreement is achisved and of why it is repeated
in similar cases. Nothing in either case strictly implies that
the physical apparatus underlying the common capacities of
recognition should be the same. A Martian may have some unmediated
recognitional capacity which enables him to recognise directly the
truth of the claim that there is a Bguare block on the table. Ue may
thus share direct recognitional abilities and capacities of
unmediated recognition without sharing any particular physical
realisations of the functional structures involved. Sstisfaction

of the tests for shared direct recognitional abilities or
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unmediated recognitional capacities does not depend on the
ampldyment of physically similar organs of sense or sven on

common modes of processing. The same programms, to become

briefly cybernetic, may be instantiated in various software

and run on various harduare.12 It is in the running of the
programme, and not its particular physical background, that

the locus of anti-realist and semantic interest lies. The

test for shared capacities of unmediated recognition is a

test for functional similarity among language-users.

Recognition of this fact, however, need not preclude the
naturalised epistemologist from suggesting that the best
empirical explanation of our general agreement in the exercise

of unmediated recognitional capacities (especially our willingness
to treat new cases in a similar fashion) is that we share basic
forms of sense and modee of processing, and appealing to an
evolutionary model of selective retention by différantial
survival and genetic heritability to explain in turn why such
capacities are common human property and why they are aimed -

et just those features of the world which they are. That they

ars common humen property is, from the point pf view of the
cognitive adaptionist, nor more surprising than that arms, noses
and so forth are for the most part uniformly distributed across

s population. That such cepacities are as they are is to be
explained as detsrmined by @ combination of our peculiar human
needs, chance and the real naturs of the selective environment.
The naturs of our unmediated recognitional capacities is thus seen
as a function of the approprieteness argument snd the fallibility/

scope constraints on appropriatensss, detailed in 2.5 preceding.
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It seems then that logically speaking the notion of shared
capacities of unmediated recognition implies neither common
organe of sense nor common modes of processing; it is not necessery
thet we bring any shared physical apparatus to the semantic task.
What is necessary is that members of a linguistic community exhibit
certain functional similarities in their basic disposition to
respond to given stimuli. Nonetheless the best explanation of
such shared dispositions may yet need to refer them to their gensetic
basis in common physical apparatus. UWe may make this clearer if we
introduce an intermediate step. The notion of shared capacities of
unmediated recognition looks to me to pre-suppose (on an empirical
level) something like the Quinian account of shered quality spaces.
And the best scientific explanation of these, in turn, comes from
svolutionary apistemology;‘let us ses how such a proposal might look

in practics.

3.4 A quality space, &s it figures in Quine's account of learning
and natural kinds (Quine (2) pp. 122 - 125) is just an 'innate

standard of similarity' which we all share and which underlies

- our capacities s.g. to learn a first laﬁguage or acquire a habit.

The notion is a purély behavioural one. Two creatures share e
spaqing of qualities in which a pink ellipse is closer to a red
circle than it is to a blue triangle if, for example, a conditioned
response t6 a red circle is mofa easily elicited again by a pink
ellipse than by a blue triangle. Uhat is at work in such cases is
e 'primitive sense of similarity! of the form 'a is more similar

to b then to c'. And where thie similarity sense first shows itsslf
is in our tendency to find certain stimulations similar to one

another, and to regard other stimulations as differsnt to thess.
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Thus Quine also speaks of an 'innate qualitative spacing of
stimulations®.

This notion of similarity of stimulations is clearly
pre-supposaed by our earlier account of a common unmediated
reéognitional capacity as explaining a shared disposition
to assert P in the presence of & stimulus S. For consider
how we might learn a use of language involving the application
of some unmediated recognitional capacity. e are teught to
say P in the presence of some given stimulus, S. We must then
go on to find other stimuli which strike us as similar to S and
exhibit our mastery of the language by esserting P in their
presence too. Thus the very possibility of the semantic use
of unmediated recognitional capacities depends on our having
a notion of similarity applicable to S, and not so far removed
from that of the rest of the linguistic community as to render
us incapable of learning P in just those cases which the rest
of the community will find relevantly similar also. Thus we may
have, for example, a direct recognitional grasp of truth as applied
to the claim t'that is yellow' (eses e.g.FD in IO 129). To have
learned such a grasp, as Quine points out kQuina (2) 121), is to
have engaged in a process of assessing the communally egreed
applications of the word to samples (cetensively given) in an
attempt to grasp when and whare a language-mastsr would be prepered
to apply the term in question. It is a fact that we succeed in
this endeavour remarkably well; almost anyone, it secems, can
become a language-master. Is our success a matter of luck?
Quine answers in the negative. If we succeed, Quine says, it is

because we are playing ‘a game of chance with loaded dice'.
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The dice are loaded for the natur‘lisad epistemologist!s reason
that ue.havs all inherited a more or less similar spacing of
qualities (i.e. disposition to group objects and situations
according to intuitions of similarity and difference) as that
on which our teachers themselves rely, for example, in their
grouping together of various objects as falling unﬁar the term
tyellow! (see Quine (2) 125). And this, to anticipate a future
topic, is why unconscious recognitional criteria can be equally
as active in our acquisition of a grasp of meaning as conscious
ones. For all that matters in the learning situation is that
whatever criteria the teacher employs be available, consciously
or otherwise, to the student. In any case, wers it not for some
substantial overlap in our subjective innate specing of qualities
our success in the general acquisition of knowledge of where to
apply basic concepts would appear unduly fortuitous. Given such
an overlap, it becomes a mundane inevitability. It seems we make
our own luck.

There is another, tactical, reason for introducing the notion
of shared quality spaces as intermediats betwsen the anti-rsalist's
notion of unmediated recognitional capacities and the svoluticnary

13

account, If is that the thoroughly behavioural content ° of the

Quinian notion will ensure that our epistemology remains answerable
to the overarching demand thet semantic content be lxhau.tivoly_
manifest in practical use. UWe are justified in attributing quality
spacings only on the basis of gross behavioural evidence; and what
such spacings explain is our tendency to group together objects and
states of affairs in certain ways. The hypothesis that human beings

possess a set of innate similarity spacings is thus on s per with
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any similar hypothesis made for some lowsr animal. Both are
'condensed versions! of behavioural claims testabls in the
laboratory (saé Quine (2) 123). As a charactesrisation of

a priori knowledge then, quality spaces are an acceptablse
vcompromise between anti-realistic parsimony and the extended
empiricism of an svolutionary epistemology. UWe could not, for
example, simply claim that we had evolved an innate a priori
capacity to grasp rsalistic truth-conditions in all cases, for
the manifestation of this capacity in basic behavioural
dispositions would support no such conclusion. (More on this
in chapter 4 following.)

It therefore seems both plausible and desirable to taks on
board the idea of shared quality spaces as an empirical sub-stratum
to the anti-realist's idea of shared capecities of unmediated
recognition. For by so doing we guarantee that candidates for
the status of dirsct recognitional aéilities respect the demand
of exhaustive manifestability. Quality spaces, morsover, are
sufficiently economical to be bioclogically plausible. Any inﬁ;ta
cognitive structures ought to be as austere in content as is
compatible with their usefulness. First, because the less which
is coded-in the better as regards cost-efficiency. Second, because
the more adaptabls to variation in circumstances the better,
environment not beingvguarantead stable. Quality spaecss, for
these reasons, constitute an ideal form of innate knowledge.
Cheap to code in, adaptable in operation, minimal in content.

A classic svolutionary account may be given of how we should
coms to operate with such spaces. Innate quality spaces, after

the fashion of Lorenz (1) would fall under the rubric of knowledge
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which, though a8 priori in the individual, is a posteriori in
the speciss - learnt by causal interaction with the world in the
form of differential survival and reproduction. UWhich, as Quine
himself notes (Quine (2) 126, 127),explains why our subjective
spacing of qualities seems to 'match that of the cosmos'. It also
explains why we find exceptions to this 'matching', and cases
where it hes only very limited appropriateness. For our innate
quality spaces a?a subject to the constraints on appropriatensss
outlined in 2.5. In sum, our innate spacing of qualities is seen
to provide an empirically acceptable source of knowledge, subject
to various provisos, which is acquired by the usual process of
differential survival in relation to the biological usefulness
or otherwise of particular tendencies to group objects together
according to intuitions of relative similarity.

In this chapter I have tried to show the important role
played by unmediated recognitional capacities in an anti-realist
account of meaning. Such capacities, implicitly manifest in our
usse of bagic concspts, halt the regress of verbal justifications
of knowledge of meaning and explain how we can make empirical
sense of the acquisition of language. Altﬁouéh no account of
the nature and origins of such capacities is strictly reguired
by an anti-realist semantics, still claims involving such capacities
are primerily spistemological onses and hence in principle answsrable
to epistemological discoveries. The special relevance of an
evolutionary epistemology in such a context is that the best
available explanation of the otherwise brute fact that such capacities
are shared seems to be that they are grounded in heritable mechanisms

of some kind.One suitable candidate to play the role of such
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heritable mechanisms was seen to be the Quinian notion of an
innate - (hence physically realised) spacing of qualities possessed
a priori by the individual, though a posteriori to the species as

a whols.
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4. The Nature of the Impact.

4.1 How are we to conceive the impact of adopting a naturalised
epistemological account of our shared capacities of unmediated
recognition? In what follows I coneider twc options. UWe may
seek a direct modification of anti-realist claims in particular
arsas by suggesting expansions, within a scientific context, on
the range of unmediated recognitional capacities we mey be thought
to possess. Or we may settle for a more indirect route which
weighe the pre-suppositions and implications of the neturalised
account of the possibility of shared recognitional capacities
against the usual non-realistic and non-transcendent metaphysics
of the anti-realist analysis. The direct route will be seen to
fail, although it yislds some useful refinements to the anti-
realist's account of implicit knowledge. The indirect route
proves to be a source of greater interest, not to say difficulty,

and is pursued throughout the remaindsr of the tﬁesis.

4.2 The notion of unmediated recognition, we saw, is essantiai
to the anti-realist's empiricism concerning meening. It is to be
invoked in the necessary bedrock of cases whers the speaker can
give no informative account of even the anti-realistic truth-
conditions of a sentence but where he nonetheless exhibits a
practical bapacity to employ the sentence correctly. Recognition
of this type is unmediated in the sense that;

neither the speaker nor the msaning-theorist can say whereby

he recognises the condition as obtaining. That which renders

the sentence true is the very thing of which we are directly

aware when we recognise it as being true.

R (1982) p.106).

IF 449 (=
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To say whersby a speaker recognises a condition as obtaining is
not, then, a job for the meaning-theorist. Rather, a§ Dummett
goes on (in the same passagse) to tell us, it is a job for the
epistemologist. It ie the epistemologist, if anyone, who must
explain the operation of such faculties of unmediated recognition
as we may possess.

It is tambting, therefore, to think that a sufficisntly
liberal epistemological stance, availing itself of all the
resources of modern science and biology, might somehow shift
the boundaries betwsen realism and anti-realism by unveiling
an increasing range of previously unsuspected dirsct recognitional
capacities possesssd by human beings. And at first sight, some
such opening doee indeed look to exist. Ue read that:

The theory of meaning determines what makes a statement

true, if it is true; it belongs to epistemology to judge

whather we are able to recognise what makes a statement

true as obtaining, or whether we are able to establish

the truth of the statement only indirectly.

IF 446

Such passages are misleading. They aeam-to suggest not just
that it is up to the epistemologist to disclose how our capacities
for unmediated recognition operate, but that it is also his job to
decide when such capacities exist. If this were so, then there
would indesed exist at least a possible direct route from the

adoption of & naturalised epistemology to a modification of
anti-realist conclusions. For the epistemologist may (or eoc we
might imagine) uncover direct recognitional access to the

circumstances which constitute the realistic truth-conditions
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of some disputed class of sentences thereby demonstrating that what
had appeared on the surface to be a case of transcendent (hence
anti-realistically unacceptable) ‘meaning' is actually a grasp

which in no way surpasses the limits of our recognitional capacities.
In such cases peace reigns between the two rival camps. Just so
long a8 we have direct recognitional access to the realist's
truth-conditions the warring factions mey agree on the form of

a semantlc analysis for sentences of the given class. Realistic
truth and recognisable truth are, in such cases, substantially

the seme notion.

The epistemologist, however, cennot simply announce that we
possess a faculty for ths direct recognition of the realistic
truth-conditions for statements of some disputed class. He has to
prove it. And this, I conjecture, will prove difficult if not
imposeible. The reason is that the anti-realist's claim that the
realistic truth-conditions are (in at least some cases) inaccessiblse,
and hence semantically inert, is based on the over-arching demand
of public manifestability of grasp of communicable meaning (see 1.2).
It is this demand which determines if there is to be a gap between
communicable meaning and our alleged grasp ofrrealiltic truth-
conditions. A naturalised epistemologist may discover that our
semantic competence, as it stands, involves the operation of more
capacities of unmediated recognition then we had hitharte suspscted.
But such discoveries should only sxplain what is already manifest
in our practical use of statements. Such discoveriss will not
reveal unexpectsd direct access to realistic truth-conditions for
statements of & given class since if such access existed it would

llrﬂld! be svident in the public (not merely infersntial) use of
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such statements, i.e. there would be no gap, in favourable
circumstances, between our tendency to assert a statement of

that class and the obtaining of its realistic truth-conditions.

The quote from IF 446 above, then, is misleading rather than

in error since it states that the meaning~thsorist has already
settled the matter of what can count as the semantically acceptable
truth-conditions of a statement. And what the epistemologist

may do is tell us if thoss very conditions are amenable to

direct recognitional access or not. The quote misleads only if

we take the phrase ‘'what makes a statement true! to refer to its
realistic truth-conditions; a common freudian slip among anti-
realists, but one we should not attribute to Dummett. Understood
as referring to ites anti-realistically acceptable truth-conditions,
however, we can see that the divergence from realism, if there is
to be any, will have occurred befors the epistamologist is called
to the scene; it will have occurred in the isolation of acceptable

truth-conditions on the basis of the demand of public menifestability.

4.3 Two examples may help to make this clearsr. The first is,
if you will, a control model. It shouws hﬁﬁ the semantics and
the epistemology ought to relate. The second is designed to test
the hypothesis (rejected above) that the epistemologist might
uncover unexpected direct recognitional access to the realistic

truth=conditions of statements of a disputed type. Both examples

revolve around the neglectsd notion of an Unconscious recognitional

ability.
Example one: This concerns the recognition of individuals.

In particular, it concerns the thesis, recently expoundsd by
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Viki McCabe, that such rscognition proceeds by the unconscious
perception of structural and transformational invariences. Ue
recognise, to take an example, a given face despite various,

often radical, componential variations caused by cosmetics,
accidents, or ageing. One way of explaining this ability is

to suppose that our recognition is tied not to the actual
components of the face (nose, eyes etc.) so much as to the
relations which these features bear to one another. Such relations
are invariant over major componential changes. The supposition
then is that the systematic relationships which exist among the
components are 'directly available in the visual display as
mathematical ratios'. If this is so, then it may be that in
apprehending objects in the world we apprehend first and foremost
in terms of the invariant structures of such objescts. There is a
classical demonstration of this which is reproduced in figure one
below. UWe take a face and maintain the relational invariances
which it exhibits whilat changing the features. It ie still
recognisable as a face. But if instead we were to alter the
relational invariants and maintain the fsatures it would 'collapse

into a partially random aggregate’.

cmeemt S anem e e oo -

000 ©

Fit. 1. Comparison between c’unpn' the components and chanun( the nhema ol s

(Reproduced from McCabe p.496. )
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Transformational invariance is just a dynamic analogue of
structural invariance as described above. Suppose we take an
individual (call her Mary) and ask ourselves how we are able to
recognise Mary over the years. Part of the answer may be that
as suggested above we are sensitive to the structural invariances
she exhibits;

Mary is constituted of a unique invariant structure which

maintains its proportional ratios over most componential

changes,
McCabe 5S00.

Such an answer is not, howsver, entirely adequate. To attain
the proper generality of scope we need in addition the idea of
transformational invariance. That is:

If she loses a limb or Eecom;s pregnant she is still

recognisable because her structurally invariant properties

are available under a sst of acééptable transformations.
McCabe 500.

Clearly, we are not conscious of operating with such
mathematical ratios in our daily 1life. - If~I recognise an old
friend after a protracted absence I am hardlyAaware of my
processing a number of acceptable transformations to identify
the invariant structure which is unique to her. Uhy then should
we suppose ourselves actually to employ such methods? It turns out
that the Qupposition has value in the explanation of a number of

experimsntal results. These are exhaustively detailed in McCabe
15

and concern experiments conducted with birds,14human infants

and human adults.16
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Assuming then that we are directly aware, in at least some
cases, of the schematic structure of our world, the guestion
arises why such awareness is (as it seems to be) unconscious?
McCabe ventures the following hypothesis, which accords with our
svolutionary perspective on cognition. The unconscious nature
of our apprehension of such structures, she thinks, may be duse
to such apprehension being a task performed by the right
hemisphere of the human brain. Experimental evidence is again
cited to suggesst that information processed by that hemisphere
is less readily available for linguistic expression and
consequently harder to bring to conscious awaraness.17Certainly
there is a large weight of evidence to suggest that the
apprehension of faces is a task performed by the right hamisphare.18
And damage to the left hemisphers is far more likely to cause
linguistic difficulties than damage to the right. These
differsnces between the activities oé the two hemispheress may
be sxplained as arising from the order of their eveolutionary
emergence. The right hemisphere is the more primitive of the
two; similar structures appear in our non-human predecessors.

The left hemisphere, the seat of our conscious cognitive faculties,
has no counterpart in such predscessors. Unconscious recognitional
abilities, if they do exist, mey therefore plausibly bs seen as
mechanisms encoding basic survival techniques (e.g. for identifying
a mate, or & predator), utilised by non-language using species

and preserved in humans in the non-linguistic hemisphere of the
brain.

It seems, then, that the naturalised or evolutionary
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epistemologist has good reason to countenance unconscious
sensitivity to sensory inputs as potentially involved in soms
of our direct recognitional skills.19 What exampls one shous,
however, is that the operation of such unconscious sensitivity
falls easily within the scope of the existing anti-realist
attitude towards implicit knowledge and the recognition of
(bjects (viz. individuals). For the meaning-theorist, we ars
told, must not ask ‘how or by what the object is recognised!
since 'even if there is an answer the subject does not have to
know it'. (FD in 10 129.) Unconscious recognitional abilities,
as they function in this example, cause not sven a minor ripple
on the anti-realist's pond. The task of the epistemologist here
is simply one of tidying up; of showing how the recognitional
capacity which we knew we possessed actually opsrated.

Example two: In this example I try, by drawing on the ideas
developed in the previous case, to construct a situation with
raedical semantic consequences. The attempt fails, but does suggest
a minor rofinement to the notion of implicit knowledge.

Suppose it were shown that human beings, when in pain, secrete
through their apocrine glands soms characteristic pheromone or
ectohormone which is sub-consciously detectabls, in favourable
circumstances, by other human beings. Suppese, that is, that we
can, without knowing it, smell when somsone neﬁr us is in pain.
Suppose also, as seems very likely, that the emission of such a
pheromone was an svent quite insusceptible of intentional control.
In such circumstances we would have a cese importantly different
from that detailed previously. For recall the notion of an

unconscious sensitivity to structural inveriance. This unconscious
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sensitivity had a dircct conscious correlate viz. our ordinary
capacity to describe or drauv a human face by the reproduction of
features suitably arranged. This conscious capacity, as Neil
Tennant has pointed out to me, recapitulates (without our knowing
it) the information on which we base our assertions of thes form
'That is my old friend Déve' etc. For this reason, in case one,
the unconscious recognitional capacity warranting our assertions
had a conscious correlate of identical semantic significance.
Perhaps this is not the case in the example of pain. For the
conscious correlats of a sensitivity to pheromonal emissions

could only be an awareness of pain bshaviour. Behaviour which is,
notoriously, under intentional control. Because the conscious
correlate is, in this casse, under such intentional contrel, it
follows that shamming and stoicism are possible for us. The
anti-realist, then, taking into account only the consciously
available public evidence of another's being in pain (viz. pain
behaviour; wincing, screaming etec.) must conclude that the sense of
other—attributions of pain is to be dislocated from the realist's
conception of the truth-conditions for such statements. For the
realist conceives the truth-conditions as simply that it should

be with a person F as it is with me when I am in pain (P in 10
xxxii ) i.e. as relating essentially to an inner state of being

in pain, Given the options of shamming and stoicism, howsver, it
follows that this latter notion of the truth of 'F is in pain! could
apply even in the absence of any consciously available svidence for
the assertion that F is in pain. Or, conversely, if F is shamming,

warrant for the assertion may be had sven though its realistic
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truth—-conditions are unsatisfisd. The anti-realist therefors
concludes that the realist's noticn of truth-conditions is
semantically inert as regards other-ascriptions of pain. Hs then
proposes to replace it with a notion of truth-conditions such
that:

the supposedly contingent connections with pain stimuli

and pain bebaviour are in fact essential to the employment

of the word.

P in JO0 xxxvi.

Meaning and employment being inseparable from the point of vieuw
of a theory of understanding, the anti-realist therefore takes
it as belonging to the meaning of other-ascriptions of pain that
our grounds for asserting them in any particular case ars aluways
inconclusive. Conssquently hs must reject the suggestion that
our grasp of the meaning of e.g. 'F is in pain' is dependent on
our grasp of bivalence as applied to such statements. Our grasp
of such statements does not flow from our grasp of the idea that
for anyone F either it is or is not with F now as it is with me
when I am in pain. To think it does is to misconstrue the deep
grammar of other-ascriptions of pain. Once that error is avoided,
howsver, no temptation remains to accept any notion of truth for
such statements involving their having detsrminate realistic
truth~conditions irrespective of our capacity to know them. For to
do so is to separate our notion of the truth of such statements
from our notion of their meaning.

Is this situation altered if we now credit the anti-realist
(courtesy of the naturalised spistemologist) with information

concerning an unconscious sensitivity to pain pheromones? No.
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For the fact remains that, whether we are thus sensitive or not,
shamming and stoicism can fool us. And cur semantic characterisation
of other-ascriptions of pain ought to reflect this fact. Given

this brute fact of human practice we cannot be justifisd in
assimilating any direct access to pain-pheromone emission we

may possess to a notion of direct access to the realistic
truth-conditions of other-ascriptions of pain. So we cannot be

held to understand fully the realist's notion of truth for such
statements, and the rejection of bivalence stands.

In fact, to make the pheromone hypothesis get anywhers close
to a vindication of realist intuitions we have to add a rsvealing
proviso. UWe must add that our sensitivity to pain-pheromone
emission is such that under favourable circumstances (the person
is near us, no masking odours are present, we are both biologically

normal) no mistake is possible in our assessment of whether another

is in pain. Given this we might hold that the gap betwsen the
realist®s notion of truth for other-ascriptions of pain and the
anti-realist!s insistence that that notion cannot exceed the bounds
of accessibles circumstances is closed by a direct causal link.

To be in pain would (in principle at least) be to be recognisably
in pain, and so the flags of truce might be raised. For thers is,
we saw, no active dispute so long as the realistic truth-conditions
of an assertion are in some way accessible by the exsrciss of a
direct recognitional capacity. If, as in the present case, access
is only to some criteria for the obtaining of the realistic
truth-conditions, the question devolves upon the nature of the
relation between such criteria and the obtaining of the circumstances

in question (i.e. F's being in pain). Since this relation is causal,
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and not subject to intentional contrel, it preservis the semantic
properties of direct access to the realistic trubh-conditions
themselves (i.e. it lacks the inconclusiveness, euen in the most
favourable conditions, which affects accounts of meaning given by
reference to pain-behaviour alone).

In ths cass above the epistemological question of how our
recognition proceeds has semantic significance. It might incline
us to retain the realist's acceptance of bivalence for other--
ascriptions of pain while still analysing the meaning of such
statements as relating to recognisable circumstanc9521. But such

a8 case is never likely to arise. For if we had that kind of

faultless sensitivity to pain-pheromone emission then our concept

of pain in others would be a different concept to what it is.

There would, for example, be no such thing as shamming or stoicism
under favourable circumstances. And so the public manifestation

of our grasp of statements such as 'F is in pain?', being generally
faultless, would have alerted us in advance to the operation of
some direct recognitional capacity albeit of a modally unspecified
nature., The job of the naturalised epistemologist, as in example
one, would be one of tidying up; of showing how we are able to
perform those feats of direct recognition which are already manifest

in our use of language.
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4.4 Consideration of the two examples suggests one refinament

of the anti-realist's analysis, and two lessons. The refinement

is nesded to allow for the kind of case in which epistemological
findings disclose not an unexpected recognitional ability so much
as an unexpected recognitional modality such as the unconscious
perception of pheromones. 1In the light of this we should add to
the anti-realist!s characterisation of implicit knowledge that

the speaker and meaning-theorist nesd not even be aware of the
modality of the dirsct recognitional capacity manifest in a

given use, lst alone have any idea of the particular criteria

on which it fixes, Thus in the example of face recognition ue

knew the modality (visual) involved but lacked awarsness of the
particular criteria, viz.structural and transformational invariance,
on which it was focused. While in the sxample concerning pheromone
emission and reception we were not even aware of the modality which
might play a part in our grasp of pain in others. This brings us
to the first lesson to be drawn from all this. It is that the
demands of acquisition and manifestation must indeed (1.4) be
relativised to a specifically human community if the epistemologist
and the semgntic theorist eare to stand in their customary relation.
(Other possibilities will be explored in Part II.) For it is only
because we are all human and may be presumed to share whatever
capacities of unmediated recognition we have that grasp of meaning
may be taught, lsarnt and generally communicsted in full ignorance
of any conception of the particular criteria and modalities involved
in the warranted assertion of basic judgments. A grasp of meaning

may be acquired by teaching it in whatever circumstances the
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language-master considers to be appropriate; he nesd not know

why they are appropriate. The student will learn the meaning

because he too is sensitive, whether hes knows it or not, to

just those circumstances capable of impinging on his teacher.

This is so, at least, in the normal case. Where someone involved

lacks a sensitivity the other possesses complications arise.(See

Part II chapt.9). But gome shared sensitivity is probably

essential to any learning of language at all, We thus arrive

at a proviso to the manifestation thesis itself. The proviso

is that msaning,though it must be manifest in relation to

circumstances accessible (consciously or otherwise) to the

community at largs, need not bs unconditicnally manifest in the

saensa of being manifest tout court, without relativisation to

the particular sensitivities of the epistemic community.

Unconditional manifestation, on examination, is guite probably

an unintelligible demand. But the observation that the demand of

publicity of meaning must refer to publicity within a strictly

human community has important consequences when considering (as

we shall) alternative langueges based on alternative sensitivities.
The second lesson concerns the effactive nature of the

relation bstween the maaning-thadrist and the spistemologist.

Thus we may ask who has priority in essessing the legitimacy

of some claim to unmedisted rscognition of the realistic

truth~conditions of some disputed statements. As long as we

ars concerned only with the assessment of such claims mads within

and concerning our human community, an answer is now indicated

in favour of the meaning~theorist. For as we saw, the guestion

what are the intslligible truth-conditions of S is settled by
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the application of thes demand of manifestation alone. It is
only rélative to the anti-realistically acceptable truth-
conditions of S (i.s. those visibly accessible in our use_of 5)
that ths spistemologist is called on to decide if such conditions
ars directly recognisable or not; and so far as the realist is
concerned this is already too late, for it is only if the
realistic truth-conditions prove directly accessible that the
dispute dissolves.
One implication of this is that one picture of a possible
dialectic betwsen thes rsalist and the anti-rsalist now looks
to bs an unlikely option, at lesast within and cohcarning the
human community itself (though it may stand in regard to our
assessment of the capacities of a non~human community - see
chapter 9). For the picture suggests a dialectic in which:
The realist formulates his conception of what the
truth-conditions of the given sentences consist inj
the anti-realist protests that on that conception the
truth-conditions would objectionably transcend our
faculties; the realist replies by disputing the assumptions
about our faculties which underlie the anti-realist's
protests thus (as he hopes) restoring their accessibility.
meGinn (1) 166.
Such a dialectic involves exactly the strategy employed in rslation
to example two above. It is a strategy which has also been smployed
by McDowell in arguments concerning pain, the past and other minds.
(McDowell (2) p.131.) . That dialectic, however, could only occur

if the epistemologist discovered we had unexpectad access to the
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realistic truth-conditions of s disputed statemant themselves.
But this supposition, though not unintelligible, s=zems extremely
unlikely insofar as if we had such access, then we might expect
that it would make itself felt in our use of the concept in
question - e.g. there wquld, in the case of pain, be no practical
gap between our being in pain and our being recognisably in pain
(whether or not we are aware of how our knowledge is achieved).
If, as seems more likely, the epistemologist uncovers instsad
some unexpsected additional criteria by which we do in fact judge,
e.q9. whether someone is in pain, then a gap will still be felt
between our capacity to rscognise the satisfaction of this
criterion and the obtaining of the realist!s truth-conditions.
The anti-realist will thus still insist that no such gap can be
tolerated insofar as the realist's truth-conditions are sllsged
to be a component in an account of the meaning of such statements,
since the gap is offensive to the intimacy of meaning and
communicable understanding.

We may sum up by reflecting that the true form of the
anti-realist's protest, despite itsbmislaading appsarance as a
point about the actual details of our methods of acquisition of
concepts, is rather that the realist's alleged conception of the
truth-conditions of the disputed statement is one which is in no
practical way manifest in our use of the statement in question.
Hence, it becomes unclsar how we could have acquired it. WUe wers
thersfore correct in our earlier presentation of the ecquisition

argument as being transcendental in its force (2.2 above); not

that is, concerned with how as a matter of fact we acquire the

conceptions expressed in our language but rather with what thoss
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conceptions can involve if we are to maks sense of our having
them at all.

It is for this reason that the acgquisition argument is best
seen as a facet of the logical demand of manifestability and not
as an esxample of armchair learning theory. This, at bottom, is
why the naturalised attempt to go diresct to modifications in the
details of the anti-realist critique f;ils. For any claim to
possess extended recognitional capacities can be legifimate only
insofar as those capacities are manifest in our practical uses of
statements in whose meaning they are meant to figursj; but bsing
so manifest they would, in svery semantically significant senss,

figure already in the anti-realist's account.

4.5 The dirsct route, it seems, is a dead end. Itvleads to nﬁ
significant alterations regarding either the form or implications
of an anti-realist semantics. Nor should this surprise us, for the
heart of the anti-realist's position involves logicel arguments
against the suitability of a transcendent notion of truth as a
component in a theory of meaning; and its major conclusions involve
a rovision of our attitude to logically undecidable sentences.
Arguments appropriate to these rsalms, it is clear, are likely to
be singularly unaffected by the kind of scientific disclosures
introduced by the adoption of a naturalised epistemology. From
these purely logical considerations, however, the anti-realist has
traditionally besn led to suggest rsvisions in what might best be
described as our metaphysical picture of the world. Revisions, for ‘
example, in the idea that twe really do succeed in referring to

external objects existing independently of our knowledge of them'.(IF 446
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It is relative to these metaphysical impligations that the
impact of a naturalised epistemology needs to be most carsfully
assessed. It is in this connection that we should consider the

pogsibility of an indirect route leading from the endorsement

of a naturalised spistemology to significant alterations in the
anti-realist metaphysics.

We saw in chapter 3 that the notion of shared capacities of
unmediatad recognition is essential to the anti-realist anpalysis.
After the pattern of the later Wittgenstein, the anti-realist
holds that it is a pre-condition of the communicative use of
language that we be able to agree in the making of cartain very
basic judgmente. (Wittgenstein (1) 241,142, pp 226-7. Also, for
example, Quine (2) 123, uright (3) 30.) Such judgments would
be those into our understanding of which no process of conscious
inference or reflsction entars; for sxample, the judgment, under
favourable conditions, that an objsct is blue. Whers Wittgenstein
talks of agreements in judoments, then, the anti—raglist might
talk of agresments in the application of statements involving
capacities of unmediated recognition. (It always takes the
anti-realist longer to say things.) Such statements alsc mark
the point at which the threatened regress of verbel justifications
of grasp of meanings is seen to dissolvg (see 1.2). without the
notion of an unmediated recognitional ability the anti-resalist
account would collapss. But with it, given the presence of a
naturalised epistemological component, it cannot sustain the
radically non-realistic metaphysics to which it is accustomed.

To argue thus is to follow what I have termed the indirect route,

It attacks traditional anti-realist metaphysics on the basis of
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a generally naturalised (evelutionary) view of the genesis and
nature of shared capacitiss of unmediated rscognition themselves.:
For recall now the traditional form of an anti-realist metaphysics.
We are to impose a total ban on all transcendent concepts and, for
reasons to be explored shortly, to refuse to endorse any picturs
of reality as truly objective and standing independently of our
ways of knowing about it. (Thus see e.g. IF p.446 and recall the
metaphysical interprstation of the semantic claims noted in 1.3
above.) What can we make of such a grim picture if ws seek to
give an evolutionary account of how we came to share the capacities
of unmediated recognition essential to the anti-realist!s account?
Clearly, we cannot tolerate the complete loss of our external,
mind-independent reality. For on any esvolutionary account the
world (invsome sense of 'the world!) must be seen as objective and
separate; a mind-producing, not a mind-produced, realm. Moreover,
to adopt an svolutionary perspective on cognition is to court
problematic claims of ontological and phenomenal transcendencs.

An evolutionary spistemology, we saw, lends support to the
anti-realist!s intuitions concerning publicity and the role of
language as a pragmatic instrument of communication. But it also
hints at dimensions of transcendence which threaten to be
anti-realistically problematic. On the evolutionary model, our
basic apprehensions of reality look likely toc be imperfect and
biased by our particular needs. Much of uhaf we beliesve, being
grounded in such basic capacities, may be only partially trus.

The universe may transcend the limits of human capacities to know
it. uhat's more, other beings with other needs, environments and

svolutionary histories may enjoy direct (unmediated) access to
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realms of experiencs we do not bave. The knowledge expressed

in their basic judgments may therefore transcend our capacities

to understand it. In short, the svolutionary perspective seems to
suggest a completely realistic metaphysics, whereas anti-realism
bas traditionally been associated with idealist tendencies.
Perhaps this tradifional association is simply misplaced.

Perhaps the anti-rsalist is wrong to believe in the thesis of
metaphysical reduction (the claim that all metaphysical pictures
reduce to semantic points) attributed to Dummett in 1.3, wrong to
think that his semantics in any way demands the radical metaphysical
pictures with which it is customarily associated? Should not
metaphysics be rather a function of our chosen spistemology and

not of our semantics?

4.6 Alas, things are not so simple. For ths theor* of meaning
delimits, on logical grounds, the range of statements for which
we can have a proper grasp of the concept of truth, and hence for
which we have a full and intelligible idea of their meaning. It
follows that what the epistemologist can properly say must ansusr,
in some way, to the meaning-theorist's demands. This is a point
which eludes, for example, M.Devitt in his recently presented
argument against the identification of the realism dispute
(concerning physical objects) with the semantic dispute (concerning
grasp of meaning). By realism, Devitt understands the view that
physical objects snjoy an objective, mind-independent existence.
By Realist Truth he understands the assertion that statements
have realist truth;conditions. Ha then writes:

Does rsalist truth entail realism? It does not. Realism ...

requires the objective, independsnt existence of common-sense
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physical entitiss. Realist truth concerns physical

statements and has no such requirement.
Devitt 77,

Dovitt thus asserts that one ssarches in vain for any
relation of dependence between the ontological and the semantic
issue. One concsrns statesments, the other entities: a weak link
may be discernible in terms of a relation of inference to the
best explanation but that is all (Devitt 77, 78).

Throughout this conceptual seperation of semantics and
ontology Devitt misses ons vital observation. It is that a theory
of the world if it is to be a communicable thsory must be stated
in a langusge. Consequently any constraints imposed by an .
acceptable semantic theory upon the possible content of linguistic
assertions ars, ipso facto, constraints upon the range of possible
theories of the world. The bearing of sementic anti-realism upon
the matter of ontological rsalism is thus more indirect than
Devitt, at least, thinks that anti-realists intend it to bs.

But it is, by the same token, a bearing unaffected by the (doubtless
valid) observation that 'theories of language and understanding
should not determine theorises of the world'. (Devitt 75). An anti-
realist theory of language, on the present account, does not

indeed determine any theory of the world. UWhet it does do, houevar;
is to delimit the range of slternative theories of the world deemed
intelligible enough to be candidates for adoption. The threat,then,
is not that the semantic anti-realist analysis should constitute an
explicit denial of Ontological Realism, but rather that given the
semantic doctrine, the actual content of the essesrtion of ontological

realism looks open to question. Perhaps then, we may take Dummett's
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insistence on the logical priority of semantics (CA in I0 441,
IF 62,-69) as just the legitimate observation that only
intelligible theories of the world count as rsal options.

The raelevance of a semantic anti-realism, in this latter

senss, to theories of the world, is quits untouched by Dsvitt's
demonstration (assertion?) of the independence of their
respective subject metter. The naturs of language may not
constrain the naturs of reality but it certainly constrains

the nature of human thought about reality. Here, sursly, is the

truth bshind the metaphor thesis ('Metaphysice beyond msaning
is mers metaphor! Devitt 80) which Devitt finds s0 objectionable
in the works of Dummett. I suspect, however, that Dummett does,
as Devitt suspects, have some sympathy for the strongsr thesis
that the entire content of a metaphysical theory is that of a
claim about meaning. This is what I earlier termed the thesis
of metaphyéical reductionism (1.3 p.18). If so, I believe he is
mistaken. And I believe that an examination of the claims of
svolutionary epistemology will show this.

In contrast to both Devitt and (probably) Dummett, then,
I want to claim that our mstaphysics should be detsrmined by the
interplay between what we know of the nature pf meaning on the
one hand and what we know of the nature of the physical conditions
which set the limits to the range of our meanings (i.e. the
conditions which determine the extent of our recognitional
capacities) on the other. Metaphysics, I want to say, should be
a joint function of. semantics and epistemology. Confusion results
from the unfortunate fact that the historical order of events is

not like this at all., Historically, I think it is fair to say,
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we start with our metaphysical pictures of reality, seek a
semantics which can accommodate them and then build an epistemology
toc make sense of the semantics; Dummett is surely right to combat
this by asserting the priority of semantics over mstaphysics; but
wrong to do so without taking account of the best epistemological
account of gensral cognition we have available. UWhat we must do,
then, is to weigh the idea that the pre-suppositions and
consequences of that account (i.e. of evolutionary epistemology)
simply carry over into the metaphysics appropriate to an anti-realist
semantics against the demand that such pre-suppositions and
consequences be intelligible in the light of a semantics which
associates meaning with recognisable conditions of assertion.

It would be odd indesd if they proved unintelligible under such

an analysis since the anti-realist stance can, we saw, be ssen as
flowing from a naturalised view of mind (2.3 preceding). But, as
Skorupski (2) has pointed out, such a situation is not impoesible;
it would show only that naturalism is in some sense self-defsating
as a philoscphy of mind, since it may lead to & kind of idealism
concerning the physical world. Such drastic repercussions, I hope
to show, may be avoided by s careful analysis of the interplay
between the sementic and epistemological components and some

close attention to the logical form of the evolutionary theorist's

assertionse.
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5. Tension among the allies.

5.1 An evolutionary epistemology was seen both to corroborate
and supplement an anti-rsalist view of language. It corroborates
it by demonstrating the scientific plausibility of treating

languags as in essence an instrument of communication whose

purpose it is to affect action. And it supplements it by

suggesting heritable innate mechanisms, geared to human needs

and saliences, as an empirical sub-stratum to the functional

notion of shared recognitioral capacities. Any such naturalised
epistemological account thrsatens, however, to import realistic
elements into the anti-realist's metaphysical picturs of reality.
This indirect effect of the adoption of a naturalised epistemclogy
may well be thought desireble. It is an important question, howevsr,
whether or not such realistic elsments can be intelligible to the
anti-realist. For supposing them to be unintelligible, and supposing
them aléo to be necessary conditions of an evolutionary account at
all, then it would follow that the anti-realist cannot consistently
help himself to the image of man and mind developed by the
evolutionary theorist. The corroborative and explanatory attractions
of an evolutionary epistemology, if this were the case, would be
neither hers nor thers. In investigating this issue our task is

by no means as negative as it may thersfore sound. For to show

the consistency of an anti-realist semantics with a partially
realistic epistemology would be to allow the anti-realist to enjoy
some of the metaphysical opulence which hitherto has been the sole
prerogative of the semantic realist. UWe begin, though, by enquiring
Just how the anti-realist regime acquired its reputation for ‘

metaphysical austerity in the first placs.
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5.2 The anti~-realist analysis, I have claimed, appears to have
radical consequences for our metaphysical picture of reality.
Just what can this msan? Thse notion of a metaphysical picture
of resality is not an sasy one. Dummett offers the definition of
metaphysics as

that branch of philosophy which is concerned with tha most

general features of reality, that is, of the world as it is

in itself rather than with our knowledge of or relation to

the world.

IF 428.

If this is what we mean by metaphysics then the radical
implication of the anti-realist analysis is that there can be no
such thing as metaphysics at all! For the picture of intelligible
reality as independsnt, external and determinate, as, in effect, a
world-in-itself, is precisely what the anti-realist account seems
to rule out. We may, however, be a little mors liberal and define
metaphysics as concerning our best general picture of the nature,
constitution and scope of reality. In which case,the non-svolutionary
anti-realist does have a metaphysics, only it is a very odd one.
One in which the nature and constitution of reality is actively
determined by human investigative potential and in which the scope
of reality cannot exceed the scope of man. At any rate, whether we
call this position one of radicel metaphysics or one which is radical
because it is anti-metaphysics is unimportant. UWhat is impﬁrtant,
however, is how the anti-rsalist gets there.

Tha~route, in fact, is gquite a simple one. Idealism seems to
issue almost directly from the anti-realist's ban on transcendent

concepts. A transcsndent concept is one whose truth conditicns
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are meant to be such that they might obtain in full independence

of our‘capacity, even in principle, to recognise them as so doing.
The anti-realist, we have seen, identifies meaning with communicable
understanding. And as an empiricist he identifies communicablse
understanding with understanding which can be displayed without
residue in use. Where the truth—conditions of a sentence appear

such that were they realised we would be unable to know it, there
can be nothing in our displayed understanding which suggests that we
associate the meaning of such a sentence with such truth-conditions.
If we understand them at all, then our understanding must proceed
from our grasp of something much weaker than the classical
truth-conditions viz. assertability-conditions. At the end of this
process of erosion we have no notion of truth for statements
independent of our capacity to recognise truth. Can we therefore
have any notion of an independent and sxternal resality or have we
already placed the fatal foot on the slippery slope to idsalism?

In giving up semantic realism we give up the idea that an
external and independent reality may make our sentences true
irrespective of our capacity, even in principle, to recognise them
as true. We thus give up all hope of the straightforward route to
ontological realism which says that our grasp of entological realism
consists in our grasp of the notion of realist truth as .applying to
the statements of our common language. Our concern now is whether
that is the only way to make sense of the idea of an external and
independsnt reality or whether there may yet be some othar route
Qvailabla fo the anti-realist also. If not, then as Crispin Wright
points out:

the anti-realist must, it appears, be committed to soms
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version of the claim that human thought and cognition
constitute the world. And what is idsalism but that?
Crispin Wright (2) p.13.

Philosophers such as Wright believe, then, that there is a
clear and apparently non-optional progression from anti-realism
concerning meaning to idealism concerning feality; hence the
metaphysical austerity alluded to earlier - the limits of the world
.are the limits of our knowledge. 1If we are to assess this alleged
progression we must try to make it precise. Let us begin with a
preliminary definition of rsalism.

Dummett éuggests that:

The primary tenet of rsalism, as applied to some given

class of statements, is that each statement in the class

is determined as true or not true, independently of our

knowledge, by some objective rsa%ity whose existence and.

constitution is, again, independent of our knowledge.
IF 434,

Our queetiun,iin effect, is whether someone might consistently
sﬁdorse the latter part of this formulation (the 'objective
reality ... independent of our knowledgé) without being a semantic
realist sbout the notion of truth appliceble to our claims conéarning
that reeslity i.e. without accepting the former part concerning
realist truth. For such appears precisely toc be the position of
the evolutionary epistemologist who supports anti-realism concerning
meaning within a framework which depends crucially upon the notion
of an objective, independent mind-producing reality. Such a position,
if the progression spoken of above is correct, must bs incohersnt.

How is the progression (anti-realism to idealism) supposed to run?
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One plausible thought, due to Rasmussen and Ravenkilde, is that
the progression turns crucially on the anti-realist'!s revisionary
stance concerning classicel logic. Given the rejection of classical
logic, they say, then the slide to idealism is insvitable. Thus, they
say, suppose someone sought to occupy the position of 'eclectic
theorist! combining anti-realism and ontological realism. What
could be the intelligible content of his claim that the world was
mind-independent? Well, we saw sarlier that the ban on transcendent
concepts issued in the identity of truth with recognisable truth.
Given this, would not the eclectic theorist need to assart

that the mind-independent segments of the world ars such as

not to make any of our declarative sentences describing those

segments either true or false.

Rasmussen and Ravnkilde (1) 380.
And what, thsy ask, can be the intelligible content of this?
None, it seems, in the absence of classical logic. For given a
constructive interprestation of the existential guantifier we could
not assert even the sxistencs of aspscts of reality resistant to
demonstration in language by the production of instances. Only in
the context of a classical logic, they argus, can the conjunction
of anti-realist semantics and ontological reelism be intelligibls,
for only in that context can we quantify over aspects of reality
without the obligation to provide instances. They are thus persusded
that:

If endorsement of CL (claessical logic) sntails acceptance

of semantic realism then anti-realism entails idealiesm.

Rasmussen and Ravnkilde (1) 380.
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It would not bs a caricature of this line of argument to
reformulate it as follows. Independent reality, (they claim),

is, for the anti-realist necessarily ineffable. But the claim

that there is some ineffable reality is senseless in the absence
of classical logic. For on a constructive interpretation of
($§;<) nothing can bs claimed to exist if it is not demonstrable.
And what is ineffable is, naturally, not demonstrable. So the
revisionary anti-realist cannot be an ontological realist also.

The tsrm Ontological Realism as it functions in this argument
covers two distinct cases which are worth separating. On the one
hand it seems to mean (what we ordinarily take it to mean) the claim
that the objects picked out and spoken of in human discourse
concerning the physical world enjoy a mind-independent existence.

On the other hand it also covers the case where the mind-independent
aspects of reality are held to be ineffable and precisely not those
aspects spoken of in ordinary discourse. Rasmussen and Ravnkilde
use a vague formulation which seems to cover both cases. Ontological
realism, for them, is the claim that our sentences

gdeal with an objective or mind-independent reality, a reality,

that is, that exists irrespective of any capacity on our part

to attain knowledge about it.
Rasmussen and Ravnkilde p.379 (my emphasis)
But the term ‘deal with'! seems too broad; it lsaves open whether ths
mind-independent reality is to be that spoken of in our sentences or
whether it is some hidden noumesnal realm which our santances may help
us to cope with, but do not properly describe. To clarify metters,
then, let us mean by ontological realism the usual claim about the

mind-independence of the objects of ordinary discourse. And lst us
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introduce a3 new term Material Realism, to capture the more

minimaI claim that thers is some mind-indspendent reality even
if it is not that reality (or those aspects of reality) about
which we speak.

Rasmussen and Ravnkilde's point may now be put like this.
The claim of ontological realism must, they think, be an empty
ons in the mouth of the anti-realist. For regarding those aspects
of reality about which we actually speak, the anti-rsalist must
repudiate any notion of truth which extends beyond human access
to conditions of truth. The ontological realist's claim of
mind-independence then is just a Porm of wordes which can mark
no real disagreement with the idealist who thinke the world is
constituted by human activity. The independent-world anti-realist
must therefore suggest that the mind-indspendent aspects of reality
are not those dealt with in our sentences. He is therefors a
material, not an ontological, realist in our new tsrms, But
material realism, they claim, is unuarrantabia in the presence
of a constructive interpretation of the existential quantifier.
So without ciassical logic, anti-realism implies idesalism.

The argument for a radical metaphysics, as developed by
Rasmuesen and Ravnkilde, thersfore has something like the
following form:

(1) Assertion condition semantics
NR .

(2) Emptiness of claim of Ontological Realism (from 1)

2

(3) Constructive account of existential quantification (from 1)

(4) Emptiness of cleim of Matsrial Realiem (from 3)

(5) 1Idealism (fromdi and 4).
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Such an argument might be attacked in various ways. Ue
might deny that (1) implies (3), or that the disjunction
of (2) and (4) exhaust the ways of giving content to the denial
of idealism, or we might attack the derivation of (2) from (1).
I shall suggest, howsver, that recourse to an evolutionary
epistemology, sven if we accept assertions (1), (2) and (3),
enables us to block effectively the derivation (4) from (3)
and hence to halt the progression to idealism,

The intuitive core of the idealist tendency may thus be
traced quite directly to the anti-realist's ban on transcendsnt
concepts, lWe can have no idsa of truth for our statements which
is not linked to our capacitiess to investigate their truth,hencs:

The committed anti-re;list may, in apparent consistency,

claim to believe that the world, conceived as a totality

of objects, exists independently of his investigations of
it; bﬁt he may not concsive of his statements concerning
those objects as investigation independent, and it is
unclear in cﬁnsequenca what serious content attaches to
his professed belief in the autonomy of the objects
themselves.
Crispin Wright (2) p.14.
This, then, is to be the locus of our problem; how can the
anti—réalist donate distinctive content to any evolutionafy
belief in mind—indapaﬁdent reality when all intelligible claime
made in language must (on his analysis) fall within the scope
of human investigations? For unlike the semantic rsalist
the anti-realist cannot seek distinctive content in the claim
that our statements about the world are determinately true or

false in complete independence of any human capacitiss to
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determine them as such. But what content, failing that, could

the required belisf in mind-independent reality have?

5.3 A guestion which needs to bs pressed is just what kind of
theliaf in mind-independent reality! is required by the
evolutionary epistemologist (and hence by the would-be evolutionary
anti-realist). It is, as we have said, a pre-condition of an
gvolutionary account of mind and language that we conceive of the
world'(the mind-producing system) as ontologically prior to, and
indepsndent of, the activities of the minds it throws up. But it
doss not follow that the mind-producing system must be thought of
as our sveryday world, the world of coloured macroscopic solid
objects. Indeed the evolutionary spistemologist, as we shall ses,
is a phenomenal relativist who has cause to deny any such unique
identification. .

It is not the phenomenal world which the evolutionary
spistemologist must take as mind-independent but the world of
science. It is the scientific imagé which must be held te
describe the common reality to which various beings ars variously
adapted. Thus consider a typical evolutionary claim. The claim
is that:

The hydrodynamics of ssa-water, plus the ecological value

of locomotion, have independently shaped fish, whale and

walrus in a quite similar fashion ... but the

jet-propelled squid reflects the same hydrodynamic principles

in a quite different ces shape.
Campbell p.447.
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For such claims to be intelligible the svolutionary theorist
must claim some right to employ our scientific account of the
hydrodynamics of ssa water as descriptive of the common reality
to which both squid and fish are adapted. In some sense then, he
must assume that our scientific accounts of reality enjoy a
degree of objective validity, sufficient at lesast for the world
revealed by sciencs to be justifiably taken to describe the rsal
environment in which adaptation occurrsd. For the evolutionary

spistemologist, in particular,'ths implication is that the world

to which our braine are adapted (the mind-independent reality

with which they cope) must in some way be that sccessible to science.
To that extent an svolutionary spistemology could not afford to be
radically idealist. The world which makes minds must in some

degree be the world which minds know if the mind's explanation

of how fhe world makes minds is to carry eny forcs.

Perhaps, then, soms form of Ontological Realism concerning
the objects and relations spoken of in decidebles sentsnces of
science (e.g. concerning the correct hydrodynamic description
of ssawater stc.) will be sufficient to secure the reguired
non-idealist base for an evolutionary epistemoclogy. If 8o, then
tha.avolutionary anti-realist can donate content to such a
conception in a fairly simple way(if somewhat superficial).

For all he needs to do is to insist that where a scientific claim
is warranted (i.e. decidable, even if non-conclusively) that it
had the truth-value it does even in advance of the investigation
which uncovered the warrant for it. This allows us to locate

the content of a belief in mind-independence in a belief in the
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pre—existence of the truth-determining facts which warrant our
assertions - in this case, those of science. Such a position
is at least consistent with anti-realist demands for we may still
-be agnostic about the determinacy in truth-value of as yet
undecided statements, only allowing this picture of mind-independence
to be warranted with respect to statemsnts whose truth-value we
have (defeasibly) detsrmined alrsady. Such a position may seem
strained, but it is an intelligible option, and one which provides
at least a prima facie alternative to a radical idealism. It would,
I think, amount to what Crispin Wright calls a 'belief in strict
bivalence for decidable statements!. Such a belief, he suggests, is:
A perfectly adequate vehicle for ths conviction that the
world is mind-independent, for it presupposes ... the
'ihvastigation-independenca of thoss statements — the conviction
that the world confers determinate truth-values upon them
independsntly of our actually carrying out any investigation
into their truth-status.
wright (2) p.15
Wright has ressrvations concerning the ultimate success of
such a move as a mesans of rebutting the charge of Idsalism. Lat
us suppose, howsver, that the initial tension (between anti-realist
idealism and evolutionary rsaliém) can be thus faeulved. Would the

cohersnce of the natural anti-realist's position then be guaranteed?

5.4 Probably it would not. The reason for such pessimism is that
we have so far only considered the anti-realist intelligibility

of the pre-conditions of an evolutionary account. There remains

the matter of the intelligibility of its cleimed implications

concerning man's cognitive status. In this area deep difficulties
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loom for the natural anti-realist (evolutionary epistemologist/
semantic anti-realist). For hevmust somehow make sense of the
profound acceptance of transcendence which, I shall argus, is
embedded in the evolutionary spistemologist's humble conception
of man's own cognitive position.

This acceptance of transcendence may be brought out by
considering an example given by Lorenz. The example (Lorenz (1)
trans. pages 31,32) concerns ths spatial knowledge of the water
shrew and the sewer rat. But what will concern us is not so much
the example itself as the kind of conclusion svolutionery
epistemologists tend to draw from such treatments. Lorenz found
that a water shrew, when placed in new surroundings, learns its
way around by a series of random eccentric excursions. Thsese
excursions serve to lay down routes which are then followed by
rote. Thess routes may include long detours or entirely superfluoue
loops. Still they are Paithfully repeated time and again. The
water shrew is seen to be precluded from sver finding a more
direct route to its destinations. The idea of a short cut, to put
it rether anthropomorphically, is alien to its thought. Mors
correctly, the shrew is precluded, by the very naturs of its
evolved means of coping with reality, from actively sesking out
short cuts or direct routes. This is because the shrew is a true
kinaesthetic crsature; it lays down routes by slow crawling,
eniffing and feeling rather than by an outright spatial survey
such as we might conduct by sight. The shreu's policy is effective
and efficient given its needs and abilities. Its knowledge,however,
mey be contrasted with that of the sewer rat for the sewsr rat is

easily able to locate short cuts. The spatial knowledge of the
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sewer rat may therefore legitimately be claimed to be mors
extensive than that of the water shrew, Ths example thus
recapitulates the twin pillars of ths svolutionary theorist's
account of knowledge given in chaptser two. For we conclude, in
line with the fallibility/scope arguments, that the water shrsuw
has inbuilt limits:

For the true kinaesthetic creature such as the water shrew

it is literally impossible as far as its thinking is

concernsd to find a short cut.
Lorenz (1) trans. p.32.
And we conclude also, in line with the appropriateness argument,
that its apprshension, although limited, is still valid - it
reaches its goals. Thuss

The lower form of thought corresponds a priori and adequately

to' the reality of a higher order but .o only as far as

it resaches.
torenz (1) p.34.

It is characteristic of the evolutionary epistemologist to
extend this conception of cognitive limits, dsveloped in regard
to lower animals, to include the intellasctual achisvements of
man. Thus we read in Lorenz that:

We can no more ascsrtain how much exists in sbsolute.

sctuality in addition to the facts and rslationships

rendered in our image of the universe than the water
_shrew can ascertain that it could short-cut many
detours in its crooked pesth-lsarning.

Lorenz (1) p.34.
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And in Campbell that:

Biological theories of svolution ... ars profoundly

committed to an organism—environmént dualism which whean

extended into the evolution of sense-organ pesrceptual

and learning functions, becomes a dualism of an organism's

knowledga of the environment versus the environment itself.

«es At this level he (the svolutionary epistemologist) has

no hesitancy to include a *resal world! concept even though

he may recogniss that his own knowledge of that world ...

is partial and limited in ways analogous to the limitations

of the animal whose epistemology he studies. Having thus

made the real-world assumption in this part of his

evolutionary spistemology he is not adding an unneeded

assumption when he assumes the same predicament for man

and science as knowers.

Campbell (1) p.449.

Certainly, it .géms to follow from the svolutionary considerations
concerning fallibility and scope (i.e. niche-orientation) that
man's phenomenal image of rsality will be limited, imperfect and
biased with respect to our peculiar needs and niche. Whether the
same can be taken to follow for our gonceptual or scientific
image is another matter and one to which we turn in due course
(chapter 7). That thare is such a tendency of thought in
evolutionery epistemology is not, however, to be doubted. Lorenz
calls it 'incomprehensible errogance! to believe that all rational
baings would need to share the laws of thought of man andenthony
O'Hear (D'Hear p.206) reports Hirzel as claiming that scisnce in
no way enables us to transcend the limitations of brain and sense

organs suggested by the evolutionnfy modal. It may be noted

.
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that were this to follow there is some danger of undercutting
the basis of the evolutionary argument itself, which seems to
require that science give us a picture of ths objective reality
in which adaptation occurs. If this danger is to be avoided,
it must be by virtue of the critical ontological realism said
to flow from the appropriatensss argument discussed in 2.5 above.
From such considerations it seems to follow (perspectival bias
and imperfection notwithstanding) that we should believe that
the world really is largely as we paturally take it to be.
By extension, the formulable truths of everyday discourse,should
embody an acceptable, if partial and biased, response to mind-
independent reality. Some relation between everyday formulable
truths and a materially independent reality thus flows from the
observation (consequent upon the appropriatensss argument) that:
There is (in phencmenal experience) an ‘objective! reflection
of the Ding an sich which, however, does not achieve expression
in the Ding an sich's own terms.
Campbell (1) p.a47.
And science, presumsbly, may then be sesn as an extension of
everyday discourse, sharing in its realistic connection to the
mind-producing world and also in its evolved limitations and
imperfections. Drawing all this together, we mey now formulate
six theses, found in the writings of svolutionary epistemologists,
which may be expected to give the anti-realist varying degrees of
troubles '
(1) Material Realism; the material world exists ;ﬁ full
independence of human capecities to agquir- knowledge

of its nature.
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(2)

(3)

(4)

107

Critical Ontological Realism; the formulable truths
of daily discourse embody an approximately correct
picture of those parts of reality with which man

has been forced to cops.

Scientific Realism; science offers a valid description

of mind-independent reality.
Phenomenal Relativism; other creatures, being forced
to cope with other aspects of reality, may form very

different phenomenal images of reality to our own.

And, more cohtantiously, supposing (in some internal tension

with (3) ) our scientific conceptions to be inextricably bound

up with our lihited, contingent and biased basic sensory and

cognitive modes;

(s)

Thing-in-itself Raaliam; there may well be

'facéts of reality to which we have, even in principlse,

" no atcess and which must therefore continually resist

and (6)

description in language.

‘Conceptual Scheme Realism; other beings may be

biologically suited to cbtaining a grasp of &uch
facets and may therefore sustain intellectual
knowledge which transcends man's capacities to

grasp it.

The natural anti-realist is now in deep water, particularly

regarding assertions (4) — (6). For given the ban on transcendent

conceptions it seems unclear what grasp we can have of-the notien

of forms of thought ahd expsrience which we 'do not possess. “Thus

‘Neil Tennant writes that:

An ebiding enigma for evolutionary epistemblogy is how or

whether we can make senss of the implied relativity of
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conceptual schemes or of access to reality while not

ourselves being able to form any intelligible conception

of how the world is to a radically different kind of

organism, one endowed with different sense modalities and

1eading a totally alien life.

Neil Tennant (3) p.4

And adds that we should allow no conception of the world as it
may be 'in absoluts actuality' as opposed to how it seems to be
given our modes of parception and cognition. Such an attitude,
though it seame to conflict with the Thing-in-itself Realism of
some evolutionary writers, is hardly surprising in an anti-realist.
For clearly, the asssrtion of Thing-in-itself Realism (and to some
extent of all the Realisms in (1) - (5), especially (3) and (4) )
will be prey to the argument deployed by Rasmussen and Ravnkilda
in 5.2 above, which claims that, in the abssence of a non-constructive
interpretation of existential quantification, no existence claim
can be legitimate which precludes the production of some satisfying
instance. Sinces we cgnnot produce instances of how the world may
be in itself, and since we cannot experience alternative phenomenal
or concsptual schemes, such dimensions of’transcendanca look
closed to the anti-realist.

A general formulation of our difficulty, then, would seem to
be this; how, given anti-realist views on grasp of sense, can we
find intall;gibla the conception that thers should be facets of,

or ways of looking at, rsality which are in detail or experisncaed

. nature beyond our capacity to conceive? In othar words can we

consistently append to assertions (1) - (6) the further claim
(7) Semantic Anti-realism; language is unable to support

any grasp of verification-transcendent meaning.
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If.not, then the natural anti-realist must sither give up ons
or moré of the problematic claims or accept that his is a self-
defsating position. If, on the contrary, we can makse
anti-realist ;ense of some or all of ths difficult claims, we
shall have shown the compatibility (in a naturalised sstting)
of semantic anti-realism with a realistic metaphysics in which
the nature of reality may intelligibly outrun the limits of

man's apprshension of it.
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II

TRANSCENDENT CONCEPTS

AND THE

CONCEPT OF THE TRANSCENDENT.
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6. Internal concepts of the transcendent.

6.1 Two dimensions of realism have now made demands on the
would-be natural anti-realist. One dimension involves realistic
claims concerning the status of our actual and poteﬁtial knowledge.
That knowledge must (at times) be knowledge of an external and
mind-independent reality if evolutionary claims concerning the
nature of adaptation ars to carry any authority. The other
dimension invoives the realistic idea that the real nature of
the world may well exceed our capacities to achieve knowledge
of it and that the way we know what we do know of the world is
a distinctively human one. These two dimensions correspond to
what we earlier termed the Appropriateness and the Fallibility/
scope arguments respectively (2.5 above).

We‘may :ééetve comment oﬁ the first dimension of realism
’(reflacted iﬁ £h§sa§ (2) and (3) in 5.4 above) until chapters
7 and 10; A prqmising strategy for securing the anti-realist
intelligibility of claims in the second dimension (i.e.regarding
theses (1), (4), (5) andA(G) above) might bé to try to reveal
the problematic claims as disguised non-transcendent assertions
concerning man's oun cognitive limits, as diagnosed from within
our congeptual scheme. The idea is to distingﬁieh the anti-
realisticelly unacceptable notion of a transcendent concept
(one whose conditions of application may apply quite unrecognisably)
from the acceptable idea of a concept of the transcen&ent;
~a warrantedly assertible claim to the effect that the limits
of our warranted assertions (and hence of our understanding)

need not be the the limits of the world.
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6.2 The goal, then, is to rehabilitate claims (1) and (4) - (6)
as non-transcendent assertions concerning cognitive limits.
Two preliminary comments are in order. The first is that in

seeking to shouw the intelliqibility of these claims, I am not,

immediately, seeking to show their truth. In particular, theses
(5) and (6) concerning Thing-in-itself and Conceptual Scheme
Realism must remain tentative at least until after the discussion
of science in chapter 7. The argument I present is designed to
show that these claims, as they stand within evolutionary
epistamology, are not senseless to the anti~-realist, at least if
he is cereful in his formulation of them. The second preliminary
comment concerns thesis (1), the assertion of Material Realism.
This will be treated as a corollary of (5), the assertion of
Th;ng—iq-itsalf Realism. The latter thesis claims that there

may peﬁfa;gtg ofinglity to which man has-in principle no access
(intellectual or perceptual). To make sense of this is clearly
to meke sense of the claim of Material Realism viz. that the
world exists in full independsnce of human capacities to acquire
knowledge of it. The advantage of trsating (1) as a corollary

of (5) is that it deflects a fair criticism of eny independent
defense of the sense of (1). The oriticism ie that the assertion
of Material Realism has no distinctive content in the absence of -
a commitment to Thing-in-itself Realism. For if a belief in the
independence of the material world did not-at least issue in the
" possibility of humenly unknowsble features of reality it would be
hard to locate any subétantive disagreement betwsen the .anti-realist
idealist and the proponent of material realiem. In such a situation

a Material Realist who is not a Thing-in-itself Realist might try
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to avail himself of the account of content given in terms of

an acceptance of strict bivalence for decidable claims developed
in 5.3 above. Such a defence, as remarked earlier, is somawhat
weak; it still looks unlikely to distinguish him from the
anti-realist idealist who may g@lso accept bivalence for decidable
claims but conceives the bivalence as somehow flowing from our
decision procedure rather than preceding it in full independence.
One way the realist can make out the difference is by accepting
the possibility of determinate but humanly unknowable features
of reality - an acceptance expressed in Thing-in-itself Realism;
hence the proposal to concentrate on Thing-in-itself Realism and
allow Material Realism to flow from it.

The focus, then, is on claims (4) - (6); roughly, that there
may be facets of remlity to which we have no potential access
and that. there.mey be forms of life whose phenomenal and intellectual
realities are partially closed off from our full understanding.
If we are to demonstrate the legitimacy ( = anti-realist
intelligibility) of such claims we must pay special attention
to the logical form of ths evolutionary arguments said to support
them.

Claime (4) - (6) flow from whet, in 2.5 above, we called the
fallibility/scope arguments of evolutionary epistemology. That is
to say they flow from arguments concerning the nature of the
evolutionary process whereby our own particular invastigafiye
capacities were produced. For that process may be expected to
generate forms of basic cognition and perception whichvare
contingent, imperfect and selected with'gpecial'refarqpcq to a

particular type of being's needs and interests. Two main obesrvations
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‘were said to bear on.this. The first was that selection of

particular traits takes place from a randomly generated pool
of options viz. those provided by chance mutation ('random'
here means 'with no causal connection to the particular features
of the environment which such mutations will ultimately succeed
or fail to exploit!). The second was that selective pressure
constitutes>a satisficing and not an optimising force (in the
sense of satisficing developed at 2.5). It favours whatever is
most effective in tﬁe actual context in which selection occurs.
The prime svolutionary virtue is cost-efficiency. Swift,roughly
accurate decisions will be rewarded. Painstakingly dstailed
processing is intensive of time and emergy. Loss of accuracy
is preferable to 1oss of life. Selection is also context-
dependent; the utility which is selectively favoured is utility
uitﬁiﬁ a’sbécikic life;form.blwhat is a good option for a frog
ﬁay apail a*ﬁincﬁionifﬁr a sparrbw. Hﬁman.cognition, likewise,
may bé expeétea to.Ba focuasﬁd on whatever aspects of the physical
uﬁivefse were most vital Eo our énceﬁtors when selectioﬁ of our
present capacities occurred (eee Campbell ﬁ.421‘or Tennant (3) p-33).
In the light of such observations (raaervaﬁions concerning the
scope‘pober ;nd\status of huhan science notwithsténding) we can see
why the evolﬁtibnary aﬁistemologisf may‘refﬁse to idantif& the
rangé of humanly acéessible reality (thé world which:wé caﬁ’ -
investigéte)thitﬁ}the full and absoldﬁe dontoﬁrs of réaiity itself.
Our knbﬁledge is érriﬁed at by contingent, unprivilégad and
predictably biased means. So how could the‘ﬁature 6? our knowledge
transcend the nature of our means of aéqhiring kﬁowledge?’ Hence

claim (5). We can see also'wﬁy he allous the possibility that
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the reality directly and intellectually accessible to other
beings may be radically different to our own. If our range of
knowable facts and perceptible properties is limited and coloursd
by physical apparatus selected from a random pool with regard to
the peculiar needs of the human life-~form, then it follows that
alternative life~forms might directly access other aspects of
reality and (perhaps) intellectually picture the universe in
terms of mental structures evolved to suit their needs and
interests. Hence claims (4) and (6).

The vital fact'regarding the enti-realistic intelliqibility
of such claims to emerge from this is that the true content of
such claims involves only notions of the genesis and limitations
of our own particuler cognitive capacities. The evolutionary
apistemologisf doss not, or ought not, presume to go beynnd such
claime, for to do so is to become embroiled in debata over
allagedly tranacendent concapts. All he needs, to substantiate
claims (4) - (6) ia a hatmlass concept of the transcendent which
is expressible entirely in terms of the accessible data of
evolutionary théory. There need be no suggestion that we can
sustain any EOBithS concaption of how tha world is in itself
beyond reference to the human life-furm, nor that we can know
what it is 1like to employ altarnatiue concaptual schamea. Once
we realise this, the tension betwsen an anfi-realist ssmantics
and an evolutionary view of knowledge ﬁnd feality begins ﬁo
dissolve. For the inference from the dependence of meaning
on human cepacities fo thé reJection of any conception of the
uworld as it ‘really'! is, is valid if and only 1? the sansé of

fconception! involved is that of a concreté or positive conception.
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That is, & conception which purports to be one of the way the
world actually is, as opposed to the bare conception that there
may be facets of reality beyond the scope of human knowledge.

The latter negative conception is assertible on the basis of the
evidence of evothionary épistemology for the claim that there is
a reality to which all cognitive processes are adapted and which
is never known in full by any such processes. A failure to
distinguish positive and negative senses of ‘conception! turns

the legitimate rejection of transcendent realism (the doctrine

that we can sustain a grasp of concépts not necessarily capable

of active manifestation in our activity) into an illegitimate
rejection of materiasl realism and cognitive bias - the notion

that our grasp of reality is biaesed and limited and that the material
universe from which it grew enjoys a self-subsistent,mind-independent
gxistance.; o ‘

‘théféquiﬁmaﬂguof éQﬁiutioﬁary epistemology to this latter
P°91t$997;9 complete éﬁd essential,’for it studies the relationship
betwsen Qicreéturéis image of the world and the world whereof it
is an imege. This reiationship is plotted, out of practicel
necessity, from a human and 'phylogenstically unprivilaged'
position. Qur sciantific perceptions of reelity form the basis
of our judgments of suchﬂralationé. aﬁt they do so out of
pragmetic, not theoretical necessity. Forbwe are ié'conceiﬁe
‘our own position as limited and impe:fapt in ways péfailel.ﬁo
those of the creatures we study. ‘Caﬁpball's raal—wo*ia L}p;thesis
thus enters our system as 8 necessary internal construct. All
our descriptions, theoretical ones included, are to béigéeﬁ as

informed by our human nsture and inheriting our humen limitations.
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We thus conceive reaslity itself as st least potentially
‘transcending our capacities to achieve knowledge about it.

But this conception of a transcendent reality is entirely
internal and’négative in content, finding its warrant in

the scientific picture of the nature of the knowledge-acquiring
and belief-selecting mechanisms which we would expect the
selective process to favour. The critique of the scops of
human intelligibility may thus fall squarely within the scope

of the humanly intelligible.

6.3 Suppose such a line of argument were to be accepted.

How, precisely, would this enable the natural anti-realist to
sidestep the prbblams of intelligibility raised in chapter 57
The main ﬂifficulty for assartions of Thihg—in—itself and
Cohcépibéljécﬁéma{ﬁéélism was sgen to be that initially raised
by Rasmussen and Ravnkilde in 5.2 above. The difficulty, said
to piéélﬁde:thé:révisionafy:anti—rsalist'fréh avoiding idealism,
was that of making”conatructive sense of the assertion of tﬁe
existence of facets of reality falling outside our recognitional
scope. For in the'absence of.a cleseical interpretation of the
exiéfenﬁiél quantifier (wﬁiéh, incidentelly, need not amount as
they seem to believe it does to the absence of classical logic
in toto') or, more weakly, in the absence of any non-constructive
interpretation of that quantifier, the anti-realist is, as they
say? A

" committed to a conception of the assertsbility conditions
of quantifications under which an existentislly quantified

sentence is assertible just in:ceses an instence verifying

it can be producad.
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But, they ask:

How are instances of aspects of the world that resist

capture in>language suphosed to be producible if not by

means of languaqe?

Rasmussen and Ravnkilde (1) 380.
bstension, they rightly disallow since what is ostensible is
exherienﬁeabla and hence again fails to cover the kind of case
in question.

Rasmussen's and Ravnkilde's point is not a problem for the
eclectic theorist who seeks only to combine a biological realism
(viz. a belief in realism as regards our Elaims (4) - (6))with
a gemantic anti-realism, revisionary or otherwise. To see why
we need only reflect on the logical form of the content of such
assertions of :ealism once’they ara»revealed as asserfions about
humgn cogp@?iyevlimits.‘Fur that logical form is then seen to be
gsgqnfially;nonjgxiatential. The problematic claims ars rather
neggted qnivgrsa;s yhosa assertion is warranted by the extrspolation
via the thesis of phylogenstic continuity, of claims made about
the nature and limits of the knowledge of lower animals to cover
the case of man himself. The cleims in the evidential data-base
warranting the negated unive£931 conclusion concern only the
acceesible reality (e.g. the waster-shrew experiments) unproblematic
to the anti-realist. The deep question, for the revisionary

natural anti—re_eliet,»is»whathe: this application of tlf!q thesis
of phylogenstic continuity can meet the demand of the conservative |
extension of knowledge (see 1.2). For the application of the
thesis hqre may seem to warrant conclusions for wh;ph no di;act

evidence is possible. But the contrevention of this demand is,
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in tnis case, more apparent than real. For our concern here is
not, despite appearances, with knowledge beyond the realm of
direct svidence but with knowledge of the limits of the direct
evidence itself. The force of the negated universals (see
below) is not to go illegitimately (unconservatively) beyond
potentialldirécf evidence but to describe the limits of the
realm aboufyuhich we can make intelligible statements i.e. the
realm where diréct evidence is possible. It would be strange
indeed if the enterprise of describing our semantic scope as
limited were to be énti—realistically intelligible only on the
defeating supposition that we were properly able to go beyond
those 1limits!

Rasmussen and Ravnkilde'!s slide to idealism is greased by
their insistence that the would-be eclectic theorist avail
himself of existential quéntificatioh in stating his belief
1h 1ﬁveetigation—transcending aspacts of reality. The proposed
raspoaséQZ is 1ha¥ £hé?pfbﬁér fBrmAnf ahti—réalist expression
for the bfééeat;Eliims (4) - (5) is‘n;t‘é§i§tenti§l but ﬁegative
universal. Thus they should be read as follows:

(4') Phenomenal Relativism; It is not the case that;

for all X; if X is & phenomenal image of reality theh“X

must‘ﬁe a ﬁhenoménai imaga of the kind suéiainad by man.

(5;)' Tﬁiﬁg-ih-iééalf'Raaiism;(Iﬁ is not the case that;

for all X, if X is a facet (aspect,reletlon description) B

of the material universe then X must in prlnclpla be

knowable by ue as that aspect, relation or deacription.A‘i

(6') Concaptual Schame Realism: It is not the case that;

for all X, if X is 8 conceptual echama adaquats to cope
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with the world then X must in important respects coincide

with our ouwn.

These formulations are clesarly in lins with our stress on
cognitive limits. As long as‘we stick to those formulations,
theuar, we are at liberty to exploit an intuitionistic lacuna
betwesn - v&(Fx) and ,]x( - Fx) as a means of avoiding the
difficulties associeted with a constructive interpretation of
the.existential quantifier. Thus we may exploit the intuition-
istic invalidify of tﬁe expression

i =W (Fx) —> JIx (-Fx)
in order to assert 55 or 6! without incurring any commitment to
grasp pfoblamatic existential claims such as:

There is an X such that: X is a facet of the material

universe and X is unknowable by us

Tﬁ;r;‘iélaﬁ‘x ;uéh;thati X is a conceptual scheme adequate
to cope uith the world and X is importently ‘different from
our own. |
These lattervassartions, we saw, imply for the anti-realist
what the claims of cognitive limitation specifically rule out
viz. the constructabilzty of fulfilling instances.of the schema
Ix( - Fx) as it appliea in such cases. o
To see the evolutianary claims as only claims about cognitive
limits, than, is to see that there is no real difficulty as raglrds
‘their intelllgibility. For to generate any such difflculty now
would require the cambination of a classical treatment of L (in
which the inferaﬁce from - V%( Fx').to‘gx ( —:fi“)riéZVdiid)

with @ constructive interpretation of existential q@aﬁiificatibn'
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(in which tne assertion Jx ( - Fx ) requires the constructability
of instances of ~ Fx).

Neil Tennant, howsver, has quaestioned with what right the
intuitionistic lacuna ( i.e. the intuitionistic invalidity of L )
is exploited in the evolutionary case. He has pointad out ( in
conversation) that the lacuna exists in recognition of two possible
cases in which one might have reason to asssrt - Yx ( Fx ) without
being in a position to assert, for some individual constent a, - Fa,
The two ceses being (i) that in which we have a demonstration of the
absurdity of Yx ( Fx ) on general principles alone and (ii) that in
which we can demonstrate the jeint inconsistency of a set of instances

F Fn without being able to locate the 'blame, as it were, in

7 -
any one instance. Now cleerly, the evolutionary epistemologist is
not able to claim.-that his is & case of the second kind. He is
ndﬁé‘?ﬁf‘axﬁmﬁlﬁ. in a position to produce some set of facets of
reality one of which is known to be unknowasble, although we do
not' know which!- We are therefore driven to (i). The question
then is; what kind of general principles are involved, and cen
they really result in the sbsurdity of the universal correslates

to 4' - 6" viz,

" (uc4') For all X3 if X is & phesnomenal imasge of reality
then X must be a phenomenal image of the. kind
sustained by men.

(UC5') For all X; if X is a facet of the materigl universe
then X must be knowable by us.

(UC6') For all X3 if X is & conceptual scheme adsquate to
cbpe with the world then X must in important respects

coincide with our oun.
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It is probably unlikely that any strict demonsfration
of the absurdity of the claims (UC5') and (UC6') is to be had.
(UC4*) seems demonstrably false, howsver, since we are plainly
awars that other beings (e.g. bats) do perceive the world by
different means to ourselves hence it seems clear that their
phenomenal image of it will differ from our own. Regarding
(ucs') and (UC6') however, I do not think that the unavailability
of any strict proof of absurdity should be held as conclusive
evidence that the intuitionist lacuna is being improperly
appealed to, For our quarry is a contingent empirical assertion
of the form - ¥x (Fx) and not a mathematical assertion of the
strict derivability of - Yx (Fx) from a set ﬁf true premisses.
Only in the latter case can we demand that ¥x (Fx) be strictly
‘absurd. i.s. result in a contradiction. The most one can
lagitimptely.eak,in the empirical case is that there be a cogent
a:gumant:(i.e¢~pnefmhpae'force is recognisable by us) which at
least weakly suggests the unlikelihood of UCS' and UC6! above.
The anti-realist, when he moves from the mathematical to the.
ordinary language domain, may be obliged in some instances to
givg up the identification of the meaning of a statement with.
what verifies it conclusively. éa may even allou that conditions
ofVcnnclusivgiva:ification may be unrecognisable by us should they
obtain., Meaning, in such cases, is to ba’locatad in connection
with recognisable but non—cunclusiva‘uonditions of verification.
This potential of the anti-realist to avail himself of such
non-conclusive conditions is often overlooked, as we paihﬂed,uut
in 1.2 |

- What we nesd than, is not a proof by genaral principles ‘that
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the asseftion of UCS® or UC6' is absurd but just a cogent argument
from gonsral empirical or philosophical principles that it is
probably false i.e. a demonstration that weak (non-conclusive)
verification conditions for S5' and 6' recognisably obtain.

_And that much, T belisve, we already possess. Thus we may take
as our general principles the thsory of evolution by natural
selection, the theses of cognitive adaptionism and phylogenetic
continuity and the constraints imposed by the fallibility/scope
considerations upon the cognitive powers of evolved products.
 None of the evidence which warrants the assertion of these
contingent claims in any way transcengs the range of date
allowed by the semantic anti-realist. These general principles

do not result in a contradiction when conjoined to UCS5' or UC6!.

But they do non-conclusively suggest that they are false. Hence
they afford CDghni if inconclusive argument for the truth of 5!
“and 6! 1.e. they suggest that, if UCS' or UC6' is true, then there
must be impdrtant provisos yet to be added to at least one of the
general empirical principles involved (the most obvious candidate
being the stance on cognition derived from the combined theses of
cognitive adaptionism and phylogenstic continuity). In the absence
of aﬁy such'prdﬁiso we méy;jhafly regard UC5' and UC6! as having
been shown by cogent argument to be false. To deny that conclusion
" 'would raquire an expansion of ﬁur present state of information
concerning the brigin and nature of humanbethtive cépacitias.

Our previous use of the intuitionistic lacuna is thersfore
Justified under the first of Tennant's two options i.s. ;hat in
which we have & demonstration, on general principles alohe, of

the sbsurdity of "Wx (Fx). Except that, having moved away from
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the mathematical domain, our demonstration may stop short of
being one of absurdity and rest at being one of unlikelihood.

By availing ourselves of the lacuna we may assert the falsity

of UC5' and UC6' without committing ourselves to any problematic
existential claims requiring the production of instances. That a
presumption exists in favour of the falsity of thsse does not
therefore suggest that we must necessarily be in & position (or
be capable of being in a position) to assert for some individual
case e.g. that here is a conceptual scheme importantly different
to our own or that here is a facet of reality unknowable by us.
The former seems more likely to be possibles than the latter, but
neither need be possible to make anti-realist sense of the
claims 5! and 6'.

The natural anti-realist, then, may invoke the intuitionistic
lacuna between - %x (Fx) and Ix ( - Fx) in order to sustain the
reformulated realisms of 5! and 6!' without facing the problem of
the conatructive interpratation of existence claims. He can
thus avoid what Lorenz calls the 'incomprehensible arrogance!
of the assertion that

... @any imaginable rational being ... would have to be

limited to the laws of thought of homo sepiens.

Lorenz (1) trans. pg.34,
and embrace the humble thought that

The fundamental indiscernibility of the last detail of

the thing-in-itself remains,

Lorenz‘(1) trans. pg.31
without essaying to sustain any transcendent concepts of the kind

ruled out by a consistent anti-realism. With the evolutionary
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epistemologist, we assert that we are cognitively limited beings
employing contingent modes of conceiving the world. UWith the
anti-realist we aséert that we have no positive grasp of the
nature of the world save that yielded by those very contingent
capacities. By combining the two we arrive at the notion, by

no means inimical to common-sense, that the intelligible world
over which the meanings of our language range is limited by

our capacities to recognise the truth of assertions about it

but that there is no reasson to belisve either that material
reality is a product of human intelligence or that human
intelligence and semantic scope afford & privileged and exhaustive
survey of the materieal universe. The world itself does not

inherit the limitations of man.
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7. Evolutionary Epistemology and the Scientific Imagse.

7.1 It was the task of the preceding chapter to delimit an

intelligible concept of mind-independent and potentially

mind-transcending reality. Mind-indspendencs, we may now

réflect, could be argued for without any implications of actual

" or potential mind-transcendence. That is to say someone mightb
believe the world is mind-independent in the sense of being
ontologically self-subsistent and prior to the emergence of

minds, without believing that any of its real aspects may
transcend man's capacity to come to know them. Such a person
would be disagreeing with the theses ofthing-in-itself and
conceptual scheme realism attributed to the svolutionery
epistemologist, but accepting the bare claim of Matgrial Realism.
In what follows I‘shallvoffer some reasons for thinking that

such a belief ( in what we may call ths ep;stemological transparency
of every facet of material reality), though not inconsistent with
evolutionary findings, is unlikely to be true given what we know
of evolved knowledge-acquiring mechanisms in general. The
observations which bear on this conclusion are precissly those
mobilised in support of the theses of Thing-in-itself and Conceptual
Scheme Realism iﬁ'chaptef 6, and used to generate an internal
concept of reality as mind-transcending. vBut such observations
(eesentially, thosélof the fallibility/scope argument in 2.5)

need careful handling if we are to attempt to extend thair rasu1ts'
to include the findings of human science. The burden of the
argumant of the previous chapter was that by inspecting our
achieved knowledge of the means by which knowledge is achieved

the natural anti-reslist might be able to conceive reality itself
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as potentially transcending our capacities to come to know it,

and that hé might conceive this without claiming to grasp any
transcendent poncepts. But is this picture of cognitive
limitation; developed in studies of the basic cognitive and
perceptual cepacities of lowsar animals truly applicable to the
scientific world-view of man? If it is not then the claims of
Thing-in-itself and Conceptual Scheme Realism, thounh perhaps
anti-realistically intelligible as claims abnut limits, will

still fail to be true. Such a fate would certainly soften the
hoped-fur metaphysical impact of combining a semantic anti-realism
with an evolutionary epistemology. But if the extension is allowed
and natural limitations and bias seen to afflict scientific
knowledge, then the guestion must arise as to the status of the
evolutionary‘conjactura itself. Fo: bykwhat right could the
evolutionary epistemologist thqn quantify over all evolved
life-forms in‘férmuiatiné his general account of the relation

betwsen cognition and reality?

7.2 Venturing gently into these turbulent waters, we may begin
by considering & fairly typical kind of claim in sub-atomic
physice. There are, we are told, six kinds of quark ( the up,
the down, the strange, the charmed, the bottom and the truth - this
last being only very recently diacoveredzs). By drawing on-thecries
which use quarks in their theoretical descriptions, the physicist
can explain, in.a unified account, -the macroscopically disparate
phenomena of radiocectivity and magnetism.-

What is the evolutioriary epistemologist to make of esuch claims?
How, if at‘all, is ‘the fallibility/scope argument of 2.5 meant to

apply to the belisf that thers are six quarks? It hardly needs
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stating that thé belief in ifself is not survival-relevant.

So where does:the evolutionary picture intrude? The extension
to scienca, if‘it is made at all, will clearly not be made by
concentréting oh individual beliefs. This is the mistake made
by, fof examble; Antﬁnny 0*Hear in his recent article '0On what
makeé an epistemology gvolutionary'. For O'Hear fails to
identify tﬁe only plausible direction of evolutionary influence

on our scientific theorising viz. the svolutionary genesis of

our basic data-acquiring and belief-selecting strategies.

ThusVO'Hear asks:
| When we come to creestures, such as ourselves, who have
explicit beliefs about the world, does ths selective
eliminatxon of evolution work by knocking out the holders
‘of 1nadaquate theories, or doas natural selaction work
.Adirectly on the theoriea themselves? How, in other words,
are baliafs u;nnomed by nature?
| : ‘ | O'QGar p.195
U'Heaf, seeing that'neithar bf théaevie plausiblg as a means
of transmitting'ény evolutionary impact to high-level scienfific
theﬁries conclbdes that evolutionary conéiderations are irrelevent
to claims 'of an apiatemologlcal nature' (see U'Hear p.216).
In coming to thie conclusion, however, he is failing to giva due
considsrgtion to a third option. It is that we human belngs
'Qiﬁnoﬁ‘out' our own beliefs; but we do so in accordance with
basic strategies, encoded in actual cognitive maghaniams,auhich
ere the product of patural eelection.  In othsr words it dis. the
holders of unsuccessful belief-baging or belief-selecting mechanisms
which natural selaction will have kﬁocked,out, not. the: holders of

false hi§h~leva1 beliefs or (somehow) felse theoriee themselves.
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By a belief-basing mechanism I here intend, roughly, man's
perceptual access to the world. If we based our beliefs on

sense experiences which stood in no causal relation to the

world, we would produce useless beliefs and no doubt dis long
before we had got close to propagating our genes. Similarly, if
we. chose among competing beliefs (based, let us say, on satisfactory
causally-linked perceptual input) in an irrational fashion, choosing
elways the belief which is lsast supported by the data, or which
is the hardest to understand, or which we think will be the least
useful to accept, we would again be unlikely to survive in a
hostile environment. By noting the likely influence of
evolutionary factors on belief-basing and selecting mechanisms,
the evolutionary epistemologist cen (to some extent et least)
explain why it is that human beinge have. the kind of brains

which tend to make the kind of. theories which work. Evolutionary
considerations,. if they apply to the scientific realm at ell,
must therefore apply not directly to specific scientific beliefs
(which may be detrimental to survival, or irrelevant, as
commentators never cease to insist) but indirectly, via the

ways we come to select those belisfs, and ths primary access

to data provided by the human senses. If our discussion is %o

be fruitful, then, we must shift it from the locus of specific
theory, such as quark physics, to that of general scientific

method.

7.3 On any plauﬁibie view of the scientific msthod the conduct
af'sciénce involves the perfofmaﬁce of some ranée of'cognitivé
operations upon some choice of data. The cognitive opefations

may include some kind of renking of competing explanatory
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hypotheses in terms of the delizate balance bstwsen simplicity
and comprehensiveness and utility. (Sober calls this the trade-off
between simplicity and fruitfulness.) And the data may be in the
form of direct observational reports or it may be more or lsss
impregnated with theory depending perhaps on the extent to which
previously accepted hypotheses are assumed in the construction
of the evidence upon which some current claim is to be based.
But no matter how intricate the web of intervening theory it will
remain at root trus to sey thet science takes observational reports
as inputs, generates explanatory laws and models as outputs, and
decides amongst compsting laws and models by employing informal
heuristic demends. The explanatory laws and models which get
accepted are therefore subject to two sources of constraint.
The first source lies with the observed phenomena themselves;
a theory must be true to the facts. The second source lies with
the structure of human (end perhaps ml1l) rationality; a good theory
should be simple, beautiful, comprshensive, suggestive and so forth.
If this picture of the scientific method appears too simplistic
it can bo filled out in various ways. Probably the most powerful
contemporary way to do so is to adopt a Bayesian analyeis24 of the
scientific method. This amounts to a characterisation, in formal
terms, of the process by which e given belief or theory is chosen
over its rivals. Thus the scientist is assumed (this is, of course,
an idealisation) to have as data a number of observational reports,
and a number of competing hypotheses seid to explein them. The
probability that the observational reports would be obtained if
eﬁch explanation were true is assumed to be known (it is often

ohe i.e. each hypbthesis implies that the relevant observations
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would have been obtained but it may be less - witness the
statistical correlations predicted by quantum theory). The
scientist's estimate of the probability that a given hypothesis
is true (or the correct one to eccept) is then to be derived as
a joint function of
(a) the probability that the evidence would be obtained
if the hypothesis were true (the so-calléd 'forward
_ probability function!')
and (b) The prior probability which the scientist gives to
the hypothesis in the first place (the so-called
'subjective probability function').
In other words, subjective cognitive preferences (encoded in (b)
above) wili play a role in determining which hypothesis a scientist
accepts.  In one senese this is unsurprising. UWe all have sets of
ingrained beliefs about reality which influence our decisions.
On the other hand, allowing this common fact to intrude into our
account of ecientific method opans up the possibility that somesone,
anarating with a psrverse prior probability function, would pick
bad and fruitless hypotheses. Thus, to guote Putnam:
Arthur Burks haa. +»+. -shoun that there are sven !counter
inductive prier probability functions' ... such that if
a scientist had that metric then as more evidence came inb
for a hypothesis ... then the scientist woﬁld assign
lower and lowsr weight to the hypothesis for a very long
time. |
Putnam (4) p.192
‘Putnam aéksbwAathar there ﬁighﬁ be a further sét of formal

rulaé‘specifying what prior probability functions are ressonable
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but thinks this unlikely. This informal subjective element,

he further spsculates, cannot be sradicated even if we move

to an avowedly deductive account of scientific method such as
Popper's. . For Popper's approach (consider only strongly
falsifiablaftheqries and accept that which you fail to falsify)
demands_an informal choice over what strongly falsifiable theories
we actuglly bother to test. Many (indeed, infinitely many) weird
and wanderful hypotheses may be strongly falsifiable but we shall
not bother to test them, nor indeed could we test them all even

if we tried. 5o again 'something like a prior selection is
involved?. Nor, in fact, is it the case that scientists do

opt only for strongly felsifiable thsories. A pertinent example,
cited by Putnam, is evolutionary theory itself which is notoriously
weak on predictions. Such theories fall rather under the rubric
of 'inference to the best explaretion'. That is, their sttraction
is that they unify and explain large quantities of data.

No matter how we try to view the scientific method, it seems,

. two thoughts intrude, The first is that, as Quine has it,
‘whatever evidence there is for science is sensory evidence!
(Quiné.(1) p.75). The escond is that the actual conduct of
science must 1nVoIvs‘cholces which are not strictly date-determined
but depend rather on the particular preferences or 'subjective’
probability functions' of scientists. Let us nov examine the

implications of these thoughts in a biological setting.

7.4 The relevance of evolutionary observations concerning
belief-basing and belief-selecting mechanisms to our view of
the»ptatug»of scientific knowledge now becones clag;a:._»ro: the

point is that both our direct sensitivities to date.and our besic
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intellectual preferences concerning how to respond to that

data may both be expected to share in the dual aspect of
evolved strategiee and to transmit this dual aspect, in some
degree, even to our more high-level theories. This dual aspect
involves ths appropriateness of such strategies on the one hand,

end their fellibility and limitations in scope on the other.

Thus, to take the metter of our direct sensitivities to data
first, science, in being faithful to the phenomena, maintains

the original tie established by the selective process between

the phenomena as known by a being and the real world in which
the being must live. Yet by dealing only with the phenomena
which happen to be experienced by human beings it inherits also
the apécies-specific interests and random caprices of fate which
combined to render accessible those particular aspects of reality
intth;t:patgiﬁulatiugy. The scientific augmentation of our
sgpapfy capaci;;es_(yia electron mic:qaqnpesvetc.)”certainly
axﬁgnds the range gf datg aygilab;q..rgut sven quch extensions
to}pu: capacities mqat answer to some checks in the gross
observational sphere (must issue in some directly checkeble
obse:yationalyc}gims) or we would have no cause to,qqcaptrpuch
augmeptation as veridical. Durrbslieffp;aing capacities therefore
remain, albeit indippctly, our ordinary obssrvetional chqnnelg, o
ths contingancy and limitatlon of which is directly suggested by
an evolutionary account of thair gsnesis. v

; Regarding our belief-salacting mechaniams or capacitiea, the
situatiun is arguably parallel.‘“Forylt may plgugibly be suggested
that tha basic heuristic and logical principlas upon which human 7‘

beings agree (the basic foundations of scisncs and mathamatics)
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are at leestia partial function of our svolutionary past.
Rs Ernést Soéa points out in a recent article, if it is
parmiésiﬁlé to refer to a faculty of sight in explaining
tour ramarkéble agresment about colours and shapes' then
why shouid ‘wa not appeal to an equally inborn 'faculty of
reaéon' explaining odr general agreemsnt in the basic intellectual
sphers. (Sosa's examples concern agreement about identity and
contradiction - see Sosa p.63.)

One way to substantiate this notion of an inborn faculty
of reason might be to suggest an a priori element in our
assessments of prior probability. Thus although subjective
probability functions are no doubt largely the fruits of
previous individual experience, they could also include a degree
of innate bias comparable, perhaps, to & Quinian percsptual
‘quality ‘space. -If this were so then we could, by availing
ourselves of the Appropriateness argument, generate a partial
explanation of‘ghz humans have the ‘reasonable prior probability
‘functions! which they do. This would parallel Quine's explanation
of the cosmic utility of our innate similarity specings (recall 3 4
‘sbove). Thus we might suggest that a being endowed with Putnam's
tcounter-inductive prior probability function' would fail to choose
'appropriate low level beliefs and hence stand at e basic bib;ogical
disadvantege against compsting "theoreticians'. Such e being, upon
spying th9‘¥acént19‘savagad carcase of a fellow human, might conclude
that it was then even less likely than before that soms ﬁrédatory
animal lurks in the nearby caves. Such a strategy doss not look’
conducive to survival and reproduction. For us {not for him) that

is ‘the good hews; some trust in our inhate probability spacings
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(if any) would not be misplaced. The bad news is that such
innate prio: probability spacings, though no doubt adaptively
strategic, ﬁay‘still fail to guide us in some very advanced
theoretical’cnntaxts. To some extent, no doubt, man is capable
of transcanaiﬁg such netural prejudices. It is, howesver, a deep

and unresolved question whether man can realistically hope to

trQnscend all such natural 'limitations' in his quest for knowledge.
To the extent that he cannot, it must remain an open question
whether we might be systematically blind to the potential value of
explanations which fail to satisfy our basic cognitive preferences.
For such explenations, for that very reason, may never be formulated
or tested by human beings. Sober, indeed, has suggested that it
might be unwarranted to believe that any cognising being must share
the kind of human ‘rationality evinced by refarence to the 'parochiel
feature(s) ‘of ‘our own #daﬁtivgpmachinqry' (Sober, p.117). And this
could well‘inélude the kind of heuristic constraints mentioned
above. Against this it may he says be held that some features
(such as the desire for simple hypotheses) naturally result from
demands of informational economy derivable from the broead
evolutionary bias towards cost-efficient and prompt processing of
_data. and hence will probably be shared by any evolved rationsl
being. . .But:this, of course, may only mean that there are soms
mistakes which any rational being is compelled to maka! §

It is the eseential primitiveness of the belief-basing and
selecting capacitiss implicated in scientific theory construction
which thereforse leads us to adopt the evolutionary epistemologist's

ettitude of critica) hypothetical reelism. Reference to the

selective history ef such basic capacities may explain why man's
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mind can make theories which work. But equally, reference to

the fallibility and opportunism of evolved strategies may explain
why ( és‘tha'history of science well attests) man tends to produce
theories which are locally adequate to restricted sets of data
rather than ones which are absolutely true. Ue probably do not
have (not yet, and maybe not sver) total access to all aspects

of reality, and the basic strategies we employ in the areas of
belief—formation and choice may, on occasion, mislead us, or
blind us to better options. If both our data base and the
cognitive orientation we bring to bear on it are to some degree
the contingent, imperfect and limited products of our peculiar
evolutionary history, then it is unlikely that anything we build
on them will have the absolute suthority of some uniguely true
Bnd;cogplata picture of the real world we live in.

.0'Hear's denial of the relevance .of evolutionary claims to
en asssssment of the status of achisved human knowledge (0'Hear
p.216),thug_loqka~to be undermined once we recognise the role of
basic observational capacities and, potentially at least, of
cognitive preferences, in theory construction and theory choice.
From this perspective esesrtions made by evolutionary epistemplogists
and -queried by opponents such as 0'Hear ook much more acceptable.
Such .assertions would include the thoughts thats

Scientific thought is not yet,.and presumably will. never be,.
-completely free from mqn’ag@nborn teaching mech;ni&ms-ﬂw
Wketits. 10 - ...
The: thought that;
Evolution has set bounds to the realisation of human power.
ibid. p. 10
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and the thought that;
(the evolutionary epistemologist's) knowledge of (the)
wﬁpld, even with instrumental augmentation, is partial
and liﬁited in ways analogous to the limitations of the
animal whose epistemology he studies,

Campbell p. 447

7.5 None of this, of courss, strictly follows from the observation

that our belief-basing and selecting capacities have their roots in
man's particular evolutionary background. It might be that by fortuitous
. genetic saltation man has svolved a brain capable of grasping the
whole truth about the universe, and capable of overcoming all ths
natural limitations of direct access to data and innate heuristic
.prefersnces which might otherwise prevent his knowledge reaching

this parfected zenith. If that were the case then the claims of Thing-
in-#tgelf,ngd Conceptual Scheme Realism would have to be dropped. Any
gaps,iq Qu::kpowlqﬂga,‘or divergences of conceptions of reality with
other.bé;ngs, would be at worst temporary inconvenisnces. Material
realism could still be preserved simply by observing that on our

best theory, the physical universe pre-dates the smergence of mind.

So even if we believe nothing in the universe can transcend our
ultimate powers to know it,’wa may stiil beligve in the mind-
‘indapandqncq‘ofﬁthgj universe.‘,Thi; poseibility, strangely, seems
_to elude Rasmqggen §nd Ravnkilde (recall 5.2 above) who seemed to
‘think that a belief in indepsndance could have no coqtgntk(at least
for thé anti;rgalist)‘axcapt as a baliefkin tha gxistancqrof
Amind;franscaﬁdanf aspects of reality. But, as Wright qbsafvas

(Wright (2) p.14), it must surely be incorrect to think that a
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belief in mind-indspendence requires a belief in the ineffable.
There is, I think, no reason to suppose that we may not locate
the substance of the disagreement between the ontological realist
and the idealist simply by allowing the realist to belisve in a
theory of the emergence of mind out of a self-subsistent reality

A

which the idealist cannot endorse.

A scientific realist of this radical nature who sees in

science a boundless enterprise of penstration to the noumenal

depths bf‘raality, may still accept the evolutionary account of
man's perceptual bias and limitation. But he will insist that
no similar account of gognjitive limitation and bies is in eny
way implied by the evolutionary picture. In this vein Leslie
Sﬁevenson has insisted (in correspondance) on a distinétion
between oo n |

our sense-organs (which are indead limlted in ways prasumably

datemined by evolution) and our concepts. ver ... That

our‘percéption is limited does not‘imply that our cohéaption
is sinilerly 1imited. | |
o L.Stevenson,

ISUcH én objectioﬁ is; hoﬁeﬁer, mi#guided. fof fﬁé’ifguﬁent‘
so far has not been slmply that limit-tions in perceptions imply
limitatione in concaptions so much as that the ranga and ncture
of our theoretical conceptions mey wall be limited and biased in
uays anélogoué’to those in which our perceptions are limited.

An av&lJéﬂifaédity'of réaéoh, sbvéﬁ; éuggestionléoés,’i;€$;;£éin1y
different to an evolved fac01£§<uf éenaé (i£ maywénable us to
transcend the imperfections of the sanaary faculty), but why should

ve believe it to he exampt from the coneideratians of fallibility

§
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and scope usunlly 88S0¢jated with t1e products of the selective
process? The pnu$ of Lroof must be on those who consider human
cognition to hg entirely free of tr~ qual biological and
evolutionary }imj tations to suggest how it could be so. To

doubt the evolyt; ONa&ry claims, it se=ems to me, must involve
disputing at lgast ONe of the follewings the notion that cognitive
structures arny sihject to natursl selection, or the notion that
human cognitive structures stand ir @ relation of phylogenetic
continuity to thc8e Oof lower animale or the thesis of materialism
itself - the ides that g11 our mentel structures depend on physical
ones. In the gbseNce Of any such concrete suggestion as to why
human thought js not limited and biased by the physical sub-stratums
of its existence I 8€e no reason to doubt the evolutionary
epistemologisttg notion that the world itself extends beyond

even its in prinr:iPle humanly accemsible contours, or to doubt

that even its gcr ©8siblg contours mre ineradically coloured by

the particular cr@nitivg organisation we bring to bear on them.

An alternative (it gomewhat puzzling) strategy for the Radical

Scientific Realist i® Lo accept thr force of the argument for
cognitive limjts but tu insist thal such limits are 'pro tempora'
and may yet bp tr@nscehded by the 118€ of the human intellect.
Thus Wuketits, w/i0 was garlier seen to accept the considerations
suggesting imperfection and bias in intellectual strategies goes
on to say that:

A new image of mar, implies man's view of his evolutionary

past which 18 8till present and not yst overcoms.
Wuketits p.22.
The implica!ion is that once we understand the 'evolutionary

past! we shal) owercome jt; it is thus that the goals of realism
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and objectivity in science are to be compatible with the pragmatic
fallibilistic implications of the nature ofvthe process which made
the brains we employ to do science. The primary task of evolutionary
epistemology, thus vieswed, is to achieve a proper view of objective
reality by subtracting any elements or strategies susceptible of
species-biased, contingent explanations rooted in man's evolutionary
heritage.

To attempt to do this is, I fear, to risk being left with
nothing. For it is by no means inconceivable that there are ng
Yabsolute truths! about the universe to be had; that all truth is
truth for a given type of being, having access to a given varisty
of data, within an intellectual framework adapted to a particular
set of needs and capacities. This thought (pursued in chepter 10
following) sugyests tuat the evolutionary spistemologist ought not
to see himself es polishing the mirror of nature so as to enable
it the better to reflect the absolute contours of reality. Rather,
he is refining our view of reality which, though velidated
pragmatically, is not to be held unique or privileged.

Clearly, howsver, there is something right about ths picture
of evolutionary epistemology 'ironing out the bugs! in some of
our cognitive strategies. Man can often recognise inbuilt cognitive
prejudices which are inappropriate in an extended theoreticel
context. They may then be absndoned, written off perhaps as a
residue of our evolutionary past which refuses to 'work reliably
in the "life~world" of modern man! (Wuketits 22). An example
given by Wuketits concerns feedback causality (reciprocal causal
interaction between elements in @ complex structure). This, he

esays, is a concept we need and now.employ but one which sits uneasily
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with 'the inborn expectation of lipear causality, the inborn
cause~effect notion'. The idea is that we explain our unease
with the new notion, and hence take a step towards overcoming
it, by referring the attractiveness of the linsar notion to
the simpler conditions which our basic cognitive predilections
were formed to deal with. Examples could be multiplied.
Einstein's resistance to guantum physics on the grounds of its
statistical nature may be seen (correctly or incorrectly) as a
result of cognitive prejudices more appropriete to the macroscopic
realm. Or (one which should appeal to the natural anti-realist),
classical logic might be seen as misguidedly importing principles
valid in & simple, concrete context into the entirely different
setting of a modern logic replete with abstract and infinitistic
claims. Classical dilemma, for instance, is surely a valid
principle when it is used with regard to cleims concerning physical
objects in the near vicinity. This speedy decision procedure for
primitive contexts may have become encoded in our brains. VYet it
may be (as the intuitionist believes) demonstrably inappropriate
in a wider, more theoretical context. The attraction of dilemme
is thus explained by its validity in a primitive context; but the
criticisms of it mey still stand.2> It is in this way thet an
evolutionary perspective may help us to explain why it is that,
as Dummett puts it:

There are certain errors of thought to which the human

mind seems naturally prone.

Dummett. RP in I0 p.374.
But to agree that an evelutionary perspective may help us to

understand some of our natural bias and thus aid us in transcending
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it is one thing. To believe it can allow us to polish the mirror
of nature to the extent of reflecting the uniqus and unvarnished
truth about everything is quite another. It is Rorty's fear that
such, indeed, is the project of esvolutionary epistemology (see
chapter 10). But this need not be the case. For one thing, if

our earlier observations concerning the role of some innate
weighting of prior probabilities and the potential limitations

of the observational base of sciesnce are correct, then the probings
of evolutionary epistemology will themselves be as limited and
biased as any. They may, like any probings, refine our world-view
and render it more useful to us. But they could not be expected
to elevate it to the rarified heights of a true metaphysical
realism. Similarly, although it is undeniable that science allous
us to prescind from the realm of phenomenal experiences (see e.g.
McGinn (3) p. 112 ) the resultant discontinuity bstween science
and perception cannot serve to underpin a full Radical Realism.

For the issue must then devolve upon the nature of the capacities
by which the perceptual is transcended. If scientific progress
(including criticism of man's perceptual and conceptual capacities)
is indeed bounded and biased by the somewhat contingent perspective
of human thought, then the goal of such endeavours will be the
improvement of a human picture of reality, and not the production
of a positionless one. We may polish the mirror without seeking,

in the reflection, the noumenal structure of the material world.

7.6 Let us turn our attention now to the anti-realist; what is
his attitude regarding the meaning of scientific statements?
The ssmantic anti-realist must believe, in some sense, that scientific

claims may not intelligibly outrun possible observational warrants
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for such claims. Such a demand must be carefully understood,
for on the face of it it may appoar to rule out too much.
Individual claims of quantum theory are, after all, far
removed froﬁ any obvious observational warrant. Thse demand,
properly understood, is not that svery scientific sentence
(e.g. 'there is a sixth kind of»quark') must have a particular
warrant in gross observation. That would be absurd. Rather,
it is the weaker demand that svery roughly delimited theory
should yield some claims in the form of observation statements
which we could, in principle, actually check. Thus where our
physical theory involves some abstract mathematical description
of reality the demand is that:
The justificetion for asserting that the structures thus
abstractly described concretely exist remains the power to
explain observable phenomena via the effects on one another
that (the posited uncbservable objects) have attributed to
them.
Dummett. PL in 70 p.213
This weaker demand fits nicely with a broadly Duhemian
view of the evidence for scientific claims. The view, that is,
that it is scientific theories as wholes which have observational
implications and thet individual sentences concerning the objects
and relations posited by such theories cannot be independently
conceived of as being true or false. Thus a theory which posits
unobservable objects will be falsifiable as a whole by virtue of
its observational implications. But individual sentences
containing its terms will not have individual warrants (outside

the context of the overall theory) in the observable realm, and
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so will not be independently verifiable or refutable,
Some of the objects and relations spoken of in a scientific

theory will thus be theoretical in the Dummetian sense in which:

A theoretical term is one on which a determinate semantics

has not been conferred in the sense that no general procsdure

has been provided for recognising anything as conclusively

establishing or as conclusively refuting individual sentences

containing that term.

Dummett SQ in JO p.40S5

From such thoughts we can construct an anti-realist critique
of a certain kind of scientific realism. For suppose somecne holds
that every scientific sentence either describes or fails to describe
the conditions which obtain in an independently existing realm.
This is the extension of ordinary semantic realism to the scientific
field. The anti-realist will predictably object. It is his belief
(argued at length in chapter one above) that we can conceive of a
sentence being true only by associating it with the recognisable
conditions which would lead us to assert it. Given the Duhemian
point, however, some individual scientific sentences cannot be
associated with recognisable conditions of truth or falsity.
Instead they function in an overall theory which has an associated
complex of observable implications which may be recognised as
obtaining or failing tu obtain. The semantic anti-realist is
thus under some pressure to adopt @ non-realistic attitude to at
least some parts of scientific theory (vitness Dummett's somewhat
gnomic remarks in the closing paragraph of CSP). For to the extent
that an individual scientific sentence describing e.g. the behaviour

of the sixth quark is not associated with its own independent
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observable conditions of truth or falsity, the anti-realist
is unable to conceive that it could be true. Instead, in

quasi—instrumantalisf fashion, he must conceive it as only

part of a picture which may, as & whole, find warrant in

the observable.

A note of caution, however. To say that some scientific
sentences are not now to be conceived as individually true
or false need not imply that they can pever be so conceived.
For they might cease to be properly theoretical if we gained
(augmented) observational access to the levels of reality
spoken of in the theories in which they occur. This would
occur if, for example, a quark-microscope were to be built.
The claim, then, is not that whet is presently a theoretical
sentence in a scientific theory could never be known to be
true of false, Rather, it is that it cennot be assumed to
be either true or false unless and until man gains observational
access to the sector of reality of which it speaks. Until
then, the sentence itself must, as we séid, be understood
as part of a picture which helps us explain what is presently
observable; e picture which, in the classic phrase, 'Saves

the phenomena'.
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7.7 UWe may now distinguish three possible attitudes to scisence

(I do not, of course, claim they are exhaustive) and ask which,

if any, is the proper attitude for the natural anti-realist.
Attitude 1. Radical Realism - Man has,perhaps by fortuitous
genetic saltation, been endowed with a brain which is capable
of revealing to us the entire  and ultimate nature of all
reality. Man is capable of completely transcending his basic
cognitive and perceptual abilities to achieve tﬁis centreless
view. A true scientific statement is one which describes
reality from.this position.
Attitude 2. Critical Internal Realism - Man has svolved a
brain which builds thecriss adequate to the accessible data.
Such theories, however, may not be conceived as affording
unique or privileged pictures of réality. Our access to data
may be limited and the kinds of theories we build will reflect
also the particular naturs of the human mind. A true scientific
statement is one which is adequate to any data we can ever
gather.
Attitude 3. Conceptual Relativism - Man has evolved a brain
which conceives reality in an entirsly human and capricious
manner. It makes no senss to assume that our science bears
any objective relation to an independent reality, Talk of
scientific theories as being true is misleading insofar as
it suggests any degree of objective validity.
Both the evolutionary epistemologist and the anti-realist

have reason to dispute Radicel Realism. Evoluticnary observations

concerning probable cognitive limitations and contingencies of

thought suggest that the avowed goal of attitude 1 is unrealistic
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and perhaps sven incoherent. And the meaning-theoretic
abservations of the anti-realist sungest that we may not

regard individual theoretical sentences as being trus or

false descriptions of thsory-independent reality, nor endorse
any conception of truth for whole theories which goes beyond

the idea of their being warranted in potentially available data.

It is the task of the natural anti-rsalist to combine thsse
observations (thus endorsing Critical Internal Realism) without
falling into the attitude of Conceptual Relativism. In giving up
Radical Realism the natural anti-realist must beware of allowing
a species-specific non-objective account of scientific knowledge
to rob him of his right to regard science as descriptive of the
common reality to which various beings are variously adapted. For
to lose this right is, as we saw earlier ( in 5.3 above) to lose
the right to do evolutionary epistemology at all.

One way to secure the position of Critical Internal Realism
is to adapt a conception of the scientific enterprise formulated by
Bas van Fraassen. Van Fraassen's idea is to regard science as aiming
at the production of theoriss which are gmpirically adeguate. An
empirically adequate theory is a theory which says only true things
about the realm of the observable and measurable (see van Fraassen
p.64). Generally speaking, of courss, a scientific theory will maks
claims which go beyond the rsalms of the presently observable and
measurable. A theory will thus have a model (a model is 'any
structure which satisfies the axioms of theory! (van Fraassen 43) )
which describes how the world is if e given interpratation of the
theory is correct. This description of how the world is will includse

various unchservable or theoretical elamants. It is van Fraasssen's



A.J.Clatk 148

claim that we do not need to think of such a model as being
literally true in order to believe the theory. In order to
believe the theory we need only to agree that the observational
sub-section of the theory affords & true description of ths
world as we find it. As van fFraassen puts it:

The adequacy of cee models does not require all their

slements to have counterparts in reality., They will be good

if they fit those phenomena to be saved.
van Fraassen p.135.

A theory is thus just a means of modelling appearances (ibid.51).
That is not to say, however, that two theories which are equally
successful at modelling appearances will be equally good for there
are the pragmatic virtues of simplicity, usefulness, relation to
human concerns etc. to take into account ss well. Appeal to such
pragmatic concerns explains why we may prefer one empirically
adequate theory over another (cf van Fraassen p.87 - 92).

Science, on this account, aims to produce theories which have
models which are true with regard to all the stretches of observable
(including measurable) reality in which they are interpreted. But
what is observable is, for van Fraassen, just the notion (endorsed

by the minimal anti-realist on page 21 above) of what the present

epistemic community could ever observe. Observability is therefore
obsarvability-in—principla and obgervability-to-us, It is, precisely,

what is observable in principle by us. Simply puts
X is observeble if there are circumstances which are such
that if X is present to us under those circumstances then

we observe it.

van Fraassen 16,
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Observation is thus tied to the present spistemic community
and science aims at a correct description of whatever is accessible
to that community, in the light of the interests of that communityza.
The limits of the range of phsnomena dealt with by science are
(neturally) the limits of the phenomena accessible to human
beings - and these may, without paradox,'include our limitations
themselves. Thus:

The human organism is, from the point of view of physics, a

certain kind of measuring apparatus. As such it has certain

inherent limitations - which will be described in detail in
the final physics and biology. It is these limitations to
which the 'able! in 'observable! refers - our limitations
qua human beings.

van Fraassen 17,

Van Fraassen's account sits comfortably with our sarlier
observations. Human science will inherit, and may even recogniss,
the limitations of the beings which do science. It is thus that
an iﬂternal'concapt of the transcendent is generated; a concept
which acknowladges, on the basis of accessible evidence, the
possibility of aspects of reality beyond our scientific reach.
Human science, thus conceived, is not trained on absolute truth.
What it reveals is, rather, something which is probably at least
partially true of material reality, revealed in a fashion which
reflects alsc the real nature of the human cognitive apparatus.

Combining these attitudes to science with the evolutionary
perspective on our basic observational powers derivad from the
Appropriatensss argument yields & defence of criticeal internal

realism, For the observational sub-section of a good model will
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thus answer, in part, to the basic observational powsrs which we
believe to have been moulded to copé with the independent reality
in which we compete. Thus our scientific models, insofar as they
answer to the phenomena, are not to be disconnacted from thé real
nature of ths world. But the models we choose to accept may not
be the only models which could account for the same appesarances
and they may not be the models which would be chosen by some other
race with either different kinds of interssts (hence choesing models
on the pragmatic basis of alternative heuristics) or access to
different kinds of observational data (hence having criteria of
empirical adequacy different to our own).

The conception of science as modelling the accessible phenomena
is thus perfectly compatible with a degree of realism concerning the
relation of such models to material reality. Thsy work because they
are constrained, in their observational sub-sections, by the
ontological order by which man's own capacities of observation
were mouidad. We conceive of our thesories as reflecting that
ontological order. But we recognise the limits of our observational
powers and the contingencies of our human interssts. 5o we conceive
the reflection as incomplete, non-unique and somswhat perspectival.
Our theories will bring out particular features of a rsal-world
phenomenon. But what features and tp what extent will depend
(a) on what information we have at our disposal and (b) on the
particular needs and interests which the theory is designed to
serve. These .two features correspond satisfactorily to the
contingency of the range of real-world phenomena to which man
hes direct obaervetional access and to the particular kind of

interest which man's needs and the nature of the human brain allou
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him to have regarding the accessible realm,

In treating science as aiming not at the 'discovery of
truth concerning the unobservable' but at the construction of
models 'adequate to the phenomena! (van Fraassen 5) the constructive
empiricist (as van Fraassen calls himself) proves an ideal mate
for the anti-realist. For recall the anti-realist!s qualms (7.6
above) concerning our grasp of truth for highly theoretical sentences.
Such sentences, involving claims about unobservables, need not now
be conceived as being true at all. Rather, in believing the theory
as a whole we believe only that what it says about the observable
is true. Our understending of highly theoretical sentences thus
need involve no more than our graesping how the entities and
relations they postulate serve to aid us in the explanation of
the phenomsna the theory seeks to 'save’.

In the light of this discussion we may close the present
chapter with an informal description of the proposed relation
between scientific knowledge and material reality given in terms
of a special relation of tolerance. Thus suppose we mean by P
some set of basic cognitive strategies and sensory modalities
possessed by a creature of a given biologicel constitution Q in
some anvironmental niche S. Then we may call ths set P tolsrated
by material reality if

P provides a Q-type being with a phenomenal picture of S, and

a sot of reactions and similarity spacings with regard to

that picture of S, such that Q-type beings are snabled to

act in a manner conducive to survival in S,
and we may call e scientific theory or world-view P! maximally

tolsrated by material reality if



A.J.Clark 152

P! is a theory of material reality which has a model

able successfully to account for all the observabple

phenomena.

P' may thus be conceived as an ideal scientific theory for Q-type
beings. Such a theory is related to the material reality it
explains by the original tolsrance relation obtaining betwaen

P and the environment. The justification for calling P' a theory
of thes real world thus rests squarely on ths evolutionary
jUstification for taking P to be causally moulded by the world
with which it coped.

A true scientific theory is thus identified with one that is
maximally tolsrated by the observeble realm. And there will, of
course, be an infinite gradation of tolerances between the minimal
(accounting for only a small number of phenomena) and the maximal
(accounting for 8ll the phenomena). No maximally tolerated theory
has yet been found, End perhaps none ever will be. But the crucigl
point is this; even if one were found, still the reflexivity of the
formulation of the tolerance relation (its relativisation to human
and contingent capacities) would rob it of any claim to be the ons
unique metaphysical truth fated to be agreed by all rational beings.

The intelligible goel of science, we may now sey, is not the
one true description of the world-in-itself but the production of
more and more highly tolerated models of the world we find around
us. And a theory is, ultimately, nothing more or less than a
useful arrengement of information. Just what arrangements of
information we find useful will depend on our human needs and
capacities and the particular cognitive orientetion we happen

to possess.
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The sirong conclusion to draw from the picture of science
as aiming at tolerated models and useful theories would be that
even at the ideal limit of human enquiry there might be a plethora
of available theories all of which have models which are
observationally and heuristically adaquate. (Such a conclusion
is endorsed by Putnam (1) p.1 - 25.) For our purposes, however,
something weaker will do. We may conclude simply that the ons final
theory (if one is all thers is) at the ideal limit of human
scientific enquiry is still not the only possible !correct!
representation of reality even if relative to our cognitive
constraints and observational access there are no visible alter-
natives. In other words, given the natural possibility of alter-
native life-styles, needs, capacities and cognitive structures it
makes no sense to identify our ideal scientific account of reality
with the ultimate nature of the world-in-itself. Just because we
do not regard our theories as unigue or necessary, howsver, does
not mean we may not regard them as valid representations, in the
light of our interests and structure, of the available information.
It is this combination of cosmic contingsency and limited objective
validity which allows ths svolutionary theorist his scientific
account of the common adaptive environment while admitting the
cognitive bias and limitations implied for man by the adaptive
account itself.

We may sum up the present chapter by remarking (1) that the
natural enti-realist has, it seems, some convincing grounds for
belisving that his account of cognitive limitation and bias applies
even to the realm of scientific enquiry, (2) that he may therefore

accept the conceptions of the transcendent enshrined in the theses
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of Conceptual Scheme and Thing-in-itself Realism and (3) that

by adopting an account of science as aiming to produce tolerated
models of an indspsndent reality hs can ensure that the constraints
of cognitive limitation and bias fall short of undermining our

faith in the scientific foundations of evolutionary theory itself.
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8. The Return of the Transcendental Object?

8.1 The epistemology and metaphysics of the natural anti-realist
may now appear to be assuming a familiar, and familiarly
discomforting, shape. For we seem to be witnessing & recognisably
Kantian dislocation of Appearances from transcendsntal reality or
the world-in-itsslf. On the one side we have rational beings and
their possibly various phanomenal images and scientific theories.
On the other side, ever elusive bshind the veil, we have the
metasrial rsality with which the phenomenal image copes and which
science may adequatsly model. How far, then, has the natural
anti-realist now committed himself to recapitulating the much

criticised Kantian divide?

8.2 Kant's use of the notion of the world-in-itsslf has baen
frequently criticised as at best ambiguous and at worst
demonstrably inconsistent. On the ones hand Kant clearly believed
that the notion of the world-in-itself was both a logically
consistent ons and an inevitable conceptual construct of human
thought about reality. To conceive of the experienced rsality
of a human subject as Appearance is, he felt, necessarily to
conceive of something that eppesars, But since all that is given
to experience is necessarily given in the mind-involving terms
of gesneral human modes of perception snd thought (viz.the Modes of Sense
£ pL*_catagories) it follows that of that something that appéars'

nothing can be known. Thus we read that

A1l our representations are, it is true, referred by the

understanding to some objects; and since appearances are

nothing but representations, the understanding refers them
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to a something, as the object of sensible intuition. But
this something thus conceived is only the transcendental
cbject; and by that is meant a something = X of which we
know, and with the present constitution of our understanding
can know, nothing whatsocever .......... (A 250).
On the other hand, however, Kant believed that all knowledge
had to be of Appearances alone. It thus had to relate to what
could be given in experience. If it did not so relate it could
be nothing for us. Thus, in anti-realistically familiar vein,
Kant writes:
We demand in every concept, first, the logical form of a
concept (of thought) in general and secondly, the possibility

of giving it an object to which it may be applied. (A 239).

Or;
| We therefore demand that a bare concept be made sensible,
that is, that an object corresponding to it be presented
in Intuition. Otherwise the concept would, as we say, be
without gense, that is, without meaning. (A 240).
Or againg

The understanding can never trenscend those limits of
sensibility within which alone objects can be given to
us. (A 247).
In such passages Kant may be seen to sndorse somathing
very like the anti-realist!s demand of conservative extension
or harmony i.e. the demand that nothing be assertible indirectly
which is not (in principle at least) assertible directly by a
buman agent ( see 1.2 p.15). Further evidence of such a

tendency may be found at B 195, A 226 ('the existence of the
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thing (is) bound up with our perceptions in a possible
experience') and B 724, Kant's empirical realism may thus
be plausibly interpreted to involve a kind of semantic
anti-realism27. This general area of Kant'!s thought (the
insistence that all meaningful use of concepts must relate
to conditions of application in a possible human experience)
has been termed Kant's principle of significance (Strawson p.16).
Given this principle of significance, however, the meaningfulness
of the very idea of the world-in-itself is put in jeopardy. The
difficulty is simply how to Justify, in the light of this anti-
realistic strain of thought, the assertion that things-in-
themselves are nothing for us instead of the assertion that
they are nothing at all. |
One way to describe the problem is to focus on the constructive
interpretation of existential quantification which is a feature of
Kant's empirical realism/semanfic anti-realism. For Kant's problem,
on the surface, is very like that which the natural anti-realist
faced in chapter 5. Thus Kant affirms that he intends existential
quantification to bs undesrstood constructively by saying that:
Existence ... has ... to do only with the question of
whether such a thing be so given us that the perception of

it can, if need be, precede the concept.

B. 272
Yet he believes also that the thing-in-itself cannot be given in
perception since it is precisely the notion of a thing which is
'not to be thought as object of the senses! (B 310). Since we
therefore cennot sven assert that there is & world-in-itself we

must ask what laegitimete role the concept cen play. Consistency
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with the principle of significance now seems to demand that
we drop the notion of the thing-in-itself altogether.

Kant did not want to lose the notion of the world-in-itself.
The idea of a noumenal reelity was essential to his moral
doctrines (see e.g. the discussion of freedom at B xxviii).
What's more he ssemed, at times, to beliesve that eppearances
must be somehow conditioned by the nature of noumenal reality
even though we can have no idea of how this occurs or in what
respects it may be so. There is the suggestion of such a vieu
at A19 where Kant speaks as if the transcendental object affects
the mind (the faculty of represantation) to cause sensation.
The same thought seems to be bshind his rgferances(e.g. A380)
to the transcendental object as being the ground of appearances.
It surfaces also at A104 where, following a discussion of the
transcendental object as an unknown factor X he adds that 'the
object is viewed as that which prevents our modes of knowledge
from being haphazard or arbitrary'. At least one recent
commentator has therefore taken the view that:

The transcendental cbjsct expresses the element in axpgriance

which makes it compulsory end non-arbitrary. ... It is the

slement of control in all our experience.

Findlay 27.
Yet it is by no means clear that Kant has any right to such a
conception of control. For Kant insists upon our totel and
unavoidable ignorance of either the nature or the machenisms
of any reletion which may obtain between the phenomenal and the
noumenal. In this vein he assgrts that:

We are unable to comprehend how ... noumena cen be and
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the domain that lies out beyond the sphere of appearances

is for us empty. A 255,

The problem remains; why to say that what lies outside
appearances is 'for us empty! and not just empty full stop.
As Strawson nicely puts it, are these not things of which we
can comprehend the impossibility rather than things whose

possibility we cannot comprehend? (Strawson 265.)

8.3 Some philosophers, howsver, would deny that Kant wanted
suchia notion of control at all. Thus Bird, for example, argues
that Kant was explicitly hostile to the doctrine which he (Bird)
terms noumenalism ~ the idea that noumena affect us and cause
outer appearances (Bird, pp.20 - 35). On Bird's view, Kant can
be seen to deny that such a theory could amount to an acceptable
account of perception. The !physical influence'! theory of A390,
Bird tells us, is acceptable to Kant only if it is taken, like
the empiricai theories of A386, A387, as a scientific account
operating g;&hig the realm of appearances (Bird 34). Conversely,
although we may speak 'as if noumena could be regarded as causes
of our perceptions' this cannot be a genuine theory since no
evidence for it can be given in our experience. Instead, the
idea of noumena is to be the idea of & logicael possibility alone.
And this, Kant tells us, is 'very far from being sufficient for
real possibility! (B302). 1In order for the control theory to
count as a genuine option ( a description of a real possibility,
as we may now say) would require, in addition, 'the possibility
of giving it an object to which it may be applied' (A239).

Which is precisely what the reference to noumena involved

precludes us from doing.
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If there is any way for Kant to avoid the Strawson-type
objections cited above it probably involves the mobilisation
of this apparatus. For we now have a distinction between
(a) grasping the real possibility of a concept and (b) grasping
its mere possibility i.e. grasping that it involves no logicel
contradiction and that it is therefore at leasst not impossible
that the conditions it attempts to describe should obtain.
In the light of this distinction, and given the Kantian usage
of the idea of noumena, we may argue (despite misleading
passages such as A240 quoted earlier) that the principle of
significence is best seen not as describing what is involved
in grasping the meaning of a claim per se but rather what is
involved in grasping the meaning of e claim that such and such
a8 state of affairs is really possible. This is what we cannot grasp
regarding the claims about noumena. And this why Kant can
consistently conclude not that there are no noumena, but rather
that:

It is ... an open gquestion whether the notion of a

noumsnon be not & mere form of a concept.

Kant A253,

The point is that it is only the mers form of the concept
that Kant needs. As long as we cen think objects as thinge-in-
themselves Kant's moral and metaphysical ends are secured. The
fact that we cannot know them as such ( = grasp the real
possibility that thepe are ngumena) need not, it seems, rob the
claim of all sense for us (B xxvi). Unless, of course, we sesk
to espouse a control-theory as a description of & real poasibility.

Instead, Kant has made room for faith in an extra-phenomenal reelity.
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And this manosuvre can succeed as long as we can grasp the
mesaning of the claim that such a reality is at least barely
possible, even if it is not really possible as far as our
knowledge goes. It is thus that the idea of & noumsnon is to
be a 'merely limiting concept' aimed at curbing 'the pretensions
of sensibility! (B311). The illegitimate, positive sense of
noumenon. is, if we are right, the idea of the concept as
descriptive of a real possibility; this idea, Kant tells us,
is one we cannot begin to comprehend (B307).

Whether these manosuvres are successful in reconciling the
notion of the world-in-iteelf with the principle of significence
I do not know. Findlay thinks they are, and that the Kantian
transcendentals are not the 'mers surds' which some (e.g.Strawson)
take them to be. He views with horror Strawson's surgical removal
of the trenscendental organs (Findlay 377) and believes they ere,
on the contrary, essential to the profoundest elements of Kent's
thought. The important point, for our purposes, is that if Kant
has a consistent account at all, it looks likely to depend on |
the distinction betwesn real and bare possibility just ocutlined.

But this distinction is one to which the anti-realist is not

entitlsd. For the anti-realist, all grasp af meaning comes down

to a grasp of conditions of warranted assertability. And the
warrants ere necessarily such as could, in principle, be given

in exparience. There is simply no rocom in such a system for any kind
of 'minimal! or 'mere! grasp of a proposition of the kind which Kant
felt we could have in terms of our appreciation of jts bare
possibility i.e. the fact that it contains no logical contradiction.

In other words, for the anti-realist all possibility is real
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possibility. For to understand what some claim of the form

'possibly P! means is in part to grasp the conditions which,

were they to obtasin, we could recognise as warranting the
assertion of P (recall chapter 1). UWhich is, in turn,
sufficient (in Kant's terminology) for the real possibility
of P ( see B303 ).

The Kantian idea of the world-in-itself is, it esesems,
crucially ill-adapted to survive in the environment of real
possibility where the anti-realist would have to locate it.

For the anti-realist semantics, if it is a semantics of real
possibility alone, can lsave no room for the manoeuvrss which
may insulate Kant from Strawson-type criticisms. In the absence
of such manoesuvres the world-in~itself becomes, as Strauwson
argues, an idea of which we can comprehend the impossibility
rather than one whose possibility ( = real possibility) we cannot
comprshend. If, then, the natural anti-realist is nevertheless
truly committed to a Kantian metaphysical divide, his situation
looks blesk. Can the espparent commitment be avoided, or must

our hero fall foul of the traditional objections sketched above?

8.4 The evolutionary epistemologist, building on the account of
science developed in chapter 7, might adopt either one of two
'metaphysical' stances. But only the sscond of these, I shall
suggest, is open to the evolutionary theorist who is draun also
to an anti-realist sccount of meaning. This second option avoids
the difficulties associated with the Kantian conception of the
world-in-itself.

The first option is the wholesale acceptance of the
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indescribable transcendsntal object. That there is a tendency
in evolutionary epistemology towards such an acceptance is
undeniable. Thus 0'Hear suggests that for the evolutionary
epistemologist:

the world remains elusively and forever behind our

representations of it and our methods of arriving

at them, whether they are simple observations or

more sophisticated theories.

0'Hear p.209.

This return of the transcendental object is, he conjectures,
motivated by the observations concerning fallibility and scope
and by the denial that the individuesl is ever a passive rsceiver
of information as opposed to an active and biased interpreter
of eignals from the unknown outside.

It is easy to see how our own account, as detailed in
chapter 7, could be taken in some such way. Thus it would be
asked, relative to all the potentielly various models of reality
which man or other rational beings might construct, what it is
that they ere all models of. They are, we said, models of
indepsndent material reality constructed in accordance with
the needs, proclivities and cepacities of the beings who opsrate
with them. But material reality, then, must surely take on the
aspact of the Kantian world-in-itself looming bghind all the
various systems. Option (1), then, relates all the theories of
science and the images of sense to one (indescribable) world-in-
itself. It holds that there obtains a causal connection, or (in
the case of written theory) a reference relation between our

representations and some unspecifisble reality. All representations
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(scientific and common-senes) thus stand on one side of the‘
great divide, with transcendental reality on the far noumenal
bank.

There is, however, & second option, which is to retain
the notion of multiple valid models and images of reality
whilst rejecting all play with the idea of an indescribable
single way the world is beyond all these descriptions. Care
must be taken, for the evolutionary epistemologist does, of
course, believe in one common reality. The suggestion is not
that we deny this belief, but that ws refuse to allow that
common reality to become an indescribable world-in-itself.
Rather, we should say it is our reality (the reality shouwn
in our phenomenal image and in our scientific theories) which,
however, we apprehend only incompletely and in terms of our
particular sensory and intéllectual apparatus. The difference
is somewhat subtle, but important. On this alternative account
the distinction betwesn the world and the world as we (or some
other being) know it is one which gets drawn entirely on the
eide of Kant's Appearances. For the content of the claims of
fallibility and bias is given, we sew (chapter 6) , purely in
terms of the accessibls, internal evidsnce. So it is given in
experience. So the distinction, for us, partakes of real
possibility and is not mersly (as Kant's seems to be) a matter
of the consistesncy of the claim that our Appearances may not:
be mirrors of some ultimate noumenal reality. Kant, by showing
that the supposition of a noumenal realm did not imply any
self-contradiction of the form P and - P, secured all he thought
he needed; room'for faith in extra-phenomenal facts. His distinction

is thus a transcendental one and not an empirical one.
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The svolutionary epistemologist, by contrast, is clearly
concerned with an empirical distinction which he believes
thrust upon him by his studies of lower animals and his thsory
of the selective background of cognitive processes in general.
Option one,by elevating this distinction into a transcendental
claim, makes the mistake of ignoring the basis of the claim in
what is actually given in human experience. We could not expect
a properly transcendental claim to be so based, and this gives
us the clue that there is something amiss with the first option.
Option two sesks to avoid the metaphysicel extravagance
and methodological oddity of postulating an indescribable
wvorld-in-itself. It holds instead that the world which is
modelled can be described after all; indeed, describing it is
Just what the model does. It is just that we are not to believs
either that our phenomenal images or scientific models are likely
to constitute the only possible means of effective description,or
that the descripticns they yield will be complete, unbiased and
totally accurate. In this way the transcendental divide is |
replaced with an empirical one. The world to vhich the various
models, or images, relate is not some unspecifiable noumenal
realm. It is rather gur world; the world non-uniquely and incompletely
described in our models and iﬁagea.{ It is our world which is
poteniially transcendent and whose potential transcendence is
internally recognised by the natural anti-realist. We can sustain
no conception of any of its transcendent aspects, to be sure, but
in recognising the possibility of such aspects we are not inviting
a Kantian notion of the world-in-itself. The world we describe is
the very world which other beings might describe in ntﬁer ways, and

to various extents.
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8.5 0One of the attractive aspects of such a story is that it
gives due weight to the appropriateness argument which links our
known world to the world in which we actually live. Kant's
transcendenteal divide is thus seen to be spanned by an empiricel
bridge. This bridge allows us to claim that our images and
models are causally related to the world of which they are
images and models. The natural anti-realist does not, it seems,
have to face the probably insurmountable difficulty of giving an
account of the essertability conditions of the claim that there
is a noumenal reality which stends in no knowable reletion to the
world of experience. Instead, he may deny the Kantian thought

that the world of Appsarances stands in no knowable logical

relation at all to the world-in-itself and ineist that Appearances
are knowingly related to the mature of the world-in-itself but
with the provisos (i) that the relation is not unigue or
metaphysically privileged and (ii) that Appearances (including

the scientific) are always a joint function of our human nature

and the nature of the world-in-itself. The natural anti-realist
thus countenances (what Kant does not) & knowable bridge linking
Appearances to the world-in-itself. But the bridge is just one
of many possible bridges, and our interests and capacities are
essentially represented in its construction.

The natural anti-realist is. we mey say, entitled to
precisely that notion of control which Kent was not. For
by seeing our knowledge (where it is a priori) and our sensory
and intellectual means of acquiring knowledge as a product of
interaction with the world in which we live, he is able to take

on board the thought that our ideas of the world are at least
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indirectly regulated by the material reality with which they
have to cope. Even & priori concepts (if we believe there are
any) may be reformed as basic cognitive strategies a priori to

the individual but a posteriori in the species. Kant's worry

‘.

that:
If intuition must conform to the constitution of the
objects, I do not see how we could know anything of
the latter e priori. B xvii
is therefore resolvedze. A logical link between concepts and
material reality may be preserved even when these concepts (or
forms of concepts) are such as appear to be knoun a priori.
Kant could not imegine such & species a posteriori link and
so was forced to divorce entirely the world as given under such
basic concepts (the world of Appearances) from the world-in-itself.
Perhaps the best way to show the difference between the
Kantian conception of the world-in-itself and the natural
anti-realist's idea of material reality is to note, finally,that
the latter but not the former can be known to be ontologically 7
real. Kant's idea, we saw, is essentislly the idea of a ﬁara
logical pussibnity (8307). But where Kant therefore says of
the transcendental object that:
We are completely ignorant whether it is to be met with
in us or outside us, whether it would be at once removed
with the cessation of sensibility, or whether in the
absence of sensibility it would still remain. B345.
The natural anti-realist is in no doubt. Material Reality, unlike
Kant's world-ih—itself, is known to be ontologically priér to

minds. Indeed, if is known to be en essential slement in the
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production of minds. As such there can be no doubt that it

would continue to exist in the absence of sensibility.

8.6 In the abssnce of any.commitment to the Kantian transcend-
ental object, our sarlier use of the term 'Thing-in-itself
Realism' can now be seen as, if not mistaken, at least potentially
misleading, The claim(5.4 p107)was that there may be expected

to be facets of reality to which we have, sven in principls, no
access. This was asserted alongside a conceptual scheme realism
which recognised (among other things) that other beings ﬁight have
access to some of these faecets and thus grasp what are for us
transcendent facts. It is clear from the discussion of 8.4 that
the world about which such beings may knﬁw is still our world.
Clear too that it is the world we model  which may transcend the
details which our models can display. As such the terminology

of Thing-in-itself Realism, with its overtones of & Kantian
transcendental distinction, cen be seen to be inappropriate.

R new term ' T-Material Realism' may now be introduced to capture
the sense of the old claims. Thus we take the original thesis of
Material Realism ('the meterial world exists in full independence
of human capecities toc acquire knowledge of its nature') and add
to it the thought that the full nature of this material reality
need not be uniquely or completely described by man's potential
investigations into it. This strengthens the claim for it rules
out the idea that the world, though independent of man's cepacities
to know it, is nonetheless necesserily knowable in full and unique
detail by the exercise of these capacities. The !'T' thus sﬁands

for 'Potentially transcendent' and signals our recognition of
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the constraints which the fallibility/scope argument seems to
place on humaﬁ knowledge and theorising.

To sum up, then, we have denied the accusation that the
account of science as modelling material reality invites the
unwelcome return of the transcendental object. We have argued,
in effect, that from within e given, highly tolerated model S
it is sensible to regard other possible alternative models
P, Q, R as models of the reality described by S. Similarly,
within P, it would be right to sese S, Q, R, as models of the
reality described by P. UWhat makes no sense is to seek after
a standpoint from within no model at all and to ask what
transcendental reality is modelled by P, Q, R, 5n1 TR T
One nice consequence of this analysis is that we can allow
the possibility of alien epistemologists (perhaps sven alien
evolutionary epistemologists) working euccessfully with a
different model of the !'common reality'! to our own! Such
epistemologists may even diagnose man's models as a natural
and explicable outcome of our own biological nature as it
appears to their science. We, of course, might do.the same for
them! Each scientific model would therefore be sufficisntly
powerful to embrace the working of the other, though they may
each be based on different intellectual strategies and basic
forms of access to data.

So far, then, we have argued that the netural anti-realist
is not to be committed to any conception of the transcendental
object of the kind which led Kant to postulate an inaccessible
world-in-itself. The concepts of the transcendent embedded in

T-Material Realism and Conceptual Scheme Realism are all to be
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located on the empirical side of the classical Kantian dichotomy.
It remains to consider one further ‘concept of the transcendent!
derivable from the naturalised analyéis. This concept (which is

again an empirical one in the Kantian sense) depends on the

contingency of man's direct recognitional access to the conditions

which meke som2 statements true. It is the quarry of chapter 9

following.
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9. 0On Blind Men and Martians; an anti-realist's guide to the

galaxy.

9.9 There remains a third and final concept of the transcendent
to be draun from the natural anti-realist's perspective on language
and mind. This third dimension of transcendence (the !phsnomenal
relativism' of 5.4 p. 107 above) is quite independent of the other
two. It flouws solely from the contingency of human direct recog-
nitional capacities implied by the evolutionary account of their
genesis given in chapter 3. In recognising this contingency the
natural anti-realist recognises also the possibility that there
could be other language-using beings whose words are (at times)
geared to direct recognitional capacities other than our own.

Such beings, I shall argue, could make assertions which we can
know to bg meaningful yet which involve concepts whose full

meaning necessarily transcends our semantic grasp.

9.2 The goal, to be clear. is therefore not to provide, by the
imaginative appeal to other investigative capacities than our own,
any sense of verification~transcendent truth for the sentences of
our own language. Such a project would be doomed from the stert.
Rather, it is to securs the possibility that some sentences in an
alien language, L2, might sustain meanings which are associeted
with truth-conditions which, though non-transcendent for the users

of L2, can be known to be trenscendent from the point of view of

the users of some home languags, L1.
The former project, but not the latter, is doomed by the

obvious inability of the imeginative act itself to secure any

extra intelligible content for our sentences in the face of the
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classic anti-realist challenges of acquisition and manifestation.
These challenges suggest that we show khat we know the meaning
of a sentance only by our ability to use it correctly. That ability
can be judged only relative to the accessible circumstances of our
employment of the seniencse. So we can have no reason to credit
ourselves with knowledge of the mesaning of any sentence insofar as
that meaning is supposed to relate to some transcendent state of
affairs. Such knowledgs of trenscendent meaning is as incommunicable
as it is, for the same reason, unacquirable. For all we can be
taught is to correlate meaning with accessible stetes of effairs.
Such, then, is & potted version of the 'argument for semantic
anti-realism! given in 1.2 p.11. Reflection on such an argument
ought to reveal immediately the entirely spurious nature of any
conception of transcendent msaning based on the appeal to other,
better endowed, creatures. For to suggest that we may acguire
such a8 conception by reflecting on the possible kﬁowledge of such
beings is to confuse
1. Acguiring & notion of verification transcendent truth
* for the sentences of our language,
with - |
2. Acquiring the notion that there may be some contingent

limits on what can be expressed and what meanings can be

sustained by the sentences of our language as understood

by the community st large.
To think that (2) impliee (1) is to ignore the force of the
acquisition prong of the snti-realist's challenge entirely. For we
lack any account of how mere reflection on the possibility that

there are contingent limite on what is accessible to us (1imits
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which may not apply to some other being) could help us to grasp
the meaning of some sentence in default of any way of cerrelating
that 'meaning'! with circumstances which impinge on the consciousness
of the learner. The natural anti-realist endorses (2) but not (1).
He allows, on empiricist principles, no conception of verification-
transcendent truth-conditions as involved in the meaning of any
sentences we understand. But he recognisss that what we can understand
may be limited by the particular range of recognitional capacities
common to the human race. From the latter flows the intelligibility
of the (non-transcendent) concept of the transcendent toiled for
in chapter 6 above.

The essential point then is that we may conceive that our

present powers could be extended or that some other being might

enjoy different capacities to our own without conceiving the

meaning of our present utterances to be such that their truth

be recognisable only by the employment of such extended capacities.
Any attempts to donate meaning to our present utterances by the
imaginative extension or alteration of our present capacities to
recognise assertion-warranting circumstances falls foul of precisely
the same arguments as does a fully fledged semantic realism.

Dummett recognises this fact in the 1972 postscript to 'Truth' in

which he writes that:

The fundamental difference between the anti-realist and the
realist lies in this; that ..., the anti-realist interprets
'capable of being known' to mean 'capable of being known by
us' whereas the realist interprets it to mean 'capable of
being known by some hypothetical being whoga,intellectuel

capacities and powers of observation may exceed our own?!,
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The realist holds that we give sense to those sentences

of our language which are not effectively decidable by
appealing tacitly to means of determining their truth-values
which we do not ourselves possess. ... The anti-realist
holds that such & conception is quite spurious, an illusion

of meaning, and that the only meaning we can confer on our

sentences must relate to those means of determining their

truth-values which we actuslly possess.

Dummett. T in JO 24. (My stress).
Kant, tod, regards our grasp of meaning as unaffected by any
imaginary extensions or alterations we may make to our ordinary
range of perceptual and intellectual capacities. He writes,
concerning the notion of sensible intuitions unlike our own that:

This extension of concepts beyond our sensible intuition

is of no advantage to us ... only our sensible and

empirical intuition can give to them (i.e. our judgments)

body and meaning.
Kant. 'B149.
In the terminology of chaptef 8, imagination alons cannot extend
the bounds of our grasp of resl possibility, which remains always
tied to what can be given to us in actuel experience.

For all these reasons, then, the mers 1699 that other beings
might enjoy assertion-verifying cspacities other than our own must
be rejected as a semantically significant factor in our ouwn grasp
of the meanings of our sentences. Such reflections, however, do
nothing to undermine the alternative possibility mentioned above
viz. that the sentences of some alien language L2 mey have meanings
associated with direct racognitional capacities shared by most

users of L2 but lacked by all native usere of L,. The thought that
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such a situation could obtain is surely e natural one. If the
evolutionary explanation of our sharsd direct recognitional
capacities given in terms of common evolved quality spacings

and sansory.mechanisms (chapter 3) is accepted it esems obvious
that other beings, with other partially random evolutionary
histories and initially adapted to different kinds of
snvironmental niche, might evolve different quelity spacings

and sensory mechanisms to our own. They might be able to
distinguish smells we cannot, or be unable to distinguish
colours we can. They may use sensory modalities we do not

even possess. Their capacities of direct recognition, then,
could easily be wildly different from our own. All this, I
"think, is obvious. But the implications of such obvious natural
facts for the anti-realist?s analysis of meaning seem never to
have been properly thought through. For this contingency of
capacities of direct recognition stands in some tension with the
claim often attributed to the anti-realist, that we cen have no
conception of evidence- or verification-transcendent truth (see,
for example, Devitt p.77). I propose, therefore, to consider
various imagined cases in which the faculty of unmediated recognition
possessed by ‘2 speaker is not, as & matter of fact, one shared by
the meaning theorist. This situation, as we shall ese, provides
the anti-reelist with some unusual puzzles and generstes the third

end final internal concept of the transcendent mentioned above.

9.3 Let us suppose (case one) some being is capable of colour
discriminetions beyond our unaided reach. Ue would encounter

initiel difficulties in trenslating some of his utterances.
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When he says 'X is 8' and 'Y is not 8' we might be unable to spot
the relevant differsnce betwesn the two cases. If we are to
trenslate what he says as & true claim that 8 of X we must find
some way of making the discrimination of 8 intelligible to us.
One way would be by the scientific measurement of wavelengths
of light reflecting off objects said to be 8. In that case,
assuming we find a distinctive wavelength to correlate with 8,
we maybclaim mediate access to the truth-conditions of the claim
that X is 8. So it may seem we have no cause to concede that
there are true claims in the alien language L2 with truth-conditions
which are verification-transcendent toc users of L.

We are tempted to say, in the above case, that we now know,
thanks to the endeavours of the scientific epistemologist, what
the aliens mean by 'X is 8'. Ffor we know when 'X is 8' is correctly
assertible and when it is not. Let us, for the present, leavs this
optimism untarnished. Certainly, there seems to be no ultimate
difficulty in essigﬁing some non-transcendent content (in L1) to
the words of suzh beings once we have isolated (if only by scientific
means) the features of public reality upon which some initially
problematic description in their lenéuage fixes. It is just that
if the aliens are able to recognise, without scientific augmentation,
some colour 8. which exceeds our own basic visual range then their
sensitivity to 8 is an important fact which we will need to take
into account if we are to translate successfully that sector of
their language. We have to know what they can see bsfore we can
begin to decide what they mean. And this is & matter for scientific
investigation. The complication is not new. Karl von Frischzg

noted that before signs and signals to which & common bee responds
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can be interpreted, it is necessary to form an opinion (on
scientific grounds) of what a bes can and cannot see. (They
cannot, for example, distinguish blue or red from grey.)

One interesting point which already emerges from the
consideration of such cases concerns the relative power relations
of the semantic theorist and the epistemologist as discussed
in 4.4 above. The notion that the epistemologist has no direct
task to perform in the analysis of meaning (see e.g. p.82) can
now be seen to be valid only if the community whose language is
to be interpreted is e human one. In the case of a non-human
community we have no reason to assume (as we do for our own language
- see p.64) that those whom we study relate the basic statements
of their language to circumstances which we find directly accessible.
To learn what the aliens mean may require the scientific augmentation
of our own basic capascities, as in the case of the alien colour
term 8. In such cases the epistemologist, observing and scientifically
investigating the being,its environment end its structure, may have
work to do before the sementic theorist can sven begin. Such cases,
it will be noticed, vindicate the kind of dialectic snvisaged by
McGinn (4.4 p. g3above) between the realist and the anti-realist.
Thus the human reelist may dispute any assumptions about the
alien's facultiee which might otherwise inspire the evangelic
terran anti-realist to embark on a premature critique of the
alien's uss of his own language. For the gresp of meaning which
the aliens can successfully manifest to one another may be crucielly
more extansiva than the grasps of meaning obviously manifest to us
by associating their actions with circumstances we cen immediately

detect. The same complication would affect our capacities of
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acquisition of grasp of meaning, and for the same reason. A
human child, placed in an alien society, may be unable simply
to 'pick up! the language since what is directly asccessible to
the teacher may elude the pupil. To use the Quinian analysis,
we may have no innate quality spacing which makes sense of
grouping together various (to us disparate) objects as being 8.
Since the meaning of complex statements in the alien languags
may be built on such basic grasps, the human child, unaided by
sciesnce, may be unable to learn the language at all.

Suppose now (case two) that we have been able to achieve no
scientific measurement of the conditions of application of some
basic alien term. Let us continue to call it 8. If the whole of
some alien 'language! were thus afflicted we would be (perhaps)
unwarranted in calling it a language at all. But we need only
imagine a case where we have achieved sufficient correlations
of utterances with true facts to formulate a working scheme of
translation. The only snag is that the aliens will persist in
saying that such and such an object is 8, such and such an object
is not 8, etc. . Try as we may we continually fail to grasp what
property of the objescts is at issue. UWhen pressed, the aliens
tell us 8@ is a secondery quality which they see but which is not
like human coloure. And yes, they can drew us pictures of 8 -objects.
Except we cennot, alas, recognise the 8-element in their
representations. They do not know how to test scientifically for
8, just és, (once), we had no notion of & scientific test for
perceived colour as correlated to wavelengths of reflected light.

In this new case, clearly, we have no ides of what 'X is 8',

said of some object X, means at all. All we know is when the aliens,
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as a matter of fact, call something 8. But perhaps this is
enough. For surely all we had in cese one was a means of testing
for 8. So why not, in case two, just use the aliens themselves
as @-detecting instruments. UWouldn't that, pac; our initial
intuition that we have no idea of the meaning of 8 in case two
at all, give us just es much information concerning the meaning
of 8 as did the scientific tests in case one? If not, then what
is the operative differsnce between having a machine which,say,
gives six blips when 'X is 8' is assertible and having an alien
tell us when it is?

The scientist, in case one, has a mediate grasp of the
‘meaning! of 8. He will give us a verbal account developed
in terms of sensitivity to wavelengthe of light etc.. Such
scientific or otherwise verbal explanations are, we trust,
capable of soms practical Aemonstration; grasp of the msaning
of the scientific account is itself to be justified in terms
which ultimately involve capacities of correct use demonstrable
in relation to circumstances recognisable by the human community,
e..9. alien assent or dissent to attributions of 8 corrslated
with readings on the dials of light sensitive measuring devices etc..
In case one then we do not arrive at our understanding of 8 in
the same way as the aliens do. But it begins to look as if we
can show that we grasp the semantic significance of 8 in the same
vay as they do by our capacity to use @ correctly (i.e. as they do).
The meaning of 8, it may now seem, is the same for the scientifically
augmented human as it is for the alien. But the route by which a
grasp of meaning is attained is different.

How, then, is case two different? Can we not simply use
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the aliens as 8-detecting instruments of & quasi-scientific

kind and claim a mediate grasp of 8 like that? Of course not.

For in that case we would have no independent decision procedurs
by which to determine whether 8 was properly applied in any

given case. UWe would heve to take it on trust from the aliens.

In case one we can imagine a master of L2 (somewhat misguidedly,

as it will turn out) turning to us and saying: 'Yes. You have
lsarnt the meaning of 8!, He would say this in view of our
demonstrable capacity to use 8 only in appropriate circumstances.
But no such accolads is imagineble in case two. For what languege
master would allow that a pupil has learned the meaning of a term
if his only decision procedure was to go and ask scmecne whether
the term did or did not apply in some new context? It would be as
if a child were to claim to know the meaning of ‘proton'! merely
because his father could convince a scientiat that he (the father)
knew the meaning of proton! Knowledge of meaning is not transitivs.
Knowing someone who knows does not, in and of itself, instil any
knowledge in us. Putnamt!s division of linguistic labour - the idea
that we successfully use sentsnces whose meaning we may not grasp
as fully es some specialist 8.g. 'The car battery is flat'! - has its
limits. In such cases we always know somathing of the meaning of
the terms involved e.g. we know that if the batéery is flat the

car (ceteris parabis) won't start. And the rest is uncashed

cheques; we could learn more if we nseded to. The cheques in case

two, however, are not so much uncashed as rubber; they are guarasnteed
to bounce. For we know nothing of the distinctive meaning content
of 8 (in case two) and, so far as wse know, are incepable of learning

of it if we tried.
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In case two, then, there can be no real doubt tﬁat the
meaning of 'X is 8' sludes us. Which is not to say that we know
nothing of semantic interest concerning 8 st all. For what we
do know is that 8 describes & phenomenal property of the alien's
apprehension of the world whose physical trigger for beings of
their constitution we have not been able to isolatse. We have
every reason to assert, of 8, that the aliens themselves know
the meaning of the term, for we can perform tests of alien
competence in the use of 8 based on 8-groupings provided unseen
by some members of the alien community and tested on others.
Thus we may get a .group of 8-objects (picked out by an alien)
and ask other aliens whether the objects are all 8. 1If thay
continually get it right - i.e. agree non-collusively as to
which objects are 8 and which are not - we must surely grant
their anti-realistically sound grasp of the meaning of &. For the
anti-realist explicitly asserts that it. is permissible to allow
that a speaker knows the meaning of a basic sentence (even if he
can give no verbal account of it in what his grasp of its meaning
consists) just so long as he can demonstrate & capacity to use
the sentence correctly in relation to circumstances public within
the community. In such cases, ordinarily:

The faculty of recognition ... attributed to the speaker

will be & faculty of unmediated recognition; neither the

speeker nor the meaning-theoriet can say whersby he
recoghises the condition as obtaining. That which renders
the sentence true is the very thing of which we are
directly eware when we recognise it as being true.

Dummett IF 449,
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The difference, in the present case, is just that the
meaning~-thesorist is not himself a member of the linguistic
community whose speech he is assessing and hence is not
himself necessarily directly aware of the seme things as
his subject is (there is no 'we' of the kind mentioned in
the lest santence of the gquoted passage). But this, in the
presence of 'unseen competence tests' such as those described
above, cannot warrant us in denying to the alien the implicit
grasp of meaning we so readily allow to our fellow man.

The claim that 'X is 8', made in L2, is therefore a
claim the truth-conditions of which are transcendent with
respect to speakers of L1. We can tell when it is true, by
asking, but we have no grasp (implicit or mediate) of that in
virtue of which'it is true when it is true. 1Is this the kind
of counter-example to theAénti-raalist ban on transcendence
which the ssmantic realist requires? Clearly not. For what
the anti-realist denies is that the words and sentences of
our public language mey have meanings best explicated by a
notion of transcendent truth-conditions. But sven in case
two there is no sentence requiring such an analysis. For the
claim that X is 8@ is one whose meaning we demonstrably failed
to grasp. Even though the claim that users of L2 grasp the
meaning of 'X is 8' is one we have every reason to accept.

We must therefore admit, witﬁ the anti-realist, that:

(P1) There is no sentence whose meaning we grasp which

has verification-transcendent truth-conditions.
For we can neither acquire nor manifest any grasp of the meaning

of 8 in case two. But we must also allow that:
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(P2) There may be sentences which we qrasp to have

meaning (in L2) but which are verification-

transcendent with respect to a native speaker

of L1.
The claim, in L1, that !'The claim that "X is 8" has meaning
in Lz' meets all anti-realist requirements. It is an ordinary
claim in our language whose truth-conditions can be recognised
to obtain, when they do obtain, by means of the kind of
competence tests suggested above. The truth-conditions
of the claim that 'X is 8' is meaningful in L2 conce;n the

observable bshaviour of native speakers of L2 in testing

situations we can devise.

9.4 L2 need not be the languege of alien beings. It could

be the lanquage of our own community as it ié apprehended by

the members of some sub-section of that community, e.g. the
blind. The aliens are a useful expository device but all that
is necessary is that some beings should lack a direct recognitional
capacity which other beings possess. The ability to recognise
colour is a clear caese of a direct recognitional capacity which
most of us enjoy but which is denied to the blind. Thus a blind
person may, by comparing the non-collusive reactions of sighted
persons to objects in his (the blind person's) possession, come
to endorse & cleim like (P2) concerning the meaning of colour
terms, i.s. come to conclude that we know the meaning of e.g.
'The book is red! even though he himself could not decide
(except by asking us) the truth of a claim to that effect.

‘Imagine now the case of a blind person who is given a
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scientific aid such as a colour-discriminatory bleeper
(four blips for red undsr normal light, two for purple etc.).
Merely by virtue of his possession of the bleeper the blind
man is surely no better able to grasp the meaning of *The book
is red! than he is without it. It would be as if the aliens,
in case one, had given us a 8-discriminator but we still did
not understand how it worked i.e. what it meeasured (except
trivially i.e. it measures the presence of 8). 1In all these
cases the sugmented interpreter is no better off than the
non-augmented ons. For we might as well ask 'Is that red?’,
'Is it 87! as look to an instrument whose functioning is a
mystery to us. The alien and the instrument are on a par.

It might therefore be thought thet what would make the
difference is an understanding of how the machine works or
of the physics of the phenomena it meassures. But this suggestion
as we shall see, makes the mistake of assuming that it is
possible to achiave a scientific measurement of sscondary
qualities themselves as opposed to a measure of some alleged
physical correlate to such properties. To understand the machine
would be to understand the correlate, but it would not (for
reasons to become apparent) help us to understand the meaning
of alien sentences which employ the term 8, or (if we are blind)
of human sentences which employ the term 'red!?.

Such ceses, I shall suggest, force ths anti-realist to
distinguish:

AR1: Grasp of meaning amounts to the ability to recognise

the circumstances in which an assertion is warranted ,

and AR2: Grasp of meaning amounts to the ability to recognise

when an assertion is warrented,
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Ordinarily, tha conflation of AR1 and AR2 is harmless.

My capacity to satisfy AR2 is generally dependent on my
capacity to satisfy AR1. But we have just seen that the two
can come apart. Thus the blind man can, by asking us or
consulting his instrument, satisfy AR2. But we want to say

he has no real éresp of the meaning of e.qg. 'The book is red!.
Certainly, the augmented individual grasps something of
informational significance when he learns, by using his
machine, that the book is red. Nonetheless it sesems plausible
to suggest that in grasping the significance of such a claim
he has still failed to grasp all that a sighted psrson, or an
alien 8-user, grasps when he lsarns the meaning of '@' and

of 'red'.

Reflection on the home-language parallels of cases one
and two therefore suggests that the scientist, in case one, was
only improperly allowsd & complste grasp of the meaning of @
after all. By virtue of his grasp of the underlying physical
conditions of the use of @ he achieves, to be sure, an increment
of understanding over and above the parrot-fashion grasp of the
humans in case two. But still his grasp seems necessarily less
than that of a native user of L2.

The scientific gpistemologist, we might say, has grasped
what we now term the underlying conditions of use of 8. But
these need not in any way be associated with the grasp of
meaning which the native speasker of L2 acquires by exposure
to public conditions of assertability of 8. In which case the
scientist has certainly grasped something, and it is related to

the matter of when 8 is assertible as true of some X. But he
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has not really grasped the meaning of 'X is 8' for he has
not grasped the public circumstances which are associated
by speakers of L2 with the warranted assertability of the
claim. The scientist's grasp of the underlying conditions
of the assertability of 8 for some object is obviously not
necessary for a grasp of the meaning of 'X is 8! (as the
very existence of the aliens demonstrates). Now it seems
it is not sufficient either.

The intuition, then, is that the physical story still
leaves something outj something which is essentiel to the
alien's grasp of the meaning of sentences involving 8.

Such an intuition is surely e natural one. It seems to be
shared, for example, by Colin McGinn who suggests (McGinn (3)
p.21) that sensory experisnce represents the world as 'having
attributes whose existence and identity have their source in
subjective aspects of the representer!. Such attributes are
necessarily incapable of being fully captured by any physical
descriptions of the state of the world such as those offered
by our scientific models. Secondary quality concepts, McGinn
argues, are sense-specific (McGinn (3) p.138). To grasp such
concepts requires a certain kind of sensory activity. Primary
quality concepts, by contrast, are said to be rooéed in the
external world alone and hence to be graspable sven by beings
lacking our kind of sensory experience. The image, which we
shall have cause to endorse, is (in the case of secondary
qualities) one.of a 'subjective grid contributed by the mind.'
(McGinn (3) p.72.) The circumstances which warrant the

assertion of secondary quality cleims, I shall argue, relate
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essentially to that subjective grid, and are thus transcendent
with respect to any being lacking our kind of grid. Such

circumstances can bs public in the (anti—realiatically)

necessary sense only because meaning, for the patural anti-realist,

was seen to relate to correct use as manifest within a given

community. It is this localisation of the demand of manifestation
(noticed in 4.4 p.B1 above) which allows us to recognise
sense-specific subjective elements as a possible ingredient
of public meaning.

Such thoughts, howsver, need careful handling if we are
to expose their anti-realistically sound content. For at first
sight it looks aes if any difference in meaning between e.g.home
and alien speakers employing 8 must turn directly on the leck,
in the home case, of ths alien @ Qualia. For if we have achieved
scientific measurement of the conditions under which aliens
assert to O—ascribtions, and can reliably predict such assent,
where else could the difference betwsen our augmented and their
direct grasp of 8 lie? Ultimately, as we shall see, the intuition
that Qualia make the difference turns out to be & =ound one.
But they make the difference only because the use of a sentence
keyed to certain perceptions of Qualia can be shoun to be
potanfially different to the use of a sentence keyed either
to scientific measurement or to Qualia associated with another
sense modality. Thus the Qualie make the difference, but they
do so not in the role of the essentially private object but
rather in the public role of an essential determinant of a
certain kind of use. (Roughly, & use answerable only to consensus

criticism within a community employing a given direct recognitional
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capacity trained on a given secondary quality such as resdness
or 8-ness).

It is hot hard to see why Qualia, in the role of private
object, are an unsuitable anti-realist basis for the ascription
of differences in meaning. For meaning, for the anti-realist,
is essentially a public phenomsnon within a given community.

The recognisable circumstances upon which grasp of meaning is
said to depend are public circumstances. Any difference in
private Qualia which did not show up in a difference of public
use (e.g. inverted spectrum stories stc.) would not constitute
a differsnce in the meaning of colour terms in the mouths of the
normal and inverted subject, If it were Qualia alone which made
the difference in meaning between the scientist and the alien,
or the augmented blind man and the sighted man, then we would
have to allow that meaning could likewise vary across our
community sven though (let us imagine) public agreement
concerning the use of such terms is unanimous. Such a thought
flies in the face of the Wittgensteinian roots of the anti-realist
enelyeis. Wittgenstein ceaaalsaély laboured to convince us that
all that counts, semantically, is the ability to use 'red',
'yellow' etc. correctly. Learn that and you have learnt the
meaning of the celour term involved. The qualitative nature of
any 'inner process! which may accompany the perception of colour
ie semantically irrelevant. The type of beetle in the individual's
'box! is not logicelly connected to the meaning of his words.
(See e.g. Wittgenstein (1) prop 258 - 293.)

 Like Wittgenstein (op.cit. prop.305), it is no part of the

anti-realist's progrem to deny the existence of Qualia.




A.J.Clark 189

Rather the point is just that as regards sementic significance
individual Qualia (qua private object) must be seen to be inert.
But just because the individual Qualia are thus inert we need
not conclude that it is a semantically insignificant fact that
we associate Qualia of some kind with the meanings of certain
terms. UWhat our individual Qualia are like may well be (as
Schlick, for example, haldso) incommunicable. But to grasp
the meaning of claims involving Qualia may still require that
we process our perceptual input in a way which gives rise to

a certain kind of qualitative experience e.g. the experience
of colour, or of 8~type apﬁearances.

The naturalised epistemologist may seek to locate these
intuitions within the context of a general cybernetic approach
to sscondary phenomenal qualities; such an account explains
the opaqueness of the private object while still insisting
that to grasp the meaning of claims concerning such qualities
it is necessary to process information in a way which gives rise
to at least the kind of qualitative experience concerned ( e.g.
the experience as of seeing a coloured object). A natural
anti-realist who endorses such an account may deny Frank Jackson's
claim (Jackson p.135) that the place of Qualia in the scheme of
things is outside our comprehension. Instead he may assert that
the existence of Qualia and the opaqueness of claims about
specific qualia to bsings lacking certain sensory mechanisms
are both matters well within the explanatory scope of & physicalist
account of reality. Qualia, on the kind of modsel in question,
are best seen as apparent registrations due to the information

detecting and processing equipment employed by a given organism.
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This claim echoes some remarks made by Hintikka in which
he portrays our conceptual scheme as an instrument the
evolved function of which is the registration of information
concerning the world. Some of the registrations of such an
instrument are said to reflect 'the mode of functioning of
the instrument itself’'. (Hintikka p.193). That some of our
registrations should thus be merely apparent is a conclusion
which can only be strengthened by the reflection that the
indirect nature of evolution by natural selection is unlikely
to provide us with channels of information-processing which
are in a technical sense noiseless - that is, channels
indicating as output only the real-world events which are
teken as input. Indeed, a truly noiseless channel (one
yielding perceptual representations without any secondary
qualities) may esven be a conceptual impossibility. For all
information, if it is to be carried at all, must be carried by
some medium (cf. McGinn p.95) and that medium, being in and of
itself non-informational, will surely add some subjective
colouring or *noise'. Apparent registrations, thus conceived,
are, let it be stressed, entirely real. They are - to Qae an
ugly phrase - real apparent registrations; we have them, but
they correspond to nothing in the reel world. To think that
they do, (to believe like Jackson, that the existence of Qualia
amounts to a refutation of physicalism) is to confuse processor-
phenomena with information.

That processor-phenomena are the wrong kind of thing to
be given as 252233113 the explanation behind the 'peculiar!
opaqueness of Qualia. Since Qualia ere due to processing

they are not themselves codable as input, as inférmation even
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though they may carry genuine informationsz. McGinn however, is
wary of such a poroposal. Secondary quality knowledge is not, he
points out, as informationally inert as it seems to suégest.
Sensitivity to colour, for example, gives a bee genuine information
concerning what plant to alight upon (McGinn (3) p.98). This ie
surely correct. But the fect remains that the informational content
of the bee's knowledge is logically independent of the qualitative
nature of the colours the bse sses. All that counts informationally,
I would suggest, is the distinction among plants which the bee is
thereby disposed to make. These same distinctions could presumably
be made in other ways and ths information preserved. I shall
argus, howsever, that ths meaning of sscondary quality claims cannot
be associated with their information content alone. To grasp tha
meaning of such claims it is not sufficient to perform a range of
discriminative activities. For ihe means by which ths discriminations
are made is also an active element in the meaning of such cleims.
It is for this reason that the full meaning of claims involving
sscondary qualities transcends the grasp of beings forced to rely
on alternative means of offecting the same discriminations among
ocbjects. The meaning of these claims, if this right, can be grasped
only by actually processing information of an appropriate sort in a
certain way. Thus Dennett, in an unpublished paper, supggests that:
My quale-predicate 'green! is not uninterpreted, nor is it
interpreted by an ostension to a private and intrinsic property
of somsthing in my mind. Rather it is interpreted ... by being
linked to some particular hardware, my harduare.
Dennett (2) p.25
A given set of qualia is thus not accessible to anyone who
processes information differsntly since they are registrations caused

not solely by a common object but also by the functioning of the
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detecting and processing equipment itsself. To address a famous
question of Nagal'sss, that is why we cannot know what it is like
to be a bat. But insofar as qualia do not therefore (qua qualia)
constitute information about the world itself, their tendency to
dissolve in the presence of objectivity is no surpriss. The alleged
poverty of physicalism turns out to be no more than a praiseworthy
sconomy. fFor no amount of information concerning how somsone else
receives and processes data will produce in me the kind ofiapparant
registrations produced in him by actually processing information

in just that way.

9.5 The problem, then, is how to remain faithful to such an
account (which renders the meaning of our secondary quality
concepts transcendent with respect to beings whose ssnsory and
processing apparatus is of a radically different type) while
yet respscting the anti-realist!s demand that all difference
in meaning show up in a difference of use. For, to recall one
of our earlier examples, can not the scientifically augmented
human Qgg the alien term 8 in just the same cases as the aslien?
An initial thought is that it is the directness of the
alien's apprehension of 8 which mekes ths required differsnce
in public use between humans and aliens. The pivotal issue,
so this thought suggests, is not, after all, the qualitative
nature of 8 (which might differ even among aliens) but the
direct nature of their capacity to recognise when @ applises.
The difference in use betwsen & direct and mediated grasp of
the circumstances in which @ is properly asserted might then

be said to lie in a difference in the defeasibility conditions

appropriate to the two kinds of warrant in ths direct assertion
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question. There is something of value here, as we shall ses.
But the difference cannot turn on the directness of the
alien's capacity alone. For we can imagine alternative
direct means of discriminating all and only 8-objects which
intuitively still afford the beings who employ them no
proper grasp of Q.

Thus auppoaesa(caae three) the aliens use 8 to distinguish
two kinds of violet. One, the 8-violst, looks (to us) identical
to the other (the 8-less violet). But we are happily able to
distinguish the two by our own sense of smell (the aliens, we
may add, have no sense of smell at all). For 8-vioclets have
a distinctive and unpleasant odour which 8-less violets lack.
Supposing 8 to be a colou: discrimination we lack, we may sven
go so far as to make the tie of 8-violet to stinking-violet
(for want of a better name!) lawful. The chemical which tinges
the leaves of the viclet 8 is alsc the very chemical which
offends our humen noses. In such a case we have a direct
recognitional capacity enabling us to discriminate betwsen
violets in just those cases in which the aliens do. And yst,
if our earlier intuitions are correct, we do not want to say
that we thereby grasp the full meaning of 'the violet is &'.

So directness alone, it seems, is not enough.

The fault in case three, it mey be suggested, lies with
the locality of the example. For surely the colour @ and the
distinctive odour are not always and everywherse found in
convenient conjunction. So the potential divergence of use
between 8-based and odour-based discriminations is what grounds
the intuition of a difference in meaning between the term 8 and

soms odour-term 8'. There is something fundamentally right
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about this thought which can, I think, be extended to cover
also the cass of the scientific discrimination of objects
into 8 and non-8 types. It is that the connections of
secondary qualities to other aspects of reality is always

contingent. Thus there are no necessary correlations

between distinct kinds of secondary qualities (e.g. colours

and smells) or between scientifically diagnosed states of
objects and particular secondary gualities (e.g. being 8).

The lack of such correlations shows up in our attitudes to

the defeasability conditions of claims involving secondary
qualities (this is what was correct in our initial thought).
And this, in turn, ensurss that there will always be a potential
divergence in the use of a term 8 between native users of 8 and
any communities who base their ascriptions of 8 on either
different modes of direct recognition of circumstances apt

for the description @ or on some mediate means of recognising
when 8 is likely to be used.

The crucial observation, in demonstrating the lack of any
such necessary connsctions between various kinds of secondary
qualities and between secondary qualities and physical grounds,
is that with regard to the werranted asssrtion of such claims,
the native.community is the law. Thus suppose (unlikely es it
sesms) that the alien-detected presence of 8 was always and
everywhere conjoined with the human-detected presence of 8' up
until & given date. Subsequently, however, we encounter an
object which they identify as having the distinctive look of &,
but which doesn't emell, to us, of 8'. UWould we say that the

alisns are mistaken in their communally agreed belief that
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the new object looks 8 ? Surely not, for to paraphrase McGinn,
being 8 is best analysed as looking 8, so ws cannot plausibly
claim that an object which they say looks 8 is actually non-8.
(see McGinn (3) p.15.) Or would we say that we were mistaken

in thinking that the new object did not smell of 8 ? Again,
surely not. Rather we would treat the new cass as demonstrating
what was surely obvious all along viz. that what is meant by the
alien use of !X looks 8' is something other than whet we mean

by *X smells of 8'" and that exactly what the alien sentences
involving @ mean is a fact which transcends our capacities of
undérstanding. It transcends them because we lack direct access
to the kind of asssrtion-warranting circumstances which they
associate with 8.

This is even clearer in the cese of mediate scientific
access versus direct grasp. For suppose the blind man is equipped
with a bleeper which, to date, has given four blips only when a
normal human observer would assert the presence of red, but which
now begins to register four blips in ths presence of a palpably
green object (under normal light etc.). We might at first
assume a machine malfunction. Then we find that there is no
malfunction at all - all blespars signel four in the presence
of these objects. We search in vain for any causel interference
from the object to the machine. Satisfied that thers ia’no
interference and no malfunction, are w2 to conclude that the
sighted community is mistaken in celling such objects red?

That surely, is absurd, What we ought to say instead is that
the machine can only measure some contingent correlate of

redness (the use of 'correlate’ here is borrowed from McGinn)
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which, it now turns out, is not even & perfect correlate
. at that. The moral of these stories is that even supposing

some such correlation were as a matter of fact perfect, still

our attitude to any imagined divergence of the two items
suggests that to grasp the conditions of application of any
correlative item is not, in and of itself, to grasp the
conditions of application of the secondary quality term itself.
For where such claims are concerned, the communal consensus is
law. (Contrast ths case of water and H,0. The claim that a
substance is water is defeasible by a scientific demonstration
that it is not H20. No such dsmonstration could ever convince
us that an objsct was not red if we all agreed it looked red.)

Our argument, then, may bes summed up as follows:

(1) Grasp of meaning consists in grasp of assertability-
conditions.

(2) A cleim is dafeated only if its assertability-conditions
are shown not to obtain after all.

(3) Data involving only correlative items cannot of itself
defeat a sscondary quality claim agreed by ths native
community (as shown by the thought-sxperiments above).l

(4) So correlative data cen't show that the assertability-
conditions of a secondary quality claim do not
obtain (from (2) and (3) ).

(5). So whet they do show to obtain can never be taksn to
be the actual assertebility-conditiona of a secondary
quality claim (from (4) ).

(6) So the assertability-conditions of claims about
correletive items and .cleims about secondary qualities

must be recognised as different sven if, as & matter
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of fact, the circumstances which warrant the two sets
of claims happen to be co-extensive (frdm (s) ).

(7) So the meanings of the two kinds of claims are

different in an anti-realistically intelligible
sense (from (1) and (5) ).

This argument secures the intelligibility of the distinction
between two conceptions of how meaning depends on grasp of
assertability-conditions developed in 9.4 above. For the
anti-realist, if he accepts the argument just given, can show
why it is that grasp of the meaning of some terms requires not
Just grasp of when their assertion is warranted (AR2 - which is
satisfied also by grasp of the conditions of application of a
correlative co-extensive item) but also (AR1) of the particular
circumstances (e.q. redness or 8-nees) which the native community
associate with the truth of claims involving such terms. Thase
particular circumstances are public only within a community
equipped with certain sensory and cognitive mechanisms and
manifestation of correct use can, in such cases, properly occur
only amongst members of a community so endowed. Ue can thus
claim that in case three the aliens cannot grasp the meaning
of our claim that the violet is 8'just as ws cannot grasp the
meaning of their claim that the violet is 8. And this even
though, as a matter of fact, @' and 8 serve to mark out the
same distinct sets of flowers.

It seems then that where we are dealing with statements
involving secondary qualitiasgsthe circumstances which make
thoee statements true are constituted in part, by the particular

sensory channel and mode of processing with which those qualities
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are experienced by a native spsaker. Where the channel is
different, or where it is a mediate one (as in tﬁe case of
any scientific account) the meaning of the secondary quality
claims cannot be fully grasped. This was brought out by a
consideration of the public dsfeasibility conditions of
secondary quality claims. They are defeasible only by
communal consensus within the native community. No evidence
from another channel or a scientific account would defeat a
communally accepted alien claim thet X looks 8, for the simple
reason that whatever the alternative channel or scientific
method measures it is not 8 itself, but only some contingent
correlate of 8. As a result we can always conceive of the use
of the two coming apart without either item (8 or its alleged
correlate) being necessarily misapplied.

Such considerations lead the natural anti-realist to a
conclusion which goes somewhat beyond that of (P2) in 9.3 above.
For (P2) mey have appeared to merk only the pro-tempore
transcendence, in default of scientific advance, of alien
secondary quality claims essociated with sensory modes or
processing strategies not shared by the home community. If our
recent arguments are correct, however, the situation is best
described by‘the more radical claim

(P3) That the full meaning of claims invelving secondary

qualitias can be grasped only by speakers who share
the same kind of sensory apparatus and processing
strategies as do the membsrs of the community in

which such claims were originally formulated.
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Where secondary qualitiss are concerned it seems that
the particu;ar kind of direct recognitional capacity employed
is partially constitutive of the circumstances it resveals as
obtainingzﬁ. This explains why an individual lacking e
particular kind of capacity can never satisfy (AR1) in 9.4 above.
For the meaning of such claims is not associated (as primary
quality cleims more plausibly are) just with circumstances in
the world, but also with circumstances consequent upon a
particular subjective naturez7.

The anti-realist, then, must accept that we ars in a real
sense limited by the semantic bedrock of our language. For we
can have no full grasp of the meanings of terms associated with
direct recognitional capacities other than our own.  Such terms,
it seems, have truth-conditions which are necessarily transcendent
és regards any community which lacks them. But this does not
moan that we do not know when they are true; only that the
circumstances which make them true are unavailable to us.

In this fine distinction lims the anti-realistt!s salvation.
For he must insist that our grasp of meaning is necessarily
associated with our grasp of recognisabls circumstences of
warranted essertability. But our gresp of the meaningfulness
of soms assertion need not require that the circumstances
which are associated with the meaning of some basic term
(1ike @) occurring in it must themselves be available for our
inspection. The legitimacy of a notion of verification-
transcendent truth for secondary quality claims thus flows
ultimately from our recognition of our own contingent

limitations as regards the range and nature of our direct
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recoghitional capacities. Such limitations constrain our

meanings in precisely the way the anti-realist predicts.

But our thought about reality, it seems, mey stumble a little

further on its own.
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10. A new kind of mirroring.

10.1 Various internal concepts of the transcendent.hava now been
formulatad38uhich individually and severally defeat the thought
(outlined in chapter 5) that the anti-realist is of necessity some
form of subjective idealist who is incapable of conceiving reality
as in any way transcending thes bounds of the activity of the human
mind. The natural anti-realist firmly rejects any such thought.

He argues that we can, in & perfectly intelligible ssnse, conceive
of reality as outrunning our capacities to know it. But he denies
that grasp of meaning should be associated with a grasp of truth-
conditions conceived as determined by such an independent and

and potentially transcendent reality. This hybrid metaphysical
stance treats man's semantic limitations as & special instance of
bis general sensory and cognitive limitations. Our knowledge of
meaning, like all our knowledge, is seen as partielly determined
by our particular (contingent and in detail imperfect) evolutionary
heritage. The intelligible world, then, cannot be identified with
the world-in-itself. But neither can it be totally divorced (by
virtue of the appropriatensss argument) from the indepsndent reality
in which we function.

In this final chapter I sesk to rslate this metaphysical
picture to two main lines of contemporary philosophical thought
about the nature of the relation betwesn human representations and
independent reality. One of thsse is the issue of mirroring
associated with the critical surveys of Richard Rorty; to what
extent, if any, is the human mind to be conceived ase a mirror of

nature? The other is the issue of internalism versus externalism
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discussed in recent works by Hilary Putnam; is there exactly

one correct account of how the world is or are all conceptions
valid or invalid only within the context of some particular
framework of thought or relative 'to some particuler needs and
abilities? The two issuss are obviously related. To belisve that
man can aspire to be the absolute mirror of nature is to believe
in the one correct account of the externalist philosopher. But
there is room for manoeuvre. I shall argue that the natural
anti-realist can construct a sense of mirroring which is not
committed to the externalist viewpoint. The subject matter of the
present chepter, it will be clear, hes already been touched upon
(particularly in chepters 7 and 8 above). But the influence of
the particular methods of depicting the issues employed by Putnam
and Rorty is sufficisntly powerful to make it worthwhile finally

raising the questions in their chosen terms.

10.2 Richard Rorty, famously, dismisses the picture of mind as
mirror and with it the ides fhat the image in the mirror is
(potentially) the imege of reality as it is in itself. Such s
notion of mants representative powers is, he suggests, incoherent.
For the notion of representation involved can never be seen to be

a correct one, since we can never ‘step outside' our current

system of thought to examine its relations to a totally independent
reality. The mirror theorist's idea of representation, Rorty argues,
requires the availability of a fixed perspective ( a 'neutral matrix
of enquiry'!) from which to examine the precise nature of the relation
between the representations and the things or states of affairs

represented. But no such perspective is available for our mental
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and linguistic representations must themselves embrace .all the
possible perspectives we as human beings could occupy. - Half of
the representational squation is therefore necessarily missing.
There can be:

No transcendental standpoint outside our present set of

representations from which we can inspect the relations

between thoss representations and their object.
Rorty (1) 293.

The natural companion of the picture of mind as mirror, he
"then suggests, is the notion of the world=-in-itself lying behind
the image in the mirror. It is the world-in-itself which forms
the missing half of the representational equation., But the appsal
to an unknowable world-in-itself can add nothing concrete to our
knowledge. It can be nothing othef that the 'purely vacuous notion
of the ineffable cause of sense and goal of intellect' (Rorty (2) 663).
The only properly intelligible notion of the world, for Rorty, is
the notion that the wprld is constituted by whatever human beings
can agree at a given moment exists. The world is thus 'a name for
the.objects that enquiry at the moment is leaving alone' (Rorty (2)
563).

Rorty's attack on the idea of the world in itself and the
correlative idea of the mind as a mirror has its roots in his
desire to sscepe from the foundationalist tradition. This tradition
was inspired by the urge to refute the Cartesian sceptic. The
tradition therefore assumes, from the outset, that human knowledge
stands in need of sure and securs foundatione. Ths ssarch for
these foundations is the search for privileged representations

among the host of images in the mirror. Images which reflect the
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propertiss of the glass will not do. Philosophy, in this tradition,
is the discipline devoted to sifting the many representations in
order to discern which are the true reflections of the world in
itself. Only these - the privileged representations - can stand

as candidates for the bedrock of certainty which is meant to
legitimise the structure of human knowledge. The prime candidate
for the role of privileged representation has aluays been the
so-called given. The given has meant a variety of things; in
general, that which is directly present to the human mind
(sense-data or whatever) unmediated by conceptual interfersnce.

This notion of the given has, however, been the subject of
intense philosophical criticism by e.g. Sellars end Rorty. Their
attack proceeds by noticing that nothing which we can describe can
constiture a pure given. For, as sSoon as we try to describe it, as
a red patch or by saying !'Here, now, redness! - or whatever - ue
invoke a specific means of conceptualisation. The believer in the
given then faces a dilemma. Either the given is completely ineffable
and indescribable - in which case it cannot stand es a foundation feor
anything - or it is specifieble and describable, in which case it
ceases to command the authority of a pure given. An indescribable
given is useless as a bass for the rational reconstruction of
human knowledge. But a describable given forfeits its privileged
status as a conceptually unmediated contact with the world itself.

All asttempts to secure the foundetions of knowledge, Rorty
béliévea, are likewise doomed to fail. Epistemology, conceived (
as the handmaiden of the foundationalist program, is thersfore
dead. With this in mind, we can understaend why Rorty combines

his attack on the imasge of the mirror with an attack on naturalised
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epistemology. For it is Rorty's view that naturalised epistemology
is Just & doomed attempt to find e successor subject ‘to epistamolngy
as conceived above (ses Rorty (1) 10). Naturalised epistemology,
Rorty thinks, is dedicated to the old task of polishing the mirror
of nature. It investigates the human mind - the great mirror -
with & view to sesparating the impositions of the mirror from the
true reflections of reality. Thus he writes that:

The common motive of Quine's 'Epistemology Naturalised! (and)

Daniel Dennett's hints at an 'Evolutionary Epistemology! has

been to de~transcendentalise epistemology while nevertheless

meking it do what we had always hoped it might: tell us why

our criteria of successful inquiry are not just our criteria

but also the right criteria, nature's criteria, the criteria

which will lead us to the truth.

| Rorty (1) p.299

By studying the relationship of knowledge to reality the
evolutionary theorist might be thought to be engaged in the task
of sgaking foundationalist justifications for some or all of the
representations within the mirror. Such a view is understandable.
It might be suggested, for example, by Lorenz's comment that we must:

Get to know the imperfections of our apparatus of thought

and experience if we want to gain knowledge beyond those

imperfections.

Lorenz Trans. p.29

Despite this, the image of evolutionary apisteﬁology as &
foundationalist attempt to polish the mirror of nature remains
a fundamentally misquided one. To be sure, the evolutionary
epistemologist seeks, by examining our svolved means of

representation, to gain insight into the naturs of the represented
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world. He seeks, that is, to improve our knouwladge of the world by
increasing our awareness of the nature and scope of thet knowledge
itself. But whatever insights he may achieve, they are in no sense
to be regarded as privileged insights. For science, to the evolution-
ary epistemologist, is an imperfect evolved tool like any other. By
its employment we may, with luck, increase our knowledge; but we
shall never increase our certainty. Indeed, certeinty (of the
foundationalist kind) is explicitly ruled out by the evolutionary
picture of knowledge as at all stages approximate and impsrfect. The
svolutionary epistemologist, though he may sesk to improve our iﬁaga
of reality, will never presums to slevate any part of that image to
certainty. Thus Lorenz also writes:

Nothing that our brain can think has absolute a priori validity

in the true senss of the word, not even mathemetics with all

its lauws. ‘
Lorenz. Trans. p.27

Everything, for the evolutionary epistemologist, has the status
of a working hypothesis; no more is needed, and no more is possible.

Rorty!s misgivings notwithstanding, I shall show that the natural
anti-rsalist®s nﬁtion of how the mind 'mirrors' an indepsndent world
is in no wise the feared notion of the mind sustaining a metaphysicelly
determined and privileged representation of the world-in-itself. What
evolutionary epistemology provides is rather & new senée of mirroring
in which no parts of the image are ﬁald wholly or uniquely correct and
in which ths image of man is forever embedded in the image of nature
itself.
10.3 Rorty fears that the svolutionary spistemologist aims to
underwrite a fully realistic correspondence relation between the
images in the mirror and the world-in-itself. Both the idea of the

world-in-itsslf and the idea of a correspondence to it ars subjects



of attack. Suppose this were the svolutionist's aim. In seeking

to secure such a relation he would argue that if such a realistic
correspondence were lacking, then man as a species would not have
survived. Thig would, indeed, amount to deploying the appropriateness
argument for quasi-foundationalist ends. But the argument would, as
Rorty suspects, fail. For it does not take account of the fallibility/
scope constraints on appropriatsness described in chapter 2, or of
the implications of those constraints for scientific knowledge drauwn
out in chepter 7. I shall not repsat those arguments hers, but shall
sketch rather the nature of the image/world relation they suggest, in
order to show its essential dissimilarity to the traditional
mirroring account.

The appropriateness argument had as its conclusion the claim that
the knowledge of an individual X, when gainsd by means of access and
modes of processing naturally evolved in the species XX, is likely to
bear some useful (i.e.survival-snhancing) relation to the actual
environment in which the being lives (assuming the environment to be
much the same as when selection for those particular knouledge—gcquiring
capacities occurred). This conclusion was then amended by fhe'
constraints of cognitive bias, cost-efficiency and chance; knowledge-
acquiring mechanisms thus formed would be expected to be geared to
the particular needs of a species in a given niche, to yield fast,
approximate results, and to be chosen from a randomly occurring pool
of options. All that follnﬁs from the evolutionary arguments, then,
is that mind should act as an effective intermediary, for a given
being in a given situation, bstween external input and survival-
relevant action. A notion of internal represesntation may be justified
by such a picture. But it cannot hope to justify a notion of mirroring-
repressntation of the kind which Rorty fears it aspires to. Indsed,

the arguments/
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concerning cognitive limitation and bias ars positively inimical
to any such project. The evolved mind, for the evolutionary
epistemologist, is likely to be as much a mirror of the particular
life~-style and history of the thinker, as it is of the world
itself.

The true aim of evolutionary epistemology, then, cannot be
the justification of classical mirror-imagery. This, houwever,
is not meant to deny the obvious facts about a successful system
of internal representations. It is rather to deny that such
facte justify us in regerding our internal representations as
privileged representations in the foundationalist's sense. Thus
it is clear that many living creatures sustain and update some
kind of internal representation of their (accessible) environment.
This functions as & field of vicarious trial and error ( in which
'our ideas die in our stead!) and a‘maans of preserving and
arranging achisved knowledge of the world. Internal representations,
thus. understood, are distinct from the mirroring thesis itself.
They are innocent and philosophically acceptable. This is because
there is no suggestion that the internal representations themselves
should be anything like the actual environment with which they cope.
That is to say,that there is no clue in these internal representations
to nature!s own preferred way of being repressnted. Internal
representations are just a means to the production of appropriate
rasponsesvto environmental pressures. They may be pictorial,
propositionel, computational or whatever. The form is irrslevant,
for they are judged not by success in copying (an idea of which we
can make little sense) but by success in coping. Thus conceived,
the notion of an internal vtepresentation has no connection whatever

with the foundationalist's idea of an accurate representation.
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Thers is, however, a possible objection to this line of
reasoning. The objection runs parallel to one which Putnam
once constructed concerning the nature of language. Putnam
argued that a correspondence theory and a notion of truth were
needed to explain the success of language ~ how it helps us
achieve our goals — even though a meaning-as-use theory was
sufficient to explain the workings .of language (see Putnam (2)
p. 15 = 20 and 129). In a similar fashion it might be argued

that if we are to explain success in coping, we cught to make

reference to accuracy in copying. This is to argue from utility

to metaphysical-truth-as-explanation—-of-utility. But the extra
step, in all tﬁese cases, is both an unnecessary and an implausible
one. Our present concern is with the 'coping to copying! argument,
and the fallacious nature of this inference is beautifully
demonstrated by a quote from the third Appendix to Zeno Vendler's
book Res Cogitans. It reads:
Man's native equipment, including his ideas, has developed
in response to the demands of the physical vorld. Does thi;
‘entail that ideas must be 'similer' to things in the world?
No more than a saw is similar to the log it cuts or a sales
" ecurve to the activities it repreaenté.
Vendler 218.
Representation — in the originel mirroring sense -~ is alien
to the evolutionary vocabulary of coping, succeeding and responding.
To the extent that talk of representation is acceptable it reduces
to the idea of a (conscious or unconscious) internel cnde suitable
fur the confrontation of an external reality. The world is

represented by the construction of a symbolic analogue to the
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accessible features of our environment. Computationel operations
may be performed on that symbolic analogue es a vicarious means

of choosing among actions. We may ask how successful such a
symbolic constructioﬁ is in helping us attain our goels - we may
not ask how similar it is to the world in which it functions.

The phrase ‘accurate representation of reelity! may happily be
replaced by the phrase ‘useful arrangement of information?.

A sales curve, in the sense of a 'useful arrangement ofinformeation?
is an accurate representation of the activities of selling in a
given market in a given period. But this is accurate representation
only in a most indirect and metaphysically uninteresting senss.

The world, we may say, is vicariously representable as X, Y or Z; -

but this does not make it like X, Y or Z in and of itself. This
is evident from the fact that it is-undoubtedly vicariously
representable in an infinite number of ways; or at least in as
many weys as there are useful arrangements of information relative
to various forms of life. An alternstive conceptual scheme, it
seems, is not an alternative metaphysical construction of reality
but just an alternative arrangement of (the same or different)
information appropriate to e set of alternative interests and
capacities .’

For all that the Natural Anti-realist upholds a version of
internal repre;antationaliam, then, he abides no implicstions of
metaphysical similarity elong the lines of the classical mirror
theorist. Internal repressentation takes as its object reality
as it is known relative to a particuiar set of nesds and capacities.

It is, in a sense to be outlined below, an internalist theory of

representation. Despite this, however, somsthing of the idea of
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the mirror remains. For although we do not accept the idea that
the human image of reality is the only viable image, and although
we do not hold any part of the image certain, still we recognise

a partial, pragmatic validation for our basic cognitive orientation.
Our modes of sensory access and innate cognitive strategies have
indeed served us well and it does not ssem unduly optimistic to
think that the refined, scientific image of reality we have arrived
at by their sustained and self-critical employment does indeed bear
some obj}ective relation to the independent material realm with which
they cope. Rorty's complaint (which is Putnam's also) that we of
necessity lack any independent access to this meterial reality and
so ought not to evince a belief in it looks, in the end, to be
unimportant. For the access we have is good enough for our purposss.
And although we lack any absolute viewpoint from which to compare
our refined images with reality itself, still we have a sense of

' the mechanism (natural selection) which moulded our basic cognitive
natures in response to the pressures of the real world. The brains
. which do science having thus answered toc the demands of the world,
it is no surprise that science, done by such brains, should afford

8 valid means of knowing the world. )

In the light df this amended sense of mirroring (essentially
the 'empirical bridge' of chapter 8) it becomes clear thet we have
no nead to posit any transcendental divide of the sort Rorty fears.
The 'world-in-iteelf! which forms the other half of the amended
mirroring equation is pot held to be inaccessible and unspecifieble.
Inetead it is just the well-accessed and specified world we know;
except that we have cause to belisve that its total contours may

exceed our knowledge, and we have cause to regard our knowledge as
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formulatéd and systematised in models which owe some of their
nature to our own cognitive preferences and capacities. But
unlike Rorty, the natural anti-realist will not claim that the
world is Just a name for whatever human beings can egree at a
oiven time exists. For the limits of human agreement are just
the contingent and bissed limits of human investigative potential.
These limits, the evolutionary theorist agrees, set the bounds

of our grasp of meaning; but it is mere anthropomorphic conceit

to think they therefore set the bounds of reality itself.

10.4 The evolutionary epistemologist, we said, has abandoned

the foundetionalist project criticised by Rorty. It follous,

on Rorty's own definition of epistemology, that the idea of an
evolutionary epistemology is a self-=contradictory one. For
epistemology, for Rorty, is nothing if not the discipline devoted
to answering the Cartesien sceptic. Evolutionary considerations
can never succeed here, since they are themselves based on
obsarvatiﬁns and scientific conjectures which the sceptic is
unwilling to accept. Modern theory of knowledge, as Rorty sees
it, is nothing but an undesirable growth which has festered around
the old and apparently illegitimate guestion of how our inner
repreeentétiana can be known to be metephysically accurate. The
idea of an armchair discipline devoted to the resclution of this
question is, as Rorty notes, tied up with the Cartesian idea of
mind as necessarily accessible to iteslf. Only thus can pure
conceptual enquiry reveal the privileged foundations upon which
the edifice of human knowledge can stand. Ue, like Rorty, have

given up this complex of foundational assumptions and aspirations.
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Not only do we belisve that there are no privileqged represent-
ations in the mirror of nature - it seems that in the old sense
there are no representations there at all. Once representation
gives way to response the mirror becomes a tool. If, like Rorty,
we identify epistemology ui£h the conceptual axamination of images
in the mirror in a foundationel context, then avolutio#ary
epistemology is & kind of enti-epistemology for it denies the
validity of that project itself. I suggest, however, that the
identification of epistemology with foundational projects is
mistaken and that evolutionary considerations are ;pistemological
in at least one important sense.

Epistemology, Daniel Dennett hes suggested, embraces (has
embraced) two distinct questions. One - which most philosophers
now agree to be misconceived - is the question !'Is knowledge
possibla?!. This totally general question is clearly inspired
by the desire to refute philosophical scepticism. But to esk the
question, to begin even to seek the sure and securs foundations
of knowledgs, is alrsady to concede the sceptic's point. Whsnever
we chooss & foundation for knowledge we alsc fix ite limit and it
is aluays too low; and the foundations we choose tend to be rather
erbitrary and indefensible anyway. Sure and securs foundations
simply do not and cannot exist; knowledge is a self-supporting,
self-correcting structure. Thsse pointe are made‘fotcibly by

Michael Williams in Groundless Belisf. Rorty is correct to-

diagnose the futility of epistemology thus conceived. But that
is only the first of Dennett'!s questions. The second, which Rorty
feils to consider, is the question (givsn that knowledgs is

possible) 'How is knowledge possible?!. This latter question
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may take the form (Dennett (1) III ) 'How does the nervous

system achisve X Y Z 7'; or it may take ths form 'How could

any system ( with features a, b,c ) possibly accomplish X ?°!.

The gquestion 'How is knowledge possible?! thus deals with very
genseral matters of design and function. It is just because these
matters are so general, so high-level, that they ars an appropriate
concern for philosophsrs. Evolutionary epistemology contributes

to this enquiry in two ways. First, by addressing the question
'How could @& living system come to respond appropriately to its
environment?' (the conditions for the production of the mechanisms
of knowledge). To which an answér in terms of natural selection

is indicated. Second, by providing a wealth of examples of differant
states of knowledge and different mechanisms for the scquisition of
knowledge. Such examples, drawn from the animal kingdom, suggest
some of the many ways in which X Y Z may be achieved. Philosophical
analysis in turn contributes to evolutionary epistemology by
clarifying the strengths and weaknesses of ite arguments and
suggesting the valid forms of its conclusions. 1 see no reason

to banish all this from the domain of the theory of knowledge.
Quine's dissolution of the firm oonceptual/bmpirical barrier
removes the main motivation for such banishment. Yet Rorty does )
just this, focuseing eall his attention on the (legitimate) question
of how, in practice, our knowledge claims are justifia”. In this
he follouws 5a11§rs& insistence that justification is just a matter
of social prectice and thet ell the rest (empirical theories of
evolution etec.) can therefore be of no help in understanding the
justification of human knowledge. But surely it is not just the

Justification but the understsanding of human knowledge which is
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a suitable topic for philosophical enquiry. We may agres,

with Sellars, that human knowledge (in at least one vitally
important sense) is s relation to; and among, propositions

end not some privileged relation to objects. But propositional
knowledge is also a way of knowing about the world. And the
scope and status of a being's knowledge (propositional or
otherwise) of .the world is a topic which is usefully clarified
by an evolutionary focus. Rorty, I conclude, is simply blind
to the whole mmplex of legitimate enquiry surrounding the
question 'How is knowledge possible?'and hence insensitive

to the philosophical value of naturalised investigations into
the mechanisms of knowing.

10.5 Apart from underscoring his criticisms of classical
mirroring theories, natutalised investigations can give a new
twist to the idea of the ocular metaphor on which Rorty tends
to blame our sins. 1In his attack on the image of mind as a
'great mirror! in which are mingled representations which are
metaphysically accurate and metaphysically defective (Rorty (1)
p- 12) Rorty often focusses on the dominance of the so-called
‘ocular metaphor! in Western thought (ibid. 12 - 14), By the
misguided assimilation of knowing to seeing, Rorty claims, we
generate the metaphysical real;st'a fallacy of viewing the mind
as an organ which either gets, or fails to gst, a clear view of
the world itself. The twist introduced by the evolutionary
perspective, however, is that the mistake lies not in the
assimilation of knowing to seeing (sseing is as much a matter
of inference as propositional knowing is) but in s failure to

appreciate the true nature of sight. For sight, on an
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evolutionary analysis, has none of the alleged directness

which the metaphysical realist seeks for knowledge. -Instead

of denying (as Rorty does) that knowing is best understood

as a kind of seeing, we may argue that seeing itself fails to
provide the paradigm of a direct representational relation

to the environment which the classicel mirror-theorist thinks
it can. Vision, in an evolutionary context, is as indirect e
means of access to reality as a bat's sonar. Yet for us (though
presumably not for the intelligent bat) the temptation to elevate
a sonar based arrangsment of information into the paradigm of a
metaphysically privileged representation of the world is a
minimal one. Evolutionary epistemology thué provides a
perspective.from which we may appreciate the indirectness’

of vision, and indeed of any meéhaniam of knowledge, as a

means of access to the nature of reality itsslf. As Campbell
puts it:

The vividness and phenomsnal directness of vision needs

to be corrected in any complete epistemology ... vei

From the point of view of an evolutionary epistemology

viéion is just as indirect as radar.

Campbell 424,

Vision, we may say, is an 'indirect, coincidence-exploiting
mechanism®, the coincidence in question being the coincidence of
'locomotor impenetrability with opaqueness for a narrow band of
alectromagnétic waves' (ibid. 414). Fog and glass are exceptions
to this coincidence -~ air and water are not. By stressing the

importance of this coincidence and the general indirect and
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random nature of evolved mechanisms of knowing the evolutionary
epistemologist commands a novel way of defeating ths unwelcome
implications of the oculer metaphor itself.

Most importantly, however, the adoption of the evolutionary
perspective enables us to form a new, more ascceptable, conception
of mirroring. It enables us to form a pragmatically justified
conception of a relation between thought and reelity which is
non-unique and non-foundational; one which espires to none of
the absolute certainty or metaphysical representativeness to
which Rorty correctly objects. The natural anti-realist,
adopting this perspective, stands revealed as a mirror-theorist
of an unassuming disposition. Mind, he believes, is constreined
by evolutionary factors to be a mirror of nature. But it is but
one of many posaible mirrors each of which may reflect nature in
different ways and in diffarenf respects. The variety of 'mirrors®
corresponds to the variety of needs and the vagaries of chance
involved in the emergence and retention of particular cognitive
or sensory traits in a given species. This multiple mirroring,
when extended into the scientific sphers becomes the notion of
multiple tolerated scientific modsls mooted by the natural
anti-realist in chapter 7 ebove. Such models are (partielly)
valid descriptions of mind-independent reality which are
nonatheless‘mirrors of the nature of the theory-builder as
much as of the world they describe. Neither science nor the
senses, then, can be expected to uncover the mirror-thanrist'ﬁ
grail - the true unvarnished image of independent reality.

What remains, and what sufficaa for the non-foundational andarb
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of the evolutionary epistemologist, is the pragmatic,
incomplete and partisan 'mirroring' induced by the
considerations of the Appropriateness argument. This buys
a relation between thought and the world without inviting
the metaphysical excesses to which Rorty, and as we shall

now see, Putnam so strongly object.

10.5. Putnam's objections to metaphysical excess find their
expression in his attacks on 'externalism' and 'metaphysical
realism!. Against thess he urges what he calls the 'internalist
perspective!. The prime characteristic of the internalist
philosopher, according to Putnam, is his refusal to ask the
question 'what objects does the world consist of?! except from
within the context of a particular theory or deacription..
(Putnam (4) p. 49). The‘idea that there is one absolutely
corract, perspective-free description of how the world is
(the classical mirror-theorist's grail) is one which the
internalist roundly rejects. The externalist philosopher
is thus an incarnation of the classical mirror-theorist who
belisves that: .
The world consists of some fixed totality of mind-indapsndant
objects. There is exactly one true and coﬁplate description
of 'the way the world is'. Truth involvaa soms sort of
correspondence relation between words or thought-signs and
external things and sets of things. ,
Putnam (4) 49.
Putnam's internalist believes, by contraét, that this idea

of one ‘uay the world is in itself'! is one to which we can attach
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no sense. Instead hs proposes to settle for a multiplicity
of valid descriptions of the world formed according to the
needs, interests and capacities of particular beings in
particular situations. The world as ws know it is thus
conceived as being cut up into particular objects and relations
according to human nesds and abiliiias. As Putnam puts it:

tObjects? do not exist independently of concaptual.

schemes. UWe cut up the world into objects when wse

introduce one or another scheme of description.

Putnam (4)p.52.
For all that, however, Putnam insists that his arguments

do not imply that there ars no constraints on how we slice up

reality at all. Internalism, he insists, is not a ‘facilq
relativism!. The constraints are, as ever, pragmatic. To use
Putnam's (very evolutionary) example, a conceptual scheme which
told humans they could fly would quickly be proven to be
misguided (Putnam (4) 54).

Putnamt!s internalism, then, has much in common with the
natural anti-realist's revised sense of mirroring in that it
denies the privileged status of human representstions and ideas
of reality while continuing to resist the 'free creativity! of
a subjective idealism. Yet Putnam, like Rorty, is wary of the
naturalised approach. The reason, I think, is just that he
(again, liks Rorty) tends to see in evolutionary epistemology
only what we have termed the 'Appropristeness Argument'. By
failing to appreciate also the fallibility/scope constraints
on appropriatensss Putnam finds in the appeal to evolution en

objectionably realistic attitude to truth. The evolutionary
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epistemologist, he fears, may try to argue that we have besn
selected so as to be sensitive to ths metaphysically true
facts concerning how the world *really'! is. In other words
he seems to see in svolutionary epistemology & fallacious
argument culminating in the classical mirroring thesis.

For Putnam, the evolutionary theorist in philosophy

assumes, at bottom, a metaphysically 'realist! notion

of truth; truth as !correspondence to the factst.
Putnam (1) 230.

But this, as we have seen, is an erroneous view of the
intended impact of the evolutionary claims. Far from
underwriting any form of metaphysical realism or classical
mirroring-theory, evolutionary considerations may serve to
undermine such ambitious conceptions of man's epistemological
status. Evolﬁtionary epistemology, pac; Putnam's fears, is
not in the business of offering a *scientific theory of the
noumena! (Putnam'(1) p. 226 - 7). Indeed, part of its interest
lies specifically in its opposition to any such pretensions.
Naeturalised epiétemology is thus best sesn as a source of new i
philosophical problems concerning the potential scope of language
and thought father than a solution to old ones such as the
problem of the Cartesian sceptic. Putnam's other worry, which
is that any naturalised argument for cognitive appfopriatenaas
must be unacceptably circular, is thersfore unfounded. His point
(Putnam (1) p. 246) is that the would-be natural metaphysician
must rely on the very things (such as causality and obssrvational

data) which his argument is meant to justify. And certainly, some

such circularity exists. But it is an objectionable circularity
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only if the natural metaphysician is taken to be seeking after
Justification in thse old foundationalist sense, rather than
explanation and internal, pragmatic validation in the way we
have suggested. If we first essume that knowledge is possible,
and then sesk to understand how it is possible, then the point
about circularity has no ultimate force. Putnam's suspicions,
like those of Rorty before him, seem rooted in a misconceived
image of the naturalised epistemologist as & born-again
foundationalist.

In closing, we may therefore describe the natural anti-realist
as a modest internalist. For although he accepts an amended
sense of mirroring in which our common-sense and scientific
modsls do reflect tha‘raal nature of an independent world, he
yet insists that the reflections.in question be conceived as
~at all stages biased, fellible and unprivileged. He is thus
unwilling to endorse any claims of full mataphysical mirroring
(the idea of the one trus theory) or to participate in any
search for Cartesian certainty. From the evolutionary psrspective
he favours we may claim for human thought only the limited and
pragmatic validity of an instrumant successfully adapted to
serve a specific set of needs and answering to a specific range
of investigative capacities. Man, it ssems, has no licence to
credit himself with mors. But nature, happily, has no cause

to gift him with less.
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Conclusions.

We have set out e position (natural anti-realism) which
combines a semantic austerity with a useful degree of
metaphysical richness. The key to this combination has been
the injection, into the anti-reslist semantics, of a naturalissd
epistemological component. Such a component was ssuon to bolster
the anti-realist's demand that grasp of meaning be analysed as
an essentially public phenomenon and to donate (anti-realistically)
intelligible content to the belief in an indepsndent and potentially
transcendent reality; a belief often thought to be endangered by
the incapacity of the anti-realist to conceive of any of our

sentences as being true or false in full independence of our

capacity to recognise them as true or false. We have examined
several ways in which ths naturélised (in our case evolutionary)
epistemologist may form intelligible, inﬁernally warranted,
concepts of reality as potentially transcending our capacity

to know it without needing to regard. any of our santences as
expressing claims whose truth-conditions exceed our capacities
of recognition. And we -have suggested that a notion of reality
as independent is available, whether we accept the concepts of
the transcendent or not, simply by reflection on the form of

our best explanation as to how mind and language (with all its
anti-realistically described constraints) ceme about in the

first place. To conceive of reality as both indepsndent of,

and as potentially transcendihg the limits of, human mental
activity is at once to defeat the thought (which seems to inspire
much misplaced antipathy towards assertaoility condition semantics)

that the anti-realist is of nscessity some kind of subjective
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idealist incapable of conceiving of reality as logically
independent of the form and contents of humen mental activity.
The other main results of our‘investigations may be briefly

summed up as follows,

(1) Publicity is relative.

Reflection upon the kind of naturalised considerations
which might prompt us to choose an anti-realist semantics
yielded the thought that the demand of publicity, though
perfectly correct, needs to be explicitly relativised to
a given community. Language, both the anti-realist and
evolutionary epistemologist agreed, is best understood as
an instrumentality, keyed to public criteria and geared to
effecting the transfer of useful information among the members
of a community. Classical accou;ts of meaning, by adverting
to potentially unrecognisable truth-conditions, ertificially
datachytha meanings of our words from the apparent goal of
language and render our grasp of their meaninge unduly
mysterious, Assertability-condition accounts, by keying
meaning to the public circumstances in which we acquire and
manifest our grasp of it, are able to treat linguistic
understanding as a natural fact. But the principle of the
necessary publicity of meaning, conceived as a nsturalistic
constraint upon plausibly projected meaning-content requires
only that meaning be public relative to the capacities of
verification and recognition standard within the epistemic
community in question. It is not, for example, necessarily

the case that the meaning-theorist will always shars the
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capacities of recognition which, insofar as they are standard
among the linguistic community, suffice to explain the native
speaker'!s ability to acquire and manifest (to other native
speakers) his grasp of meaning. Meaning, in such ceses, is
public only to the degree neceesary to make their grasp of
meaning a naturally explicabla fact. Publicity, we may
conclude, is always a relative matter; we can form no useful
conception of publicity tout court.

A side effect of the decision to treat the demand of
publicity as & demand for natural 9xplicability is that grasp
of meaning, to mest that requirement, need not be relativised
to only the conscious sensitivities of a linguistic community.
For natural explanation requiiea only a communal capacity to
detect assertion-warranting stimuli. And such a capacity, we
saw, may be enjoyed in full independence of the language-user's
conscious knowledge of the nature, or even of the modality, of

the stimuli involved.

(2) Concepts of the transcendent.

The keying of meaning to circumstances public within a
oiven community was also an active factor in the formetion of
e concept of transcendent meaning ina home languags L1, for
certain claims mede in some alisn language L2. Thus nentancas
involving alien sacondary quality experisnces ware seen to bs
netessarily opaque to ;a sven_though we could meke (by carrying
out tests of non-collusive assent and dissent) the warranted
claim that such sentsnces were meaningful to native speekers

of L2. Here, then, was one way in which we were able to generate
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an internally intelligqibls conception of transcendent truth.

For we thus conceived that somz claims in L, may be made

2
true, when they are true, by circumstances inaccessible to

any native speaker of L1. Further concepts of the transcendent
formulated involved the probable limitation and bias of man's
general intellectual pictures of reelity given the basis of
such pictures in naturally evolved capacities of sense and
cognitive strategies. Scisnce, it was here argued, should be
sean only as offering tolerated models of reality, acceptable
to beings like ourselves, and not as offering privileged,
metaphysically accurate reconstructions of reality which are
true or false out of all relation to man's particular cognitive
praferences and modes of thought. A 'scientific noumenalism?®

it was thus argued could take no comfort from an evolutionary

view of mind.

(3) Our world and ths world-in-itself.

For all that, however, it was no part of our intention
to deny the validity of man's scientific theories as (biased,
limited, imperfect) accounts of the ngture of an independent
reality. Nor was it part of our intention to recapitulate a
radical Kantian divide between the theories ‘of:man,or any other
being (with the possible exception of God) and an unknown and
unknowable world-in-itself. Our notion of e mind-transcending
and mind-independent reality was seen to be a thoroughly
non-Kantian one, despite some surface similarities. Material
reality, as it figures in the account we developed, is

distinguished from the Kantian notion of a noumenal realm in
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two (related) ways. First, by the natural anti-realist's
conception of a known mechanism (natural selection) bringing
the abparant into (imperfect and unprivileged) line with the
materially real. Second, by the insistence that the existence
of a potentially transcendent material realm is to be treated
as a real, as opposed to @ mers, poseibility. It is & notion
grounded in the accessible svolutionary evidence for the
claims about cognitive limitation and bies. As such it is not,
as Ként's clearly wes, & notion of a mere logical poesibility
(or consistent concept) which might be mobilised to curb the
pretensions of sense and to clear a space for faith. The
mind-transcending reality invoked by the natural anti-realist
is much closser to homa. It is not the concept of a truly .
transcendsntal reality about wﬁich man can necessarily know
nothing whatscever. Rather, it is the concept of our world,
about which we already know quite & lot, extending nonstheless
beyond the particular form and scope of human knowledge of it.
Our final picture of ths relation between humen knowledge *
and material reality may thus be deacribed as & mirroring theory
of & radically non-classical kind. The human mind, so our story
goes, is indsed & natural mirior of independent reality. But it
is only one of many possible such mirrors, and in its glass
there gliatene not just the image of the world but also, and

inextricably, the familiar face of man himself.
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NOTES.

1. Ruaseli, B. in a letter quoted in DEAR RUSSELL -~ DEAR JOURDAIN

I. Gratton-Guinness (Duckworth, London 1977) p.126.

2. Exnmpleabmight b; Baldwin's genetic logic or Spencer's
naive realist spistemology (see Baldwin,J. THOUGHTS AND
THINGS OR GENETIC LOGIC (New York: Macmillan, 1906) or
the account of Spencer's thought given by Capek, M. in
'The development of Reichenbach's epistemology® REVIEW
OF _METAPHYSICS 11 (1957) p. 42 - 67). A convenient
summary of the history of Evolutionary Epistemology is

given in Campbell,D. (see Bibliography).

3. Witness the recent works by s.g. Quine,Tennant and

Wuketits cited in the Bibliography.

4. The quoteé are tjken from Frege!s review of Husserl's

PHILOSOPHIE DER ARITHMETIK (C.E.M.Pfeffer, Leipzig, 1981)

: . "
published i ZEITSCHRIFT FUR PHILOSOPHIE UND PHIL.KRITIK

vol.103 (1894) pp. 313 - 332. They are translated in

P.Geach and M.Black (Ede) YRANSLATIONS FROM THE PHILOSOPHICAL

WRITINGS OF GOTTLOB FREGE (Blackwellj Oxford, 1980) p.79.

5. For tﬁis picture of Wittgenstsin's (and by extension, fhu
_nnti—rsaliit'e) attitude to meaning as flowing frnh a
naturalised view of mind I am much indebted to a iactur-
giﬁén by John Skorupoki on 'Naturalism and unti-roaliam'
(presented as part of Neil Tennant's anti-realism course

at The University of Stirling, December 1983).
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NOTES (continued)

7.

10.

See Herbert Spencer PRINCIPLES OF PSYCHOLOGY (New York:
D,Appleton and Co. 1897) (1st Ed. 1855). For details of
his position, or a detailed historical account of the
various types of Evolutionary Epistemology to be found

in the history of ideas, ses Campbell (1).

On this ses A.Brennan 'The Moral Standing of Natural Objects'®

in ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS 6, (1984) p.35 - 56.

A more complex formulation, taking account of the potsential
multiplicity of natural functions of one part of a natural
object, is available in Wright, L. 'Functions!. {( See

Bibliography for publication details.)

An account of the importance of this somewhat neglected
requirement (viz. transmissibility) is available in
'Consciousness and complexity; evolutionary perspectives

on the mind-body problem' Bechtel and Richardson,

Y
AUSTRALASIAN JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY vol.61 no.4 Dec.1983.

The term 'satisficing'! has also besn used in economics.

There it is explained as follows. 'Suppose there is some

policy A thet meximises Spme output for some given set of inputs,
and that a simpler rule of thumb B, does almost but not

quite as well. To adopt B would be to 'satisfice'. The

Justification for adopting B is that it is simpler and less

costly in management time and training. In other words, if

one takes into account all inputs, including management costs,

A is not optimsl end B is'. (J.Maynard Smith 'Adaptation and
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S (continued)

12.

Satisficing' in commentary on Dennett *Intentional Systems

in cognitive ethology' BEHAVIOURAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES

(1983) 6 343 - 390). While admitting that 'the situation
in animals is analogous! (ibid 370) Smith prefers, for the
reason expressed in the final sentence of the quote, to

talk of 'optimisation subject to conetraints' - the constraints,
namely, laid out in the fallibility/scope argument itself.
Nothing in the present tﬁeuil; it seems to me, turns on which

mode of expression ws choose to adopt.

i.s. 'Mytation can consist of moving one or mores bases from
the string, or insertion of one or more additional
ones, or the subatitution of one nucleotide in place

of another st a given location?.

Waddington (2) 94 See Bibliography.

Some.philoaophers might object to the application of the
hardware/softuare distinction to human beings. Because miﬁd
is neceqaerily embodied, thsy would say, it makes no ;anee ‘

to talk of human softuars. fhare is no such thing; -11.tﬁsrn
is is harduare, the physical being. In essence, I would agrse.
There is indeed no such thing as human softwars. But what
there undoubtedly is are various descriptions of the h-rdu‘?.;
made at verious levels of discourse. The hardwars/software -
diatinction I have in mihd is thus innocuous because firmly
non-ontological. By software, I intend a high-lsvel (semantic)

description of the same item which, described at ths lsvel of

atoms and molecules is the hardware itself. Two such high~level
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NOTES (continued)

descriptions may be identical even if the corresponding
low-level descriptions differ. Which is what is meant by
my claim that the same programme may be instantiated in
various software and run on various hardwars. The
functionalist analysis I offer is therefore quite
independent of any problematic ontological dualism.

(?or a discussion of functionalism,levels of description
of physical systems stc, see Searle. INTENTIONALITY

(c.u.p. 1983).

H.A.Lewis, in a ayﬁposium article entitled 'The argument

from evolution' (Aristotelian Society, Supp. Vol. LIII 1979
p.207 - 223) objects to the Quinian eccount on the grounds

that evolved usefulness and truth (or absolute verisimilitude)
may diverge (p.214) hence that evolution cannot be invoked

to explain our ability to have true expectations (p.216).

Such criticisme depend for their force on a misconception/

of the Quinian claim, and a failure to take account of fge
entirely behavioural and pre-semantic nature of the idea of.

a quality-space. For such prior spacings are invoked to
explain the possibility of learning a language and not, in

any direct way, to justify the truth of judgments of -xpaétation
expressed in language. (For a detailed version of this criticism
of Lewis see David Cooper's reply in the same symposium.)

It is worth notifig that the account we are developing is at
peins to stress the divergence of evolved usefulness. of
representationsand truth, classiceally conceived. This

divergence is the conclusion of the Fallibility/scope argument

of 2.5.
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NOTES (continued)

14,

15,

16,

Portislje (1921) studied the importance of ths perception
of structural relationships for the behaviour of the
European Bittern concluding thats
A very schematic imitation of a hsad on top of a body
[ e.g. 8 disc on a pole / is sufficient to elicit
defence rsactions and that any detail in & head, eyss
for instance, does not play an important part.
(Portislje, A.F.J. (1921) 'Zur Ethologie BZW Psychologie

von Botaurus Stsllaris' ARDEA 15, 1 - 15, Quoted in
McCabe (1) 506). ‘

Spelks (1976) showed that 'naive four-month old infants
processed informetional invariants scross modelities® by
‘nonting thon midway betwesn two movie scresns showing
diffazent films and playing the soundtrack to ons of the
fzill. The infants spent 8 significantly greater amount

of time watching the film whoss soundtrack was being

broadosst. (Spelke, E. (1976) 'Infants' intsrmodal

pesrception of events' COGNITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 8 553-560).

Shaw and Pittinger (1977) demonstrated that human adults
assess growth and sgeing by an unconscious sensitivity to
topologioal transformations of shear and strein.

(Shew and Pittinger (1977) 'On percsiving changs' in
H.Pick and E.Selzman (Eds) MODES OF PERCEIVING AND

PROCESSING INFORMATION (Lawrence Erlbeum Asscciates,
Hillsdals, New Jersey.) ).
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NOTES (continued)

17.

19.

20.

Thus, for exampla, damage to the left hemisphere sesms
faf more likely to cause linguistic difficulties than
damage to tue right, which tends to cause spatial
awareness dysfunction (see Lsvy,G. (1979) !Cerebral
assymetry and the psychology of man! in M.Wictrock (Ed)
THE BRAIN AND PSYCHOLOGY (Academic Press, New York) or
Moscovitch, M. 'Information processing and tne cerebral

hemispharss' in M.S.Gazzariga (Ed) HANDBOOK OF BEHAVIOURAL

NEUROBIOLOGY (Pilenum Press, New York.) )

E.9. Hecaen, H. (1962) !Clinical symptology in right
and left hemisphers lesions! in V.B. Mountcastle (Ed)
INTERHEMISPHERIC RELATIONS AND CEREBRAL DOMINANCE

(John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore). Ses also

. Susan Carey and Rhea Diamond *From piscemeal to

configuratiunal representation of faces!',

SCIENCE 195 (1977) 312 - 314. ' ,

7

Further evidence of the axistsnce of such capacities is
found in Dixon, N.F. PRECONSCIQUS PROCESSING (Chichester,
England; Wiley 1981). See also Review Article TNot seeing
is belisving: parception without swarseness! CONTEMPORARY

PSYCHOLOGY 1982 Vel. 27 no.Il.

This poseibility was first suggested to me by Neil Tennant.

Nor, indeed, is it as implauvsible as it mey sound - see

Wiener,H. 'External chemical messengers' in NEW YORK STATE

‘JOURNAL _OF MEDICINE Dec.15 1966.
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NOTES (continued)

21.

22.

23.

24,

25,

26.

That is so, at least, as long as our concern is only
present—-tensed other ascriptions of pain. Where other
tenses are concerned, ascriptions of pain may join the
ranks of statements the conclusive evidence for whose
truth no longer exists.

For this formulation of the evolutionary claims and the idea
of exploiting the intuitionist lacuna between - ¥x (Fx).
and i’x (~-Fx) I am indebtedkto correspondence with
Crispin UWright.

As reported in The Guardian, Thursday July 19, 1984, p.13.
The account of Bayesian theory which follows owes much to

Putnam's exposition in REASON, TRUTH AND HISTORY ( see

Bibliography) pp. 188 - 196. Classical accounts include
R.Jeffrey 'Valuation and ascceptance of scientific hypotheses'

in PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE XXIII, 3 (July 1956) p. 237 - 246

and L.J.Savage THE FOUNDATIONS OF STATISTICS (New York,Dover,1972).
Thia is essentially the position suggested at the end of my

paper 'Meaning and svolutionary epistemology' (THEORIA VolfiL

1983 Part I p. 23 - 31). The idea of presenting it in terms

of Explanation ve. Justificetion and the example of physical

object language is due to Neil Tennant.

A similar view is taken by C.A.Hooker who outlines a philosophy

of science which he takes to be in accord with what he terms
'naturalistic realism!. The goal of sciencs, on such a view,

is jdst the 'maximisation of human epistemic potentisl'.

Ses 'Philosophy and mete-philosophy of science! in SYNTHESE

vol.32 nos. 1/2 Nov/Dec 1975 pp. 206 - 227,
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NOTES (continued)

27.

28.

29.

30.

This 1line of thought has been pursued by Cerl Posy in

'The language of appearances and things-in-themselves!

SYNTHESE 47 (1981) 313 - 352 and 'Dancing to the Antinomy; a

proposal for Transcendental Idealism! AMERICAN PHILOSOPHICAL
QUARTERLY Vol. 20, no.1, January 1983, p. 81 - 94.

The classic account is given by Lorenz (see Bibliography).
We may notice, in passing, that to adopt such a view is not
to preclude the possibility that some concepts, or forms of
concepts, are a necessary pre-condition of experience at all.
It may be that it is only because material reality is such as
to allow the successful use of some concepts (e.g.causality,
temporal succession, substance etc.) that sslf-conscious
experience is possible at all. lere material rsality more
chaotic, experience as we know it could be impossible. (on

this see Karl Popper, CONJECTURES AND REFUTATIONS (London;

Routledge and Kegan Paul) p. 47 - 48,

The obeervations on bee-sign systems are reported in THE DISCOVERY

OF ANIMAL BEHAVIOUR John Sparks (BBC Publications 1982).

Thus Schlick believed that language could, in and of itself,
communicate *nothing but.the logical structure of the gresen
colour! and not 'that ineffable quality of greennese which
appsars to constitute its very nature!. See e.g. the lectures
on Form and Content given at The Univereity of London in 1932,
or Oswald Hanfling's account in LOGICAL POSITIVISM (Basil

Blackwell, Oxford, 1981) pp. 96,97 from which the above quotes

were taken.
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NOTES (continued)

3.

32.

33.

34.

Kenneth Sayre, in CYBERNETICS AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF MIND

(Routledge and Kegan Paul 1976) develops just such an account,
arguing, for examples, that colours and pains;
«e«. simply are not objects of sensory awarsness. There are
no information processing channels leading from something
called *pain’ to the seat of awvareness in the subject's
cortex. Pain rather is a feature of the informational
processes occurring within the finsl stages of the
perceptual cascads. (Sayrs 239)
He goes on to say that although the phreass 'l am aware of ...!
may be completed by ‘s red objsct! or just 'red' we should
not infer that red is a possibls cbject of psrceptusl swarsness.
For one may similarly say 'I am drilling s piece of wood' or
'I am drilling a hole'. The hols, though, is part of the
drillino process but the block of wood is not.
This kind of distinction sesms to have besn sharply formulated
by Clifford Hooker who is reported (McGinn (3) p.95) as arguing
that secondary qualities arise out of the mode or medium in
which information about the world is given to us. The article
referred to is C.Hooker ¥n svolutionary naturalist rsalist
doctrine of perception' in PERCEPTION AND COGNITION: ISSUES IN
THE F IONS OF PSYCHO ed. W.Savage (Minnesota:
University of Minnssota Press, 1978). |
Ses 'What is it like to be a bat?' in Nagel,T. MORTAL QUESTIONS

(c.u.p. 1979).
This sxample is dus to Andrew Brennan of The University of 8tirling,
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NOTES (continued)

35. Some philosophers (e.g. Putnam (4) pp. 60 - 64) question
the firmness of the primary/secondary distinction itself.
If they are right, then much of what we naturally believs
to be true of secondary qualities alone will actually be true
of all qualities whatsosver. I believe that & reasonable
distinction ggﬁ be made howsver, in terms of the causel
efficacy of some QUalitias (the primary ones) and the causal
inertness of others (the secondary onss). This is not meant
to imply that our grasp of primary quelities involves no
subjective element, but mefely that where secondary qualities
are concerned there is nothing but the subjective element.
If, howsver, Putnam is, after all, in the right here this
would mean that~thq conclusioﬁa‘of chapter 9 would epply to
all qtafagénta ﬁhateoever and not (as I have arguad)>just to
etﬁtéaanta involviﬁg secondary qualitiss. This would then

amount to a quite radicel form of relativism in which to grasp

-

the meaning of any claim involved shering some physical or
functional structure with the bsing who makes it. It 1a.not
clear that such a relativism would be e vieble option for

the scientific epistemologist since it would threaten (as

we sau in Chapter 7) to undermine his oun position. I would
therefore join with Field ('Realiam and relativism'! in Jgurnel of
Philosophy -vol.LXXIX no.410 in resisting Putnam's attempt'to

assimilate the primary to the sscondary qualities tout coutrt.
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36.

NOTES (continued)
One result of this is that the simple functionalist account
developed in 3.3 (p. 61 - 62 above) must be amended. For
doubtless we ought to allow as before, for variable physical
realisations of the same subjective nature. Some being may
surely see our spactrum of colours by employing some other
natural mechanisms to our own. Yet as we sawv in chapter 9

it cannot be sufficient, in order to qualify as an alternative

. physical realisation of the same subjective nature, mersly to

succeed in making a given range of discriminations among
objects. How the discriminations are made, it now seems,

is a factor also. The earlier analysis given solely in terms
of the capacity to respond in appropriate circumstances is
therefore inadesquate in this new contaxt (i.e. of secondary
quality claims). A mors sophisticated account of functionel
similarity is therefore required if the functiocnelist account
is to be retained at all. 1In iine with the cybernetic model
developed in 9.4 we may suggest that, where secondary qualit{;a
are involved, the grasp of such terms is dependent not just on
what we can call external functional similarity - the capacity
to pick out the saﬁe sets of objects - but also on internal
functional similarity. This latter would amount to the
cepacity to produce the same range of aspparent registrations
to accompany the discriminative behaviour. There are,however,
problems here in the form of & very real threat of circularity.
For the ascription of internal functional similarity now seems
to depend on our belief that we share a subjective nature
instead of warranting that belief. A physical definition
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NOTES

37.

lark

(continued)

of internel functional similarity which does not appeal to
the apparent registrations themsslves is thersfore requirsd.
In default of such a definition,any belief in a full
explanatory fﬁnctionaliat account of the conﬁant of claims
involving secﬁndary qualities must remain a tentative one.
AR similar conclusion is endorsed by McGinn (McGinn (3) p.72).
They are

(1) T-Materisl Realism (see page 168 )

(2) cConceptual Scheme Reslism (see pages' 107,115).

(3) Phenomenal Relativism (see P3, page 198 )



A.J.Clark

BALDWIN, 3.

BECHTEL
and
RICHARDSON

BRENNAN, A.

CAMPBELL, D,

CANFIELD, 3J.

CAPEK, M.

CAREY
and
DIANOND

COOPER, D.

DAVIDSON, D.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

THOUGHTS AND THINGS OR GENETIC LOGIC

(New York: Macmillan, 1906).

'Consciousness and complexity; evolutionary perspectives

on the mind-body problem' AUSTRALASIAN JOURNAL OF

PHILOSOPHY vol.61 no. 4 Dec. 1983.

'The moral standing of natural objects! in

ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS 6, (1984) p. 35 - 56.

'Evolutionary Epistemology' in Schlipp (Ed)

THE PHILOSOPHY OF KARL POPPER (Open Court 1974).

'Telsological explanation in biology' BRITISH JOURNAL

FOR _THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE,14 (1963-64) p.285-295.

'The development of Reichenbach?s epistemology"

REVIEW OF METAPHYSICS 11 (1957) p. 42 - 67.

'From piecemeal to configurational representation

of feces! SCIENCE 195 (1977) 312 - 314.

'The argument from evolution!

ARISTOTELIAN SOCIETY SUPP. vol.LIII 1979 p. 207-223,

'0n the very idea of a conceptual scheme!

PROC. OF THE AMERICAN PHILOSOPHICAL ASSOCIATION |

DENNETT,D. (1) BRAINSTORMS (Harvester Press, 1979).

(2) 'Quining Qualia!

(unpublished).



A.J.Clark

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued ii)

DEVITT, M.

DIXON, N.

DUHEM, P.

DUMMETT M.

FEIGL, H.

tDummett's Anti-realism' i~

JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY vol. LXXX no.2 Feb.1983.

PRECONSCIOUS PROCESSING (Chichester, England;
Wiley 1981). See also Review Article 'Not seeing is
believing; perception without awareness!

CONTEMPORARY PSYCHOLOGY 1982 vol. 27 no. 11,

THE AIM AND STRUCTURE OF PHYSICAL THEORY

(New York; Atheneum, 1974)-.

THE INTERPRETATION OF FREGE'S PHILOSOPHY

(Duckworth; London,1981).

FREGE: PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE
(Duckworth; London,1973).

*Realism ve. anti-realism; & survey with some new
thoughts! lecture to Stirling University Philosophy |
Society'Nov.za, 1983.

'Realism' (1982) in SYNTHESE 52 (1982 p. 55 - 112).

TRUTH AND OTHER ENIGMAS

(Duckworth; London,1978).
ELEMENTS OF INTUITIONISM
(New York; Oxford,1977).

'Common sense and physics! in PERCEPTION AND IDENYITY

Ed. G.Macdonald (Macmillan Press, London, 1979).

"The logical character of the principle of induction®
in Feigl & Sellars (Eds) READINGS IN PHILOSOPHICAL

ANALYSIS (Appleton-Century-Crofte Inc.1949,New York).



R.J.Clark

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued iii)

FIELD, H. (1) ‘'Logic, meaning and conceptual role' in JOURNAL OF

PHILOSOPHY vol.LXXIV no.?, July 1977 p. 379 - 409.

(2) 'Realism and relativism' in JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

FINDLAY, J.N. KANT AND THE TRANSCENDENTAL OBJECT

(Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1981).

VAN FRAASSEN,B. THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE (Oxford; Clarendon Press,1980).

GEACH, P. TRANSLATIONS FROM THE PHILOSOPHICAL WRITINGS OF

and
BLACK,M.(Eds) GOTTLOB FREGE (Blackwell; Oxford,1980)

GRATTON-GUINNESS,I. DEAR RUSSELL - DEAR JOURDAIN

(Duckworth; London,1977)

HACAEN, H. tClinical symptology in right and left hemisphere
lesions! in V.B.Mountcastle (Ed) INTERHEMISPHERIC
RELATIONS AND CEREBRAL DOMINANCE

(John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore).

HANFLING, O. LOGICAL POSITIVISM

(Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1981)

HINTIKKA, JAAKKO. KNOWLEDGE AND THE KNOWN  (Reidel, 1974).

HOOKER, C.A.(1) 'Philosophy and meta—philosophy of science! in
SYNTHESE ;01.32 nos.1/2 Nov/Dec. 1975 pp.206 - 227.
(2) *An svolutionary naturalist realist docttine of
perception! in PERCEPTION AND COGNITION; ISSUES IN
THE FOUNDATIONS OF PSYCHOLOGY Ed. W.Savage

(Minnesota; University of Minnesota Press,1978).



R.J.Clerk

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued iv)

JACKSON, FRANK. 'Epiphenomenal Quelia' PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

vol. 32 no. 127(April, 1982).

JEFFREY, R. 'Valuation and acceptance of scientific hypotheses!

in PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE xxiii, 3 (July 1956)p.237-246.

KANT, IMMANUEL. CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

Trans.Norman Kemp Smith (Macmillan Press Ltd.1978).

LEVY, G. 'Cerebral assymstry and tha psychology of man® (1979)
M.Wittrock (Ed) THE _BRAIN AND PSYCHOLOGY (Academic

Press, New York).

LEWIS, H.A, 'The argument from evolution® ARISTOTELIAN SOCIETY

SUPP. vol. LIII 1979 p.207 - 223,

LORENZ, K. *Kant's Lehre vom Apriorischen im Lichte gagenuartiger
Biolngie' BLATTER FUR DEUTSCHE PHILOSOPHIE 15 (1941)

94 -~ 125. Translated in GENERAL SYSTEMS Ed.L. von
Bertalanffy and A.Rapoport (Ann Arbor: Societyafér

General Systems Research,1962). Vol.VII p. 23 - 35.

MACDONALD, G. PERCEPTION AND IDENTITY (Macmillan Press,London,1979).

MAYNARD SMITH,J.'Adaptation and satisficing' in commentary on Dennstt
tIntentional systems in cognitive ethology!
BEHAVIOURAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES (1983) 6 343 - 390.

McCABE, V. 'The direct porception of universals; a theory of
knowledge acquisition!

(SYNTHESE  vol.52 no.3, Sept.1982).



RO wewiAGELT

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued v)

McDOWELL,J.

McGINN,C.

MOSCOVITCH,M.

NAGEL, T.

O'HEAR, A,

POPPER, K.

PORTIELJE,A.

(1) 'Meaning, communication and knowledge' in Van

Straaten (Ed) PHILOSOPHICAL SUBJECTS

(0xford; Clarendon Press,1980).

(2) 'On the reality of the past! in

(1)

(2)

(3)

AGTION AND INTERPRETATION pp.127 - 144 Ed.Hookway

(Cambridge; Cambridge University Press 1976).

'Modal Realism' in REDUCTION, TIME AND REALITY

Ed. Healy (C.U.P. 1981).

'The structure of content! in THOUGHT AND 0BJECT
£d.A.Woodfield (Clerendon Press,C.U.P.1982) p.207-255.
THE SUBJECTIVE VIEW

(Clarendon Press, Oxford,1983),

!Information processing and the cerebral hemispheres'

40 M.S.Gazzarige (EJ) HANDBOOK OF BEWAVIOURAL

NEUROBIOLOGY (Plenum Press,New York).

'What is it like to be a bat?!

MORTAL QUESTIONS (C.U.P. 1979).

'0n what makas an epistemology evolutionary! in

PROCEEDINGS OF THE_ARISTOTELIAN SOCIETY

Supp. vol. LVIII 1984 pp.193 - 217,

CONJECTURES AND REFUTATIONS

(London; Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963).

$Zur Ethologis BZW Psychologis von Botsurus Stellaris'

ARDEA 15, 1 - 16.



A.J.Clark

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued vi)

POsY,C. (1) 1The language of appearances and things-in-themselves'
M_s_z_ 47 (1981) 313 - 352, '
(2) tDancing to the Antinomy; a proposal for
Transcendental Idealism?

AMERICAN PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY vol.20 no.1 1983 p.B81-94.

PRAWITZ, D. !Meaning and proofs: on the conflict between classical

and intuitionistic logic?! in THEORIA 43,1977 p.4-40.

PURTON, A.C. 'Bioclogical function?! in PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

vol. 29 no.114 Jan.1979 p.10 - 24,

PUTNAM,H. (1) REALISM AND REASON (C.U.P. 1383).

(2) MEANING AND THE MORAL SCIENCES

(London; Routledge and Kegan Peul 1978).

(3) *Meaning, Reference and Stersotypes® in MEANING AND
TRANSLATION Ed. F.Guenthner and M.Gusnthner-Reutter
(Duckworth, London. 1978).

(4) REASON TRUTH AND HISTORY (C.U.P. 1981).

QUINE, W. (1) 'Epistemology neturalised! in ONTOLOGICAL RELATIVITY

AND OTHER ESSAYS (Columbis University Press;

(2) 'Natural Kinde! in OR above.

RASMUSSEN, S, 'Realism and logic! in SYNTHESE vol.52 no.3 Sep.1982,

and
RAVNKILDE, 2.

RAUNKILDE, J. QUINE'S INDETERMINACY THESIS AND THE FOUNDATIONS OF

SEMANTICS (Doctoral theeis,Univereity of Copenhagen,1980).



A.J.Clark

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued vii)

RORTY, R. (1)

(2)

ROSENBERG, A.

ROSENBERG, J.

RUSSELL, B.

| SAVAGE, L.J.

SAYRE, K.

SCHLICK, M.

SEARLE, J.

SHAW
and
PITTINGER

SIMON, H.

PHILOSOPHY AND THE MIRROR NATURE
(Basil Blackwell; Oxford,1980).

'The world well lost' J. PHIL. vol.LXIX no.19 0ct.1972.

'fitness! lecture presented to 7TH INTERNATIONAL
CONGRESS OF LOGIC AND METHODOLOGY OF SCIENCE,Salzburg,
1983. (Abstract available in vol.4 of the ABSTRACTS OF

THE CONFERENCE).See also 'Fitness? in J.PHIL.Aug.1983.
LINGUISTIC REPRESENTATION (Reidel, 1974).

A HISTORY OF WESTERN PHILOSOPHY

(George Allen and Unwin Ltd.; London,1947).

THE FOUNDATIONS OF STATISTICS (New York, Dover,1972).

. CYBERNETICS AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF MIND

(Routledge and Kegan Paul 1976).

$pogitivism and Realism! in Ayar (Ed)

/
e

LOGICAL POSITIVISM (Free Press 1959).
INTENTIONALITY (C.U.P. 1983).

10n perceiving change' (1977) in H.Pick and E.Salzman

(Eds) MODES OF PERCEIVING AND PROCESSING INFORMATION

(Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Hillsdals, New Jarsey).

THE SCIENCES OF THE ARTIFICIAL

(M.I.T. Press, 1969).



A.J.Clark

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued viii)

SKORUPSKI,J. (1) 'Relativism,reason and the idoal of consensus?
(unpublished).
' (2) Lecture on Anti-realism given to Neil Tennant's

Anti-realism Seminar,Stirling University,Dec.2, 1983.

SOBER, E. _ 'The evolution of rationality!

SYNTHESE vol.46 no.1,Jan.1981 pp.95 - 120,

SOSA,E. 'Nature unmirrored, epistemology naturalised! in

SYNTHESE 55 (1983) pp. 49 - 72.

SPARKS, J. THE DISCOVERY OF ANIMAL BEHAVIOUR
(B.B.C. Publications 1982).

SPELKE,E. ! Infants! intermodal perception of events ' (1976)

COGNITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 8 553 - 560.

Rt

SPENCER, H. PRINCIPLES OF PSYCHOLOGY

(New York: D.Appleton and Co0.1897) (1st Ed.1855),
STRAWSON, P.F. THE BOUNDS OF SENSE (Methuen and Co.London,1966).

TENNANT, N. (f) 'Is this a proof I ses before mae?!
ANALYSIS 41.3 June 1981 115 - 119,

(2) ‘*Evolutionary Epistemology! in PROCEEDINGS OF THE.
7TH INTERNATIONAL WITTGENSTEIN SYMPOSIUM Aug.1982

Kirchbarg/Wechsel, Austria.
(3) 'In defence of evolutionary epistemology! in THEORIA
Specisl Issue on Evolutionary Epistemology vol.IL 1983,
(4) ‘were those disproofs I saw before me?' ANALYSIS 44.3
(5) ‘'Intentionality,Syntactic Structure and the Evolution
of Language'! Paper for Proceedings of THE THYSSEN

GROUP CONFERENCE in Wales 1981,



A.J.Clark

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued ix)

VENDLER, Z. RES COGITANS (Cornell Univ. Press,lLondon,1972).

WADDINGTON,C. (1) 'Evolution and Epistemology' NATURE 173 (1954).
(2) *How much is evolution affected by chance and
necessity?? in BEYOND CHANCE AND NECESSITY

(Garnstone Press 1974).

WIENER, H. 'External chemical messengers?! in NEW _YORK STATE

JOURNAL _OF MEHICINE Dec.15, 1966.

WILLIAMS, M. GROUNDLESS BELIEF (Blackwell; Oxford, 1977).

WITTGENSTEIN,L. (1) PHILDSDPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS (Blackwell;Oxford,1976).

(2) OoN CERTAINTY (Blackwell;Oxford,1977).

(3) zETTEL (Blackwell; Oxford, 1981).

WRIGHT, C. (1) UITTGtNSTEIN ON THE FOUNDATIONS OF MATHEMATICS

(Duckworth; London, 1980).

(2) Appendix to 'Dummett and Revisionism! in DUMMETT
FESTSCHRIFT Ed. Barry Taylor (Nijhoft,forthcoming).

(3) 'Kripke's Wittgenstein® paper presented to THE 7TH.
INTERNATIONAL WITTGENSTEIN SYMPOSIUM Kirchberg,
Austria, 1982,

(4) 'Oummett and revisioniem® in PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY
vol.31 no. 122 Jan.1981 pp.47 - 67.

(5) Lecture on 'Objectivity of meaning! presented to
STIRLING UNIVERSITY ANTI-REALISM SEMINAR
8 December 1983.

(6) 'Strict Finitism® in SYNTHESE vol.51 no. 2



A.J.Clark

BIBLIOGRAPHY (continued x).

WRIGHT,,L. ‘Functions! in PHILOSOPHICAL REVIEY

vol. LXXXVII 1973 pp. 139 - 168.

WUKETITS, F.M. tEvolutionary epistemology - a challenge to scisnce
and philosophy! in F.M.Wuketits (Ed) CONCEPTS AND

APPROACHES IN EVQLUTIDNAQYA§£ISTEM0LUGY

(Reidel 1984) pp.1 - 33.

A.J.Clerk

Dept. of Philosophy,
University of Stirling,
Scotland.



	354049_001
	354049_002
	354049_003
	354049_004
	354049_005
	354049_006
	354049_007
	354049_008
	354049_009
	354049_010
	354049_011
	354049_012
	354049_013
	354049_014
	354049_015
	354049_016
	354049_017
	354049_018
	354049_019
	354049_020
	354049_021
	354049_022
	354049_023
	354049_024
	354049_025
	354049_026
	354049_027
	354049_028
	354049_029
	354049_030
	354049_031
	354049_032
	354049_033
	354049_034
	354049_035
	354049_036
	354049_037
	354049_038
	354049_039
	354049_040
	354049_041
	354049_042
	354049_043
	354049_044
	354049_045
	354049_046
	354049_047
	354049_048
	354049_049
	354049_050
	354049_051
	354049_052
	354049_053
	354049_054
	354049_055
	354049_056
	354049_057
	354049_058
	354049_059
	354049_060
	354049_061
	354049_062
	354049_063
	354049_064
	354049_065
	354049_066
	354049_067
	354049_068
	354049_069
	354049_070
	354049_071
	354049_072
	354049_073
	354049_074
	354049_075
	354049_076
	354049_077
	354049_078
	354049_079
	354049_080
	354049_081
	354049_082
	354049_083
	354049_084
	354049_085
	354049_086
	354049_087
	354049_088
	354049_089
	354049_090
	354049_091
	354049_092
	354049_093
	354049_094
	354049_095
	354049_096
	354049_097
	354049_098
	354049_099
	354049_100
	354049_101
	354049_102
	354049_103
	354049_104
	354049_105
	354049_106
	354049_107
	354049_108
	354049_109
	354049_110
	354049_111
	354049_112
	354049_113
	354049_114
	354049_115
	354049_116
	354049_117
	354049_118
	354049_119
	354049_120
	354049_121
	354049_122
	354049_123
	354049_124
	354049_125
	354049_126
	354049_127
	354049_128
	354049_129
	354049_130
	354049_131
	354049_132
	354049_133
	354049_134
	354049_135
	354049_136
	354049_137
	354049_138
	354049_139
	354049_140
	354049_141
	354049_142
	354049_143
	354049_144
	354049_145
	354049_146
	354049_147
	354049_148
	354049_149
	354049_150
	354049_151
	354049_152
	354049_153
	354049_154
	354049_155
	354049_156
	354049_157
	354049_158
	354049_159
	354049_160
	354049_161
	354049_162
	354049_163
	354049_164
	354049_165
	354049_166
	354049_167
	354049_168
	354049_169
	354049_170
	354049_171
	354049_172
	354049_173
	354049_174
	354049_175
	354049_176
	354049_177
	354049_178
	354049_179
	354049_180
	354049_181
	354049_182
	354049_183
	354049_184
	354049_185
	354049_186
	354049_187
	354049_188
	354049_189
	354049_190
	354049_191
	354049_192
	354049_193
	354049_194
	354049_195
	354049_196
	354049_197
	354049_198
	354049_199
	354049_200
	354049_201
	354049_202
	354049_203
	354049_204
	354049_205
	354049_206
	354049_207
	354049_208
	354049_209
	354049_210
	354049_211
	354049_212
	354049_213
	354049_214
	354049_215
	354049_216
	354049_217
	354049_218
	354049_219
	354049_220
	354049_221
	354049_222
	354049_223
	354049_224
	354049_225
	354049_226
	354049_227
	354049_228
	354049_229
	354049_230
	354049_231
	354049_232
	354049_233
	354049_234
	354049_235
	354049_236
	354049_237
	354049_238
	354049_239
	354049_240
	354049_241
	354049_242
	354049_243
	354049_244
	354049_245
	354049_246
	354049_247
	354049_248
	354049_249
	354049_250
	354049_251
	354049_252
	354049_253
	354049_254

